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Fig. 1 The Royal Festival Hall
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Introduction

This study examines the contemporary use of  the iconic building of  the Royal 
Festival Hall, originally designed in 1951 for the Festival of  Britain1.  Focuses are 
made on the current condition after the refurbishment done by Allies and Morrison 
Architects in 20072, in relation to the original concept and design.  Key concepts 
from contemporary theories of  landscape urbanism will be used as a testing 
device to investigate the public space of  the RFH3.  It asks the question whether 
the RFH can be perceived as landscape focusing on current usage of  its public 
space.

The theory of  landscape urbanism replaces architecture with landscape, as 
an instrument, agency, and process, in the contemporary city.4  The understanding 
of  landscape is shifting.  From the traditional European view of  the sublime and 
the picturesque scenery as a painting,5 to ‘landscape as an agent producing and 
enriching culture.’6  In another words, the word ‘landscape’ is shifting from a noun 
to a verb.7  The emphasis is on how landscape works and what it does than its 
appearance.8

Much of  the theory of  landscape urbanism encourages the idea of  
interdisciplinary.  The interdisciplinary idea where the boundaries of  various 
disciplines such as landscape, architecture, and city blurs, and creates new 
relationship within the city.  The theory is in favour of  hybridized solutions, which 
satisfy multiple goals incorporating various agendas.9  A system of  cities ‘as living 
organisms10, rather than collections of  buildings.’11  The landscape urbanism 
strives for physical, social and cultural transformations, functioning as social and 
ecological agents.12

Especially with the lack of  public space in the building complex, there 
seems to be an emerging emphasis on ‘public space’ in the discourse of  
landscape urbanism.13    Historically, ‘public space’ meant ‘open space’ such 
as streets, parks and recreation areas, plazas and other publicly owned and 
managed outdoor spaces.14  However this study acknowledges ‘public space’ as 
an accessible space to the public in both physical and psychological senses, taken 
from sociological understanding.15

The study acknowledges that there are contemporary architecture, which 
has addressed and attempted to incorporate the theory of  landscape urbanism 
such as the works done by number of  Dutch architects;16 Rem Koolhaas/OMA, 
Adriaan Geuze/West 8, and Winy Maas/MVRDV.

On the contrary to many Dutch projects where architecture and urbanism 
is treated as extension of  the landscape, the RFH seems the opposite with 
its monumental ‘building’ exterior.  However, the RFH was one of  the first 
buildings that opened up and integrated the public space into the building 
itself.18   Moreover, it was the first major British public building designed in 
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Fig. 2 The Royal Festival Hall for the Festival of Britain

Fig. 4 The Royal Festival Hall after the renewal in 2007

Fig. 3 The Royal Festival Hall after the completion of the 1964 
additions in 1960s
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the contemporary style of  architecture after the WWII.19  The RFH was ‘a great 
achievement of  English science and English spirit’20.  The RFH was known for its 
‘democratic’ quality and was known as ‘people’s place’.  It offered equal acoustics 
and visuals to every seat in the auditorium of  3000seats.21  There was no social 
hierarchy where the public had the freedom to move around, to see and to be seen 
by each other.22  The space offered a new experience to the post-war Britain where 
everyone was on equal-terms.23  The RFH is more than just a concert hall but a 
cultural hybrid.  Integrating social, political, and historical transformations.

The objective of  this study is therefore to investigate on what the RFH does.  
Focusing on its current public space and usage in reference to the original.  As a 
consequence whether it can be read as a landscape.  By applying the theory of  
landscape on to a piece of  architecture, this study may help to bring new insight 
to other buildings and spaces as well.  The study aims to contribute to existing 
literature on the subject both on the RFH and on landscape urbanism through an 
interdisciplinary examination.  Historical reviews and theoretically based readings 
are used.  The comparison of  its original/current drawings (plans/sections) will 
help to understand and analyse its spatial strategies and its current usages.

In addition, the author will undertake scientific experiment of  conducting 
a survey (questionnaire) to gain first hand evidence from the public users at the 
RFH.  The questionnaire is made concise and specific to make it easier for the 
targeted audience.  The questionnaire asks general information to make sure the 
survey consists of  variety of  people.24  Then asks why they come, what qualities 
they like, and what ‘space’ they associate RFH to, and leading to the final question 
of  landscape.  Due to the public conception of  ‘landscape’25, the question was 
elaborated with explanation to suggest better understanding of  the subject.  
However the purpose of  the questionnaire was not to lead them to answer specific 
question in favour of  the other answers.  It was to make the process easy for the 
people to answer, and to have as many participants under constraint timeframe.  
Though this fieldwork is a variable contribution to the study and will add new 
insight.  This study takes to account that the sampling of  120participants26 does 
not represent the picture fully as hundreds of  people visit the RFH daily.

-01- Itineraries in Landscape

As mentioned, the landscape urbanism theory emphasis on the idea of  landscape 
as a process; what it does and how it works.  The first concept therefore is 
to understand landscape not in a visual sense but in an experiential sense.  
Perceiving landscape as itineraries, ‘for example, which tell you how to experience 
landscapes in walking through them.’27  The act of  walking is an essential tool to 
understanding and reading the city.28  The act of  walking is considered as a tool to 
communicate and experience the landscape.

-02- Continuous Surface

The theory of  landscape urbanism encourages the idea of  interdisciplinary 
where various boundaries are blurred.  The second concept explores the idea of  
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landscape as a continuous surface.  These surfaces comprise the urban fabric when 
considered across a wide range of  scales, from the sidewalk to the entire 
infrastructure.29  When one starts to read the city as a landscape of  multiple 
surfaces,30 or perhaps as one continuous surface, new relationships will be born.  
One starts to read ‘the ground itself  as a material of  design, using landscape as 
both a structuring element and a medium for rethinking urban conditions’31.

-03- Device that Enables Other Things to Happen

The third concept is a key finding that emerged through the extensive studies of  
landscape urbanism and is shared by both architects and urban theorists32.  The 
concept argues about the design process.  Rather than designing too much, it 
is about allowing ‘their users to invent and claim space for themselves.’33  The 
architectural device allows individual freedom and collective engagement.34  
Such mentality is necessary in the process of  designing.  A public space in a 
society, where engagement happens between people, place, infrastructure, and 
environment, and to have the freedom to allow such interactions is crucial.

   

 The three concepts chosen from the landscape urbanism theory will be 
applied as the testing device to examine the RFH in each chapter.  The study 
will attempt to take a step towards understanding the RFH and its public space 
through the lens of  landscape urbanism.  As a result, the study aims to open a 
conversation in the contemporary discourse of  landscape urbanism and to suggest 
a change of  mentality in perceivin the RFH as landscape.

 
Notes

1 Royal Festival Hall
2 McKean, J. (c1992 and 2001) Royal Festival Hall; London County Council, Leslie Martin and Peter Moro, London: 
Phaidon Press.
3 Allies and Morrison Architects (2007) ‘Royal Festival Hall London’
http://www.alliesandmorrison.com/projects/selected/2007/royal-festival-hall/ [accessed 04.10.2014]
4 Waldheim, C. (ed.) (c2006) The Landscape Urbanism Reader, New York: Princeton Architectural Press. p. 11
5 Corner, J. (c2006) ‘Introduction’, in C. James (ed.) Recovering Landscape: Essays in Contemporary Landscape 
Architecture, New York: Princeton Architectural Press. pp. 4-8
6 Ibid. p. 4
7 Mitchell, W.J.T. (c1994, 2002) ‘Introduction’, in W.J.T. Mitchell (ed.), Landscape and Power, Chicago and London: The 
University of Chicago Press. p. 1 
8 Corner,op.cit. p. 4
9 Reed, C.(c2006) ‘Public Works Practice’, in C. Waldheim (ed.) The Landscape Urbanism Reader, New York: Princeton 
Architectural Press. p. 282
10 Italics, intension by the author.
11 Schwartz, M. (2010) ‘Ecological Urbanism and the Landscape’, in M. Mohsen and D. Gareth (eds) (2010) Ecological 
Urbanism, Baden, Switzerland: Lars Muller; Harvard, Mass: Harvard University, Graduate School of Design. p. 524
12 Wall, A. (c2006) ‘Programming the Urban Surface’, in C. James (ed.) Recovering Landscape: Essays in Contemporary 
Landscape Architecture, New York: Princeton Architectural Press.  p. 244
13 Lootsma, B. (c2006) ‘Synthetic Regionalization: The Dutch Landscape Toward a Second Modernity’, in C. James (ed.) 
Recovering Landscape: Essays in Contemporary Landscape Architecture, New York: Princeton Architectural Press.  p. 259
14 Tonnelat Stephane (2010) ‘The Sociology of Urban Public Spaces’ pp. 1-2
http://www.academia.edu/313641/The_Sociology_of_Urban_Public_Spaces



11INTRODUCTION

15 Idem.
16 Dutch practitioners mentioned from Lootsma, B. ‘Synthetic Regionalization: The Dutch Landscape Toward a Second 
Modernity’, in J. Corner (ed.) (c1999) Recovering Landscape: Essays in Contemporary Landscape Architecture, New 
York: Princeton Architectural Press. pp. 251-274
17 Royal Festival Hall (2001) Royal Festival Hall 1951-2001: Past, Present, Future, London: South Bank Centre and BBC 
Worldwide Publishing. p. 77
18 Cherry B. and Pevsner N. (2002) London 2: South, Buildings of England, New Haven; London : Yale University Press. 
p. 347
19 Glendinning, M. (2003), ‘Teamwork or Masterwork?  The Design and Reception of Royal Festival Hall’ in 
Architectural History, Vol.46, SAHGB Publications Limited. p. 279
20 Royal Festival Hall,op.cit. p. 36, p. 77
21 Ibid., p. 35
22 Idem.
23 The author visited the RFH on various occasions (weekend, weekday without events, weekday with event) to have as 
variety of participants for the survey.  The appendices will demonstrate in detail.  
24 As discussed earlier, landscape is usually associated with the picturesque scenery.
25 Refer to the appendices.
26 Gaudio, M. (2008) ‘Section 3 The Art Seminar’, in D.R. Ziady and E. James (eds), Landscape Theory, New York: 
Routledge Taylor & Francis Group. p. 149
27 Certeau, M. de (c1984) The Practice of Everyday Life, translated by Steven Rendall, Berkeley: University of California 
Press. p. 93
28 Corner, J. (c2006) ‘Terra Fluxus’, in C. James (ed.) Recovering Landscape: Essays in Contemporary Landscape 
Architecture, New York: Princeton Architectural Press. p. 30
29 Pollak, L. (c2006) ‘Constructed Ground: Questions of Scale’, in C. Waldheim, (ed.) The Landscape Urbanism Reader 
(New York: Princeton Architectural Press. p. 131
30 Ibid., p. 127
31 Such as Georges Descombes, Herman Hertzberger, and Alex Wall.
32 Wall,op.cit. p. 245
33 Mathur, A. (c2006) ‘Neither Wilderness Nor Home’, in C. James (ed.) Recovering Landscape: Essays in Contemporary 
Landscape Architecture, New York: Princeton Architectural Press.  p. 206
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Fig. 6 Space usage on the RFH section from 1951 as erected for the Festival of Britain.

Fig. 5 Space usage on the RFH section from 2007 after the major transformation.
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Fig. 7 The RFH section from 1964 after the additions (in black).

Itineraries in Landscape

How do we experience a city?  We walk the city, the landscape, to experience 
the touch on the ground, the sound of  the streets, the smell of  the air, and as 
means of  mobility to get to places to see.  Walk is ‘an elementary form of  this 
experience of  the city; they [the ordinary practitioners of  the city] are walkers, 
Wandersmanner, whose bodies follow the thicks and thins of  an urban “text” they 
write without being able to read it.’1  Walking is a form of  activity that happens 
unconsciously in daily life.  Michel de Certeau argues that narrative structures have 
the status of  spatial syntaxes:2

In modern Athens, the vehicles of  mass transportation are called 
metaphorai.  To go to work or come home, one takes a “metaphor” –a bus 
or a train.  Stories could also take this noble name: everyday, they traverse 
and organize places; they select and link them together; they make 
sentences and itineraries out of  them.  They are spatial trajectories. … 
Every story is a travel story –a spatial practice.3

  
For spatial practice, and to understand how space operates and is organised, 
the study of  these itineraries are vital.  The narratives how one is moving, 
intersecting, and intertwining will demonstrate how the spaces are experienced, 
the relationships between people and space.4

 The Royal Festival Hall ‘is one of  the very few large public interiors that you 



16 RISA NAGASAKI

Fig. 9 The open-plan cafe and the entrance on a busy week-end with various events.

The void down to the cloakroom area

The open-plan cafe

Fig. 8 Upper ground level plan of the RFH from 2007.
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can be in without becoming the subject of  some controlling interest; unlike the 
typical public spaces of  modernity –shopping malls, station concourses, airports, 
art galleries –there is no requirement to become a consumer, no obligation to 
follow a predetermined route through the building to some ultimate goal’5.  In the 
RFH one can experience the ‘walk’ as they wish to.  The RFH is more than just a 
concert hall, what above all makes the RFH so special is the expanse of  its foyer, 
corridor, and promenades.6  The RFH does not only serve as a great musical 
instrument but sets a great prominence on circulation spaces.  Pevsner praises 
the RFH for the same reason, ‘the treatment of  the circulation space inside is what 
impresses most.’7

 These generous galleries and promenades are not constrained to one 
function as ‘circulation space’ but they are used as public space.  In another word, 
the RFH liberated the traditional conception of  circulation spaces that were almost 
trapped in just serving its ‘purpose’ to becoming public spaces that are flexible and 
engaging for the need of  the users.  As one walks through the generous galleries 
and promenades, one starts to see the relationship between the people and the 
space.

 There are many tables, chairs and sofas located in the public space of  the 
RFH.  The public spaces are used differently by various kinds of  people, such as 
mothers with children, students, retired, and working people.  There are people 
who come to work, study, read, dine, drink, dance, teach, attend an event, or 
simple to enjoy the atmosphere.  One encounters many activities as one strolls the 
promenades of  the RFH.

What’s noticeable in the RFH is the lack of  ‘enclosures’, as in divisions 
such as doors, within the ‘public’ space, i.e. not including staff  area and 
performers area or washrooms.  Certainly, the auditorium is enclosed, but even 
then, if  there is no performance or practice then one is free to walk in, to have a 
look around.  In most floors, the public can just wonder around and walkabout.  

As one enters the RFH from the north entrance into an open-plan café, and 
walks past into the main foyer, one notices the continuation of  vistas.  One can 
look up to the floor above where people are in a small group studying or having an 
informal meeting, or down to the ballroom where there is an exhibition.  As one 
walks to the grand stairs connecting the foyer to the ballroom, then another view 
opens up.  Some might be sitting down on the steps just watching the passerby.  
Below, at the cloakroom area, there are group of  people practicing their dance.  
The RFH is almost itself  an urban ecology where people interact with each other, 
with space, and find their own routes and comfort.

 Like in a city, there are multiple ways and routes in the RFH where everyone 
can experience the space, walk freely and equally.  The RFH is almost like a micro-
scale of  a city where one walks to immense in the social experience of  lacking 
a place, to wonder around, to be lost.  Until one finds one’s own desirable and 
comfortable space:

To walk is to lack a place.  It is the indefinite process of  being absent 
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Fig. 10 From one point, various spaces, routes, and activities can be observed.
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and in search of  a proper.  The moving about the city multiplies and 
concentrates makes the city itself  an immense social experience of  
lacking a place –an experience that is, to be sure, broken up into countless 
tiny deportations (displacements and walks), compensated for by the 
relationships and inter-sections of  these exoduses that intertwine and 
create an urban fabric, and placed under the sign of  what ought to be, 
ultimately, the place but is only a name, the City.8 

The RFH encourages such walk, a lack of  place, a similar mentality that of  walking 
in an urban landscape, where ‘informal complex of  interlocking neighborhoods’9 
happen by each user expanding their space and usage as each wishes to.  The lack 
of  space offers the users to find the foyer, the corridor, the promenade, and the 
stairs as a piazza, a library, a meeting point, a café and so on accordingly to the 
activities.

 The fieldwork conducted for this study asked the users of  the RFH to 
compare the RFH to another type of  space.  Certain ‘type’ of  building or space 
connotes specific kind of  quality.  For example, a type such as ‘arena’, which 
architecturally means ‘building for public performances, contests, or displays, 
usually in the open’10 connotes a grand public building.  On the other hand, a type 
such as ‘piazza’, which architecturally means ‘open space, square, or market-
place, surrounded by buildings and approached by various streets’11 connotes a 
public space in a city.  Also, certain type of  spaces can be associated with certain 
activities.  For example, a restaurant will be associated with eating, pub will be 
associated with drinking, social gathering, and art gallery will be associated 
with walking, seeing art pieces.  It was a question to gather the essence of  what 
the users associated the RFH as a space.  It was also a question to suggest the 
possibility for the users to see the RFH in a different way, to concentrate on its 
spatial quality rather than what it is for.  Therefore the survey specifically asked ‘as 
a space, what would you compare RFH to?’ instead of  asking ‘as a building, what 
would you compare RFH to’.

 For most people, 68% of  the participants chose one type of  space 
but the rest chose more than one space but a multiple.  It means that 32% of  
the participants associated the RFH as various spaces.  For 60% of  the total 
participants, the space offered at the RFH is easily associated with arena for 
events.  Only 32% of  the total participants associated the RFH as piazza/square.12  
Although the study shows that most people find it difficult to associate the RFH, a 
building as piazza/square, a space associated in an urban context, when asked:

Would you compare your experience at Royal Festival Hall to an experience 
of  being in “an informal landscape which suggests random movement and 
invites casual entry”?
A landscape in which one can wonder through and move freely without 
becoming a consumer, (i.e. shopping mall) no obligation to follow a 
predetermined route through the building to some ultimate foal but a 
space where you can simply wonder around and be in it.13

90% of  the participants have answered ‘yes’ (92%female, 88%male).14  The result 
of  the fieldwork shows that although most people find it difficult to associate the 
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Fig. 11 Shows the two entrances converting on to the main foyer and terrace level.

Fig. 12 Shows the main staircase circulation leading to all parts of the auditorium.
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space of  the RFH in comparison with other type of  spaces, they can associate the 
idea of  landscape to the RFH when elaborated.  The fieldwork shows that the RFH 
can perhaps be understood as a landscape.

 The RFH certainly can be understood as a landscape to walk on, like in 
a city.  The spacious corridors, foyers, and promenades, offer circulation for the 
public to walk in means of  mobility to go to the auditorium, or to the level above/
below.  These circulation spaces offer a promenade in means to walk to experience, 
and observe the various activities.  They also offer the environment in which 
these activities take place.  After more than 60years, the RFH still offers as a 
‘destination’ where people come not just for the cultural activities, but because of  
the very environment in which those activities take place.15    
 

Notes

1 Certeau, M. de (c1984) The Practice of Everyday Life, translated by Steven Rendall, Berkeley: University of California 
Press. p. 93
2 Certeau,op.cit. p. 115 
3 Idem.
4 Ibid., p. 98
5 Forty, A. (c2001) ‘The Royal Festival Hall –a “Democratic” Space?’ in I. Borden, The Unknown City: Contesting 
Architecture And Social Space, (Cambridge Mass: MIT Press. pp. 201-2
6 Royal Festival Hall (2001) Royal Festival Hall 1951-2001: Past, Present, Future, London: South Bank Centre and BBC 
Worldwide Publishing. p. 34
7 Cherry B. and Pevsner N. (2002) London 2: South, Buildings of England, New Haven; London : Yale University Press. 
p. 93
8 Certeau,op.cit. p. 103
9 McKean,op.cit.
10 Curl. J.S. (2006) Oxford Dictionary of Architecture and Landscape, Oxford: Oxford University Press 2nd Edition. P. 41
11 Ibid., p. 578
12 Appendix05
13 Appendix01
14 Appendix06
15 Academy Editions (1994) Designing The Future of The South Bank, London: Academy Editions. p. 16
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Fig. 13 Shows the relationship between the floating auditorium above the foyers.

Fig. 14 Shows the sttucture of the ‘egg-in-a-box’.

Fig. 15 Shows the continuous surface of the stairs to floors, revealing the underside of the auditorium.
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Continuous Surface

Following the previous chapter in which the Royal Festival Hall is beginning to 
be read as a landscape where people can freely and equally experience the 
space offered, this chapter focuses on the fabric in which such space exists.  
Understanding the city ‘as a landscape made up of  multiple surfaces’1 help to 
read the city as one continuous urban fabric.  The idea in which landscape is an 
‘active surface, structuring the conditions for new relationships’2 suggests new 
perspective.  The grounds, the infrastructure such as roads, pedestrians, and the 
floors of  buildings will be perceived differently.  One starts to read the building as 
compositions of  surfaces (floors).  Then ‘the stack of  floors may be considered 
a continuation of  the ground’3.  The surface then transforms as the integrated 
extensions of  the landscape where the boundaries of  architecture, landscape and 
city becomes less visible and defined.

As mentioned earlier, one of  the prominent characteristics of  the RFH lies 
on the way it is designed and constructed.  The ‘egg-in-a-box’ where the circulation 
space of  generous galleries and promenades surround the floating auditorium can 
be understood as a continuous surface.  The surface links the foyer, the staircases, 
the galleries, and into all parts of  the auditorium, ‘the flowing circulation from the 
symmetrically placed staircases and galleries which give access to all parts of  the 
auditorium’4.  The idea of  continues surface also occurs on the underside of  the 
auditorium, which shifts to become the ceiling of  the main foyer.  The presence of  
the auditorium is therefore always prominent at the main foyer.

After the major transformation by Allies and Morrison Architects, the floor 
level of  the main foyer of  the RFH is more continuous and creates a flowing of  
space without interruptions.  Compared with the section of  the RFH from 1964 
after the addition,5 the continuation of  the surface is noticeable.  The steps to the 
main bar were removed so that the bar stands in the same level as the foyer where 
the bar becomes more inclusive with the rest of  the space and less cluttered.  Also 
the space feels more generous at the north entrance as there is a café in open-plan 
and the bookstore was removed.  The continuation of  the surface is emphasised 
as the surface of  the outdoor extends through the north entrance, passed the café 
and into the main foyer space.  The ‘exterior and interior, no longer separate, are 
one unified conception.’6  It is the lack of  spatial boundary and the continuity that 
make the entire space as one continuous surface of  both exterior and interior.7

Moreover, the change of  materiality of  the ground is noticeable as the 
surface continues from exterior to interior.  As an extension of  the pavement, 
the ground floor is constructed with hard material of  limestone until the steps 
leading down to the ballroom.  The ballroom surface changes to timber and as one 
proceeds down to the cloakroom where the material shifts back to the limestone.  
However from the main foyer to the side promenade, the material shifts to timber 
and the timber surface continues to the next level but does not continue till the 
landing.  At the landing on the next level, one is welcomed by the warm-at-home 



26 RISA NAGASAKI

Fig. 17 The main foyer and the sunken bar in the 1990s.  The complex interior space remain from 1951.

Fig. 16 Comparison of the RFH sections to demonstrate the difference of spatial flow. 
Above with the 1964 addition and Below with the 2007 transformation.

The main foyer with the bar The north entrance by the River Thames

There used to 
be a bookstore, 
servery, and a 
bar, individually.  
Therefore less 
open space to 
sit down for the 
public use.

There now is a 
cafe with open 
plan.  Hence, 
less division and 
creates continuous 
space.

The main bar 
was sunken 
and there was a 
spiral staircase.  
Therefore the 
space feels more 
cramped.

Now the bar is 
placed on the 
same floor level 
as the rest of  
the foyer and the 
spiral staircase 
has been removed.  
Hence the space 
is more uniform 
and less clutter.
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Fig. 18 The main foyer today with the continuous floor.

material of  carpet, which resembles the wave sequence from the oscilloscope.  The 
carpet then continues to the upper levels and into the auditorium.  Once in the 
auditorium, then one ascends the timber steps that lead to the seats.  Although 
the surfaces continue, by differentiating the materials, the users subconsciously 
differentiate the spaces.

On the ground level where the limestone floor is laid, kids tend to run 
around, and most other people stand or sit on chairs.  However on the upper level 
where the carpet floor is laid, some people take off  their shoes and sit comfortably 
on the floor.  The usage of  the same ‘surface’ changes depending on its materiality.  
Even the continuous surface of  the floor that folds to become the steps, which 
forms the staircase also shifts its identity.  The function of  the stairs shifts from 
steps to walk on to architectural element to sit on.  Perhaps it is due to its grand 
scale where it gives the idea of  not purely for circulation but also for seating, like in 
a piazza or square in a city.  The steps connecting the main foyer to the ballroom 
is an example where people use to sit as they do in outdoor piazzas.  

Scale is a key element to the development of  urban representations.  
An element that can celebrate the differences of  size, and texture, as are not 
suppressed in an effort to maintain human scale.8  ‘Platforms, paths, and benches 
situate individuals but also stage encounters with scales of  building, nature, and 
city.’9  In the RFH the scale plays an important role from scale in terms of  the 
volume and the space it crates, and the meticulous thought on the fine details.  For 
example, ‘the transparency of  the balustrades, which reveal the complex spaces of  
the foyer, yet whose broad timber handrails provide generous places to lean and 
watch the crowds below.’10  As one strolls through the RFH one experiences and 
catches different moments of  scale from domestic to urban.  Some use the foyer 
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Fig. 20 The main foyer on a quiet week-day.

Fig. 19 The main foyer on a busy week-end.
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space as their living room, as in a domestic scale, or as a library where few people 
form a study group, or some use the foyer almost like a street and practice street 
dance.  These activities are integrated because the RFH is not just open for the 
concerts but for every-day use for the public.

From the beginning, the idea of  having the RFH open every day to all, 
as a public space was in the designers’ social agenda for the Festival of  Britain.  
However, for two decades, the RFH stood ‘at the centre of  an increasingly unloved 
cultural ghetto; its restaurant open for lunch, the whole building only for concerts 
in the evening.’11  It was not until 1983, the RFH reopened under the Great London 
Council’s ‘open foyers’ policy in which the building was open through out the day 
from 10am regardless of  concerts.  The RFH became the ‘people’s place’ it is 
known today.12  The RFH has gained back its original concept of  ‘people’s place’13 
and became a popular meeting place by day and a venue for drinks after work.14  
In 2000, the number of  visitors of  the RFH was two-and-a-half-million, excluding 
those who attended a formal concert.15

After recovering the essence of  the original intension and the renewal in 
2007, a new relationship was established with its South Bank context and the 
riverfront.  By ‘removing the clutter of  the franchises and opening the new café at 
the piano nobile directly onto the redesigned riverside terrace there is a complete 
sweep of  space from front to rear and side to side.’16  The intention of  the original 
design was recovered by ‘the removal of  the various office and other enclosures at 
the upper level brings these spaces, bars, terraces, back into public use.’17  After 
more than half-a-decade since the renewal, the RFH is continuing to become a 
popular public space.  That in 2012-13 alone, there were over-four-million visitors 
at the RFH.18  Through time, the RFH has accumulated layers and layers of  stages 
to respond to the changing demands of  the society.

The continuous surface of  the RFH lessens the boundaries between exterior 
and interior.  The materiality and the scale of  the surface generate new relationship 
between the form and the usage but also between people and the environment.  
The environment shape the people and the people shape the environment.
 

Notes

1 Pollak, L. (c2006) ‘Constructed Ground: Questions of Scale’, in C. Waldheim, (ed.) The Landscape Urbanism Reader, 
New York: Princeton Architectural Press. p. 131
2 Wall, A. (c2006) ‘Programming the Urban Surface’, in C. James (ed.) Recovering Landscape: Essays in Contemporary 
Landscape Architecture, New York: Princeton Architectural Press.  p. 233
3 Lootsma, B. (c2006) ‘Synthetic Regionalization: The Dutch Landscape Toward a Second Modernity’ in C. James (ed.) 
Recovering Landscape: Essays in Contemporary Landscape Architecture, New York: Princeton Architectural Press.  p. 263
4 McKean, J. (c1992 and 2001) Royal Festival Hall; London County Council, Leslie Martin and Peter Moro, London: 
Phaidon Press. 
5 McKean,op.cit.
6 McKean,op.cit.
7 Forty, A. (c2001) ‘The Royal Festival Hall –a “Democratic” Space?’, in I. Borden, The Unknown City: Contesting 
Architecture And Social Space, Cambridge Mass: MIT Press. p. 204
8 Pollak,op.cit. pp. 133-4
9 Ibid., p. 135
10 Royal Festival Hall,op.cit. p. 28
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Fig. 22 The interior of the main foyer is also limestone, extending from the surface of exterior pavements.

Fig. 21 The exterior surface is limestone.
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11 McKean,op.cit.
12 Idem. 
13 Glendinning,op.cit. p. 281
14 Idem.
15 Idem. They may have participated in over 300 free foyer and outdoor events.
16 Hawkes, D. (Nov.2007), ‘Royal Festival Hall’ in The Architectural Review, Vol.222, London: Emap Limited, p. 60
17 Idem.
18 South Bank Centre (2013) ‘Annual Review 12/13’
http://www.southbankcentre.co.uk/sites/default/files/documents/Annual%20Review_1213.pdf [accessed 04.10.2014]

Fig. 23 The steps continue down with limestone and the surface of the ballroom is timber.

Fig. 24 The upper level surface consists of carpets.
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Fig. 23 The cloakroom area transforms to an informal dance studio.
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Device that Enables Other Things to Happen

Often times, it is typically assumed that architects ‘add’ something to a place.  
Some even argue that architects act like failed sculptors because the emphasis 
is on the exterior, such as the façade, rather than the interior.1  On the contrary, 
in this study, the focuses are kept to the interior.  How the space works, how it is 
used, and what it actually does and what it offers back to the society.  Sometimes, 
it is better to keep the concept simple so that when it is erected, then things start 
to happen.  People gather, animate the space and when they like the space, they 
come back.  This chapter focuses on how the space offers such an environment, 
which enables other things to happen, such as events, activities, and engagement.

 Georges Descombes2 and Herzberger share the same philosophy in which 
they believe that for every project, a clue must be left to provoke a reaction.3  
Descombes believes that architecture is ‘devices that enable other things to 
happen.’4  It is not about ‘not to design’ but it is about ‘not to draw too much, but 
have an element which is an inducer of  behaviour’5.  It is a vision shared also by 
the architect from West8, Geuze as mentioned by Wall:

Geuze prefers “emptiness” to overprogramming and argues that urban 
dwellers are more than able to create, adapt to, or imagine whatever they 
want to.  In designing for indeterminate futures, he argues, new urban 
consumers may create and find their own meaning in the environments 
they use.6

In the RFH there are plenty of  public spaces which can be claimed by the people 
and create their own meaning in the environment.

 For example, the cloakroom area, which is located on the lower ground 
level, has become an informal dance studio.  When the cloakroom area is not in 
use, group of  people gather regularly on a weekday to practice their dance moves.  
Conveniently because it is the cloakroom area, there is a big mirror where they can 
check their movements.  The cloakroom space transforms itself  to a dance studio 
as the space becomes activated by the dancers.  The usage of  the cloakroom is 
a crucial finding by the author during the fieldwork undertaken.  The fieldwork 
gave a chance to observe such transformation of  space where it offers freedom of  
activities.  Such act creates engagement to both the dancers and the passerby as 
they gather to watch.

 The fieldwork gave an opportunity to encounter various kinds of  people 
and was able to investigate.  Perhaps because the RFH has such an open and 
generous people, there weren’t many who refused to participate on the survey.  
Most people like the RFH due to its atmosphere and its accessibility to the public.  
It is also evident that the public has the freedom to occupy the foyer, the galleries, 
and promenade as each desire to.  There are only 10% of  the participants who 
come to the RFH purely to attend an event7 and 17% come purely to enjoy the 
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Fig. 24 Various spaces offered at the RFH.
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atmosphere.  The rest, nearly half, 46% chose more than one answer for the reason 
what they come to do.  The choices8 were the following: work, study, read, dine/
drink, atmosphere, and event.9  This result suggests that nearly half  of  the people 
enjoy the RFH because there are open, free spaces that can be occupied.  Whether 
it is to work, to study, to attend an event, or to simply just enjoy the atmosphere, 
individuals can convert the space offered to their own wish and need.  The RFH 
offers such a rare public indoor space in which ‘you can simply be in it’10 without 
becoming a consumer.

Since one can stay in the RFH without ‘consuming’ anything, there are 
a lot of  people who come to study, to work, and to just enjoy the atmosphere.  
During the process of  the survey, one can starts to link the spaces with the kind of  
people.  For example, on the ‘promenade’ spaces on the fifth-level where one can 
see the panorama view of  London with double ceiling, people were approachable.  
There are few reasons that arise.  It may perhaps be because there are no sockets; 
there are less people who needs serious work with the laptops.  It may perhaps 
be the fact that the spaces are rather narrow, compared to other spaces such as 
the foyers.  Hence there are only small tables with few chairs, and therefore only 
smaller group of  people gather.  Here at the promenade space, there was a private 
language teacher who comes on a regular basis.  She comes to teach Arabic.  It 
is a great ‘free’ classroom as all she needs is a table and chairs.  There were also 
group of  people who brought their own drinks and snacks, to use the space as 
a public park, overlooking the panorama.  On the outside, there is the terrace 
and sometimes, encountered few homeless-looking men.  If  they don’t cause any 
trouble it’s fine but can be uncomfortable when one starts to get drunk and bother.

The smaller foyer area on either side of  the restaurant can be 
uncomfortable at times.  There are nice living-room-like couches and not many 
sockets so people tend to be either just chatting with friends, resting, or reading.  
However in the corners, there usually are unemployed people who sit all day long.  
The foyer spaces on the upper levels tend to be used by group of  people who are 
studying, working, and having a meeting.  Here, there are also people who seem 
to have nowhere else to go.  Sometimes the security guards who patrol the RFH 
chat with those people and make them leave.  There are downsides too in such a 
‘public’ building because it means anyone can come in.  However, in such an open 
space, it is hard to draw the boundary between people because there shouldn’t 
be a ‘public’ space, which excludes certain group of  people.  Hence there is a 
difficulty to maintain the comfort and security of  the space.

A flexible and multi-functional, changeable and adaptable space of  the 
RFH makes the building unique public space for the people.  The space animates 
differently depending on the users demand, social status.  Some use as a regular 
meeting place, some use as dance studio and the variation continues because the 
space has and offers tolerant.  

 Moreover, the RFH can be interpreted as a public landscape, which 
gives back to the urban realm.  Its public spaces are rather ambiguous and like 
polymorphous conditions in urban context.  The public spaces offered at the RFH 
is also similar to Maidan in India, ‘these places do not call attention to themselves, 
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Fig. 25 The plans of RFH from 1964 in association with current public space.
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yet they continue to support a wide spectrum of  urban life.’11  The RFH offers 
gathering space for the cyclist after work, study group, language lessons, and 
provide activity spaces for dancers to dance, children to run and supports both 
indoors and outdoor engagements.  Such place ‘offer the only real hope of  
individual freedom and collective engagement in the enclosure of  the city.’12  The 
ingredient that keeps the RFH what it is today is its emphasis on the spatial 
qualities, and its constant evolution to answer the demand of  the society.

Notes

1 Herman Hertzberger, in C. Lopez (2009, 2012) An Architect in The Landscape (Un Architecte dans le paysage)
2 Georges Descombes, Professor of Architecture at the University of Geneva, and practicing architect based in Geneva.
3 Herman Hertzberger, in C. Lopez (2009, 2012) An Architect in The Landscape (Un Architecte dans le paysage)
4 Idem.
5 Idem.
6 Wall, A. (c2006) ‘Programming the Urban Surface’, in C. James (ed.) Recovering Landscape: Essays in Contemporary 
Landscape Architecture, New York: Princeton Architectural Press.  p. 242
7 Note that this ‘event’ is not specified and suggests both paid and free events.
8 Criteria chosen by the author for the survey that was undertaken as a field work by the author.
9 Appendix04
10 Forty, A. (c2001) ‘The Royal Festival Hall –a “Democratic” Space?’ in I. Borden, The Unknown City: Contesting 
Architecture And Social Space, (Cambridge Mass: MIT Press. p. 202
11 Mathur,op.cit.p. 205
12 Ibid., p. 206
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Conclusion

The contemporary theories of  landscape urbanism are used as a framework to 
investigate the public space of  the Royal Festival Hall.  The way in which landscape 
urbanism theory read the city as ecology for the people where the boundaries of  
different disciplines such as landscape and architecture become blurred, offer a 
different perspective to understanding the RFH.  The study has focused on what 
the RFH does as a public space and what it offers to the people.  The emphasis 
therefore is not on its spatial strategy in physical sense as what it looks like but on 
what it does. 

Through the evolving discourse of  landscape urbanism, the RFH, which 
perhaps have been overshadowed by its prominent monumental post-war façade1 
as a public building, is reevaluated as landscape.  A landscape in which changes 
from a noun to a verb.2  Following the conception of  landscape urbanism the study 
has attempted to suggest a change of  mentality in perceiving the RFH and to 
examine its public space.  The RFH was investigated in three elements from the 
theory.

One of  the basic movements to read a city is walking.  In the RFH there 
is no requirement to become a consumer and can wonder around to enjoy 
the freedom of  ‘walking’.  The generous emphasis on the foyer space and the 
treatment of  the circulation space make the RFH more than just a concert hall.  
The design of  the RFH was a revolutionary idea at the time3 to integrate the ‘public 
space’ into the building itself.  The ‘public space’ was accomplished by giving 
circulation space, a much generous and comfortable setting.  Due to the flexibility 
the space offered, it gave social freedom and engagement.  The RFH was not just 
for the audiences of  concerts/events or for the performer.  However it was open for 
the public throughout the day.  It was a ‘democracy’ embedded in a public building 
where everyone had the equal right to the possession of  the space.  The original 
concept is carried out today.  Continues flowing space of  the foyer offers an 
experience similar to walking in a city and encounters many activities as one walks 
through the interior.  The emphasis shifts from form as a ‘corridor’ to its usage as a 
public space, where the interior becomes like an ‘informal landscape’.

The design of  the RFH known as ‘egg-in-a-box’ presented a flowing of  
continuous space.  The circulation ‘surface’ links the foyers, the staircases, and the 
galleries around into all parts of  the floating auditorium in an uninterrupted space.  
The lack of  spatial boundary emphasises the continuity of  space between interior/
exterior, circulation/room and create uniform space.  The ‘surface’ no longer stays 
static and becomes ‘active’ blending all the spaces together.  The continuous 
flowing space creates a new dimension connecting various surfaces (floors) 
together.  The idea of  interdisciplinary through continuous surface is established.  
The original concept was reborn after the transformation in 2007 expanding the 
public foyer by clearing the clutter and making clear routes.  The RFH continues 
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its evolution to survive and to help revitalise the South Bank Centre in creating new 
relationship.

The RFH acts as architectural device that enables the activities of  the 
people.  People do not just come for the cultural activities offered but perhaps 
more so for the environment in which the activities take place.  The emphasis 
shifts from form to events and function as usage.  The RFH reinforces the idea 
that architecture consists of  ‘devices that enable other things to happen’4.  An 
environment that allows the people ‘to invent and claim space for themselves.’5  
The space act almost like a stage, which offer possibilities, flexibilities, and 
engagement amongst people.  It offers freedom for the people to create a 
program, a space, and an environment according to their needs.  The users, the 
people have the control to activate the space, as they like.  Such multifunctional 
and flexible space then turns into a living room, a gathering space, a study room, 
and a playground and changes throughout the day.  Furthermore, economical 
because the space accommodates many functions and enrich the social space.  It 
gives the people to engage with the space and because everyone uses the space 
differently depending on the time of  the day and their needs, the space are 
constantly changing and activated by the very people who use the space.  There 
are no restrictions whether one is coming for a concert or not.  Any member of  the 
public can have the freedom to claim the space to work, study, meet, and attend 
an event.  

The RFH is a landscape in itself, where people can interact to create an 
environment, where people activates the given terrain6, and where it does not 
call attention to itself  but support a wide spectrum of  urban life.  It supports 
engagement rather than objectification7, which is the quality appreciated today 
in contemporary urban context where everything is becoming commodified.  
Architecture therefore must act as an ongoing medium, an instrument and continue 
to evolve together with time and the demand of  the society.  Therefore the RFH 
must continue to progress together with ever-changing environment to act as a 
valuable instrument.

 Through the theories of  landscape urbanism, a step towards perceiving the 
RFH as a landscape is encouraged.  The study attempts to act as an ‘instrument’ 
to suggest a new insight to understanding the RFH as landscape.  The framework 
of  the landscape urbanism helps to investigate the public space and how can 
it contribute to the society and to the urban context.  The society and the 
environment are constantly changing.  Therefore one must be open-minded and 
keep an eye to the changes in order to adapt.  ‘Each generation rewrites history…’8  
The study contributes to the discourse of  landscape urbanism and suggest a 
change of  mentality in perceiving the RFH as landscape.

For the future practice, expanding the samples for the survey and 
reevaluating the questionnaire will improve the research.  
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Notes

1 Used as a metaphor and in Italics, intension by the author.
2 Mitchell, W.J.T. (c1994,2002) ‘Introduction’, in W.J.T. Mitchell (ed), Landscape and Power, Chicago and London: The 
University of Chicago Press. p. 1
3 1951
4 Georges Descombes, in C. Lopez (2009, 2012) An Architect in The Landscape (Un Architecte dans le paysage)
5 Wall, A. (c2006) ‘Programming the Urban Surface’, in C. James (ed.) Recovering Landscape: Essays in Contemporary 
Landscape Architecture, New York: Princeton Architectural Press.  p. 245
6 Italics, intension by the author.  Note that ‘terrain’ is used instead of ‘surface’ or ‘space’ to emphasise the quality of 
landscape. 
7 Mathur, A. (c2006) ‘Neither Wilderness Nor Home’, in C. James (ed.) Recovering Landscape: Essays in Contemporary 
Landscape Architecture, New York: Princeton Architectural Press.  p. 216
8 McKean, J. (c1992 and 2001) Royal Festival Hall; London County Council, Leslie Martin and Peter Moro, London: 
Phaidon Press.



46



47

[APPENDICES]



48 RISA NAGASAKI

Appendix 01: The Questionnaire 
 

 Quick Questionnaire on Royal Festival Hall for MArch.Architecture Thesis:  

Please circle your answers. 

Gender:  Female  Male 

Age:   10-20  21-30  31-40  41-50  51-60  61+ 

Currently:  Working Studying Retired  

Do you prefer to… 

Come Alone  Come with Friends  Come with Family  Come on a Date 

Do you come to… 

Work    Study    Read    Dine/Drink 

Enjoy the atmosphere  Attend an Event  

How often do you come to Royal Festival Hall? 

Couple of times a week  Once a week  Once a month  2-3times a month 

Once in 3months  Once in 6months  Once a year 

What is the favourite part of the Royal Festival Hall that you like? 

Open Space  Atmosphere  Accessibility to the Public  Events  

As a space, what would you compare Royal Festival Hall to? 

Arena for events   Restaurant/Café   Art Gallery  

Pub/Bar for social gathering  Piazza/Square 

 

Would you compare your experience at Royal Festival Hall to an experience of being in “an informal 

landscape which suggests random movement and invites casual entry”?   

A landscape in which one can wonder through and move freely without becoming a consumer,(i.e.shopping mall) 

no obligation to follow a predetermined route through the building to some ultimate goal but a space where you 

can simply wonder around and be in it. 

Yes  No  

Thank you for your time ☺  
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Appendix 02: Voices from the R.F.H. Users 
 
“Full of colour.  No two weeks are the same.  Working since September 2013. Enjoy 
working here.” 
 
“Changed a lot since it[the R.F.H.] became part of the South Bank Centre.” 
 
“Thank you!” 
 
“Came here because my friends told me about the wifi.” 
 
“Wondering –yes.  But the building suggests directions and destinations.” –regarding 
the last question. 
 
“Really interesting idea!!” –regarding the concept of the study. 
 
“Buildings are for people and multiple function and an environment.” 
 
“On a cloudy day like this, like you [the author] said, it’s great.  It’s like you are in a 
park but inside, without umbrella, without rain boots.” 
 
“It’s my first time but I can imagine myself coming back here.” 
 
“Green is the way foreword.” 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 

APPENDICES
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Appendix 03: General Information of the R.F.H. Users 
 
Gender Total 
Female 61 
Male 59 
Total 120 

 
Age Total 
  9 
21 - 30 37 
31 - 40 34 
41 - 50 19 
51 - 60 11 
61+ 10 
Total 120 

 
Current Status Total 
Working 79 
Studying 20 
Working & Studying 1 
Retired 10 
N/A 10 
Total 120 

 
Do you prefer to… Total 
Come Alone 20 
Come with Friends 45 
Come with Family 17 
Come on a Date 1 
Alone & Friends 18 
Friends & Family 12 
Friends & Date 1 
Friends & Family & Date 1 
All of the Above 3 
N/A 2 
Total 120 

 
Do you come to… Total 
Work 37 
Study 24 
Read 21 
Dine/Drink 23 
Enjoy the atmosphere 56 
Attend an Event 43 
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Appendix 03: General Information of the R.F.H. Users 
 
Frequency of Visits Total 
Couple of times a week 28 
Once a week 16 
2-3 times a month 16 
Once a month 20 
Once in 3months 22 
Once in 6months 9 
Once a year 7 
N/A 2 
Total 120 

 
What is the favourite part of R.F.H. that you like? Total 
Open Space 47 
Atmosphere 52 
Accessibility to the Public 51 
Events 35 

 
As a space, what would you compare R.F.H. to? Total 
Arena for events 72 
Restaurant/Café 14 
Art Gallery 22 
Pub/Bar for social gathering 23 
Piazza/Square 38 
N/A suggestions such as Library, Web Café/ Meeting Place 2 

 
Experience at R.F.H. similar to that of landscape? Total 
Yes 108 
No 9 
N/a 3 
Total 120 

 

APPENDICES
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Appendix 04: Do you come to… 
 
Do you come to… (All choices inclusive) Female Male Total 
Work 17 20 37 
Study 9 15 24 
Read 8 13 21 
Dine/Drink 15 8 23 
Enjoy the atmosphere 31 25 56 
Attend an Event 27 16 43 

 
Do you come to… (Individuals who chose one) Female Male Total 
Work 11 8 19 
Study 4 6 10 
Read          0 2 2 
Dine/Drink 1 2 3 
Enjoy the atmosphere 9 11 20 
Attend an Event 7 5 12 
Total 32 34 66 
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People who couldn’t just pick one choice of activities:
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17%

46%
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Appendix 05: As a space, what would you compare the Royal Festival Hall to? 
 
As a space, what would you compare R.F.H. to? 
(All choices inclusive) Total 
Arena for events 72 
Restaurant/Café 14 
Art Gallery 22 
Pub/Bar for social gathering 23 
Piazza/Square 38 
N/A  
(There were suggestions such as Library, Web Café/ Meeting Place) 2 

 
 
As a space, what would you compare R.F.H. to? 
(All choices inclusive) Female Male 
Arena for events 41 31 
Restaurant/Café 6 8 
Art Gallery 8 14 
Pub/Bar for social gathering 10 13 
Piazza/Square 22 16 
N/A 
(There were suggestions such as Library, Web Café/ Meeting Place) 1 1 

 
 
As a space, what would you compare R.F.H. to? 
(Individuals who chose one) Total 
Arena for events 42 
Restaurant/Café 4 
Art Gallery 9 
Pub/Bar for social gathering 6 
Piazza/Square 20 
N/A 
(There were suggestions such as Library, Web Café/ Meeting Place)                      0 
Total 81 

 
 
As a space, what would you compare R.F.H. to? 
(Individuals who chose one) Female Male 
Arena for events 25 17 
Restaurant/Café 1 3 
Art Gallery 2 7 
Pub/Bar for social gathering 1 5 
Piazza/Square 11 9 
N/A 
(There were suggestions such as Library, Web Café/ Meeting Place) 0 0 
Total 40 41 
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Appendix 05: As a space, what would you compare the Royal Festival Hall to? 
 
As a space, what would you compare R.F.H. to? 
(All choices inclusive) Total 
Arena for events 72 
Restaurant/Café 14 
Art Gallery 22 
Pub/Bar for social gathering 23 
Piazza/Square 38 
N/A  
(There were suggestions such as Library, Web Café/ Meeting Place) 2 

 
 
As a space, what would you compare R.F.H. to? 
(All choices inclusive) Female Male 
Arena for events 41 31 
Restaurant/Café 6 8 
Art Gallery 8 14 
Pub/Bar for social gathering 10 13 
Piazza/Square 22 16 
N/A 
(There were suggestions such as Library, Web Café/ Meeting Place) 1 1 

 
 
As a space, what would you compare R.F.H. to? 
(Individuals who chose one) Total 
Arena for events 42 
Restaurant/Café 4 
Art Gallery 9 
Pub/Bar for social gathering 6 
Piazza/Square 20 
N/A 
(There were suggestions such as Library, Web Café/ Meeting Place)                      0 
Total 81 

 
 
As a space, what would you compare R.F.H. to? 
(Individuals who chose one) Female Male 
Arena for events 25 17 
Restaurant/Café 1 3 
Art Gallery 2 7 
Pub/Bar for social gathering 1 5 
Piazza/Square 11 9 
N/A 
(There were suggestions such as Library, Web Café/ Meeting Place) 0 0 
Total 40 41 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Piazza/Square 

Other 

Piazza/Square 

32% (38/120)

Female 

Male 

27% (16/59)

36% (22/61)
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Appendix 05: As a space, what would you compare the Royal Festival Hall to? 
 
As a space, what would you compare R.F.H. to? 
(All choices inclusive) Total 
Arena for events 72 
Restaurant/Café 14 
Art Gallery 22 
Pub/Bar for social gathering 23 
Piazza/Square 38 
N/A  
(There were suggestions such as Library, Web Café/ Meeting Place) 2 

 
 
As a space, what would you compare R.F.H. to? 
(All choices inclusive) Female Male 
Arena for events 41 31 
Restaurant/Café 6 8 
Art Gallery 8 14 
Pub/Bar for social gathering 10 13 
Piazza/Square 22 16 
N/A 
(There were suggestions such as Library, Web Café/ Meeting Place) 1 1 

 
 
As a space, what would you compare R.F.H. to? 
(Individuals who chose one) Total 
Arena for events 42 
Restaurant/Café 4 
Art Gallery 9 
Pub/Bar for social gathering 6 
Piazza/Square 20 
N/A 
(There were suggestions such as Library, Web Café/ Meeting Place)                      0 
Total 81 

 
 
As a space, what would you compare R.F.H. to? 
(Individuals who chose one) Female Male 
Arena for events 25 17 
Restaurant/Café 1 3 
Art Gallery 2 7 
Pub/Bar for social gathering 1 5 
Piazza/Square 11 9 
N/A 
(There were suggestions such as Library, Web Café/ Meeting Place) 0 0 
Total 40 41 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix 05: As a space, what would you compare the Royal Festival Hall to? 
 
As a space, what would you compare R.F.H. to? 
(All choices inclusive) Total 
Arena for events 72 
Restaurant/Café 14 
Art Gallery 22 
Pub/Bar for social gathering 23 
Piazza/Square 38 
N/A  
(There were suggestions such as Library, Web Café/ Meeting Place) 2 

 
 
As a space, what would you compare R.F.H. to? 
(All choices inclusive) Female Male 
Arena for events 41 31 
Restaurant/Café 6 8 
Art Gallery 8 14 
Pub/Bar for social gathering 10 13 
Piazza/Square 22 16 
N/A 
(There were suggestions such as Library, Web Café/ Meeting Place) 1 1 

 
 
As a space, what would you compare R.F.H. to? 
(Individuals who chose one) Total 
Arena for events 42 
Restaurant/Café 4 
Art Gallery 9 
Pub/Bar for social gathering 6 
Piazza/Square 20 
N/A 
(There were suggestions such as Library, Web Café/ Meeting Place)                      0 
Total 81 

 
 
As a space, what would you compare R.F.H. to? 
(Individuals who chose one) Female Male 
Arena for events 25 17 
Restaurant/Café 1 3 
Art Gallery 2 7 
Pub/Bar for social gathering 1 5 
Piazza/Square 11 9 
N/A 
(There were suggestions such as Library, Web Café/ Meeting Place) 0 0 
Total 40 41 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

One type of  space chosen. 

Multiple type of  spaces chosen. 

68% (81/120)
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Appendix 06: Would you compare your experience at Royal Festival Hall to an 
experience of being in “an informal landscape which suggests random 
movement and invites casual entry”? 
A landscape in which one can wonder through and move freely without becoming a consumer, 
(i.e. shopping mall) no obligation to follow a predetermined route through the building to some 
ultimate goal but a space where you can simply wonder around and be in it. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Experience at R.F.H. similar to that of landscape? Female Male Total 
Yes 56 52 108 
No 2 7 9 
N/A 3   3 
Total 61 59 120 

Yes

No

N/A

Experience at R.F.H. similar to that of  landscape? 

Female 

Male 

92% (56/61)
60% (72/120)

88% (52/59)

Yes!
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