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继续寻找与纸刊、微信之间的传播矩阵平衡

APP平台将作为唯一渠道，

推出部分文章完整英文版，以飨海外读者

同时将不定期推出特别策划的别册内容，

与微信独家策划主题呼应
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㜁釆嬔棾

READER’S  MAILBOX

跤蹺犦侳鲲趵艤
鲲趵䇗銲㡶熱詛艊鄽䖢醮儂屒

鲲趵瑪絑誼艊暚魍忺䉳鍖棾，醮㡶謭蹺䅕誼艊

跤蹺麟趵澐䉳荁㫚。羠鲲䀍艊酽覜鞲跫翨墡陣

艊紒醑㓕謭侳婜輩，鮪“㡶熱詛”、“鲲镾諦慘”、

“酽夃酽㣵”訵酽跀燒鞏㚴艊媆啂醣，“跤蹺悅

㡊”嶗“跤蹺壽㬬”鮪跫翨諤跣鰱嶼魖鰱羠樰，

醮躐荁掓艊曧跤蹺乵侳鲲趵艤嶼艊坢㡽。犦侳

鲲趵艤鮪斶㳝醢艊坢㡽儂曑艊曧瑪絑羠鲲䀍樴

嗁艊黌誼、謚僨墡趵蹺咲唻酁椨㩸矇艊䈑烢飨

倀跤蹺艊鲲趵緣鄀。跤蹺鮪犦侳悅㡊鲲趵艤，

夃誤鲲趵䇗銲“㡶熱詛”，彾踵瑪絑㡊瑧㜉㱚艊

㳛㒄忲瀇，桹菑踔哱、箏竑艊證諍㫧蠿，驔嬱鑫

㚾侸艊鄽䖢。鮪螻䎐岄酁艊▕蕬醢，㛫㜄䎪慡

扅鑫鲲趵艤嶼醮瑪絑鲲趵䀍艊饅鎽、唻跤蹺鄽

䖢艊儂屒嶗唻梪鰱僨嗴艊嬁閼。

釆㪝㯵鎽跀昷媀槵

郶䀨

㜁鍎㛊㛀ISSUE 87

太古里传统街的改造 一直以来都被大家认为是一个不错的案例

——昦犗孎贜@昷謦㳚Shae_Yang

㛊㛀@╙壈跤蹺 僨壉艊86梕《彾㰊㓋钂》昦騷鞯鄻孎贜

我曾经误打误撞走进这两位新晋大

师的一处作品 当时就觉得非常震

撼惊艳 没想到多年后她们成功加

冕 祝贺

——昦犗孎贜@婠詀筊鳏

㛊㛀@╙壈跤蹺 㩸僨艊2020妘杚濕貿陸値挀朥惡峗

老井盖牢固 现在街上看到一批井

盖破损的都是所谓 塑钢 要出人

命的 不注意踏上去 完了

——昦犗孎贜@儬魯羠-婠詀

㛊㛀@╙壈跤蹺 㩸僨@岤醢珪䥜暺 艊孎贜：煹趼榚棷㭠㣵醢ぃ熕醢╖㛄

艊“壈墡”叄樭躦嫮烐燊鲚苼䯒偧蹕䯓，㫥棷㭠㣵詀鲋1952妘，壈墡踵㓦敡設

梕醢犦壈墡烏嗁艊誖蠙，㫥蟢鲚苼嬟啨㓄鑫

080梕

1.茩嫚䎇桭謚跏䎋䎇蔅䀨㛵。《鮪醢犦，櫩踆醢犦》姉踵訅138䎇；䧫䎇姉踵訅150䎇。

087梕

1.訅97䎇ィ樴訅醑ǹ“鲲趵”槵跤艊“儕儂”踵儂韓䀏、儂ゔ㠺，囑旝梥㫧ǹ燍㳘。
2.訅151䎇諢槵訅醑瀇趕斶訅醑ǹ，“㩸黌”姉踵“敘黌”。

蹕穻棾瑧 /醑鎽羠牆囈騷 掟嬁 /@岤醢珪䥜暺

86梕《彾㰊㓋钂》穼䉳蹕

呭昷㮻諪 : 00urbanchina@urbanchina.com.cn

呭昷鈫襽 : http:// www.urbanchina.com.cn/

呭昷孎贜 : http: // weibo.com urbanchina/

㝌缾踽䎇 : http: // douban.com / people / urbanchina/

呭昷獕呹姎 : http: // urbanchina.taobao.com/䯒枃匯䯓

僨ǹ㯵翄㛣 : 021- 65982080-8039

犦侳㓅唒蘚䎋茩鎽跀㮻諪 : cgcuiguo@urbanchina.com.cn

孎惡駡‖誑 : uc_ urbanchina APP:餥楇姉羮縟姎捗踆 : ╙壈跤蹺
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旝 /應朥暺 [╙壈跤蹺岄釆 ]

Text / KUANG Xiaoming [Chief Editor of Urban China]

刊 首 语 伦敦城市规划之中国思考
HOW LONDON HISTORIC PLANS 
INSPIRING CHINA

ぃ㭠艊煢媆撾棾靕鲋鰱╪屟麽過
Street Attraction from Local Value 

ぃ㭠梪㦳曧酽蟢牐誤艊侟諦矇裶䄄，錨桹鲮㬦、鲮嬔、鲮懙艊嗚镾，媰㜉飨鳏踵跤宆，曧╙壈艊訅酽

駡邁裶䄄嶗牆撾艊僨羠鏍。罌澑，ぃ㭠錨桹䉳唻梪鰱鳏嶗侳鰱鳏艊儕㳛慘羮，喒謾曧證諍屟ぃ㭠，箏竑艊

鰱╪屟麽過噴呯鑫呅艊煢媆撾。唻鲋侳鰱鳏，㫥蟢鰱╪屟麽過㩸懙彾鑫錨桹䞸暺㛌時屟艊竑頥，㫧鍖㩸懙

彾酽蟢鉢䖢，桭鄮㩸誼踵鉢䖢鄽牨。唻鲋梪鰱鳏鍖㔃，㠯載鰱╪旝誼镾侽鲲羠衃敒，鰱昷旝誼@駱梪鰱羠

牆，鲲羠嫓嘄巃嶗靕㝰巃，亱媰蛼嶼艊僑鏅撾，鲲羠“ぃ㭠菋”艊慘羮，㩸誼彾蛼＝麽過。瀷偧愛斣掟敤

ぃ，飨䗮㠺鄡籹墮慁鑫ぃ㭠艊婜醁屟，婠詀䏣㞒酛酽，煫桹槷梣㭻慹，桹濕鲋縟趵僨嗴，㫝妘棾飨“淽褢嗴”

㫧酽澒錫禯ぃ㭠牆撾。

鰱╪屟醭誆曧旝誼艊™恔，桖㳛㒄艊曧夃棾呺羮屟嶗鄽牨屟，忴镾鲲羠邁䤿醮邁嵔。呅艊㳛砎鮪鲋墮

悜嶗濕羮饅跀艊愽憻：酽曧麽過慡扅，瑪昷瀕鰱慡扅證諍ぃ嶼艊旝誼麽過，藥愥窹㠮艊、䉯窹㠮艊飨倀䆡

屟麽過，妛鹾㬦㫓榚蟢窹誼艊昷媀㫧ǹ™摙；鲈曧墮悜跣屟，䉯窹㠮旝誼曧莏澐艊跣屟旝誼；醑曧侟諦侸

樭，醭誆曧縟䀉艊諤蟢壈鯫ǹ踵艊侸樭屟，鍖鹾曧嗚镾侟諦，窩駡、賓呉、縟趵睏茻侸樭屟；蠐曧壈鯫啂謭，

牆撾艊棾瑧酽呯醭曧靕醢鍖醣艊，侸樭屟棾靕鲋壈鯫屟；鲕曧敤姛妔䎖，壈鯫啂謭＝鲲羠壈鯫俢瞝，䈑㒄

敤姛、䉯敤姛鄩鄬飨倀ǹ趵鄖＝醭讜蠿姪艊妔䎖，飨桖侸鰱ィ㫊駡邁濕苩。

鰱╪侟蠻㳛㒄艊曧婩僨㫜慘浧媀
Development Mode Defines Regeneration

愛斣桹嬟侸暃嶼侟蠻艊彾嗚橉籌，瀷偧蕳墷、蹺粀鴛叄訵，㭠陸賣鰱嶼侟蠻雩曧謾跤躐酽。1980妘魍，

敤姛婩僔侟蠻㭠陸賣鰱嶼，彾襫鑫婩僨駡誒㠥㠩鰱╪侟蠻。設梕㳕羮“棶棎敱苩”，敤姛熱㡊10%婠㛄饅

䀽俋矇▕蕬㛄昻，湯蠶90%煢媆蛼＝悅㡊。羾鲋㫜慘浧媀俒絔嶎誼，設梕曧俢㠫艊，猄麽敒苩㰊魖勢鑫暆

4

螻䎐愛斣艊╙壈僨嗴諍，唻鲋嫕醣艊跤蹺╙壈錨桹給㶃嶗蕓㫶嶯躏。䒫魯，粶╙醠夃嶗熕鲮㬦醠頥裶

䄄婠㛄晼唻╙壈餱縶㡽勢酽呯艊䅡呯，雩踵╙壈䗮閔㠮羠牆抲辭鑫羠尓裶䄄敆搫。謾漛，繩昢╙壈

鱲婜艊踮翨過，╙壈镾侽怳媑艊餱縶勢姌侸俋。愛斣曧粶矇酁椨，跤蹺╙壈醮愛斣㓇浧醭讜，▕梪醢

㫊勢20-30駡㳚，踽╙嶼紙撾喥＝䉯夠俋。籌偧譯鲷，粶嫮酁椨勢鲕粶喥皜踮坽瑑，嶯嚌菑╙壈啔醭

镾畝怳俋。醢犦賒㳕羮“粶嫮+鴛叄”艊鲮㬦跀酛醿㓦╙壈紙撾。訅醑賒給㶃䅏絆陸䆗瀷艊昦╙徔耚，

熕菑╙壈侳觶薟敡啑笶鰱婠㛄昦╙，妛鹾唻昦╙艊餱縶㫧ǹ䅡呯。粷鮪彿髦姉㛫唻鲋羠尓㒄踃麽過艊

僨慽桹桖鮪鰱誼艊鍊鹷，酽昷䉳恦羠尓裶䄄嫕酽蟢㡊瑧，藥塒羠尓嘄屟嶗㡊瑧嘄屟，悶䎐敱籹嶗敱苩

跏跣昷䉳。詆酽昷䉳醝諦鍊鹷蘙烰镾撾、鳏艊贋醮籹、澒ǹ㭠艊懲羮敱籹，鰍ゎ羠尓敱苩、蛼＝敱苩、

鄽牨敱苩。茩頌跤蹺瀷㪏侸㓄艊曧羠尓敱苩頠偡，鍖鄽牨敱苩嶗蛼＝敱苩妛煫桹桭俋誼。跤蹺艊╙壈

婩僨䈑㒄鞲愛斣艊證諍跤焪僉鄽䖢，妛鮪鄽䖢跤〓誼攝昦。
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梕愽鰱艊跣鳏忲㳚，敤姛鑨鍋。䉳唻鞣暃駈訖醭﹊艊嗁䉳，㭠陸賣鰱嶼桭謚懲熱“棅忲䀞”，婩㬦鑫㪇㩴，

発僨鑫╙壈牆撾，鰱麽篞猄。麹磢婩僨彾嗚鑫，貶璂麽艊駡邁屟嬟濱，㪇㩴嶗粶乵艊璂麽，敤姛㰊煫桹嬱勢。

鮪澑鄽䖢斊㚳躐醣，過嬱儂屒艊曧，瓟烐鰱嶼婩僨䒫魯姉㛫薶呯鰱嶼僨嗴艊惡宆，偧楇惡宆㢹侽，敤

姛頌梕艊悅駱喥醭姉㛫誆曧▕蕬㛄昻，㫤姉㛫贋醮濱麽愽鰱艊粶頺。辭酓㬫姪嶗粶乵㱚酓、桽烏㛄昻㱚酓、

鲮㬦㱚酓㒄錨桹讜澒嶗豈讜澒屟。讜澒曧慇魯販婠駡艤，畝熱㚯晄㫅艊鮃鰱，驔嬱璂麽敒苩；徏鍎豈讜澒，

魯酓熱鰱嶼僨嗴昷橉，畝熱㚯鮃鰱，鰱麽䆠菑昷橉醢猄。謾漛，唻鲋嶼╪牆撾艊鍊鹷，酽曧敤姛醮壈鯫艊

鄖讜屟，鄩鄬詇陝偡敤姛醮壈鯫鲈鍎艊饅跀，恦拠偡㡊梪㫜慘、敤姛悅扡艊頺倗，▕鲋僨嗴惡宆鮪鲈鄀壈

鯫㳚姉㛫桹忞鞯駱，駡邁㛄昻悅駱醮鮃鰱熱㚯㒄讜澒㜑陝，㱚倧桽烏㒄醮㡊梪㫜慘墮慁鎽跀。鲈曧瓟烐麽

過艊畝僨粷。饅䀽鮪鲋偧駁僨慽靕磢蝪㡑艊麽過㩸懙，張瓟烐麽過㩸懙踵鉢䖢鄽牨、杛㓅敱镾，桭謚㩸懙

踵氒呍麽過。醑曧㩴㭠鲮㬦艊敆搫撾。㭠陸賣鰱嶼艊婩僨㛇暺鑫㩴㭠鲮㬦艊©俋慘羮，貶鮪㫜慘醢醭誽彾

嗚。忞飨㒄恦TOD嶗婩僨讜澒誼，喒謾曧襽砎囈縶艊鮃鰱醭姉㛫濱麽熱㚯，姉㛫悶䎐蛼＝敱苩嶗鄽牨敱苩。

蠐曧侟諦嗚镾艊牆撾屟。㳟趺䇑蔅俧嶼34駡䎉，䅵鑫縟趵、窩駡、㳟@、賓呉，賜䉱烐㫅㫤鲲羠嬟侸鼷

䄂牆撾裶䄄，晼桹羠尓敱苩雩桹鄽牨敱苩。鲕曧㓇陝㛄㚧艊媆啂屟。㭠陸賣䎋茩靕僔靧鄮㰊桹㓇陝壎鮪僨

慽媆啂慘羮，㡽設媆䎘曤蛵鑫酽跣姠婮蔅俧嶼艊銊偡巻杛，謚棾贋醮勢愇縟㜎繩。䆠菑壈鯫艊黌誼、趵踽

艊啂媆，飨倀婩僨艊笶騙，醭昢㜉斾㓇陝。㓇陝壎㫤㠥㠩誤尓醎悜嶗鄖縟，藥愥壈敤鄖㜉，媯屟㓇陝。

2019愛斣㓇陝馾橉蕓蛵
Inspiration from Draft Plan 2019

昦僨壉艊《愛斣㓇陝》䯒2019-2041䯓馾橉，踽䎪曧“㓇陝愛斣艊梥棾—頠屟亱䂏䯒Good Growth䯓” ，藥

塒嗎俋“頠屟亱䂏”茩槪，啔踵忞桹艊㓇陝噴詇抲辭徔耚橅楯，踵醣嘄鰱昷敤姛艊僨嗴㓇陝抲辭慇啂，薶

墮諤鰱艊僨嗴㓇陝澒㜉酽靪，邁讜呺粷“讜酽跣愛斣”巻杛，讜暚呅雩壽呯敤詇飨暺杝瀯瀕婠㛄贋醮鳏蘚

艊鎲㠩。謾跤過嬱屒鍊妛僨鳏獿荎艊桹飨醣鲕砎：

訅酽，蛼嶼婠㛄玈諦藥咷。㛫㓇陝竑時饅燍婠㛄媰俋鍖藥咷艊蛼嶼，悁豈鑫飨鳏踵跤宆艊屒嶎。謾跤“詵

㠥惔賓応”饅跀勢酽跣╙壈艊鳏艊侸樭屟、@諦屟嶗藥咷屟艊▕蕬。荁唻鍖㔃，榚蟢蠿姪醢，彿髦唻㫥昷

䉳墡慘艊蔠裮㫤醭㢹，勢姌㳕僉尫樭艊賓応敤詇，墮䆭屟艊鄽牨㬎羮賓応姉㛫婠侸啨，尫躅婠，䇗跤㫤曧

鰓斞婠，㳕僉駁蟢浧媀，偧駁㫜慘，㫤鈇啨荁姉艊慇啂屟旝鬣。蛼嶼婠㛄㫤藥愥飨鳏踵梪荁饅艊點懴屟、

呴嗋屟艊䃾䎪。瀷偧駡邁裶䄄艊㫪扟、駡邁裶䄄艊鬫㬬、鰱昷竑頥艊™恔，㫥鲢㰊曧婠㛄媰俋鍖藥咷艊蛼

嶼艊酽鲢宍磢㒄踃。

訅鲈，鳏訥亱䂏鵱䒌鎢彾。愛斣㓇陝暺薶抲熱，勢2041妘，愛斣鳏訥䎖梕鞲890醐亱䂏勢1080醐。

荁姉鰱，喥趵䎖梕妕鰍瀯妘亱䂏4.9醐，鲋 2041妘㫊勢 690醐。鮪梥棾靧啨鲈鴛妘㳚，愛斣瀯妘䈑㒄

66000倧昦応，鹾䈑㒄桹43000倧鄽牨㬎羮応忴镾瓕㢹愛斣壈炓艊䈑㒄。昦婠艊応厸㒄嶗愛斣艊梽㭔嶼、

TOD飨倀蹺咲駡艤╙壈酁諦㡽棾。㫥呺䅕醢曧暺薶鑫瀯妘艊鳏訥䃸泙嶗喥趵䎖梕。㫥酽砎嬟過嬱彿髦敤姛

給㶃，瀯妘勢姌㒄桹侸啨鳏訥亱䂏，宆㳚桹斶，磢謚桹㚧陝鰱媆㫧，桹㚧陝鰱㫧ǹ賓呉嶗喥趵㱚倧。

訅醑，擊姾╙壈幆ǹ鲮嬔。㛫穼㓇陝恦㫜誤@駱羠牆，鞏啂婩斔裶䄄、瓟烐裶䄄、幆ǹ鲮㬦、蛼嶼鲮嬔。

飨婩敡裶䄄、ぃ㭠裶䄄、瓟烐裶䄄踵㪉鉢，㬦㫓幆ǹ牆誤鲲羠蛼嶼鲮嬔。㫥雩曧鮪呝櫞蛼嶼婠㛄。

訅蠐，攝昦鄽牨侸樭牆撾。愛斣㓇陝踎怬斶叄鄽牨錫扢攝嶯鲲趵、㳟@趵訵攝昦僨嗴，踵攝昦鄽牨，

㫧ǹ鼷䄂、縟趵、銊䏴、擊姾訵俋㳝牆撾㱚倧。

訅鲕，䋸屟、敱籹、呏瑪、濱蘙。㛫㓇陝㫤竑時饅燍粶乵墮悜嶗炚鎬黌誼艊嬁閼，喒謾恦呏瑪屟抲醢

䗮姪，偧烐呏瑪、儂岪、䅂瞐訵訵，㫥鲢雩澐曧麟趵咲嶗攝昦攝趵鳏銲瀷㪏饅燍艊。

濱蘙嶯嚌菑䗮敱，媰㜉杶镾恖梮艊姉羮飨倀杶幋嶗䗮敱艊▕蕬㛄昻。俋斶懪啔呏瑪嶗逫駥艊㭇㪝婠襫

㡽棾，肣嵔躐醣，桖鎢媆僨鑫彿髦唻䋸屟╙壈慘羮艊屒鍊，喒謾曧䋸屟蛼嶼。讜暚，╙壈㫤䈑㒄酽鲢䋸屟

裶䄄慘踵儂岪䅂瞱艊醿賠裶䄄。粷鮪跤蹺艊昦▕婠—㬦㚵5G、竑䗮紙翄撾、╙䅕醮╙壈㩴鲮、擄翄橴、俋斶懪、

鳏墡杶镾飨倀墡趵鲒鎽鈫酴俋䎘╪䉯夠饅䀽，唻梥棾杶幋╙壈艊婠㛄、抲䗮䋸屟嶗敱籹，飨倀呏瑪濱蘙，錨桹嬟

俋艊敆搫慘羮。
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釆慍    Prologue

伦敦 效率与平等性的时空博弈
London: Effectiveness and Equity in Spatial-Tempo Fix
應朥暺 [╙壈跤蹺岄釆 ] +㡻寉䯒╙壈跤蹺䯓  

KUANG Xiaoming[Chief Editor of Urban China]+ZHAO Min (Urban China)

騷䒫㛳   Editorial

伦敦城市规划之中国思考
How London Historic Plans Inspiring China
應朥暺 [╙壈跤蹺岄釆 ]  KUANG Xiaoming [Chief Editor of Urban China]

踽旝    Articles

伦敦 一个自发生长的首都
London, A Self-Evolving Captial City
媑氈頠䯒椈墕䯓  ZHANG Weiliang (Hangzhou)

㳕㛅    Interview

城市更新 在英国意味着什么
访同济大学城市规划系副教授杨帆

What Does Urban Regeneration Mean in UK?
Interview with YANG Fan, Vice Professor of Department of 
Urban Planning, Tongji University

ㄬ驦䯒╙壈跤蹺䯓  YUAN Jing (Urban China)

陆海统筹城市设计新探索
深圳市小梅沙海岸带详细规划国际咨询

Urban Design Under Sea-Land Coordination
International Consultation for Detailed Planning of Xiaomeisha Costal Zone, Shenzhen

㳕㛅    Interview

伦敦 从时空修复到渗透性城市更新的
规划理念变迁
访 Aedas 主席及全球董事纪达夫

London, Planning Theory Shift from  
Spatial-Tempo Fix to Insertion
Interview with Keith Griffiths, Chairman &  
Global Design Principle of Aedas

㡻寉䯒╙壈跤蹺䯓  ZHAO Min(Urban China)

踽旝    Articles

粗野主义 高技派与新形态
破除形式规则 维护现代主义传统

UK Postwar Modern, Brutalism, High-Tech and Beyond
To Demolish the Rules but to Keep the Tradition

疛嚖䯒譯鲷 -愛斣䯓  PAN Yan (Beijing – London)

╙壈硰砎  City Hotspots

橉籌    Case Study

道克兰开发的头 10 年
The First Decade of  Docklands’  Development
㡻寉䯒╙壈跤蹺䯓  ZHAO Min(Urban China)

蹕㓦    Infographic

城市更新 书中延伸阅读材料
Reference and Further Reading List of Urban Regeneration
㡻寉䯒╙壈跤蹺䯓  ZHAO Min(Urban China)

橉籌    Case Study

奥运 洗白 经济黑洞
Did Olympic Game Revive the Ecnomic Balckhole?
㡻寉䯒╙壈跤蹺䯓  ZHAO Min(Urban China)
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橉籌    Case Study

象堡 非繁荣期的前卫 他者
Elephant&Castle, Avant-Garde in a 
Decaying Era as ‘the Others’
㡻寉䯒╙壈跤蹺䯓  ZHAO Min(Urban China)

蹕㓦    Infographic

英国新自由主义四十年背后
伦敦的流动性变迁
Flows in London beyond the 40 Years of 
Neo-Liberal Great Britain
㡻寉䯒╙壈跤蹺䯓  ZHAO Min(Urban China)

踽旝    Articles

步行城市 与城市积累
对新 伦敦计划 2019-2041 的思考

Walkable City and Urban Accumulation
A Thinking of New London Plan (2019-2041)

呚䅃䯒蘇橯 -椈墕䯓  SONG Yang (Cambridge – Hangzhou)

㳕㛅    Interview

戏剧 作为英国的文化认同
访戏剧导演徐英子

Drama as the Cultural Cognition of UK
Interview with Theatre Director XU Yingzi
ㄬ驦䯒╙壈跤蹺䯓  YUAN Jing (Urban China)

蹕㓦    Infographic

查理先生在新城
Charley in New Town
㡻寉䯒╙壈跤蹺䯓  ZHAO Min(Urban China)

蹕㓦    Infographic

伦敦规划 2019-2041 草案
Draft London Plan 2019-2041
㡻寉䯒╙壈跤蹺䯓  ZHAO Min(Urban China)

䧫䎇    Yellow Pages

橉籌    Case Study

另一半埃奇维尔路
The Other Part of Edgware Road
㡻寉䯒╙壈跤蹺䯓  ZHAO Min(Urban China)

蹕穻敭鲇    Image Story

公共空间 艺术和人
Public Space , Art and People
椂壌䯒醢犦䯓  YANG Fan (Shanghai)

踽旝    Articles

19 世纪伦敦的 水问题 及其治理
“Water problem” and its Treatment in London 
in The 19th Century
灀濕䈯䯒牨攢䯓  MAO Lixia (Jinan)

蹕㓦    Infographic

伦敦的摩天大楼四十年
Skyscrapers in London: 1979-2019
媑朥爳䯒╙壈跤蹺䯓  ZHANG Xiaozhou (Urban China)

踽旝    Articles

三份港区素描
Three  Sketches of  Dockland
棜䇹髤䯒愛斣䯓  LI Yufei (London)

踽旝    Articles

现代伦敦绿色空间体系的创建与发展
Development of Modern London’s Green Spatial System
 跛籾颲䯒䂏曗䯓  YAN Yufang(Changchun)
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CITY HOTSPOTS - READING

鞲墤魳荱╙壈
UNDERSTAND THE CITY FROM
GREAT WORKS
旝 /㳚昤梪

Text / Lisbon

《窡爠跫翨╙壈諍蔠裮》

慘鍎：[餚 ]嬐嬱〃陸惛陸

踽釆：䅘岯、嗕絆旝訵 

熱穼蛼：醢犦醑鎽霎姎

熱穼暚䄄：2019妘7桸

呯麽：198廬

⺖㖌踵“㛬鄫㛀㫼鞲詁靧鞔╙壈僨嗴艊瀷㪏蔠裮婩嘪躐慘”艊

《窡爠跫翨╙壈諍蔠裮》鲋㫝暀熱穼跤旝穼。㫥㯵慘閔曧訅酽㯵㛬鄫

蔠裮鞲鳏貙蛼＝暆梕勢粷魍跫翨踽㒄╙壈鉢跀艊霎，羾㡱啯㪧▕俋

叧漥爳╙壈僨嗴諍豕趵謖㖌斊戦嬐嬱〃陸惛陸踽釆，蓜謖╙壈諍叧咲

䅘岯踵䒫艊叧鍎筧䄯鄩鄬錼㛗。墤魳酽鞶⺖㚪踵罌棈儨屟媰鍖詵慘

踵蔠裮㡊旿嶗墡錨霎棾懲羮，貶㫥㯵慘閔艊設僔茩槪曧鄩鄬酽梪藥

愥㛀懪、㛀砎嶗踽䎪艊醝諦屟慘閔，鍖䉯酽梪廟咷逫棇艊艁蟨瑪霎。

鞲㫥樭艊墤魳棾荱╙壈，瀯跣鳏㰊詵飨桹靕墰艊䄕㜁㓕姪。

《窡爠跫翨╙壈諍蔠裮》飨500侸䎇艊謕夿，鰓醑㯵鰓㛀㫼斾跣

跫翨╙壈諍。䅵啂㔃侳，訅2-11覈鞯鄻暆梕╙壈，鰱絔餱縶醢藥愥

鑫銊踆醭㫊貏鲡、詁鰱跤犦鰱嶼、䉯爳、攢鲡、跤蹺訵，鞲䃾䎪嗃

䉳賒狇倀鄽牨、鳏訥醮蠩炓、棈撾醮駡炓棈濕、呬斊醮蛷髟、㓇陝

醮粶乵。訅12-24覈踵訅鲈㯵鰓，鏅磍㫝魍暆梕╙壈，鞲跤跫鄅漥

爳㚸㡽，鰓時㛬㫼鑫1500-1800妘艊㫝魍暆梕漥爳╙壈、7-15跫鄅

艊跤趼╙壈、1500-1800妘艊倿昤桞╙壈、600-1300妘艊跤蹺╙壈、

1300-1900妘艊跤蹺╙壈、暀梪艊頌粷魍╙壈、1400-1800妘艊趼攢

鲡珜訥╙壈嶗惛酾銊爳╙壈訵。梪㯵鰓雩飨4跣覈頺鰓時㛀㫼㫝魍

暆梕跫翨諤鰱╙壈艊鄽牨、鳏訥醮鳏訥㫍蠩、棈撾嶗旝誼笶尓，謾

跤㫤狇倀鑫漥爳醮跤蹺╙壈僨嗴鄽䖢艊瀷㪏。

訅醑㯵鰓郿擇梪霎謕夿艊酽約，鞲訅25-44覈，飨粷嫕魍╙壈踵

㛀㫼唻㝧。梪㯵鰓諤覈頺礣䎐勢鑫瑪絑諤俋爳╙壈僨嗴漛姃艊饅跀，

䅵1800-2000妘艊漥爳、1900妘靧鞔艊跤蹺侳，唻惛酾銊爳、譯銊、

暀梪、攢鲡、趼攢鲡嶗癛俋濕鲡、跤趼飨倀1000-2000妘艊䉯爳╙

壈鲱豕覈㛀㫼。唻嫕魍╙壈僨嗴跤䉳踮艊褃熱䃾䎪嶗叧梮蔠裮跤艊

㳛㒄瑪絑屟硰砎，梪㯵鰓雩鴛鰓㳛㓉。豕覈蔠裮艊䃾䎪藥愥：㠱羥、

醭妕訵嶗蛼＝䆥蟇，╙壈粶乵、攝昦矇╙壈、翄嬁醮╙壈、濗炓鰱

╙壈、嫕魍俋㰊＝、㯗嶼、珜訥╙壈訵。

偧澑犕駣艊酽㯵墤魳，曧侸叧蟨斶鴛瀕瑪絑鄀時豕咲艊杶幋酁

杫。懪踽釆嬐嬱〃陸惛陸斊戦鮪姃㔃跤鞯鄻，鮪熱穼蛼抲熱䎋茩婠㚴

謚，骼踽啂艊筧䄯點鲋2010妘5桸嶗2011妘4桸鰓時鮪㡱啯㪧▕俋

叧嶗哅侲熴喺鲡俋叧詿婩鑫跏漛蹺䅕＝㚴，筧酁鑫酽恊跫翨╙壈諍岄

鉢蔠裮嶗諤鰱嶼╙壈諍蔠裮艊叧鍎，藥愥酽鲢鰱蹕蔠裮嶗酑壽昷䉳艊

豕咲。謾跤，狇倀跤蹺╙壈諍艊㯵鰓，侸踵蓜謖艊烲叧咲藥挘。暆梕

╙壈㯵鰓艊跤蹺豕覈羾哅侲熴喺鲡俋叧侢攢峾斊戦䯒魳桹《Chinese 

Architecture: A History》䯓摝釀，600-1300妘艊跤蹺╙壈豕覈羾蔠裮

呚諍艊瀷濕暚烲叧咲、驌䎑俋叧證諍跀䙧壔孭斊戦摝釀，1300-1900

妘艊跤蹺╙壈豕覈賒羾鈵儨娞斊戦䯒魍ィ慘《烲訥：酽跣跤蹺╙壈

艊賠褃嶗蛼嶼》訵䯓摝釀，1400-1800妘艊趼攢鲡珜訥╙壈豕覈羾藥

貊諍䯒魳桹《荱嬱㓄艊╙壈：趼鲡醑縟珜艊茊ヮ犛煆嫚》訵䯓斊戦摝

釀，1900妘躐謚艊跤蹺╙壈諍㯵鰓艊慘鍎踵壉熴鈵俋叧證諍跀誒暰

骰斊戦䯒謾魳慘《昦敤躐謚：㙬唒、聶䄐醮旝暺㫧蠿跤艊彾㰊䯒1895-

1937䯓》嶗《墴㳟<咲>跤艊證諍：1920妘魍艊彾㰊蛼＝》醭蹼頌捨熱

穼跤旝穼䯓。

梪霎醭鳢鄓㓋鲡爳、跤趼、漥爳、䉯爳倀銊爳訵跫翨餱縶廟╙䁗

艊僨嗴㢑獻，猔苼鞲俋㰊＝跤宆勢╙㯗、鞲濗炓╙壈勢雯䁗壈䇗艊哃

妭㜷跀，桖菑菋鲋╙壈嫮彾醮畝嫮彾㫓蠿跤艊㛾侸饅䀽罌踃。釆鍎婩

呬暺躏，䄠㫼鑫╙壈㬦諍蔠裮艊㳛㒄屟倀謾䉳踮艊蟢蟢慙徔，㛗鍎䅘

岯、嗕絆旝賒ィ蛵，“鮪㫥蟢！杚鈵貏販昤媀＂艊俋諦緋跤，證諍叧嫕

磢醭镾鈇瀕。”澐偧㛗趿岄姃忞㔃，鮪粷呺嗃䉳，╙壈僨嗴㓇陝嶗╙

壈䃾䎪艊㓦噴，镾侽㬦㫓儂屒╙壈僨嗴艊證諍恓勢諦絔艊昷橉徏澐薶

艊窩熴。喥呠㓅艊╙壈誼㫧蠿鍖㔃，㒂昷僨㫊蹺咲趵墱鄽證艊╙壈誼

證諍镾侽踵啹侐鲋╙壈誼設鄀䅆瀇徏䗮㬫僨嗴䅆瀇艊蹺咲嶗鰱嶼抲

辭桹苩艊鄽䖢徏斊㚳；喥孎㓅艊╙壈婠㛄鍖㔃，酽跣╙壈鮪僨嗴證諍

醢ィ粷熱艊竑屟镾侽踵㛫╙壈艊竑頥僨嗴抲辭桹苩艊慇啂，榚酽╙壈

艊僨嗴證蠿雩镾踵謾骼╙壈艊侸樭誼僨嗴抲辭桹苩艊給㶃。鮪赗蜶

嗃䉳，鑫㓦╙壈艊證諍镾侽夎錫彿髦桖偡鰱絔㓦嶗㬎姉酽跣╙壈。醭

讜艊╙壈鮪䏣隊、㓅寳、䒃䏴、㛳㔃蹰靧婠詀䏣樴昷䉳㰊＝桹墬婬，

謾囑罌誆桹螻璕㫥跣╙壈艊證諍忴镾酓熱㓦詄；羠牆鮪╙壈㳚艊鳏髦

䈑㒄鑫㓦骼髦忞羠牆艊╙壈艊證諍，綾桹偧澑，骼髦忴镾醮╙壈桖偡

鰱@踵酽鉢，鮪巃蓜╙壈㫓詛艊宆絔證蠿跤嗴梐╙壈艊梥棾。
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3.  《荱醭㓄艊╙壈》

[嶯 ]黥⿺爔〃則啯醎㜀魳，媑哣㛗／㛗楁熱穼蛼／
2019妘8桸／45廬

㫥梪霎曧嬟侸╙壈蔠裮穚偡鍎艊蕓鯆魳慘。1991妘梪霎飨

《䆡嫮艊╙壈》踵謖羾颭╙熱穼蛼熱穼，2006妘、2012妘跏漛

鮪㛗楁熱穼蛼艊則啯醎㜀慘閔趿霎跤鲻荁，2019妘鮪怳亱艊

則啯醎㜀慘閔趿霎跤熱穼桭昦穼梪。鮪䧫暻艊嬿颭艤，柍妘
艊鯆詁俋壵尅宍砮僑蜶韓堝棾靕儨喺昤艊䉣妘晈鍎䖂詵〃燆

鈵㚸㫼骼晈㬠跤艊╙壈。鲕鴛鲕姫╙壈，鴛酽跣鬬酄鮪瀯姫
╙壈醢艊踽䎪，鲇饅鳏貙羠叅艊忞桹噯䎪。

4.  《瑪絑╙壈僨嗴悞鶯2019：亱媰瑪絑㡊瑧㱚鉝嗚镾》

囈憈雲、媑妭羠踽釆／樴靪熱穼蛼／2019妘6桸／218廬

慘踵醢犦瑪絑╙壈蔠裮䅳彾襫謚艊䒫㯵妘姪僨嗴悞鶯，梪悞
鶯鏅磍㫔謭瑪絑╙壈艊▕梪㭇㪝，醖㢐瑪絑╙壈茩槪巻杛醣
艊ǹ誤昷耚嶗蕚䎪賽駱訥。鞲醢犦婠㛄醖㢐瑪絑╙壈艊徔耚
茩槪倀嗚镾呯瀕駱忲，啀恓蹺䅕唻礣艊槪棎，蔠裮醢犦婠㛄
醖㢐瑪絑╙壈艊侳㯵粶乵棷鬣倀廟羠屟誤撾，疦鮪〓獻嶗竑
頥攝㬬，㣵嬛㬕愞倀㣵鄡蹕；扜㚮醢犦婠㛄醖㢐瑪絑╙壈醮
嶼╪攝昦諦慘、桽烏蹺咲“酽夃酽㣵”婠㛄艊鲒荁扢誤，䄠㳘
╙壈镾鄀抲緣艊絔㛀梽壽嶗唻詇屒㣵。

5.  《瑪絑╙壈僨嗴慇斶2019》

囈憈雲魳／樴靪熱穼蛼／2019妘12桸／158廬

梪悞鶯鮪瑪䉳跀酛櫕絔粷桹╙壈僨嗴慇槪鉢跀倀謾慇斶蔠裮

彾楇艊▕蕬醢，鞲╙壈樮宆嗚镾薶襫ゎ㳝槪豈艊▕梪醎姪，
椨婠╙壈慇槪鉢跀岄鉢橅楯，抲熱踽㒄慇槪㬕愞飨倀棾瑧倀
餱縶，蔠裮慇槪棈㳛薶呯，㫧ǹ╙壈慇槪鉢跀倀謾慇斶艊牣
㛛醮㛊幫。錨鉢藥愥╙壈鈫酖㫪㬦屟慇斶蔠裮、╙壈㱚鉝妕
詬慇斶蔠裮、╙壈牐㳝慇斶蔠裮、╙壈牆撾慇斶蔠裮、╙壈
僨嗴粶乵慇斶蔠裮、╙壈嶼╪僨嗴慇斶蔠裮。

6.  《趼鲷╙壈桖昦鄽䖢》

讜牨俋叧婠詀醮╙壈裶䄄蔠裮忞、樚媀＝蛼暀梪㛄㚧魳／
讜牨俋叧熱穼蛼／2019妘6桸／128廬

梪霎鮪䄠㫼趼鲷╙壈嫮彾甡黌㫓蠿、╙壈㓇陝諎絔熴㓇倀畝
婩僨䎋茩梽壽艊▕蕬醢，唻醭讜貙矇艊12跣╙壈畝婩僨橉籌

㫧ǹ鰓椷。䄠暺趼鲷╙壈僨嗴艊鑨杛棷鬣嶗竑嬕，薟粷趼鲷
╙壈畝婩僨蹁扥艊箏竑屟嶗諦絔屟，挀蛵薶墮畝婩僨䎋茩嬱
飨呺粷艊敤詇敆搫、㡊梪贋醮、敤姛㯵䃸諎扡倀豕趵梽椨僨
慽慘羮艊䎋茩梽壽。梪霎忞扜㚮艊曧醮╙壈噴詇、㓇陝諎絔、
╙壈㛄㚧嶗婠詀㛄㚧豕趵䎘╪，飨倀応鰱鲲訵ǹ趵㰊桹哣賽
饅跀艊醝諦屟╙壈僨嗴䃾䎪。

㫝梕昦霎扢駆

1.  《鮪骼髦狆俢飨頌：啀恓鳏貙桭鄌贙艊嫮媀》

[餚 ]諮貏〃鄐啯㬖魳，媑願㛗／贜䇗俍脹〃琒攢旝頯熱穼蛼
／2019妘3桸／158廬

鮪㫥梪霎跤，餚蹺掟嬁壎諮貏〃鄐啯㬖羮骼艊䁬俧啀恓鰱絑
醢桭謚梥鄽焑榟艊囑僔鳏屟躐銊，翽醣桭謚艊嬁絹㚶嫚。梪
霎邁敒嫚鑫諮貏〃鄐啯㬖獿駱獿嘪哣楁、椥鰱盤囑、煛甿隖
鰱忞惤掟艊300蠶夿䗮玜礣穻，㚶嫚鑫㯵魖跤桭䞸牆艊鳏窹
嫮㝧醮桭羠誤艊羠牆鯫杛。霎跤㫤䅔桹慘鍎呺鰱㡶㛅驔嬱艊
訅酽忲旝叄㡊旿，㛬鄫鞯鄻鑫瀯跣㯵魖艊㡽瑧、雳隊、惡髭
嶗䒃䏴訵，嗴粷骼髦醮‖醭讜艊羠牆昷媀。

2.  《絔㓦剓鞯：㛀鳏艊婜輩》䯒55囈妘亱㚨梪䯓

[鎢 ]䖂潛啯〃䧍陸澤烲魳，駁㭠哃㛗／㛗楁熱穼蛼／
2019妘4桸／88廬

鞲棧獸梮勢鲒鎽鈫，剓鞯慘踵鳏鏍呭醮嶯㛌艊婜輩，䂏蹼飨
棾醮鳏貙鲒荁⿷㬬，邁讜㫧誼。彿髦偧駁驔僉蓜㛌、鄖讜墡
慘、㫪扟嬐澑，艍獿糴剓鞯嬁閼。鞔俍，䧍陸澤烲艊絔㛀鮪
瀯跣鳏艊羠牆跤⺖儂侟㛇呺。梥棾，恖梮艊僨嗴剴啔夃棾瀟
鲢昦剓鞯䯩鳏艊婜輩剴＝⺖惼嗴靧駁昷䯩鮪㫥梪霎跤，䧍陸
澤烲梪㠮醢扜㚮艊曧恖梮、鳏貙醮蛼＝艊噯䎪。絔㓦剓鞯，
鄮裮曧踵鑫絔㓦彿髦忞侐艊蛼＝羠尓，鮪䈘駣醮䉺昦跤恓啀
靕㦳艊羠叅躐㭠。

9
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Brutalism, High-Tech, and Beyond in Post-war Britain
To Demolish the Rules but to Keep the Tradition

Text / PAN Yan

Translation/ SONG Yating

After World War II, three globally significant 
architectural movements were started by 
British architects and architectural practices: 
brutalism that is derived from modernism 
and localised in Great Britain; high-tech that 
emerged in the 1960s and peaked during the 
1980s, led by British high-tech architects 
and practitioners; new formalism that greatly 
innovated architectural morphology and 
functional organisation, which was born in 
the British academy and acknowledged as 
constructivism in its early days, and later gim-
micked up with parametricism. The first could 
be seen as a movement spread to Britain, 
while the second was explored and practiced 
in Britain and then exported to the world; 
and the third conceived in Britain, with its 
concept globally spread and widely practiced 
before projects occurring in its motherland.

The Festival of Britain, a national 
exhibition and fair that celebrated British 
technology and art, was held on the South 
Bank of London, only six years after WWII, 
to manifest the history, ambitions and future 
visions of the British Empire. Many would 
suggest that it is state-led grand event with 
a reference to the Great Exhibition of 1851 
(with the Crystal Palace). Led by the 38-year-
old Hugh Casson, director of architecture 
of the festival, a group of young architects 
designed a number of international style 
buildings. Although these futuristic structures 
were demolished in the following year by 
Churchill’s government as the remnants of the 
Labour Party, their impact long lasted. Not 
only did they mark the resurgence of post-war 
Britain by giving new life to the South Bank 
cultural centre after the bombing, they also 
delineate the nation’s visions of the future: to 

rise from the history and embrace the future, 
with new technologies to create unprecedent-
ed possibilities for a new society.

‘Brutalism is not an aesthetic, but an 
ethos.’ It was not born associated with con-
crete structures and volumes. Space shaped 
by concrete is used as a ‘formatted’ artificial 
environment that supports modern living 
just like nature. With changes in aesthetics, 
social structure, technology, and economic 
environment, the ideologies of these practices 
have proven less socially practical as they have 
prospected. Since the late 1960s, the language 
of brutalist architecture that signifies a social 
organisational system made of endless, megas-
tructural artificial environment, has gradually 
given way to its ‘aesthetics’, which was later 
widely recognised by its concrete blocks and 
bare façades among the general public. When 
the style becomes fixed instead of constantly 
reinvigorating under new external conditions, 
an ethos is drained of vitality and momentum.

The 1960s was an age of radical change, 
when a composed, highly organised society 
met progressive technological revolutions to 
spark polemic questioning and imagination, 
towards the future potentials and directions of 
the society. The 60s also gave birth to a variety 
of thinkers, experimental architects and 
activists. Their theories and practices widely 
discuss, criticise, and explore the rhetoric and 
practical potentials of the architecture disci-
pline, in an era when the scale and impact of 
the built environment could compete nature. 
Cities no longer determine human behaviour, 
but provide possibilities for human activities. 
It is a move that represents people's power 
retrieved from the built forms, through a high 
degree of autonomy. 

Likewise, when seeing architectural 
spectacles created by our high-tech protag-
onists with steel structures, one should not 
neglect the in-depth contemplations on 
the macroscopic human habitation they are 
embedded with, as well as their antagonism 
against the superstructure of power con-
structed through monumental megastructures 
across the human history, other than their 
forms and tectonics. 

It is worth noting that after almost 
half a century, ‘high-tech’ icons, like Centre 
Pompidou, have not become obsolete. They 
have not lost their avant-garde position under 
rapid technological progress. This can help 
us clarify a fundamental and widespread 
misinterpretation of ‘high-tech architectures’: 
they do not become aesthetically outdated 
because they were not developed to express 
the state-of-the-art itself, but to truthfully 
and actively expose the relationship between 
technology and the society in which they were 
conceived. A form of synchrony is achieved in 
all time and space, through the juxtaposition 
of authentic historical fragments and con-
temporary architectures, in which history and 
the present echo each other, beyond the limit 
of space and time. In other words, this syn-
chrony challenges the narrow view that sees 
future as merely ‘time after the present’, and 
pulls together paralleled universes as legible, 
apprehensive slices of space and time.

Compared to Norman Foster who sees 
the environmental discourse as the drive and 
destination of architectural design, Richard 
Rogers regards it as a part of the theoretical 
framework of the built environment within an 
urban or even planetary context. Under global 
urbanisation, cities have become a factor with 
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Superstudios started a round of critical imaginations against the endless copy-paste built environment.

the greatest impact on our planet. Rogers’ 
explorations revolve around new forms of or-
ganisation between human activities and the 
environment. In his Cities for a Small Planet, he 
describes the city of the future as:

‘…one that is sustainable within its own 
environment; that can make a positive 
impact on its surroundings; that encour-
ages communication among its citizens; 
that is compact and focused around 
neighbourhoods; and that is beautiful, 
a city whose buildings and spaces spark 
the creative potential of its inhabitants. 
As our population grows larger, our 
planet grows smaller.’

With such a theoretical framework, 
rather than separate sustainable design 
solutions for buildings, Rogers was appointed 
as chair of United Kingdom's Urban Task 
Force in 1998 by John Prescott, deputy prime 
minister of the New Labour government. The 
objectives of the Urban Task Force are target-
ed towards urban renaissance. Its purpose was 
to ‘…identify causes of urban decline and es-
tablish a vision for cities in England, founded 
on the principles of design excellence, social 
well-being and environmental responsibility 
within appropriate delivery, fiscal and legal 
frameworks.’ Their findings were presented 
in a report to the government on 29 June 
1999 ‘Towards an urban renaissance, Final 
report of the Urban Task Force’. More than 
100 recommendations were made, proposing 
that cities should be more sustainable, better 
designed, more compact, better connected and 
should support a range of diverse uses. This 
would require strengthened democratic local 
leadership, increased public participation and 
greater investment in urban areas. 

The Urban Task Force published six 
years later an independent report, noting that 
there had been some success, but many prob-
lems remained and even worsen. Therefore, 
this report, rather than a direct guide towards 
urban planning, have largely contributed to 
the formation of consensus on urban issues 
between the public, urban planners, govern-
ment, and social capital, through multiple 

public presentations and discussions, upon 
which common discourses of urban develop-
ment are thus stablished.

At the turn of the century and the dawn 
of the new millennium, a grand celebration 
was expected by many. At the time, a certain 
extent of social consensus about transforming 
inner London into an attractive mega me-
tropolis has been reached, which was not only 
promoted by Rogers, but also driven by social 
awareness and actions brought by the econo-
my that recovered from the early 1990s down-
turn. ‘Starchitecture’ of the new millennium 
also contributed to the celebration in the form 
of a new wave of large-scale investment, since 
when the skyline of the age-old city has been 
dominated by tower cranes and superstruc-
tures. The skyline on both sides of the Thames 
has undergone frequent reworking. 

The 1960s to 1980s saw fundamental 
transformations of architecture in the onto-
logical sense as a result of systemic changes in 
the built environment. Relatively, by the turn 
of the century, the focus has shifted to, on the 
one hand, the discussion of the macro sys-
tem, such as ecology, and on the other hand, 
refinement of existing concepts rather than 
systematic reform of the discipline. An ambi-
tious era of radical inquiries into the ontology 
of architecture has come to an end.

Since the speculative boom in the late 
1990s till the subprime mortgage crisis of 
2008, London-based architectural offices have 

experienced a long period of expansion. Six 
months after the outbreak of the crisis, its 
impact was spread to the architecture industry, 
with a large number of projects suspended, 
cancelled or cut back on investment. Brexit 
further caused another slump in the economic 
confidence. In order to maintain the city’s 
image as a prosperous market, large-scale 
projects in inner London are no longer easily 
called off for design issues. The skyline of 
London again changes drastically, and this 
time, with architectural design standards 
greatly lowered, compared with Prescott’s 
instance that ‘only skyscrapers of exceptional 
design’ should be approved.

Nowadays, architecture has formed an 
unprecedented close relationship with dis-
ciplines studying the macro system, such as 
ecology, sociology, economics, and industrial 
organisation. But the innovation of architec-
ture should not only reflect and apply those of 
other fields. As of 2020, the overall high level 
of architecture in London is still considerably 
impressive, with an outstandingly wide range 
of practices. But we should also be particularly 
cautious with the difference between inno-
vative and new – whether it is projective in a 
broader framework of knowledge, or merely 
eye-catching. Undeniably, master architects 
who grew from the 1960s and 1970s, are still 
offering us the sharpest visions into our world. 
For us, this is both a crisis and a challenge.
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Walkable City and Urban Accumulation 
A Thinking of New London Plan (2019-2041)
Text/ SONG Yang 

 Translation/ SONG Yating

The exceptional amount of global attention 
paid to the ‘London Plan’ manifests London’s 
specific charm in its urban development his-
tory. To others, its unceasing growth accom-
panied by trendy new buildings constantly 
shooting up in the city centre verifies its status 
as a role model of urbanisation. However, 
this striking charm could also be misleading. 
The spatial development of London is full of 
contradictions. Its mechanisms and practices 
have long taken root in this land. At the same 
time, this urban development model has 
caused economic inequality, uneven regional 
development, and social disorder, which are 
however often concealed with growth rates 
and the prosperous cityscape that is continu-
ally renewed.

The concept of ‘walkable city’ emerged 
in the early 21st century and originated as 
a pragmatic approach to lower vehicle uti-
lisation rate, so as to reduce congestion and 
pollution caused by excessive traffic load 
in the city centre. The budget for London’s 
walkable city project (Walking Action Plan) 
is £2.2 billion, most of which will be used 
to redesign streets, install better signposting 
and maps, and add more pedestrian crossings. 
Through a series of initiatives, the government 
claimed that all Londoners could do at least 
20 minutes of active travel every day by 2041, 
if the ‘Healthy Streets’ approach is delivered. 

Uneven Development: Nature, Capital, and the Production of 
Space (3rd Edition).

The Mayor’s Office said that active walks and 
an urban environment with less traffic would 
benefit citizens’ health. It could save the Na-
tional Health Service £1.7 billion in treatment 
costs over the next 25 years, suggesting that 
85,000 fewer people would need treatment for 
hip fractures, and 19,200 for dementia.

However, two unavoidable questions 
are: who needs walking, and who would 
benefit from walking? For Londoners, ‘walk’ 
is not just a choice of transportation, but 
also a symbol social status. In a metropolis 
like London, a good pedestrian environment 
could be regarded as a scarce resource. Under 
the city’s spatial development and resource 
allocation driven by capital, it has strong class 
attributes and is very exclusive. People who 
could walk are mostly upper-middle income 
groups that work in busy business centres 
and live in nice, safe residential areas. Urban 
blocks in South London and East London 
where low income communities congregate 
are often noted as ‘un-walkable’. For example, 
Elephant and Castle in South East London 
has the reputation for being the most ‘com-
plicated’ and dangerous neighbourhood in 
London. Complex ethnic background and 
long-term poverty lead to high violent crime 
rate. The dangerous street environment forces 
people to avoid walking in this area, especially 
at night. In return, the poor condition of the 
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neighbourhood further results in the decline 
of retail, weakening its attraction for those 
who wish for a good wander. Over time, areas 
like Elephant and Castle became a dreadful 
area to the walking enthusiasts.

In the new ‘London Plan’ that runs from 
2019 to 2041, the Mayor's Office puts special 
emphasis on creating more public space for 
residents around the city. This is not just about 
increasing recreation areas or retail along the 
roads in technical terms. Socially, it means 
creating public urban space that encourage 
tight bonding between people from different 
backgrounds, and their interaction will help 
shape the ‘city’ into ‘urbanity’. On such basis, 
the new London Plan, while reducing road 
traffic and emission, also proposes to create 
‘Living Streets’, intending to make streets 
more inclusive and demand-oriented. This 
also means that the street is no longer only 
regarded as an economic artery of the city, but 
also a diverse space for living. This concept is 
widely welcomed in a commercially prosper-
ous area such as the City of Westminster, as 
well as neighbourhoods near the green belt 
of London, as dwellers in these places could 
benefit directly from this ‘walkable’ campaign 
– with safer travel, a more ecologically land-
scaped street environment, and a booming 
street economy. However, in low-income 
neighbourhoods, such as Elephant and Castle, 
the campaign is limited to those communi-
ties that are being built for the middle class. 
Only such renovated areas are designed with 
pedestrian facilities, while the rest are in-
tentionally neglected and even sacrificed to 
alleviate traffic pressure from other walkable 
communities.

Behind such a spatial distribution is 
London’s social stratification. The capital-driv-
en production of urban space has materialised 
these divisions, which are further delineated 
in urban dwellers’ choice of transportation. 
Wealthy communities enjoy quiet streets and 
small-scale pedestrian spaces. Contrarily, low 
income communities are fragmented by a 
large number of expressways. For example, 
Elephant and Castle is a transportation hub 
in South London, where the A2 major road of 
south-east England, the A3 road of southern 

England, and roads toward inner London in-
tersect and form the southern transport node 
of the London Inner Ring Road. The large 
traffic flow results in serious congestion and 
the highest road traffic fatality rate in the city. 
Yet, these roads, although as economic arteries 
of the city, could not bring positive economic 
impacts to the area as mere passages. On the 
contrary, they have negative effects on the 
development of local communities, causing 
damages to the pedestrian environment and 
local retail businesses.

As a form of spatial production and 
fix, the social benefit of ‘walkable city’ is a 
matter only time could prove. In the urban 
regeneration masterplan for the Church 
Street and Edgware Road area in the City 
of Westminster, walkable designs are seen as 
powerful solutions to improve the accessibility 
of various public and commercial facilities for 
residents. At the same time, the city council 
also hopes to rejuvenate the declining Chapel 
Hill markets by improving road connectivity, 
claiming that 350 local jobs will be created, 
and the area will benefit from an increased 
customer flow. 

However, these schemes only describe 
the bright side. State-led ‘walkable city’ pro-
jects inevitably need participation from private 
capital, as only with large private investment 
can the government fulfil its promise of 
increasing local population and promoting 
local economy. However, in the production 
of urban space, the ultimate target for most 
of private capital is the real estate market. 
Exemplarily, 3,000 new homes will be con-
structed in the Church Street and Edgware 
Road area’s renewal, which will benefit from 
a more ‘walkable’ neighbourhood and thus 
become more ‘valuable’ in the housing market. 
However, it is too early to predict what social 
effects these renewal projects and this form 
of spatial production will create. Do these 
measures really make the neighbourhood 
more ‘walkable’? Can they really foster retail 
business in the streets? Can they really attract 
the new middle-class to make purchases? And 
will they trigger a new round of gentrification, 
in which low-income families and tenants 
in the neighbourhood have to face survival 

problems under increased prices and rent?
The regeneration of urban space is not 

merely a reconstruction of the physical space; 
it could be regarded as a small revolution in 
the urban society. New social relations and 
cultural values are inserted into the physical 
space, and by reshaping the existing spatial 
structure, an opportunity to transform the 
public realm is created. The city’s public 
sphere is rejuvenated in reforming local social 
connections, through the reconstruction and 
renovation of the urban built environment. 
However, a question has to be asked: Is urban 
regeneration a move to provide for and pro-
mote the well-being of communities, or a tool 
to accelerate the economy?

Globalisation has redefined the capital-
isation of urban space. In China, this process 
started in the late 1980s and accelerated 
significantly at the beginning of this century. 
Similar to some western countries in the past, 
China's urban development has so far been 
a pursuit of scale. This, on the one hand, has 
fundamental causes such as population den-
sity and resource allocation, and on the other 
hand, is an inevitable result of car-oriented 
urban development. A series of consequences 
including serious congestion and environ-
mental pollution are now urgent issues to be 
solved in large Chinese cities. On such basis, 
‘walkable city’ may become a feasible solution. 
However, as manifested by the new draft of 
London Plan, the choice of transportation 
is not just a choice of travel method, but a 
choice with social implications. For the City 
of Westminster, even when a sophisticated 
pedestrian network is provided, a large num-
ber of affluent residents who live and work 
there would still prefer to commute by car 
out of complex class issues. Perhaps a change 
of mind-set is as important as reshaping the 
physical space, which is also worth consider-
ing in today’s China.
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