Structures, whether organisational or physical, present a range of issues in their implementation.
This short presentation explores some of the structural issues faced
 by both those planning and
those executing those plans in the reinstallation of multi-
component monuments in the V&A
Museum's Med
ieval & Renaissance Project.
I'll begin by listing 4 roughly d
efined
 groups of materials that were in some way used
 in our
re-
build
ing of the wall-
based
 and
 multiple component monuments for the Med
ieval & Renaissance
Project.
I'll be listing quite a lot of d
ifferent types of material involved
 in a project of this scale, and
 as I go
along I'll be ind
icating some of the implications of their being placed
 in various combinations, and
I'll be focussing on some examples of particular combinations of materials from these 4 lists, and
how they impacted
 on the way we built some of the monuments.
So this presentation isn't going to be an exhaustive survey of all the material combinations used
structurally in the project, but rather it will highlight the kind
s of things encountered
 in various
Project sub-
programs that the Sculpture Conservation Stud
io were involved
 in.

I'm going to be focussing on the largest gallery, which is where I mostly operated
 in for the
installation phase of the Project.
The built fabric of that gallery presents arrays of the following types of materials used
 in its
construction and
 finishing:
List 1:

As we have heard
 from previous speakers d
ecisions about where objects were to be red
isplayed
followed
 a conceptual framework wed
d
ed
 to the physical space available, and
 in the case of this
Gallery, this is a well d
efined
 geometrically harmonious space.
Once the positions of the various monuments had
 been d
ecid
ed
 upon, it was then possible to
investigate the various material components that might affect the proposed
 installation of specific
monuments in relation to the actual fabric of the build
ing. This was d
one und
er the constraint that
the V&A Museum build
ing itself is subject to protection as a Grad
e 1 listed
 build
ing (for those who
d
on't know, Grad
e I build
ings in the UK are consid
ered
 to be of exceptional interest, with some, as
in the case of the V&A, id
entified
 as being internationally important).
These regulations protecting the build
ing, along with the particular combinations of materials found
in the built fabric, have significantly affected
 how some of the monuments are d
isplayed
. So much
so that a relational d
iscontinuity between such a monument and
 its supporting wall plane has been
provoked
 when compared
 to evid
ence of any pre-
Museum iteration.
One effect of this, apart from any questions concerning aesthetics or authenticity, is the need
 to
make significant changes in how they are built so as to ensure their continued
 stability.
For example, if we look at the V&A's wall fountain, the Acquaio, or 'water place', from Florence,
ca. 1520, mad
e of a fine grey sand
stone.

In 2006 we can see returns to the cornice running back to the wall line. In the d
e-
installation of
2006 these proved
 to be fake, and
 were mad
e in combination with a significant amount of
supporting brickwork. There were no record
s to suggest this, and
 it was only after d
e-
installation
that all became apparent.

If we look closely at the cornice now, we can see how shallow the return really is:

This d
etail (background
 removed
 in above image) suggests that the Acquaio was d
esigned
 to have
originally been built flush to the wall with the area surround
ing the bowl and
 includ
ing the shell
recessed
 behind
 any wall line. We'll return to this a bit later.

The Monument to the Marchese Spinetta Malaspina, from Verona, Italy from about 1435 has always
been installed
 in the Museum so that the Angel figure is slightly in front of the gallery cornicing.
This is also the case with the 2009 installation.

However when installed
 in Verona we can see that it was set back into the church wall, with the area
of the sculptural bald
achin, the canopy, recessed
 behind
 the line of the church wall.
Because of the Grad
e 1 listing of the build
ing, where among other things any cutting out or into the
cornice is prevented
, the monument projects a long way forward
 and
 d
istorts the relation between
its d
epths and
 planes and
 the line of the gallery wall.
So these two monuments I've just highlighted
 were going to be less integrated
 with the built fabric
of the new galleries than with the original build
ing fabric from which they came. And
, as such, they
both incurred
 d
esign and
 structural implications for their red
isplay.
But before d
etailing these further I would
 like to continue with listing materials used
 in the
re-
installation phase of the Project by id
entifying those of the monuments themselves, and
 then
those used
 in the various supporting and
 fixing regimes executed
.

List 2:

The large monuments in Gallery 50 are mad
e from various combinations of:
Marble, Limestone, Sand
stone, Glazed
 Ceramic, and
 Lime stucco incorporating Roman tile.
There is, however, a second
 group of newer materials somewhat inseparable from these primary
materials which includ
e:

The first group of materials, the Primary Materials of the sculptures, are survivors in history and
survivors of the various contemporary and
 historic transactions that have taken place between
head
s, pencils, hand
s, tools, and
 machines in those period
ic upheavals d
esigned
 to re-
focus an
aud
ience's sculptural perceptions.
The second
 group of materials, in their various configurations, are those that have been ad
d
ed
 to
reinforce and
 consolid
ate those primary materials in concentrated
 attempts to ensure a continual
material survival of a collection through each of these physical re-
arrangements).

List 3:

A third
 list of materials are those used
 in any supporting structures. These are the normal type of
build
ing materials found
 in any general construction specification and
 were used
 in our support
structures as they would
 eventually be isolated
 from any of historic materials of the monuments.
Throughout the time the main contractor (HWA) worked
 on preparing the galleries for hand
 over to
the sculpture teams, various d
esigns were mad
e in liason with the build
ing fit-
out contractors
(Conistons), and
 these d
esigns specified
 the various material and
 d
imensional ad
d
itions to be mad
e
to the gallery envelope, includ
ing those mad
e for supporting the less integrated
 monuments referred
to before, and
 also some subtractions from the fabric of that envelope itself.

Once these support works were completed
 (id
eally) there was to be a time d
elaybefore the start of a
particular monument's rebuild
 to allow for the stabilisation and
 curing of all wet materials.

Furthermore, protective isolation barriers of either pva sealant or polythene were also applied
 on or
between these new support surfaces to mitigate d
irect contact with any element of a monument.
So this lead
s me to the final list of materials, those we used
 as Installation and
 Brid
ging Materials
for attaching and
 supporting monument to the gallery wall:

List 4:

Most of the monuments selected
 for the Project exhibited
 structural integrity by following typical
masonry conventions, for example, by being built in courses.
However, as I've listed
 earlier, we inherited
 monuments several of whose components had
 alread
y
need
ed
 to be reinforced
 (by successive teams of restorer/conservators) to reassert their intrinsic
stability.
In several cases it was d
iscovered
 that, d
uring conservation, some of these components that is either
their primary or primary and
 second
ary materials combined
 together, were, for one reason or
another weakened
.
Thus there became a requirement in some monument rebuild
s to build
 against their intrinsic build
conventions so as to, for example, isolate the load
 of one component from impacting or stressing
over time any other component in the same structure. (I'll come to this in a bit more d
etail in a
minute or so).
So this fourth list of materials were specified
 to ensure the point-
to-
point and
 plane-
to-
plane
stability both in the monuments themselves and
 in their containment within the built fabric of the
galleries.
From this list we can see that the 2009 Project involved
 some particular material combinations that
we'll soon see are quite d
istinct to those used
 in any previous regimes, because from a conservation
point of view several of the monuments need
ed
 to be rebuilt in significantly d
ifferent ways than
before.
Thus if we look again at the Monument to Malaspina, this time in 2006

and
 then again in 2009

although the completed
 monuments look outward
ly similar, the 2007 d
e-
installation revealed
 how
the monument had
 been built from lowest level upward
s with a brick/hard
 cement in-
fill making
full contact between the wall and
 the reverse elevations of various parts of the monument, and
applied
 contiguously as the monument was built up.

Whereas in 2009 saw provision of a similar d
imensional support structure, but pre-
built before any
element of the monument was installed
, and
 d
esigned
 in a way to allow for a pretty straightforward
d
e-
installation in the future.(see later).

In the case of a sixteenth century marble monument, the Moro Tomb from Venice, it
was re-
installed
 in a way that reasserted
 a relational continuity between it and
 its
supporting wall.

The d
e-
installation in 2006 revealed
 that the structure by which the monument was projected
forward
 in the centre of a gallery wall was mad
e of wood
.

This might ind
icate that there were problems with the built fabric behind
 the wall which forced
 the
creation of this wall feature, or it could
 it have been a d
esign id
ea to grand
stand
 the monument's
central position – again no record
s tracked
 any such reasoning.
Whatever the case then, the 2009 build
 re-
integrates the monument with the wall line:

As we have seen in the preced
ing slid
es, although any two iterations of one monument while they
may outward
ly look similar, the d
ifferences in how they are built provid
e, at the very least, a feed
forward
 transmission of how a d
ifferent custod
ial zeitgeist had
 been circulating before each phase
of the structural configuration of a particular item was d
etermined
.
One consequence of this was that I regard
ed
 the previous generations build
 techniques, d
ating from
the late 1940's to early 1950's, a bit like employing the same language used
 in the build
ing of WWII
bunkers, imposing, as they d
id
, breathtakingly heavy support structures built through the heaving of
bricks and
 cement, which were rammed
, poured
 and
 set into a claustrophobic rigid
ity.
In contrast, and
 at best, the recent program has been d
esigned
 around
 lighter and
 more d
ynamic
support structures built around
 the conceit of afford
ing structural stability through engineering
simpler flexible 'connective tissues' between the materials of the monuments and
 the build
ing.
These connectors were d
esigned
 to be, in some instances, robust enough to transfer load
s into the
gallery fabric away from any weaker components of the monuments. This was especially the case
with the Malaspina Monument which is significantly d
isplaced
 forward
 from any original
relationship to a wall line, where such connections were d
esigned
 to transfer the load
 of any one
component away from any others immed
iately below it.
So, in effect, for the 2009 rebuild
 specifications were d
esigned
 to work more economically within
the laws of physics and
 sometimes in a d
ifferent way than the monuments build
 d
esign and
conventions suggest. Furthermore build
s were also d
esigned
 around
 the id
ea that at some time in the
future it all might need
 to come d
own again. So if we return to the Malaspina Monument:

We see, for example, that the d
esign of the new support structure for the lime stucco
conglomerate elements of the monument allows for any future access to point-
to-
point fixings.

And
 unlike the previous installation, there is no in-
fill between the reverse of the stucco elements of
the monument and
 the supporting block-
work, yet the combination of t-
bars and
 retaining cramps is
sufficient to impart benign stability to each component that makes up what was once a contiguous
lime stucco sculptural canopy.

Each of these components is a variable conglomerate of lime stucco with various integrated
restorations and
 is inherently weak -
 thus the d
esign effort was to offset load
s away from these
ind
ivid
ual components and
 into the supporting structure as much as possible.

Returning to the Acquaio, in the 2009 installation we could
 not reinstall the monument flush to the
wall because of there being service cond
uits buried
 in the wall behind
 the area d
esignated
 for it, and
so taking into consid
eration issues of both time-
scale and
 economics the option of re-
routing these
services for aesthetic or other concerns was preclud
ed
.

And
 although the Acquaio was not re-
built flush to the wall in the 2009 installation, d
iscussions
between the curators and
 conservators led
 to the d
ecision not to reinstate any sense of an
architectural return to the cornice so as to at least suggest that there was some spatial d
isplacement
in how the monument is currently d
isplayed
.

In summary, the materials listed
 in this presentation d
escribe the matter, the stuff, around
 which the
everyone in the Project planned
, mentally representing this and
 that yet-
to-
be-
real process in ord
er
to effectively move this matter from one space to another.
Those representations, arising from both experience and
 in thought experiments, were huge in
number, intricate in d
etail, and
 at times only partially communicated
.
So every specification and
 plan is a mod
el hatched
 in a mind
, yet d
esigned
 to work with all these
materials that I've listed
 The whole process can be a source of exhilaration when mind
s connect to

generate mechanisms which ignite these oftenstubborn materials into an explosion of sculptural
perception.
But its never guaranteed
 complete success because the art of planning and
 programming is not like
the art of writing poetry, where you can read
 and
 write as many poems as you care to make yourself
a better poet.
Its only in a specifications execution that how well it performs, and
 how smoothly it fits with all the
other plans, can be calibrated
. In other word
s, how well it performs in getting the sculptures built.
And
 that, perhaps, is another story.

