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Beauty vs. Feasibility 

 
The debate between beauty and feasibility in architecture has been a long-standing one. 
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While some argue that beauty should be the primary focus of architecture, others believe that 

feasibility and functionality should be given more importance. In this essay, we will explore both 

sides of the argument and come to a conclusion about the importance of each in architecture. 

Beauty in architecture has been valued for centuries. From the Parthenon in Greece to the 

Taj Mahal in India, beautiful buildings have been celebrated throughout history. The idea that 

buildings should be aesthetically pleasing is deeply ingrained in our culture. Architects often 

strive to create buildings that are not only functional but also beautiful. They use elements such 

as symmetry, proportion, and materials to create visually appealing structures. 

On the other hand, feasibility and functionality are also important aspects of architecture. 

 

Buildings need to be designed in a way that makes them practical for their intended use. A 

building that is beautiful but not functional would be useless. A structure that is designed without 

considering the needs of the people who will use it can lead to inefficiencies and discomfort. 

The debate between beauty and feasibility is particularly relevant in contemporary 

architecture. In recent years, many architects have focused on creating visually striking buildings 

that push the boundaries of what is possible. However, some of these buildings have been 

criticized for being impractical and inefficient. For example, the CCTV Headquarters in Beijing, 

designed by Rem Koolhaas, has been criticized for being difficult to navigate and for its high 

energy consumption. While the building is certainly visually striking, its feasibility has been 

called into question. 

Another example of the tension between beauty and feasibility is the debate surrounding 

sustainable architecture. Many architects argue that sustainable design should be a top priority in 
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contemporary architecture. However, some have criticized the focus on sustainability for 

detracting from the aesthetic value of buildings. While sustainable buildings can certainly be 

beautiful, some architects argue that the emphasis on environmental concerns can limit the 

creativity of architects. 

In order to create truly great architecture, both beauty and feasibility need to be 

considered. A building that is beautiful but not functional is useless. Similarly, a building that is 

efficient but unattractive can be uninspiring. The best buildings are those that strike a balance 

between these two priorities. 

One example of a building that balances beauty and feasibility is the Guggenheim 

Museum in Bilbao, Spain. Designed by Frank Gehry, the building is not only visually striking 

but also functional. The museum is designed to maximize natural light while minimizing the 

impact of direct sunlight on the artwork. The building is also designed to be easily navigable, 

with a clear circulation path for visitors. 

Another example of a building that balances beauty and feasibility is the Sydney Opera 

House in Australia. Designed by Jørn Utzon, the building is an iconic example of modern 

architecture. The building is both visually stunning and highly functional, with its complex series 

of shells and sails designed to provide excellent acoustics for performances. 

In conclusion, the debate between beauty and feasibility in architecture is a complex one. 
 

While beauty has always been an important aspect of architecture, feasibility and functionality 

are equally important. The best buildings are those that balance these two priorities, creating 

structures that are both beautiful and feasible. 


