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ABSTR ACT

This thesis merges four overlapping but conceptually 

distinct building types into a singular hybrid tower: the 

office, the hotel, the apartment, and the school.  These 

four parts combine to form an integrated whole while 

remaining individually distinct.  By exploiting shared 

programs, which yield shared spaces, hybridity condenses 

physical space.  By appropriating the perception of space, 

this thesis expands conceptual space.  It proposes that the 

organization of space and the reading of form, working 

together as an architectural system, can supersede 

program in the representation of identity.  The legibility of 

a building type comes, instead, from a constructed image: 

one that is both conceptual and perceptual. 

Through this constructed image, this thesis maximizes 

shared space, without sacrificing distinct identity.  Space is 

physically reduced and perceptually expanded at the same 

time.  The result is a hybrid environment that is equally 

occupied by four types, yet dominantly perceived by each. 
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Pos i t ion IDENTITY

The architect, as an author of constructed form 

and space, possesses the power to construct 

identity.  Matters of identity expand the architect’s 

instrumentality beyond the domain of aesthetics and 

allow architecture to operate rather than to merely 

represent.  This thesis engages the contemporary 

practice of mixed-use design to find opportunity 

in limitation.  As an alternative to program, it 

foregrounds the potential of form and space to 

provoke a new understanding of the identity of a 

building – where the parts are interdependent, while 

seeming independent.  Through the lens of ‘type,’ this 

thesis proposes a new platform on which to discuss 

distinct identities within the hybrid environment. 
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Identity is relational.  It affirms the existence of multiple, 

but different entities.1  Today, the identity of a building 

is still commonly associated with its program.  Many 

continue to identify building types by a concentration 

of programmatic spaces.  For example, the apartment 

and the hotel are associated with bedrooms, the school 

with lecture rooms, and the office with workspace.  

The problem lies in the fact that building types include 

multiple, not singular programs.  The hotel, for instance, 

has bedrooms like an apartment building, lecture 

rooms like a school, and offices like an office building.  

These mutual affiliations with program weaken the 

identity of seemingly distinct building types (Figure 1). 

What then, is a hotel, if it possesses many of the same 

programmatic spaces as these other building types?  

With respect to building types, program is a weak 

identifier.   The multitude of functions and programmatic 

spaces shared between building types does not 

reinforce difference, but rather similarity.  As a result, 

shared program and shared programmatic spaces 

undermine the specific nature of each building type, 

having a reductive effect on identity. 

Program:
The Weak Ident i f ier

1. Chantal Mouffe, “Which Public Space for Critical Artistic 
Practices?,” Presentation, Cork Caucus, Cork, Ireland, 2005, 155.

Figure 1:  Relationship of identity to program:  singular association to multiple associations
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Mixed-use and hybrid buildings benefit from 

programmatic commonalities by sharing space in order 

to reduce square footage and increase efficiencies. 

While this is economically advantageous, the sharing of 

space among distinct building types creates a conflict 

between the desire for efficiency and the desire for 

maintaining distinct identity.  To benefit from shared 

program, identities become spatially conflated.  To retain 

identity, buildings often require separate spaces. 

Through the design of a hybrid tower, this thesis 

suggests that one can maximize shared space in a 

building without sacrificing the distinct identity of its 

parts.  In fact, it argues that space can be physically 

reduced and perceptually expanded at the same time.  

Figure 2 programmatically illustrates the four specific 

building types within the tower: permanent residential, 

temporary residential, educational, and commercial.  

While these types are conceptually different, they 

actually share many of the same programs and spatial 

requirements (Figures 3 and 4).  

Figure 5 depicts the opportunistic use of these shared 

spaces to expand the perceived space of each individual 

building type without increasing its physical area. 

Overlap Produces Oppor tuni t y

Figure 2:  Programmatic requirements by building type
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Figure 3:  Shared program Figure 4:  Types of shared space
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To increase density and maximize the use of built space 

in the tower, the project allots one quarter of the 

interior area to shared space, which results from the 

overlap of program common to multiple building types 

(Figure 3).  Conceptually, this shared space is not neutral, 

but biased: each building type can claim it separately.  

The perception of shared space as the architectural 

extension of exclusive space produces a building that 

seems much larger than the reality of its physical limits 

(Figure 5). 

+ + +

Figure 5: Physical reduction & perceptual expansion of space
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Through the careful configuration of shared and 

autonomous space, in conjunction with the perception 

of formal types, this thesis provides an architectural 

framework for constructing identity that supersedes 

program.  The logic of circulation, spatial organization, 

form, and orientation allows one to architecturally 

negotiate the exclusivity of the four parts within 

the hybridity of the whole.  This framework is both 

conceptual and perceptual:  it is a system that makes 

identity legible representationally and experientially. 

Reshaping the Framework PERCEPTION
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The tower is simultaneously one building and four 

individual buildings that coincide.  This ambiguous 

identification introduces complexity to the high-rise 

tower, allowing it to be a hybrid without sacrificing the 

distinct identity of its individual parts.  This ambiguity is 

a formal issue.  The shift away from the defining aspect 

of program to the defining capabilities of form allow 

ambiguity to become productive. 

The notches around the perimeter of the plan 

produce four legible quadrants, which are loosely 

associated with one of the four building types (Figure 

6).  These indents, or reveals, operate on the facade to 

articulate the ambiguous nature of the tower.  Frontally, 

each facade reads as a singular plane, uninterrupted by 

the gap.  The reveal becomes significant, planimetrically 

and obliquely, when it emphasizes the tower as a 

composition of four implied volumes.

Structured by a single 24’ x 24’ column grid, the 

singularity of the tower is made evident by the 

articulation of its underlying grid (Figures 7 and 8).  

The uniformity in material, both on the facade and 

throughout the building, provides consistency among 

the parts. 

The identity of the parts, however, is contingent on 

difference.  The distinct image of each of the four 

building types is made legible through the technique 

Form:  One Tower, Four Buildings of separation.  The concrete panels, which conceal 

the circulation cores, separate the building facade into 

four distinct ‘faces’.  The subtle manipulation of rhythm 

and fenestration behind the uniform grid differentiates 

each of these ‘faces’.  All four facades are equally the 

primary facade with a separate and independent 

entrance belonging to each of the four building types. 

Representationally,  the exterior elevations illustrate this 

ambiguity.  Conventionally interpreted, the elevations 

document the four facades of a singular building. 

Conceptually interpreted, each elevation depicts one 

of four similar, but distinct buildings (Figure 8). 

Figure 7: Column grid

Figure 6:  Conceptual plan

Figure 8:  Elevations
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Circulat ion

The elevator serves as the primary means of circulation.  

As with the entrances, each building type has a 

designated and independent elevator core (Figure 9).  

The separation of the circulation cores controls access 

to exclusive spaces and provides vertical consistency to 

the circulation within the tower (Figure 10).  While the 

four cores reinforce the quadrant as a spatial organizer, 

the programmatic distribution on each floor is far 

less distinct.  Spaces owned by the four building types 

shift within the tower, extending from their respective 

elevator core and producing shared spaces where they 

overlap (Figure 11).  Unlike the vertical circulation, the 

horizontal circulation, which is indicative of the hybridity 

within the tower, is much more interspersed. In this 

hybrid environment, program becomes an insufficient 

way to distinguish distinct building types. 

Figure 9: (left):  Four distinct entrances and cores

Figure 10 (middle):  Separated vertical circulation

Figure 11 (right):  Building type by floor (shared spaces 

are hatched)
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The Irreducib le System

“Type is the very idea of architecture, that which is 

closest to its essence.”  

– Aldo Rossi,The Architecture of the City

Type, which is independent of program, is a structuring 

principle of architecture.  Its autonomy and irreducible 

nature make it ideal for embodying identity.  Working 

typologically, this thesis uses spatial archetypes to 

influence perception and delineate the tower’s four 

specific building types.  As a result, building types retain 

their identity through their typological structure, rather 

than their program.  By leveraging a perceptual logic, 

in lieu of a programmatic logic, this thesis transforms 

hybridity into an environment with four distinct and 

legible biases. 

This thesis dislocates spatial patterns from their 

historical lineage and modifies their application to 

operate as an architectural language in a new way.  It 

applies three irreducible spatial types to the problem 

of identity in the context of the mixed-use, high-rise 

building: the pilotis, the enfilade, and banded space.  

These types continue to organize space, but take on 

new graphic and perceptual roles that link identity to 

form and space.  Rather than program, identity is tied 

to a particular kind of spatial image (Figures 13 and 14). 

Figure 12 (left):  Model

Figure 13 (right):  Irreducible spatial types

Figure 14 (next page):  Single system floor plans

PILOTIS BANDED (BETWEEN) BANDED (ACROSS)ENFILADE
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Typolog ica l  Hybr ids

These four spatial systems allow for a building’s identity 

to be understood and perceived architecturally.  

They are both graphic (conceptual) and experiential 

(perceptual).  Absolute spatial types operate by 

creating consistency and repetition of spaces.  Through 

the uninterrupted experience of these spaces, the 

architecture emphasizes the singularity of a specific 

building type, regardless of program. 

In shared space, where multiple building types 

programmatically coexist, composite spatial types 

architecturally mediate perception.  A study of these 

compound types provide typological hybrids that allow 

shared space to be dominantly perceived as multiple 

exclusive spaces (Figure 15).  The composite types alter 

one’s perceived sense of shared space to produce a 

building that appears visually larger than it physically is. 

The following sequence of images shows several 

floors that exploit these typological hybrids to expand 

the perception of a particular building type.  What 

appears to be a floor defined by a single spatial system 

(rendering), is in fact, a composition of several different 

spatial types (plan oblique).   The effectiveness of this 

spatial perception relies on orientation.  Orientation 

allows shared space to be visually consistent with 

multiple distinct spatial systems.

Figure 15:  Matrix of composite spatial systems
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In order to negotiate the slippage and overlap of spatial 

types within the tower, two bars – one vertical and 

one horizontal – create an intermediate buffer that 

organizes the plan and the section (Figure 16).  This 

device connects and separates spaces, allowing the 

building to function as an integrated hybrid as well 

as multiple distinct parts (Figure 17).  It enables the 

conceptual legibility of the tower to fluctuate between 

the singular and the multiple.  Graphically, the image of 

the tower can be both a single building and multiple 

buildings (Figure 18).  

The bars mediate multiplicity while also expanding the 

perception of space in the tower.  The vertical voids 

are dynamic spatial devices that relieve the sense of 

density and multiply spaces throughout the tower.  

They moderate very compact spaces by creating large 

open atria that expand views within the tower and to 

the exterior.   Additionally, they are necessary to the 

organizational strategy of the four spatial types.   By 

allowing light to reach internal spaces, these voids 

enable the four systems to extend across the entire 

tower.   Without these voids, spaces that require natural 

light, such as the hotel and apartment units, would be 

limited to the perimeter.

Macro Organizat ion

Captions for Preceding Images:

Perception of a Singular Type

p. 28  Office rendering, LVL 10 p. 29  Plan oblique, LVL 10

p. 30  School rendering, LVL 12 p. 31  Plan oblique, LVL 12

p. 32  Hotel conference rendering, LVL 12 p. 33  Plan oblique, LVL 12

p. 34  Apartment lobby rendering, LVL 1 p. 35  Plan oblique, LVL 1

Existence of Multiple Types

Figure 16:  Organizational bars

SEPARATE

Figure 17:  Negotiation of multiplicity

CONNECT

Figure 18:  Multiple buildings within one building
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The 20th floor bar is part of a void that creates a 

communal space around the pool and fitness center, 

below,. while providing light to several floors of hotel, 

apartment, and dormitory units.  The light from the 

atrium allows hotel units on this floor to be duplicated 

from one side of the tower to the other.   This produces 

a completely banded floor plate. 

LVL 20

38 39

FUNCTION  > SEPARATING

USE > HOTEL ROOMS

IMAGE > 1 BUILDING

Bird’s eye view of pool from hotel balcony



LVL 22LVL 21

Here, the bar device operates to connect and to 

separate.  It is both occupiable and void.  At the 21st 

floor two bars intersect to create a single but multi-

level communal space, while conceptually separating 

the building into multiple distinct parts.  Above 

the garden, the bar becomes a void that physically 

separates dormitories from apartments.

40 41

FUNCTION  > CONNECTING FUNCTION  > SEPARATING

USE > HOTEL ROOMS
          DORMITORIES
          APARTMENTS

USE > DORMITORIES
          APARTMENTS
          

IMAGE > 3 BUILDINGS IMAGE > 2 BUILDINGS

View of garden, level 21
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This thesis challenges the tendency in architecture to 

define identity by the programmatic use of space.  It 

exploits the arbitrary relationship between program 

and form and the autonomy of type to redefine 

identity in architectural practice.  In doing so, this 

pursuit seeks to further the significance of ‘type’ in 

architecture. Through the specific composition of 

spatial types, this thesis explores formal typology not 

only as a fundamental organizer of space, but also as a 

tool that shapes perception.

 

Type has certain traditional associations with space.  

For example, the enfilade, often used in museums 

and galleries, creates a processional sequence through 

space by the formal alignment of rooms.  In pairing 

building identity with a particular spatial type, rather 

than program, this thesis redirects emphasis on 

the ability of typology to produce a homogeneous 

environment.  Consequently, type allows identity to 

become experiential.

When applied in a mixed-use context, this organizational 

strategy can produce more from less.  The perceived 

homogeneity of space increases the benefits of shared 

space by altering the perception of what is shared.  In 

this thesis, type operates to eliminate the neutrality of 

shared space, giving it a bias through orientation and 

form.  This bias simultaneously affiliates shared space 

with several mutually exclusive identities. 

 

This thesis was an exploration of an organizational 

strategy – one that could be applied to any number of 

building types.  As a test case, the high-rise application 

offered the challenge of density within a tight footprint.  

While a horizontal building may have offered more 

area to explore the composition of types, the verticality 

of the tower yields the opportunity to explore these 

recognizable types in a new setting.  

Yes, typology is a structuring principle of architecture, 

but it is also a valuable and untapped tool for 

constructing identity.

Typolog y,  Untapped

View of restaurant, level 24
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LVL 17
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Hotel Rooms
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A.  Section through office core Scale: 1/64” = 1’-0”

A1

A2

Scale: 1/32” = 1’-0”

Section A1

Section A2
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B.  Section through hotel core Scale: 1/64” = 1’-0”

B1

Scale: 1/32” = 1’-0”

Section B1
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C.  Section through apartment core Scale: 1/64” = 1’-0”

C1

Scale: 1/32” = 1’-0”

Section C1
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D.  Section through school core Scale: 1/64” = 1’-0”
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Scale: 1/32” = 1’-0”

Section D1

Section D2
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 Plexiglass Sectional Model @ 1/8” = 1’-0”
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SW It’s a developer’s dream.  You’re giving 150 percent to 

something that’s 100 percent.  I think saying ‘look, you actually 

have a bigger building through what you see as opposed to what 

you actually get’ is a smart move.  What I’m trying to resolve 

is the second move – the more obvious move – which is the 

shared open space, which gives a more expansive sense of 

space through open internal atriums and extended views.  The 

original move says that by changing one’s perception through the 

organization of space on the interior some very tight spaces can 

become expansive.  Why do you think you needed to combine 

this organizational move with the more normative means of using 

the vertical void?

SJ   The vertical voids are actually very important to the expansion 

of the four types. Organizationally, the voids allow all of the linear 

spaces – those which shape the hotel and apartment – to extend 

through to the other side of the building.  Without the voids, 

these spaces would be limited to the perimeter of the building 

for access to light.  The voids, therefore, help to multiply spaces.  

LL  You know what I like about this project?  That it’s a work in 

architecture.  By putting activity in the back, you’re able to work 

on the autonomy of the architectural project.  I wonder whether 

the common space is where everyone ought to lose their identity 

and be replaced by a new, communal identity that has a different 

form.  That seems to be a way of attacking the monstrosity of 

this project, because it is monstrous in its consistency.  I think the 

cross space is suggesting neutrality, where activity is lost to the 

communal situation.

SJ  That was challenging because I didn’t want to create spaces 

that had that neutral aspect.  However, I came to find that the 

more types one combines in a single space, the less successful 

they are.  Too many types at once tend to cancel their effect.  

LL It needs to release.  I’m sure there is another architectural 

expression you could have found to insert in those spaces.

SW  Why do the cores pull in from the edge?  Why do you cut 

in from every side?

SJ  I want to emphasize the ambiguity of the building so that 

frontally, while it reads as a singular plane, as you move around the 

building, that singularity reveals itself to be a multiplicity of parts.  

AP I think that the project is well defined and thoroughly and 

rigorously pursued. I appreciate the continuity from the thinking 

on the left-hand side of the panel to the project.  Your presentation 

from beginning to end is great, and we can jump right into it. I 

have a question about programming.  You said you have replaced 

program.  I wonder if what’s driving the building is something 

other than program, or if it is just a notion of a hybrid program. 

The perceptual logic you develop, as opposed to a programmatic 

logic, is mostly in the context of the two linear types, which seem 

to be versions of each other.  I guess if it were really abstract 

and perceptual instead of programmatic, I would expect to see 

a systematic working-out and permeation of these four parts 

around the pinwheel that would establish the logic of the building 

and that could then be cross-programmed in any number of 

ways.  The thin spaces could be used for the school, for example.  

You would completely lose the connection between the type and 

the program, which I think you are maintaining.  The question is 

a rhetorical one:  If you have replaced program with something 

else, what is that something else?

SJ  I think that your question reveals the problem I have identified.  

When people think of a building type, it’s really difficult to separate 

it from program.  Are you saying that you see my program as too 

generic, or not generic enough?

CL  It’s too related. 

AP It’s still very much connected.  I’m not saying that it’s 

necessarily a problem.  I’m mostly picking at your premise about 

replacing program.  You have found an interesting area to work, 

because there is always going to be an overlap between the 

two.  I think there is a quality that strongly pins program to 

space in your building, and I think the pursuit of hybridity is just 

another take on program. 

Oral Defense

in discussion with 

Monica Ponce de Leon, Christopher Lee, Sarah Whiting, Alber t Pope, Lars Lerup, Ron Witte, and Scott Colman

01. 16. 2015
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building.  In a sense these voids and the cruciform need to bring 

light and air into the building.  In some ways, that demand is in 

conflict with wanting to combine the floor plates.  If it were a 

typical pre-war building in an American city that had enough 

depth we could really read these as being separate buildings that 

depend on these voids for light and air.  I think you would end up 

with a building that was much more open than you have been 

able to produce, since you want the hybridity of the four plates 

crossing each other.  There may be a built in conflict, between the 

required dimension for open space and your desire for hybridity.  

I think the move to create open space is somewhat at odds with 

always trying to cross the four corners, which you have to do to 

be hybrid.

CL  I commend the architectural rigor that you have applied to 

the project.  I agree with a lot of the things Albert is saying.  I 

agree with your premise, but I do not agree with your conclusion.  

We know from Rossi, that type is independent of programmatic  

failure.  That is to say, it is independent and transparent to 

program.  Especially when he talks about the urban artifact.  For 

example, the palazzo in Padua was used as a residence for the  

aristocrats, which was then transformed to a market, a school, and 

then to an army barracks.  Type has persisted through time, so it 

becomes an artifact.  The structure – the irreducible structure 

– of the building did not change, but program passes through 

it.  It is precisely because of the persistence of the irreducible 

structure, which allows different programs to pass through the 

building, that enables the building, or the urban artifact, to retain a 

particular identity.   As Rossi would have told us, it’s not important 

to look at program, but it is important to look at the irreducible 

structure that gives rise to a very specific organization.  So, the 

deep structures that you have looked at, those which give rise 

to a specific organization and quality, are those four diagrams: 

the enfilade, the open pilotis space, and the banded space.  I 

MPdL  But if you think of Koolhaas’ analysis of the Downtown 

Athletic Club, which I wish you had presented as part of your 

analysis, you would perhaps expose how homogeneous this 

building is and how easy it would be for the program to change 

and the architecture of the building to remain.  

My hesitation about the project comes from your decision to put 

the cores at the perimeter.  That makes it automatically unviable 

as a real project. No developer would put the core on the 

perimeter.  No users would ever buy or rent a building with such 

little direct view or access to the exterior.  Putting the core in the 

middle would have actually produced a friction that would have 

forced you to not end up with such a homogeneous building.  

Moving the core would produce more variation, and I think it 

would not have dramatically affected your interior double height 

spaces as much as you might have thought it would.  You would 

also have made it a little harder for the elevations because you 

would have had to deal with the corners more directly.  In a way, 

by artificially pushing the core to the exterior, you avoided the 

biggest challenge of the tower, which is the core. Currently, the 

cores mediate the border between the office and hotel, between 

apartment and hotel, and so on.  It makes the grid easier to 

handle, but in a way it blurs the distinction between types more.  

You, as an architect, would be able to see the distinction, but 

someone walking down the street may not realize the difference 

because they don’t actually clash. 

SJ I understand your reservation, and I had considered that.  

Putting the cores in the center creates an obstacle to allowing 

the fields of spatial types to extend from one quadrant to the 

other side of the plan.  Pushing the cores to the perimeter gave 

me more flexibility in exploring my ambition. 

AP  I think it has to be calibrated against the dimension of the 

would only say three, actually.  Two of your types are the same.  

So those are, in a sense, spatial types.  They are the organization 

of the irreducible structure.  But where I find your project quite 

misleading and a bit confusing is that you are working with the 

high-rise, which has taken on a very peculiar organization.  Those 

types that you looked at have other genealogies.  The enfilade 

has its genealogy in palazzos and palaces, where you move from 

room to room, rather than from corridor to room.  It has a very 

different genealogy than the pilotis space, a generic grid space.  

This is where I find the project confusing: when it tries to apply 

those very specific spatial organizational types to the problem of 

the high-rise.  Monica is absolutely right.  In a high-rise, you would 

not put the core on the side.  It is always in the center, not only 

for views and for light, but for structural stability.  I agree with your 

premise, but not the way in which you resolved it.  This type of 

residential organization belongs to a slab, not a point tower.  You 

don’t have access to light or to view. 

The building doesn’t acquire identity from its deep structure.  

Any building acquires its identity when its use and its persistence 

is sanctioned through time and accepted through a social and 

cultural discourse. 

SJ  I would say that a consistency of space allows for a particular 

identity to be present and persistent. 

CL  That’s not true.  One would not say that this type of space 

(banded space) could not work as a classroom. 

AP  I think your attempt to abstract a spatial pattern from its 

original type of a slab or a palazzo section is defensible.  Mostly 

because those types don’t exist anymore in abundance.  To try 

to extend that lineage by grafting them onto a building, which is   

certainly not historically founded – a 160 foot vertical cube of 

space.  That hybridization is potentially an interesting problem.  If 

you look at the alphabet buildings of the first part of the century 

you do find cores on the surfaces and ends of buildings.  I see this 

almost as a light well building. 

MPdL  But not this high, unfortunately.

CL  Or, you do it as I.M. Pei does it in Singapore, where the cores 

are at the corner to release an office space that is completely 

transparent on both sides.  So you move the core to the corner 

for certain reasons.  When you move the core to the corner it 

opens up different ways in which you think about the high-rise.  

What you would not do is to graft a palazzo, graft the irreducible 

structure of a slab residential type, with such freedom.

AP  I think I am defending the exercise rather than the specific 

solution.  I think the types – let’s say the palazzo type, because  

it’s the most absurd to apply to a high-rise – would have to push 

back on the form of the building in order to work.  I think there 

has been a containment and a symmetry, through the pinwheel, 

which has locked in the exploration of the three spatial types.  I 

think they would have to break out of the cube; that you could 

have allowed more latitude by having those types: specifically, they 

could function with respect to circulation, which is one of the 

main distinctions between the types, as well as with respect to 

access to light and air.

SW I think the comments are revealing that there wasn’t a 

presentation of how you reached the test bed: the 170’ x 170’  

footprint.  I appreciate that there isn’t a struggle or an evident 

collage of the typological grafting.  This seamlessness is the 150% 

magic that you are introducing.  I think we need more convincing 

that it shouldn’t be a bigger floor plate or a lower building.  It 

seems like this should have been part of the test of the semester.  
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version, which is still in the air today, you take types and use each 

in relation to the other in a tempering way.  By not  pronouncing 

them each too loudly, you allow them to come in and out of 

significance in the plan.  

Acknowledging the comments about where the project falters 

functionally, the path I am more interested in is the one related 

to Hejduk and his Texas houses.  These are grids with lots of 

mutations and an exploitation of the grid in different ways.  Most 

interesting is the way in which you take type and you imagine it 

to be compound.  It cedes its individual state.  I find that really 

interesting.  Also interesting is the pressure that the plan puts on 

the center, or the way that the center disappears in your plans.  

For example, in one of the plans the void hooks into the center 

but actually does not announce the center.  If you were to overlay 

these moves with some of the earlier critiques, I think you would 

invent really interesting new things.  I don’t want to characterize it 

as the end of type or a kind of polytype, but I think that’s a really 

interesting area in which to be working.

MPdL  Ron, your comments make me think of Scott Cohen’s 

recent article in Log.  Scott argues that the problem of our time is 

seriality.  What I like about the use of the tower as the thing that 

brings your types together is that I do think it is the problem of our 

time.  I do think the question of how to produce hybridity within 

what is the most common mode of production in architecture 

today is the right problem.  I lament that you didn’t recognize it 

as a type itself.  You thought about type too much as floor plan 

types as opposed to building types.  If you had thought about it 

as a building problem, I think your choice about where to put the 

cores would have been different.  When I suggested the core be 

put in the center, I didn’t mean to put it in the middle.  I actually 

meant you could bring it away from the skin.  I could imagine your 

floor plans working just the same way they do today with you 

Where can this succeed, and where can this fail?

LL It’s interesting that one of the real cruxes here is the 

relationship between function and form.  Although I subscribe to 

Rossi’s argument, I would argue that it is actually an ambiguous 

relationship between use and form.  That ambiguity allows us to 

do an awful lot of interesting work.  If it was so clearly separated, 

as Rossi argued, then we would not have had this conversation.  It 

seems like the use has invaded the original proposition.  It has also 

been made clear that the diagram, which you began with, needs to 

now be brought into another building type, in this case the tower.  

Here is where there needs to be some kind of modification of 

the architectural language.  You slipped it surreptitiously into the 

high-rise building, and that produced problems like the location 

of the core, the interior cruciform, etc.   That seems to me, to be 

the area where you need to apply some more force.  Additionally, 

to take a clear stance between form and function would mean 

that you still read the diagram in the plan.  You can’t at this point.  

Well, if you strain, you can.  As I have said, I believe that it is 

very important to work on architecture again and to evolve its 

autonomous attention.  That’s why I like the project.  I think that it 

is problematic, but it is a project for life. 

RW  I think there is a fork in the road in your project.  The 

comments about where it falters, somewhat programmatically or 

functionally, or if you have daylight here, is one path. . . But where 

I am very taken with your undertaking and what you are trying 

to set up is the extension of the notion of type.  The three types 

that I see are the field, the cruciform, and maybe the bar.  I’m not 

sure I see the bar as explicitly in the plans, but I see the other two 

at multiple scales.

Rather than essentializing type, as in the 18th century model like 

Durand, or collaging several types together, as in the post-1960s 

addressing the problem of the tower type as opposed to trying 

to erase the tower type in lieu of working exclusively floor plan 

by floor plan.

AP  You started out with an exploration of program but you 

ended up with an exploration of the high-rise tower.  The focus 

on program has given you this exercise, which I think is an 

interesting one.  Along the way, due to the placement of the cores 

and its extraordinary depth,  the more pressing issues became 

the work on the tower, not program  We have all looked at this 

as a basic core and plate tower, but it clearly isn’t.  It is something 

very different, which I think is certainly a worthy exploration.  I 

think the focus on programming became a little too limiting once 

you started to stack these things up.  You can’t just take it a floor 

at a time. 

SW  Starting out by saying ‘we have this obsession with program 

defining so much’ and finding a way to break out of this through 

the use of spatial types and by limiting yourself to the floor plan 

has been a really productive way of approaching this exploration 

doggedly as a thesis.  What I think Albert is saying, and what has 

come out of this discussion, is very important.  At points during 

the thesis process it is necessary to step away and see where 

the project has led and address different problems that arise.  

As a thesis your persistence and your attempt to create a new 

exploration through a very architectural issue is remarkable.  

RW  There is a will to the representation you are using, which 

I absolutely commend.  You’re not trying to make pictures of a 

building.  Even when you have renderings there is a message to 

them, which is more important in a disciplinary sense than ‘this is 

a picture of my building.’  I think it’s certainly true in the first three 

panels.  For various reasons,  I’m skeptical about the fourth one.  

Overall, as a line of inquiry, the drawings are helping you.  It’s a 

really nice way to think about what you are doing. 

CL  I do not disagree that looking at Hejduk is another way 

to find invention, but I offer a different take, based on the 

typological method of your premise.  If we work typologically, 

we can approach type through two ways.  One is to understand 

its irreducible structure and to propagate that.  There is a lineage 

to the way in which the problem of form evolves over time, 

looking at its different uses and its different social, political, and 

cultural contexts.  The second way is to understand a type and to 

destroy it completely.  Now,  I find that your project is not doing 

either.  It is not taking on the problem of the enfilade, or the 

field, or the band and then moving the discussion of those three 

deep structures, nor is it moving the discussion of the high-rise.  

Neither is it destroying what we know of the high-rise or what 

we know of field conditions.  

SC   So I think the exploration is about a third thing, if I could add to 

those two.  There is an arbitrariness between form and program.  

There is an autonomy to type.  I think that the exploration was 

about using that arbitrariness and using that autonomy to then 

connect type to a particular identity in a particular building. 

CL To me, the strength of your thesis is that it brings up the 

fundamental things of architecture: that is typology.  Type is one of 

those fundamental problems that architects return to again and 

again.  When architecture is seen to be in crisis, architects needed 

to go back to the complexity, to the nuances, and to the history 

of the city.

AP  But it’s not just going back, per se.  It’s going back and bringing 

it forward in a way that it once again relates to the problems we 

confront now.  One of the things that I like about the project, even 

though it came across as a critique, is that this is a humongous 
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building, massive.  If type can’t be grafted onto these problems, it’s 

not worth anything.

CL  Precisely.  To me the question, then, is how do we rethink the 

irreducible structure of the high-rise? 
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