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NEW YORK TIMES

July 21, 1996

ARCHITECTURE VIEW
Eisenman’s Spatial Extravaganza in Cincinnati
By Herbert Muschamp
CINCINNATI— Peter Eisenman’s new building here is a stunning feat of interior decoration. To describe it 
thus is not to belittle it in any way. Wedged between two older buildings and an earth berm, the University 
of Cincinnati’s Aronoff Center for Design and Art has no exterior to speak of. Its entrance, framed by a 
tumbling stack of candycolored slabs, is plopped unceremoniously atop a parking garage. Step inside, 
however, and it is opensesame time. Cheerful, bewildering, generous, controlling: this is not a building 
one simply walks through. One works through it, as if it were an emotional problem. The problem turns out 
to be that of history: the twisted background of an art form that has deposited this amazing artifact into our 
midst. The Aronoff Center, already a mecca for architects although it doesn’t open offi cially until October, 
is but one of a group of buildings that have brought great distinction to the University of Cincinnati and 
indeed to the city itself. Jay Chatterjee, dean of the College of Design, Architecture, Art and Planning, has 
earned himself a place in history as one of the century’s most enlightened patrons.

With a master plan by George Hargreaves and individual buildings by Michael Graves, David Childs, Wes 
Jones, Harry Cobb and Frank Gehry, Cincinnati is one of the most architecturally dynamic campuses 
in America today. More than that, the state university has risen to one of the major challenges of the 
contemporary city. Show us something new. Give us big, urban objects that we can look at, discuss, love 
or despise.

Ohio has been good to Peter Eisenman. Columbus is the site of his two most important American projects 
to date, the Wexner Center for the Arts (1989) and the convention center (1993). Along with the Aronoff 
Center, these buildings have established Eisenman as a leading practitioner as well as a theorist of 
architecture. As the home of the college for art and architecture, serving 1,500 undergraduates and 240 
graduate students, Eisenman’s project occupies a prominent place in the university’s building program. 
The building, designed in association with Richard Roediger of Lorenz & Williams, brings together four 
schools that were previously scattered over the 392acre campus: art, architecture, planning and design. 
And its main feature, an 800footlong subterranean concourse, is designed as if to represent a multiple 
collision among these disciplines. The concourse serves the conventional function of a circulation spine 
connecting the different parts of the building. But form here does not follow function. Rather, the reverse 
seems to be the case: classrooms, auditoriums, a library, a cafeteria, an art gallery are inserted, virtually as
afterthoughts, within an exploration of space.
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With each step, the concourse expands, contracts, changes axis, reveals new vistas. Bridges pass overhead. 
Ramps and staircases lead off at unexpected angles. Skylights let the sun into areas that might otherwise 
remind you of the last act of “Aida.” It’s a neoBaroque interior, Piranesi without a pope. Shrewdly, Eisenman 
has employed inexpensive materials and fi ttings: gypsum walls, catalogue lighting fi xtures. These help create 
a provisional, studio atmosphere, as if the building were itself a pinup project, a thesis mocked up to full 
scale. (The lighting in the library is a dud.) Compared with the concourse, the classrooms, studios and offi ces 
are considerably less spectacular. Eisenman describes them as “vanilla ice cream.” But in fact the building 
becomes more disturbing when Eisenman lowers the volume. The unexpected slope of a ceiling plane, the 
offaxis tilt of a window: such peripheral features create spaces that are more subtly disorienting than the 
spatial extravaganza of the concourse.

And “there’s no design in it!” This is what Peter Eisenman often says about his buildings. What he means 
by this, I take it, is that he does not sit down at a drawing board with the intention of creating preconceived 
visual or spatial effects. Instead, like a conceptual artist, he sets up a system, a kind of geometrical formula 
for producing forms and spaces. Here, the formula is some mumbo jumbo involving “chevrons,” “traces,” 
“baggage carousels” and whatnot. Loosely translated, the idea is that the forms of the Aronoff Center are 
derived from the older buildings adjacent to it, and from the contours of the landscape in which it nestles.

THE SPECIFICS OF THE system don’t matter much. What’s important is that Eisenman wants to absent 
himself from his own creation. The theoretical underpinning for this passive stance is derived from the French 
school of literary deconstruction and its lament for “the death of the author.” By now, this idea is as stale as 
yesterday’s baguette. But since it has stimulated Eisenman to make such an extraordinary place, the idea at 
least deserves consideration as a recipe for delicious French toast. It’s the key to this building’s importance.
In an interview, Eisenman states that this building cannot be read “within the norms of architectural history.” 
Wrong. The building fairly grabs you by the collar, shakes you up and down, and demands to be read in 
terms of historical precedent. The building is provocative; its forms are abstract; it makes conspicuous use of 
grids. These features plant the building squarely in the tradition of modern architecture. So does Eisenman’s 
passive stance, which reprises the modern idea that form should be determined by such objective factors as 
function or structure, not by an architect’s whim.

Or, rather, it is a travesty of that idea. The building mocks objectivity as a form of passive aggression. Look, 
Ma, no design! Only an architect deeply saturated in history would bother to conduct this exercise. Most 
architects abandoned long ago the belief that design should aspire to objectivity. But for Eisenman, history is 
apparently a nightmare from which architecture is still struggling to awake. He says, let’s analyze it.

In a sense, the Aronoff Center is the contemporary equivalent of those 19thcentury BeauxArts edifi ces inscribed 
with the names of the great artists, writers, or philosophers. The building’s weirdness demands an explanation 
that can be supplied only by thinking back through Mies van der Rohe and, beyond him, to the Enlightenment 
and its insistence on the authority of reason. The exercise may prove infuriatingly didactic, but this is, after all, 
a school. I can’t think of another recent American building that serves history more responsibly. It should also 
give those who study here a fi rm nudge toward fi nding a place in history of their own.
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The Tangeman University Center, a 

Modern, light-filled student center 

with a Federal Style facade, repre-

sents a change in direction for the 

University of Cincinnati’s Signature 

Architecture program. In 1989, the 

school began bringing in high-profile 

architects to energize a hilly, 137-

acre campus that, over time, had 

become disorganized and dominated 

by automobiles. The first new build-

ings—by Peter Eisenman, Michael 

Graves, and Henry N. Cobb—created 

distinct academic precincts. Then, 

as a campus plan by Hargreaves 

Associates was implemented, the 

emphasis shifted to coordination, 

linkages, and the creation of a “qual-

ity of campus life” that the university 

had lacked. The Janus-faced center 

creates a transition—both physically 

and stylistically—between a campus 

green surrounded by old Classical-

style brick classroom buildings and 

bold new recreational facilities by 

Moore Ruble Yudell, Morphosis, and 

Bernard Tschumi.

Program

Gwathmey Siegel was asked to 

renovate and enlarge a redbrick, 

colonnaded student union. 

Designed by Hake & Hake in 

1935, it features a tower based on 

Philadelphia’s Independence Hall. 

The building occupies a sloping 

site between a historic academic 

quadrangle and a football stadium 

built in 1912 on lower ground in 

what is now the middle of campus. 

The school wanted the architect to 

maintain a continuity of image with 

the existing campus, bring natural 

light into the interiors, and expand 

the number and size of facilities. 

It aimed to preserve an 800-seat, 

multipurpose hall, restaurant, and 

game room, while adding facilities 

for food service, a campus book-

store, a 200-seat movie theater, 

convenience store, credit union, 

conference rooms, and student 

lounges. The program also called 

for connections to a new visitors 

center, student services building, 

and Hargreaves’s “MainStreet” cor-

ridor, which links academic areas 

and recreational facilities in an 

attempt to create a lively center of 

student activity.

Architect: Gwathmey Siegel & 
Associates Architects— Charles 
Gwathmey, FAIA, principal; Robert 
Siegel, FAIA, principal; Thomas 
Levering, AIA, associate partner; 
Gregory Karn, senior associate
Architect of record: GBBN Archi-
tects— Joseph T. Schwab, AIA; Ted 
Christian, AIA
Client: University of Cincinnati
Consultants: Fosdick and Hilmer 
Consulting Engineers (m/e/p); THP 
Limited (structural); Hargreaves 
Associates (landscape); Hillmann 
DiBernardo Leiter & Castelli 
(lighting); David Harvey Associates 
(acoustical)
General contractor: Reece-Camp-
bell

Size: 180,000 square feet
Cost: $38 million
Completion date: February 2003
(south wing); April 2004 (north 
wing)

Sources
Zinc paneling: VM Zinc
Built-up roofing: Carlisle SynTec; 
Johns Manville, Atlas Roofing; Super 
Sky Products
Windows: EFCO; Graham Architec-
tural Products, Timrek & Associates
Doors: Norwood Hardware & 
Supply; Ceco Door; Overhead Door; 
Chase Doors; Timrek & Associates
Cafeteria furniture: Allemuir; 
Sandler; Falcon; Landscape Forms; 
Epic
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Solution

Charles Gwathmey and Gregory 

Karn, working with GBBN of Cincin-

nati, turned the University Center into 

an institutional version of the kind 

of house that people often describe 

as “Queen Anne front, Mary Ann 

behind.” They preserved its Federal 

Style facade but sheathed its large-

scale, drum-shaped rear elevation in 

black zinc paneling and glass. Inside, 

they cut through the floors, stripped 

the central area down to its steel col-

umns and beams to concrete slabs, 

and replaced traditional rooms and 

intimate lounges with a three-story, 

skylit atrium that serves as the build-

ing’s central circulation core. They 

preserved the original shed roof and 

its distinctive cupola but replaced 

much of the roofing with glass, so the 

rotunda is now flooded with natural 

light. This dramatic space encom-

passes an amphitheater overlooking 

athletic fields and a 600-seat food 

court; a game room on the lowest 

level opens to the newly created 

Stadium Plaza. A south wing houses 

a new multipurpose Great Hall that 

accommodates 1,000 people, the 

central campus kitchen, a restaurant, 

and the campus bookstore on an 

interior corridor leading to the visitors 

center in Leers Weinzapfel’s Univer-

sity Pavilion.
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June 8, 2003

ART/ARCHITECTURE
Zaha Hadid’s Urban Mothership
By HERBERT MUSCHAMP
CINCINNATI— ARCHITECTURAL and urban history were made here recently with the opening of Zaha 
Hadid’s fi rst American building, the Lois and Richard Rosenthal Center for Contemporary Art. It is an 
amazing building, a work of international stature that confi dently meets the high expectations aroused by 
this prodigiously gifted architect for nearly two decades. Might as well blurt it out: the Rosenthal Center is 
the most important American building to be completed since the end of the cold war.

Coincidentally, a comprehensive retrospective of Hadid’s work opened last month at the Austrian 
Museum of Applied Arts in Vienna. Easily the most visually sumptuous architecture show to be seen 
anywhere in years, the exhibition puts the spotlight on a cluster of Hadid’s recently completed buildings 
and other projects now moving toward construction. These include a train station in Strasbourg, France; 
a monumental ski jump, with lodge, in Innsbruck, Austria; a BMW plant in Leipzig, Germany; and a 
contemporary art museum in Rome.

The Iraqiborn Hadid, at 52, is crossing a threshold, in other words. Up to now, she has been known mainly 
for her lushly seductive paintings and drawings of unrealized projects, like the Peak Club in Hong Kong 
(1982) and the Cardiff Opera House (1994). Encountering a fi nished Hadid building in the round, at full 
scale, within a pulsing downtown setting is like meeting a new architect for the fi rst time.

Hadid’s renderings and models have already trained two generations to look at the city through different 
eyes. The Rosenthal Center performs a similar function for the body. It can be experienced as an exercise 
in heightening the mindbody connection, in fact. The design does not stint on visual spectacle. Inside 
and out, it presents vantage points of suffi cient variety to keep photographers snapping happily for many 
years to come.

But the building’s power is fully disclosed only to those who engage it with their feet as well as their eyes. 
Hadid’s renderings have long conveyed the impression of movement. The building gives this impression 
concrete form. Not even Saarinen’s TWA terminal draws richer spatial textures out of architecture’s 
circulatory systems. Wandering through the building is like exploring the varied and unpredictable terrain 
of present time. Staring right into the present is immensely more shocking than gazing at some corny 
crystal ball.

The Contemporary Arts Center (originally the Modern Art Society), founded in 1939, sponsors a program 
of changing exhibitions but lacks a permanent collection. It made national headlines in 1990, when it 
was prosecuted for including sexually charged images in a retrospective of photographs by Robert 
Mapplethorpe. The cause célèbre helped widen the museum’s base of support.
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Its new building is located directly across the street from the Aronoff Center for the Performing Arts, a weak 
example of contextual design by Cesar Pelli. Pelli’s dull arrangement of orange brick boxes at least helps set 
off Hadid’s more penetrating approach to framing urban relationships.

The Rosenthal Center is a vertical museum, contained within a stack of concrete and metal cubic and 
rectangular enclosures that articulate the gallery spaces inside. The stack is as tall as an average 10story
building. Variations in ceiling height, the use of mezzanine levels and an irregularly shaped atrium reduce 
the actual number of fl oors. I gave up trying to count them. Instead, I gave myself over to the fi nely tempered 
rhythm of spatial compression and expansion that draws a visitor through the building.

The exterior strikes my eye as an architectural application of the pushpull technique associated with Hans 
Hoffman’s abstract paintings. The cubic enclosures recede and project, creating a sculptural surface of 
animation and depth. The forms are mostly made of raw concrete, punctuated by a large trapezoid fi nished with 
blackened aluminum and by windows of clear and bluetinted glass. These shapes are not purely orthogonal 
but are slightly angled and tapered as they slip by one another across the facades.

The building occupies a rectangular corner site and rises from an imposing, twostory lobby framed with glass. 
Entered from the broad side, the lobby extends the sidewalk surface indoors, forming a wide, concrete ribbon 
that stretches the full width of the site. At the far end, the surface curls up vertically to suggest a seamless and 
gravityfree continuity between fl oor and wall.

Too bad the slope doesn’t start on the sidewalk. It would be bliss for skateboarders. Still, the device introduces 
visitors to a building that Hadid has conceived as a vertical city street. For mass transit, take the elevator. 
Otherwise, proceed by foot, up a freestanding, switchback staircase enclosed in black steel. Again, this is a 
sculptural presence, not just in the aggressive angularity of the stairs but in their counterpoint with the lobby’s 
expansive volume and its nearly monochrome surfaces of gray, white and buff.

Up the stairs, you gain the dream sensation of breaking through a solid membrane into an alternative world: the 
steps lead you up into a soaring atrium space suffused from above with natural light. The atrium’s compressed 
verticality plays against the lobby’s broad horizontal volume. It’s a Baroque effect, as if a secret portal had 
opened up in the ceiling of a Piranesian prison, letting the sun shine in and confi ned imaginations fl oat out.

The building’s prevailing mood is Baroque, in its play of geometric variations and, especially, in its artful 
arrangement of processional spaces. Like Balanchine condensing an evening’s worth of choreography into a 
20minute ballet, Hadid compresses Blenheim Palace into spaces that occupy a fraction of the area Vanborough 
had to work with. Or call it Baroque as reconceived by Duchamp in his early Cubist phase. Staircase descending
nude concrete. Like Duchamp, Hadid presents a rhythm of multiple perspectives, roughly synchronized with 
the movements of bodies propelled by curious minds. Hadid’s large painted renderings have accustomed us 
to this approach, but it’s spectacular to see it fully realized. Walter Benjamin maintained that architecture is 
fully experienced peripherally, through slightly unfocused perceptions. That is the concept operating here.

Hadid has described the museum as a ‘’catalog of spaces.’’ The galleries are not neutral white boxes. Their 
walls are slightly angled. Rooms of assorted sizes, pitched on different levels, are joined by ramps. But the 
proportions throughout are graceful. And the galleries are designed to be reconfi gured by temporary partitions 
for different shows.
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The fourthstory level contains the building’s heart. A kind of sky lobby, surrounding the staircase atrium, 
functions like an aerial piazza: a resting place for visitors moving through galleries, ramps, stairs. It 
sounds more complicated than it is. The balance between form and open space is impeccable. Call it a 
contemporary version of Tiepolo, with voluptuous voids in place of clouds. Hadid’s preoccupation with 
movement has a precedent in the Futurist designs of Sant’Elia and the streamlined contours of Erich 
Mendelsohn. Her most notable departure from these precedents is the subtle complexity of the building’s 
relationship to the city around it. The cubical facade thrusts the street grid skyward. The lobby fl oor does 
the same for the ground plane.

Upstairs, windows and a small outdoor terrace frame views as fragmented as the city itself. We survey a 
metropolis that has concluded one phase of urban development and is witnessing the dawn of another, a 
place where people live not of necessity but because they want to be part of a future that invites surprise. 
Markus Dochantschi of New York was the project architect for the building. KZF Design of Cincinnati is the 
architect of record.

MORE than 2,000 people showed up for the opening of Hadid’s retrospective in Vienna. (‘’Zaha Hadid: 
Architecture’’ remains on view through Aug. 17.) At the door, attendants gave out Tshirts emblazoned 
with a Hadid quote: ‘’Would they call me a diva if I were a guy?’’ I would. Or I would call her a star, which 
is scarcely an improvement. Fame is a genderblind, equalopportunity stigma in architecture these days.

Those who don’t follow the fi eld closely are sometimes surprised by the degree of rancor that the mention 
of stardom stirs up. The reasons for this resentment are not obscure. One is that architecture still defi nes 
itself as a licensed profession, not an art. As in law or medicine, architecture clings to the notion that its 
practitioners are equals. They attend the same schools, pass the same tests, pay the same dues to the 
same professional organizations.

When architects like Hadid become stars when their work becomes an event worthy of press coverage it 
is often assumed that they must be good at working the media. Better, perhaps, than they are at designing 
buildings. Actually, the press is interested in stars chiefl y in a Jungian sense: stars are individuals capable 
of attracting and holding the projections of others. They communicate, often in ways that neither they nor 
their audiences fully comprehend, much less control.

It would take too much euphemism and psychological speculation to analyze Hadid’s communicative 
apparatus in depth. But those who want insight into the phenomenon of stardom have no business 
disregarding the subconscious fantasy structures that enable some architects to send messages and 
audiences to receive them. Indeed, in a fi eld that now admits limitless aesthetic approaches, psychology 
has largely displaced style as the source of architectural form. Audiences for movies, fi ction and even 
sports have taken this kind of shift in stride. Those who can’t make it to the Vienna show this summer are 
advised to get hold of its catalog. The book doesn’t provide the same depth of insight that visitors get from 
moving through the show’s labyrinthine spaces. But it offers enough visual evidence to speculate on the 
architecture of Hadid’s fantasies.

By turns curved and spiked, voluptuous and menacing, Hadid’s formal vocabulary recalls that of Arshile 
Gorky. The tension in the work derives from the precarious balance Hadid maintains between these 
emotional poles. This helps explain the ambivalence her work has aroused. Admirers like myself are 
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passionate about it. Potential clients, however, have evidently been fearful: the ratio between raw talent and 
built work is wildly out of whack. A student of D. W. Winnicott, the British child psychologist, might say that 
Gorky’s vocabulary signifi es a young personality’s attempt to reckon with the difference between a mother’s 
‘’good’’ (nurturing) and ‘’bad’’ (withholding) breasts. I venture to say the same about Hadid’s vocabulary. Its 
appeal is exquisitely primal. That is what makes it so urban.  In BeauxArts days, architecture was called 
‘’the mother art.’’ Today, we might call it ‘’the good enough mother art,’’ after Winnicott’s term for supportive 
maternal care. For many of Hadid’s generation, for whom uprootedness is the social norm, the city has become 
a surrogate in later life
for the good enough mother, architecture the medium through which we ourselves enact the nurturing role.

This emotional dynamic goes far toward explaining the expansion in the audience for contemporary architecture 
over the last decade. Baroque processional architecture was shaped by court protocol. Ambassadors could 
proceed just so far into a suite of rooms before the prince’s attendants would come forward to greet them. 
In contemporary architecture, the protocol derives from subconscious interactions between individuals in 
shared social space. This is the thread that connects work by architects as aesthetically various as Thom 
Mayne, Frank Gehry, Steven Holl and Rem Koolhaas.

LET me refi ne (but not defl ate) that opening burst of hyperbole. The Rosenthal Center defi nes the architectural 
context of the postcoldwar era. Like Hadid herself, the building links traditional cosmopolitan values with the 
phenomenon of globalization. Hadid’s experiences as a woman and a native of the Middle East have sharpened 
her insights into that phenomenon. She grasps that contemporary urbanism, like current architectural practice, 
unfolds within a global framework. The Rosenthal Center embodies her historical awareness. Like any artist, 
Hadid is reluctant to have the semantics of her supple forms pinned down. Depending on her mood, she will 
or won’t acknowledge Arabic calligraphy as a formal source. Her family, she points out, is well off, educated 
and modern. (Now based in London, she hasn’t visited Iraq in 30 years.) When Hadid speaks of her university 
training in mathematics, she does not press the point that her fi eld of study is of Islamic origin.

Yet she will describe her student years in Beirut, Lebanon, as the happiest of her life. This was toward the 
end of the period depicted by Fouad Ajami in his 1998 book, ‘’The Dream Palace of the Arabs,’’ when Islamic 
intellectuals were building cultural bridges to the modern West. Urban life was and remains a common cause 
between the two worlds. As Americans have recently been reminded, cities, cosmopolitanism, civilization 
itself and, in that sense, we ourselves descend from Middle Eastern origins. Half the world hails from Club 
Med. The central marketplace where people could set aside tribal differences and coexist in peace that’s the 
idea Baghdad was invented for.

In the West, mobility typically holds connotations of advanced technology and social displacement. In the 
Middle East, it is associated with nomadism and other ancient tribal traditions. Hadid can draw on both sources 
as easily as she can converse in different tongues. She recasts the ancient story of cities in service to her time.



16

Campus Design as Critical Practice: Notes on 
University of Cincinnati’s New Master Plan
D.S. Friedman

The vista, not the endpoint, matters.

—Richard Rorty

Six of the top ten reasons to visit Cincinnati are new 
buildings. Five of these belong to the University of Cincin-
nati; reason number one is the university itself. Over the 
last fi fteen years, UC has spent a billion dollars on new 
architecture, new infrastructure, and new landscape, most 
of it high fashion. The result is a crisp, contemporary, 
urban identity. Today, scarcely a single square foot of the 
university’s 200-acre campus remains unchanged, with 
more work planned or underway. In one audacious stroke, 
propelled by a single master plan, UC has transformed a 
nondescript, slipshod building complex into an interna-
tional cultural destination.

The transformation started in the late 1980s, not long 
after Cincinnati transitioned from a municipal to a state 
university. This new status triggered a comprehensive 
reassessment of campus facilities, and in 1985 UC hired 
the San Francisco-based offi ce of George Hargreaves to 
evaluate its long-range needs. In 1991 the board of trustees 
approved the Hargreaves master plan, and the year that 
followed UC wasted no time breaking ground. Today, all 
fi ve university locations enjoy new facilities and improve-
ments, but the most dramatic change has taken place on 
its Uptown campus, 86 buildings on two superblocks that 
touch diagonally at their corners.

While the energy and scope of UC’s makeover is 
astounding strictly on its numbers, what most distinguishes 
the university’s efforts to date is its selection of architects. 
The majority of fi rms responsible for UC’s transformation 
meet Alejandro Zaera-Polo’s criteria for critical practice, 
that is, practices whose product is fundamentally and pri-
marily knowledge, rather than construction.1 Give a cook 
and a chef a carrot and ask them to prepare it as though 
for a feast, one gives you back sliced carrots, the other an 
orange carnation. Cincinnati’s achievement derives largely 
from its willingness to embrace the inherent risks of this 
distinction.2

Comprehensive Vision
The Hargreaves plan is part of an overall effort to use 

the power of the university as a fulcrum for urban recon-
struction. Outside its gates, UC is determined to improve 
the quality of the surrounding urban fabric. Under the 
auspices of nonprofi t development corporations, often cre-
ated by the university for specifi c initiatives, it has launched 
several bold redevelopment schemes that aim to fortify 

independent districts in ways that complement university 
objectives.

Northward, for example, the Uptown Crossings Devel-
opment Plan adds a new park, new lofts and townhouses, 
a daycare center, and a pedestrian pathway to northern 
neighborhoods lying between the Cincinnati Zoo and west 
campus. Eastward, the University Village Urban Renewal 
Plan combines extensive residential and commercial 
investment to leverage the transformation of the seedy 
Short Vine shopping strip into an “Off Broadway” arts and 
entertainment district.

Southward, the Clifton Heights Calhoun Street Mar-
ketplace Project will soon complete construction of a 
formidable, half-block-long mixed-use anchor in the 
south-central shopping district, overlooking UC’s new 
Varsity Village. The developers plan to infuse this complex 
with de-rigueur lifestyle retailing — cafes, bistros, fashion, 
books, sporting goods, home furnishings — all fed by 241 
“upscale” residential units and a 600-car garage.

Westward, the UC-inspired Stratford Heights Project 
will introduce ten acres of student housing and recreational 
spaces to Greek Row along Clifton Avenue, specifi cally 
designed to service the University Honors scholars and 
graduate students from the Colleges of Law, Business, and 
Arts and Sciences. The French and Spanish departments 
plan to turn one property into a full-immersion domestic 
language lab.3

These interventions radiate from UC’s Uptown 
campus, which vividly demonstrates the scope and depth of 
the university’s ambition. Here Cincinnati has torn down 
a half dozen unsightly buildings, replaced acres of asphalt 
surface parking with new and expanded garages, con-
structed a million square feet of instructional and research 
space, and introduced a completely reformulated mix of 
student services — all developed around an integrated pro-
gram of quads, courts, commons, and mews. Highly livable 
outdoor spaces showcase the university’s notable collection 
of public art.4 Down to the smallest detail, new construc-
tion sustains the plan’s exemplary modulation of scale.

The success of the master plan suggests the consistent 
application of two well-known orthodoxies. First, in vary-
ing degrees, the composition of the campus maintains faith 
in the unity of relation between part and whole — small 
things count; small things accrete to big things in signifi -
cant ways. And yet the Hargeaves plan’s interest in “forces” 
and “vectors” introduces a modern landscape that fully 
escapes the orbit of classical habits. Second, the master 
plan subscribes to a principle once enunciated by Allison 
Smithson: that the whole is something all new construc-
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tion should aim to renovate. Accordingly, administrative 
practices and policies leave nothing to chance. A selection 
committee seeks out premier architects; a review commit-
tee oversees all new schematic design; and the university 
architect, bolstered by direct support from the offi ce of the 
university vice president for fi nance, keeps close watch on 
the budget and calendar.

“Main Street” and Other Metaphors
In the Uptown plan, landscape and building design are 

equally indispensable. Radical landforms interpret both 
the topographical and cultural origins of the campus, in 
particular its dramatic ridges and swales. The Hargreaves 
plan populates open space with cones, valleys, spiral paths, 
chiseled planes, and serpentine berms, which rhyme Ohio’s 
prehistoric Indian mounds. These forms sport varied sur-
face effects, including graphic fl oral patterns, groundcover, 
and ample quantities of natural stone. Reciprocating the 
intensity of new open space are buildings and urban arti-

facts by designers with internationally recognizable names: 
David Childs, Henry Cobb, Peter Eisenman, Charles 
Gwathmey, Frank Gehry, Michael Graves, Wes Jones, 
Jorge Silvetti, Andrea Leers, Thom Mayne, Eva Maddox, 
Bernard Tschumi, and Buzz Yudell.5

The adjective “signature” presupposes a unique, inter-
nationally recognized, award-winning style (often syn-
onymizing a “brand”), usually associated with a distinct 
theoretical or artistic orientation. The best of these enjoy 
critical and historical signifi cance. However, the greatest 
signifi cance may well accrue to UC’s master plan, which 
expertly disciplines a dozen such powerful compositions, 
most located on diffi cult sites.

University of Cincinnati Master Plan — West section. Hargreaves Associates. 

The East section of the campus, containing the Medical School and other facilities, 

is connected at the top right corner.
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Main Street’s center of gravity is a large, stepped terrace 
called Bearcat Plaza, which overlooks Nippert Stadium 
at the intersection of the university’s primary pedestrian 
throughways. Three vivid arcs delimit this gathering 
place: the new Tangeman University Center, designed by 
Gwathmey Siegel & Associates (with GBBN Architects); 
the new Steger Student Life Center, designed by Moore 
Ruble Yudell (with Glaserworks); and the new student rec-
reation center, just north of the plaza, designed by Mor-
phosis (with KZF Design). Pedestrians enter Bearcat Plaza 
along several axes: downhill from the west, along the north 
edge of McMicken Commons, between the prow of Steger 
Center and Tangeman; and uphill from the north by two 
alternate routes — through Steger’s portal, which con-
nects the plaza to a narrow, cascading walkway between 
the Steger Center and a row of older university buildings 
(called the “Mews”), and between the Steger Center the 
student recreation center, along a route that leads up to 
the College Conservatory of Music.

The most breathtaking moment in the whole campus 
plan may be the northern entrance to Main Street, a pow-
erful canyon that channels space along the sleek and varied 
facets of the recreation center, upstream to Bearcat Plaza, 
and downstream past Sigma Sigma Commons into the 
meandering rivulets of Campus Green. Shifting width-
to-height ratios frame and serialize views along this cor-
ridor: some deep (over into the bowl of the stadium, for 
instance); some narrow (up into the Mews); some distant 
(down across Campus Green). The planners and designers 
who formulated this moment seem equally predisposed to 
a postmodern picturesque, insofar as each element individ-
ually and in concert exhibits what historian Sidney Robin-
son has called “[inhospitality to] a tradition of systematic 
centeredness.”7

A Wealth of Architecture
There is easily enough exceptional architecture at 

Cincinnati to fi ll a book (indeed, Princeton Architectural 
Press issued a Campus Guide in 2001).

 Cobb has designed a beautifully understated back-
ground building that coaxes the highest possible value 
out of its unruly context. It reorders its site just below 
the southwest crest of UC’s ridge with deft massing and 
physiognomy, setting off the chain of chords that carom 

Several ruling metaphors help orchestrate the relation-
ships among all these signature products. For example, 
“green windows” (or “gates”) code every major campus 
entrance with a unique arrangement of freestanding Ohio 
sandstone markers, sometimes in the form of columns, 
sometimes curving walls. Both blocks of the Uptown 
campus boast new “commons.” On the west block, the 
“Braid” of walkways twines diagonally across the length 
of the Campus Green, tracing the site’s long-buried creek 
bed. The Braid in turn leads to “Main Street,” which 
concentrates student life, athletics, retail activity, and rec-
reation along a curving swath of circulation space midway 
between the low-lying Campus Green and higher eleva-
tions.

 “Main Street” is an odd choice of metaphor. It evokes 
Pleasantville more than Over the Rhine, the venerable 
downtown neighborhood surrounding the city’s real Main 

Street, site of Cincinnati’s infamous April 2001 race riot. 
Long before this urban disturbance, however — mindful 
that it competes with four other state universities for Ohio’s 
best students — UC wisely cultivated a plan that would 
communicate a strong sense of safety and insulate student 
life within a secure perimeter, tactfully defi ned by the 
aforementioned system of “gates.”

In practice, UC’s Main Street tailors classic mixed-use 
development formulas to suit the appetites of eighteen-
to-twenty-three year olds, although a much more varied 
constituency enjoys its amenities, not least the two-story 
Starbucks.6 When the new recreation center opens for busi-
ness in 2005, UC planners confi dently predict students will 
complete 90 percent of their daily transactions on campus.

Above: The “Braid.” Hargreaves Associates.

Opposite: College Conservatory of Music, designed by Pei Cobb Freed & Partners 

Architects, looking north. Photographer: Timothy Hursley.
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down the west campus’s central swale. One of these chords 
is the faux vault atop the engineering building, which offers 
Cincinnati a collector’s specimen of Graves’s trademark 
Prismacolor scenography. Meanwhile, on the east campus, 
Gehry’s Vontz Center offers homage to Oldenburg —
certainly not his best work, but no less a landmark.

The latest campus headline is the new recreation center 
by Morphosis, which incorporates two swimming pools, 
a basketball gym, multipurpose courts, a fi tness center 
and climbing wall, a food court, and a dormitory. For the 
dormitory wing, Mayne hoists a broad, north-facing bar 
of student apartments onto piloti overlooking a roofscape 
of folded plate. The rest of the building sweeps around 
Nippert Stadium with the horizontal velocity of an action 
sport. Its walls are porous and excitable; its scale oscillates; 
its composition defi nes an essential edge, like CCM, while 
activating everything that surrounds it.

Given all this star-power, what if any are the theoretical 
dividends of UC’s aesthetic audacity? Mayne’s recreation 
center, Eisenman’s Aronoff Center for Art and Design, 
and Hargreaves’s Campus Green offer useful opportuni-
ties for comparisons and evaluation, fi rst in respect to 
questions about how high-design affects campus life, but 
also in respect to questions about the general relationship 
between architecture and landscape.

Campus Green and Art Center
Critical practices are risky because they appear to put 

“architecture” fi rst, sometimes at the expense of the user. 
Campus Green, however, surrounds users with a demon-
strably improved and enriched environment. On what used 
to be a six-acre, 700-car, asphalt parking lot, Hargreaves 
and his partner Mary Margaret Jones designed a broad 
arboreal park, site of the Braid. They placed a tall, cone-
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ard Serra’s site-specifi c sculptures. It maintains a connec-
tion that allows it to both criticize and communicate with 
surrounding architecture.10

Hargreaves’s Campus Green — indeed, every tactical 
intervention he and Jones employ in the reconstruction of 
UC’s landscape — constitutes what landscape theorist Ber-
nard Cache calls a “mnemotechnical object.”11 Harg-
reaves’s landforms work “beneath the surface of identity,” 
in Cache’s words. “What counts is the reading of a terri-
tory in terms of a conjunction between two sorts of images: 
concrete gravitational vectors and abstract vectorial 
space.”12 UC’s new landscape introduces an alternate, 
poetic formation within the everyday experience and 
rhythms of campus life. In contrast to the conventional 
sculpture garden, Hargreaves fuses landform with vegeta-
tion in highly affected but unobtrusively constructed 
topographies, less something to look at than be in. These 

forms ornament time as much as space. Gates, quads, com-
mons, and greens all produce dynamically “infl ected” envi-
ronments that represent “a totality of possibilities” (here 
again citing Cache) — “openness,” “receptiveness,” “antici-
pation.”13

In Hargreaves’s composition, “landscape” mutates in 
the direction of the static object, insofar as his landforms 
adopt qualities typical of tectonic geometry — sharp edges, 
oblique planes, raked steps, Euclidean solids. Contrari-
wise, in Eisenman’s composition, “building” mutates in 
the direction of fl uid event, insofar as he sets every plane 
of the composition into falling or slipping motion, right 
angles tilting awry, planes sliding away like plate tecton-
ics. Underlying each project is a heterodox conception 

shaped mound at the north edge to shield the park from 
the noise and sight of traffi c, also to connect it to the adja-
cent woods across a congested boulevard. Specimen trees 
line walkways that crisscross a sprawling lawn, defi ned on 
the east edge by three sloped, triangular planes. These 
small terraces offer visitors a place to sit, talk, read, watch, 
or otherwise enjoy their subtle prospect; in spring, min-
iature daffodils dot the winter creeper that carpets their 
embankments. Just south of the mound, two limestone 
stair-step waterfalls recycle storm water runoff.

With abundant squares of grass and stone benches, this 
is one of the university’s primary social amenities. There 
is no better place in Cincinnati to teach a child how to ride 
a bike, since the infi nite combination of straightaways and 
slow curves reward success with amplifi ed sensations of 
freedom in variety.8

But what sets Campus Green apart from ordinary 

parks or campus commons is the way it operates as fecund 
ground between vertical and horizontal orientations. Form 
takes its place not strictly as “landscape,” but rather as an 
aggregation of terms “on the periphery of a fi eld in which 
there are other, differently structured possibilities.”9 It is 
strong enough to regulate the disarray of existing build-
ings, which is an important part of its job, and yet not 
so strong that it dominates its context. Rather, Campus 
Green engages its context — critically — not unlike Rich-

Left: Student Recreation Center, designed by Morphosis. Simulated view from 

northeast, looking west along Main Street. 

Right: View down Main Street from the east. Model image courtesy of Moore Ruble 

Yudell Architects.
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of space, Piranesian in fl avor, “a complex spatial wan-
dering, in which the objectives of the journey [are] not 
revealed” — in which axes and centers are always dislo-
cated, always multiple.14

In a work by Eisenman no assumption about architec-
ture is ever completely safe. Just as Hargreaves discards the 
basic tropes of landscape composition (background quads 
and quiet courtyards), Eisenman discards the basic tropes 
of building composition (exterior, interior, entrance, 

Above: Site plan showing relationship of original building and new Eisenman 

addition. Image courtesy of Eisenman Architects. 

Inset: Aerial view of fi nal model. Photographed by Dick Frank; image courtesy 

of Eisenman Architects.

stairway, and so on). Two forces converge to yield the 
composition of the Aronoff. The fi rst is topography, which 
Eisenman represents with a set of mathematical and topo-
logical corollaries; the second is the assemblage of the 
original building and its additions, from which he traces an 
eight-foot wide corridor, which he then doubles, shifts, and 
rotates.15 Eisenman’s diagram effaces conventional typo-
logical antecedents, like “grand stair” or “central space,” at 
the same time it renders these antecedents legible.16

An Alternate Template
Different as they are, Eisenman’s and Hargreaves’s 

compositions are not just about difference. Sanford Kwin-
ter has rightly noted that “the very phrase ‘avant-garde’… 
represents not only the idea of directed novelty, that is, not 
the idea of any-novelty-whatever, but specifi cally novelty 
in the service of hope.”17 The connection between avant-
garde composition and this idea of hopeful novelty has 
little appeal to warriors of opinion who diminish or deride 
anything beyond their immediate understanding. And yet 
there is no better way to honor avant-garde discourse than 
to have strong doubts about it.
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Hargreaves was the fi rst signature on UC’s master plan, 
Eisenman the second. Their early infl uence on Cincin-
nati’s transformation (now waning, I’m afraid) suggests a 
bracing reorientation to modern university experience best 
expressed perhaps by Bill Readings, in his seminal critique 
of contemporary higher education, The University in Ruins.

[The] claim for an ideal community in the University still 
exerts its power despite its glaring inaccuracy — evident to 
anyone who has ever sat on a faculty committee…. [W]e should 
recognize that the loss of the University’s cultural function opens 
up a space in which it is possible to think the notion of community 
otherwise, without recourse to notions of unity, consensus, and 
communication. At this point, the University becomes no longer a 
model of the ideal society but rather a place where the impossibil-
ity of such models can be thought — practically thought, rather 
than thought under ideal conditions. Here the University loses its 
privileged status as the model of society and does not regain it by 
becoming the model of the absence of models. Rather, the Univer-
sity becomes one site among others where the question of being-
together is raised, raised with an urgency that proceeds from the 
absence of the institutional forms… , which have historically 
served to mask that question….18

Cincinnati has emerged as a standard-setting case study 
in contemporary academic planning, which increasingly 
integrates intellectual resources with other strategic pri-
orities, especially marketing, customer service, security, 
convenience, recreation, athletics, and brand manage-
ment, usually under the banner of “excellence.” As the 
new American university continues to adapt to market 
pressure, this level of commercial development seems 
increasingly unavoidable. Especially among cash-strapped, 
“state-assisted” public universities, branding campaigns and 
“quality-service” initiatives now compete with the great 
conversations of liberal education. Still, the risk of commer-
cial contamination may be less threatening to public educa-
tion than declining enrollments and attrition. In today’s 
economy, brand marketing and capital development are the 
price we pay to ensure our continuing social relevance.

Many critics who reward Main Street with approbation 
for its sensitivity to student users also can’t resist ridiculing 
Eisenman for his “aloofness” and “star-quality.”19 Yet 
Eisenman’s composition is singularly courageous and vital 
in the following respect: it provides an unfl inching critique 

of the homogenization of knowledge and experience that 
Bill Readings calls “the university of excellence.”20 Educa-
tion isn’t comfort food. Richard Rorty admonishes us to 
remember that “the real social function of the humanistic 
intellectuals is to instill doubts in the students about the 
students’ own self-images, and about the society to which 
they belong.”21 More so than any other building on UC’s 
campus, the space of Eisenman’s composition instills doubt: 
it eschews the possibility of models and raises the question 
of being together through a vision of the campus not as “a 
place set apart,” but rather as a place engaged, a place set 
into motion by the proliferation of analogies and signs.22

“Literature,” declared Ezra Pound, “is news that stays 
news.”23 What happens when we apply Pound’s dictum to 
architecture? We put up two hundred thousand new build-

“Mews” behind the new Steger Student Center and paralleling Main Street. 

Photo courtesy of Moore Ruble Yudell Architects.
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ings every year, but only a handful are likely to change our 
view of the world. Buildings that stay news earn our atten-
tion by demonstrating their relation to ideas that fuel the 
public imagination. These ideas engird our basic respon-
sibility to accommodate use, to ennoble, and to incite 
questioning through “directed novelty” — to produce what 
Henry Cobb has called “instruments of speculation.”24 
Great buildings and great spaces put us in touch with our 
deeper poetic intuition and with alternate temporalities. 
In the presence of newsworthy architecture, we live more 
fully, more self-aware, and more open to the irony of our 
own fi nitude.

Most campus plans fall short of these admittedly rare and 
lofty but nonetheless essential criteria. And yet there is one 
newsworthy plan that multiplies our horizons and increases 
our chances for an encounter with this plenitude — and that 
plan is taking shape in Cincinnati, of all places.
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Cincinnati in the late 18th century was a thriving trading center, 
strategically located on the northern banks of the Ohio River. Surviving on 
the fringe of western settlement, its inhabitants needed protection. A 
garrison, Fort Washington, was built to provide security from the warring 
Indians of the Ohio Valley. By 1792, nearly 1,000 residents had settled in 
the central river basin of land surrounded by steep topography on the 
north, west, and east. Commerce flourished, with mills, tanyards, and 
foundries. In 1802, the City of Cincinnati was incorporated. 
 
Cincinnati residents, realizing the need for an institution of higher 
learning in their new city, created a school association in 1806 and 
planned to open a college financed through a lottery system. Despite the 
construction of the first university building and the formation of the 
Cincinnati University, the economic depression of 1807 and a tornado in 
1809 hindered further development of the college.1 
 

Chapter 2 

Establishing a College (1819-1899) Above: Cincinnati College, 1816, 

destroyed by fire 1844. 

Overview of the  
History of the University of Cincinnati 
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The Cincinnati Lancaster Seminary was formed with a state grant in 1815 
and housed in a building at Fourth and Walnut streets. The school thrived 
for a few years but did not fulfill the city’s needs for a university. 
 
The idea of the university found its next champion in Dr. Daniel Drake, 
scientist and physician, who succeeded in gaining charters from the State 
of Ohio for the Cincinnati College and the Medical College of Ohio in 
January 1819.  That fall, classes began for what is now the University of 
Cincinnati, the second oldest municipal university in the nation.2  
(First was the University of Charleston, founded in 1770.)3 

 

 
Although both Cincinnati College and the Medical College of Ohio had 
rough beginnings and unfortunate failings, their original charters would 
later be used to establish the academic departments of today’s university.   
 
Cincinnati College was housed in the Lancaster Seminary building on 
Fourth and Walnut Streets; its first president, the Reverend Elijah Slack, 
also taught classes in mathematics, philosophy, and chemistry. After four 
commencements, the college experienced a fire and declining admission 
due to competition from nearby Miami University.4 Classes were 
suspended for a time. 
 
The Cincinnati Law School was established in 1833 and became a 
department of Cincinnati College one year later. In 1835, Dr. Drake 
established a Medical Department under the charter of Cincinnati College. 
In 1836, the Reverend William Holmes McGuffey was appointed the new 
president of the College and subsequently revived the Academic 
Department (also termed the College of Liberal Arts). 

Opposite page top: Cincinnati in 

1800, (engraving).  

Middle: Cincinnati in 1810, 

(woodcut). 

Right: Cincinnati in 1856, 

(engraving). 

This page left: Cincinnati in 1841, 

(lithograph). 
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During this era, higher education opportunities began to be offered 
elsewhere in the city at the Ohio Mechanics Institute, founded in 1828 
(housed in the former Bazaar department store and literary salon); the 
Cincinnati Observatory in Mt. Adams, founded in 1842; the Cincinnati 
College of Pharmacy, founded in 1850; the Conservatory of Music, founded 
in 1867; and at the College of Music, founded in 1878.5 
 
All of these schools would eventually coalesce as the modern University of 
Cincinnati. A common location and funding were needed to unify the 
institution. These needs appeared to be fulfilled by the bequest of 
Charles McMicken (1782-1858), a wealthy businessman, who had 
cherished a dream of endowing a university.  
 
McMicken bequeathed $1 million to the City of Cincinnati upon his death 
but the endowment was diminished by the poor economic conditions 
caused by the Civil War, leaving the university in an untenable position by 
the late 1860s. The City of Cincinnati’s decision to intervene, entwined the 
future of the university and the city for the next 100 years. After 
consolidating funds from the Cincinnati Board of Education and the 
McMicken endowment, the city chartered the University of Cincinnati, in 
1870. Classes were initially held in the Woodward High School building on 
Twelfth Street, and in 1875, they moved to the McMicken estate on Clifton 
and Vine Streets.6 
 
For 20 years the university occupied the McMicken estate, a narrow strip 
of land on a steep hillside that offered no room for expansion and abutted 
industrial environment that was not conducive to higher education. After 
Jacob Donelson Cox was inaugurated as university president in 1885, he 
immediately initiated changes in the institution that led to the 
incorporation of several existing small colleges into one school.7 Cox 
oversaw the assimilation of colleges specializing in medicine, pharmacy, 
and dentistry. Cox forged an urban university that would give back to the 

 

Top: Daniel Drake (1785-1852) 

Right: Medical College, 1826. 
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community in service, production, and leadership.8 To accommodate the 
new collection of colleges, President Cox negotiated with the City of 
Cincinnati in 1889 to move the university from the McMicken estate, to a 
more bucolic setting on 43 acres at the southern end of Burnet Woods Park. 

Top: Charles McMicken (1782-1855) 

Left: Woodward High School, ca. 

1874. Site of first classes held under  

the name University of Cincinnati. 

Top: Burnet Woods in 1897. 

Left: The first university building is 

visible under the “R” in the word 

“Christian” (Christian Moerlein 

Brewery promotional lithograph) 
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The new site was well situated geographically between the city and the 
surrounding suburbs on high ground with an unimpeded outlook on the 
west toward the hills above the Mill Creek Valley.  Northward stretched 
the remaining undulating woodland acres of the city park.9 
 
Having escaped the congestion of the city, the fledgling university built a 
campus. In 1894, six architects submitted plans for the proposed site, 
which would consist of three related buildings to be made of stone or brick 
with stone trim. In 1895, Samuel Hannaford won a competition with five 
other architects for the first college building — McMicken Hall and the 
subsequent additions of Hanna and Cunningham halls, connected to either 
side. Hannaford’s campus plan placed the buildings along a ridge within 
the park above the McMicken estate facing Clifton Avenue and the 
streetcar line. The classical aesthetic referenced in the new buildings 
suggested the university’s desire to be considered simultaneously worldly 
and inherently American.10 The linear plan was functional but unusual 
among college campuses of the time being laid out in quadrangles centered 

2-12 

 

Above: McMicken Hall 

Top right: Van Wormer Library, 

ca. 1900 (right), Cunningham 

Hall (center), and McMicken 

Hall (left). 

Bottom right: View of the univer-

sity from Snake Road and 

Clifton Avenue. Hanna Hall 

(left), McMicken Hall (center) 

and Cunningham Hall, (right) 
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on common green courtyards.11 Commuting students arriving by streetcar 
along Clifton Avenue defined the university’s identity as a municipal 
commuter school which would set the pattern for further campus 
development.  
 
In this new park setting, athletics became highly popular and competitive 
during the 1880s and 1890s. A lowland area behind the “academic ridge” 
became the logical site for constructing a stadium. Taking advantage of the 
bowl-like terrain, rows of concrete bleachers were built, then an entire 
stadium. As the university continued to grow, the stadium was positioned to 
be at the heart of the west campus.

Top: Men’s football team at the turn-

of-the-century 

Bottom: Women’s basketball team, 

1898. 

Left: Campus topographical map 

1909. 
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In 1899, Howard Ayers became president of the university. By the end of 
his tenure in 1904, the university had grown. Van Wormer Library, 
designed by Samuel Hannaford, was built with a gift of street railroad 
stock from Asa Van Wormer in memory of his wife.12 The gift was made in 
1899, and the library officially opened in 1901. The College of Engineering 
was established in 1900. Summer and evening classes offered, added 
academic opportunities to students.  
 
By 1904, the university’s growth had prompted President Ayers to hire 
noteworthy campus planners and architects McKim, Mead and White to 
propose a new campus plan. The University of Cincinnati plan they 
presented strongly adhered to Beaux Arts traditions, with symmetry of 
form and strong axial alignments composed of hierarchical spaces 
surrounding a central quadrangle. The plan did not reflect the rolling 
topography of the park setting and barely acknowledged the existing 
buildings on the ridge above Clifton Avenue (possibly referenced in the 
grouping of structures at the right side of the rendering). Although never 
realized, the plan beautifully embodied the ambitions of the University of 
Cincinnati and laid the groundwork for the plan of the Engineering 
Quadrangle to follow.13 
 
Charles W. Dabney followed President Ayers in 1904. During his tenure 
(1904–1920),14 the colleges of Education, Commerce, Home Economics, and 
Graduate Studies were created. Dabney strengthened the university’s 
connection with the city and elicited the support of Cincinnati citizens 
setting the stage for more creative approaches to education.  

Campus Growth (1899—1950) 
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Also in 1911, the Samuel Hannaford & Sons-designed College of Medicine, 
was built in the Avondale neighborhood together with a new General 
Hospital, forming the core of what today is known as the East Campus. 
The massive new complex comprised 24 buildings, including a power 
plant, an administration building, a pathological institute, a school of 
nursing and health building, a surgical building, a medical reference 
library, a medical college building, and dormitories.16 
 
In 1920, economics professor Frederick Hicks became interim president.  
By the time he retired in 1928, increased enrollment, prompted 
construction of a number of additional buildings. These included Beecher 
Hall (1916), Nippert Stadium (1916), Old Chemistry (1917), Swift Hall 
(1925), Memorial Dormitory (1924), Taft Hall (1925), and Tanner’s 
Laboratory (1924). Aerial views of the campus from 1910 to 1920 show the 
progression of buildings as initially developed in a linear pattern along the 
ridge being shifted by the terrain. 
 
Dean Herman Schneider was named university president in 1928, in part 
because the co-op program he created had succeeded so brilliantly.  
Schneider held the presidency until his retirement in 1932. His devotion to 
teaching and a dedication to producing cultured, practical, and service-
minded graduates characterized Schneider’s presidency. The co-op 
program had inaugurated a method of connecting theory with practice 
that has since influenced various departments, and helped to form 
important relationships between students and the community “in music 
through performance, in classics through archeology, in the arts through 
design and in the life sciences through medicine.”17 

Above: University of Cincinnati 

College of Medicine and the Cincin-

nati General Hospital. 
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In 1906, Dean Herman Schneider of the College of Engineering introduced  
the revolutionary concept of cooperative education to a class of 27 
students. The “co-op” program allowed students to alternate classes at the 
university with quarters of paid employment. The program became 
synonymous with the University of Cincinnati and contributed to its 
international reputation as a leading institution. By 1907, the number of 
students applying to the program increased to 800. Naturally, this 
increased enrollment created a need for more facilities. 
 
In 1910, a power-generation plant was built to supply coal-powered heat 
and electricity to the campus buildings on the ridge.  Following the strong 
axis of the power plant and Carson Field, Schmidlapp Hall (later named 
Dieterle Vocal Arts Center) was built in 1910. The axis along the lowland 
area created the alignment for the field, the first rise of concrete seating 
surrounding the field, the new power plant, and, later, Memorial Hall 
(1924). 
 
The architects of the power plant, Teitig & Lee and Garber & Woodward, 
were also responsible for Baldwin Hall, the new home for the College of 
Engineering, which followed in 1911. Breaking with the tradition of siting 
buildings in a linear manner along the ridgeline to develop the campus 
along a subsidiary axis determined by the hilly terrain, the new 
Engineering Quad may have drawn some inspiration from McKim, Mead, 
and White’s plan.15  In the following years, two complementary buildings, 
Old Chemistry and Swift Hall, would flank Baldwin Hall to the south and 
north, creating the traditional green space presently known as Herman 
Schneider Quadrangle. 

Above: Engineering Quadrangle 

reprinted from 1921 Cincinnatian. 

Opposite page: McKim, Mead & 

White  proposed campus plan, 1904 
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Schneider also envisioned establishing a series of academic and residence 
hall quadrangles on campus, each encompassing a separate college 
although the plan never materialized as he had hoped. One of Schneider’s 
notable gestures was to supplant Van Wormer Library (1899) with a new 
larger Main Library designed by Hake and Kuck in 1930 (now called Carl 
Blegen Library), to accommodate the burgeoning collection. The Art Deco 
style of the building included decorative reliefs that celebrated the history 
of the printed word, featuring notable printers through the ages as well as 
printers’ marks. The symbolism drew attention to those who spread the 
written word to a wider public audience.18 

Birdseye view of West Campus ca. 

1940. 

 

Above: University of Cincinnati 

Campus Plan Scenario, c. 1930. 

Left to right: Old Chemistry Build-

ing (Tietig & Lee, 1917); Memorial 

Hall (Harry Hake, 1924); Swift Hall 

(Harry Hake 1924) 
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In 1930 a new Teachers College, designed by Garber & Woodward, was 
built along the academic ridge. To the east, a natural sciences building, 
Dyer Hall, also designed by Garber & Woodward, was built in 1931. These 
two buildings would be connected in 1958, creating a green space 
traditionally used as a quadrangle. Schneider’s tenure also saw the 
construction in 1930 of the University branch YMCA, designed by Zettel 
and Rapp. 
 
Raymond Walters was inaugurated as president upon Schneider’s 
retirement. Walters’ 23-year presidency, although clouded by the 
difficulties of the Great Depression, provided stable governance and 
sustained the university to commitment to community service, research, 
and medical discoveries. During Walters’ tenure, UC received worldwide 
recognition for Carl Blegen’s archeological excavations and George 
Rieveschl’s formulation of the antihistamine Benadryl.  
 
With enrollment declining as the Depression grew, Walters was forced to 
implement pay cuts and dismissals. Faculty and staff found additional 
income through Franklin D. Roosevelt’s New Deal programs. The Works 
Progress Administration (WPA) provided funding for the construction of 
the Student Union building (Tangeman University Center). 
 
After World War II, the G.I. Bill brought new students — veterans — to 
the campus in numbers so great that the university hastily built new 
housing facilities and classrooms to accommodate them. Temporary 
housing and classroom facilities in the area adjacent to McMicken Hall 
were so conspicuous that they were collectively dubbed “Vetsville”.  By 
1949, two-thirds of the students graduating were veterans.19 

 

Above: President Herman Schnei-

der's vision for the campus, 1920. 
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Bottom photo: “Vetsville,”  

temporary housing and classrooms, 

adjacent to McMicken Hall. 

Top photo: Military exercise 

within McMicken Circle during 

Word War II.  
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The university’s enrollment continued to grow, reaching a total of 13,783 
students in 1950. Of these, about 7,000 attended evening programs. This 
growth placed a great deal of pressure on the physical campus as the 
student population outgrew the site. During the mid-1940s, the university 
made several unsuccessful attempts to acquire an additional 22 acres of 
land for the campus within Burnet Woods Park. In 1952, City Council 
approved expansion of the campus to the north of University Avenue (now 
Clifton Court). In that same year, Alms Memorial Hall, home at that time 
to the College of Applied Arts (later to become the College of Design, 
Architecture, Art, and Planning [DAAP]), was dedicated on a hilltop in 
Burnet Woods. The topography of the Corryville neighborhood on the east 
side of the campus behind Nippert Stadium was considerably altered by  
the construction of French Hall dormitory and James C. Allen’s 8,000-seat 
Armory Fieldhouse (completed in 1954), and the nature of construction at 
the university took a new direction. Buildings were no longer grouped 
around open space; rather, open space became the leftover edges.  
 
In 1955, Walter C. Langsam became university president, serving until 
1971. Langsam’s tenure was characterized by vast changes in both the 
physical character and the academic and social culture of the university. 
His stewardship straddled the “street-car college,” Cold War, and Vietnam 
years. Amid these external social forces, the university felt new growing 
pains. The university again expanded by adopting several colleges that 
previously had been independent, while continuing to develop new 
programs of its own. The College of Pharmacy merged with the university 
in 1954; the College of Music and the Cincinnati Conservatory of Music 
were allied in 1962; and the Ohio College of Applied Science (or ‘OCAS,’ 
previously the Ohio Mechanics Institute) was brought into the fold in 1969. 

Post-War Expansion and the Automobile Campus (1950–1984) 
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OCAS remained at its downtown location but, on campus, the construction 
of buildings like the CCM complex in former open spaces was dramatically 
altering the university landscape. The grass lawn amphitheater in the 
ravine behind the university library, once used for graduation exercises, 
became the site and form-giver for the fan-shaped Patricia Corbett 
Theatre.20 As the number of students driving to campus continued to rise, 
parking lots and high-rise residential buildings surrounded by parking 
changed the fabric of the Corryville neighborhood and established the 
outlines of a campus “superblock” which can be seen to be emerging in a 
campus map from 1962.21  
 
As new growth strained the university’s finances in the mid-1960s, the 
administration sought a closer alliance with the state to ensure the 
institution’s survival. In 1967, an agreement was reached that provided an 
influx of state funds while keeping the university under city ownership, 
although city funding had dwindled to a trickle. The university was on the 
road to becoming a full-state institution. Even as public funding lagged 
behind ever-increasing enrollment buildings continued to be built, 
introducing new building patterns.22 Beginning in 1964 with the “Three 
Sisters” (Sawyer [demolished 2005], Scioto, and Morgens Halls) at the 
eastern edge of the block and continuing with Calhoun Hall along the 
southern boundary, large-scale high-rise buildings edging open space (in 
this case, much of it temporary parking) followed a pattern similar to 
high-density housing in cities being reshaped by Urban Renewal.  
 

 

Opposite page: The Armory Field-

house and surrounding area, 1956. 

Physical Plant building is the brick 

structure behind “hangar” building 

in background. Power Plant smoke-

stack visible at center of picture just 

beyond Armory Fieldhouse lobby. 

Tangeman University Center to left 

of smokestack; McMicken Hall 

(1950) to right of smokestack, Swift 

Hall visible above roofline of  

Physical Plant. 

Left: Interior of the 8,000 seat  

Armory Fieldhouse. 
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When it was built on the east side of the campus 
superblock in 1971, the 27-story Sander Hall 
topped the Hughes High School tower as the 
most visible skyline feature on the hill. Sander 
was designed to house 1,300 students in                
5-bedroom suites, which were meant to foster 
interaction and small-group community-
building. However, the high-rise architecture did 
not meet later building codes and was 
considered both unsafe and too costly to 
upgrade. Sander Hall was imploded in 1991. 
 
Crosley Tower, Rhodes Hall, Rieveschl Hall, and 
Zimmer Hall—components of the Brodie Science 
Complex—were built in 1969 and 1970 at the 
end of President Langsam’s tenure, filling in the 
north side of the West Campus adjacent to 
DAAP. Langsam Library, conceived as part of 
this development, followed 10 years later in 
1979.  
 
Throughout the late 60’s and 1970’s, the College 
of Medicine and the General Hospital continued 
to grow. The area around General Hospital 
expanded into the University Medical Center. In 
1960 the City of Cincinnati granted the 
university executive control of the Cincinnati 

Top left photo: The grassy, open 

amphitheatre behind the university 

library was the place where gradua-

tion occurred prior to construction of 

Map: Campus map, 1962 

“superblock” of west campus is 

starting to form. 

Top right photo: Sander Hall 

Opposite page, clockwise, top left: 

View from Martin Luther King Jr. 

Drive. Brodie Science Complex: 

Rhodes Hall (center), Rieveschl Hall 

(middle) and Crosley Tower. 

Top right: Walter C. Langsam  

Library, ca 1979 (right), Crosley 

Tower (center), Rieveschl Hall (left), 

Rhodes Hall (left foreground). 

Bottom right: East façade of James 

A. Rhodes Hall and site of the  

Engineering Research Center.   

Construction debris and trailers 

indicate construction had begun. 

ERC was completed in 1995. 

Bottom left: Rieveschl Hall. 
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fourth of an acre on the north side of St. Clair 
Street (Martin Luther King, Jr. Drive) to DAAP 
for the purpose of siting the monument.24 

General Hospital (renamed University of 
Cincinnati Hospital in 1982).23 New wings or 
additions were added to the Pavilions (1916) and 
Kettering Lab (1930). The College of Pharmacy 
was established and housed in Wherry Hall 
(1959), and a new home for the College of 
Nursing, Procter Hall, was built in 1968.  
 
Student and community engagement continued 
in the 1960s with an idea envisioned by DAAP 
students, called “Operation Resurrection.” The 
students put into motion the recovery of roughly 
150 stone pieces from the Cincinnati Chamber of 
Commerce building (designed by the late 
architect H. H. Richardson), which had burned 
down in 1911. The park board donated one-

Warren G. Bennis, a noted theorist in the field of 
organizational design and leadership, was 
inaugurated as university president in 1971. 
The presidency changed again in 1977 at a 
seminal moment in the University of 
Cincinnati’s history, when the university became 
a full-state institution. Henry R. Winkler, 
became the first president to have graduated 
from the university, took the helm. The 
administration developed a new vision for the 
university’s future, but lacked commensurate 
funding for new buildings. In 1980, a new 
facility for the College of Law was constructed 
around the 1925 Taft Hall, rather than creating 
an entirely new building. Nippert Stadium, was 
renovated instead of constructing a new facility. 
After 13 years in an off-campus facility, the 
university basketball team received a new home, 
Shoemaker Center, in 1989.  
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In 1984, Joseph A. Steger succeeded Dr. Winkler as president. At the 
outset of his tenure, Steger expressed dissatisfaction with the character of 
the campus. Steger sought to change the school’s direction and image, and, 
with support from the administration, he launched a search for a visionary 
planner. The importance of a master plan to establish a direction for 
university physical growth and evolution was recognized as paramount. 
The office of landscape architect George Hargreaves was selected for its 
recognition of the need to establish a sense of connection throughout the 
campus, and to create a sense of place, or specific character, that would 
serve the various needs of the university’s population. Hargreaves 
presented a vision that looked beyond individual works of architecture to 
the total environment and imagined a strong interaction between 
buildings and landscape. His concept was derived from Frederick Law 
Olmsted’s 19th-century plan for Boston’s parks, the “Emerald Necklace;” 
in fact, Hargreaves’ plan was dubbed the “string of pearls.”25  
 

This page: Architecture students 

from DAAP recovered stone artifacts 

from the 1911 Chamber of Commerce 

Building (designed by H.H. Richard-

son). Using a site in Burnet Woods, 

donated by the park board, students 

designed an inviting open space to 

view the detailed columns and  

lintels.  

Creating the Architectural Dialogue Within a Holistic Vision          
(1984-2000) 
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One problem of the “streetcar” campus was its lack of evening activity 
once commuters left for the day. The campus would need functional and 
vibrant places where students could gather and participate in social and 
scholarly activities, including outdoor restaurants, cafes, and theaters, 
enveloped by architecture.26 Hargreaves sought to replace the remaindered 
open spaces and parking lots that occupied the center of campus with a 
series of designed open spaces and activated places. The identification of 
“force fields” provided a basis for analyzing the conflicting lines of 
orientation that had developed. Hargreaves’ plan suggested using 
buildings to infill, but in a way that permitted the creation of open space 
through courtyards or plazas, as in an urban environment. Hargreaves 
thought of the buildings as a means to carve and shape space, connecting 
with the landscape in a sculptural way. His landscape design encompassed 
molded landforms, sparse plantings, and non-Euclidean walkways. It was 
intended to function as a unifier between buildings and outdoor spaces, to 
make visual connections, and to create a sense of place through activities 
shared across the campus community.27 

Above: Hargreaves plan concepts 

and analysis drawings. 
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Hargreaves’ master plan began to make an impact beginning with the 
construction of a broad, fan-shaped lawn, designed in 1993, between 
McMicken Hall and Tangeman University Center, where Old Commons, 
Old Tech, Tanners Laboratory, and Beecher Hall had previously stood. 
This green immediately completed the previously unrealized central portal 
of McMicken Hall and introduced the concept of walkability into the 
campus. University Avenue also provided a ceremonial-like space that 
became a major thoroughfare between buildings.28 
 
Under the leadership of Jayanta (Jay) Chatterjee, new architecture was 
included in the master plan to accommodate the growth of the DAAP 
program. Dean Chatterjee’s advocacy for the selection of “signature” 
architects to design the master plan’s new buildings and spaces would 
greatly influence the new visual character of the university landscape. 

Top: University Avenue approach to  

Renton K. Brodie Engineering  

Complex, ca. 1977-1978. Rhodes 

Hall (left), Zimmer Auditorium 

(center), Rieveschl Hall and Crosley 

Tower (right). (Excavation site at 

right foreground is where Langsam  

Library was later built.) 

Bottom: McMicken Commons, ca. 

2000, looking north toward Braun-

stein Hall (Hanna Hall to left, Bald-

win Quad to right, Crosley Tower in 

background). 
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One technical issue of the state-owned university’s obligation to employ 
local architects was accommodated by first engaging a local “architect of 
record” who then participated in the selection of a nationally or 
internationally recognized designer to be part of the project team.29 
Between 1991 and 2000, some of the world’s most renowned architects 
designed works for the University of Cincinnati, including Peter 
Eisenman, Michael Graves (a UC DAAP graduate), David Childs, Henry 
Cobb, Frank Gehry, Rudolfo Machado and Jorge Silvetti. Design firms 
influential both before and after 2000 were the Cambridge Seven; after 
2000, Leers Weinzapfel Associates and Gwathmey Siegel & Associates 
Architects contributed to design at the University of Cincinnati. 
 
The first of the signature architect-designed buildings was the Edwards 
Center, built in 1992 from a design prepared by David Childs of Skidmore 
Owings & Merrill. Although not as dramatic as some of the later signature 
buildings, the Edwards Center provides one of the most obvious 
interpretations of the campus master plan and a direct nod to the “force 
field” organizational system. Named for Vera Clement Edwards, one of the 
first black women to earn a master’s degree from and teach at UC, the 
building expresses the two conflicting orientations of the campus.30   
 
In 1995, Michael Graves was selected to design the post-modern 
Engineering Research Center, located at the main approach to campus 
from the east. A colonnade marks the main entry to the building, and a 
public passage leads to the rest of campus. A more unusual building, 
which immediately struck a different note on campus, was the Aronoff 
Center for Design and Art, a building that provided library, exhibition, 
and office space as well as classrooms, studios, and lecture halls.  The 
Aronoff Center, designed in 1996 by Peter Eisenman in association with 
Lorenz and Williams, acts as a link between Wolfson Hall (1976) by 
Tweddel Wheeler Strickland and Beumer; the Alms Building, (1952) by 
George Rath and James E. Allen; and the DAA building (1958). The 
Aronoff Center both confused and astonished UC students and visitors, 
but it functioned as a catalyst for future change. Its construction began a 

Vera Clement Edwards Center  

provides the first link to the “force 

field” alignment introduced in the 

Master Plan. The placement and 

angle of the top five floors of the 

building reflect the 30 degree angle 

that dictates the alignment for open 

space, in-fill buildings and walk-

ways within the Master Plan. 
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trend that suggested architecture was intended 
to challenge the intellect, work together with the 
landscape to create a sense of movement 
through the campus grounds, and provide 
significant spaces within which activity could 
occur. Frank Gehry’s Vontz Center for Molecular 
Studies, constructed in 1999, offered further 
indications of the new dynamic forms that 
provided living and work space, and offered 
alternative ways in which buildings could 
function together with the landscape.  
 
The addition of further buildings contributed to 
the creation of groups or complexes that 
provided new active spaces connecting related 
activities while acknowledging the campus’s 
past. The College-Conservatory of Music (CCM), 
for example, occupies “CCM Village” and 
consists of several buildings, including Memorial 
Hall and the Dieterle Vocal Arts Center 
(formerly Schmidlapp Hall), Mary Emery Hall, 
and the Corbett Center for the Performing Arts. 
The Center incorporates several 1970s 
structures, such as the Patricia Corbett Theatre 
and Corbett Auditorium, the new Werner 
Recital Hall, and a studio theater. The theater is 
set into a hillside and echoes its amphitheater 
form; a low brick dance studio wing runs around 

Above photo:  Engineering  

Research Center (Graves) 

Bottom photo: Aerial of Martin 

Luther King Drive, DAAP on the 

right edge, ERC on the left. 
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part of the exterior, forming a system of small 
courtyard gardens that wrap around the eastern 
side. The gardens were designed by Laurie Olin, 
known for his work on Bryant Park in New York 
City. In 2000, Henry Cobb unified these buildings 
and gave them a center with a long brick wing, 
Mary Emery Hall, punctuated along its roofline 
by distinctive pyramidal luminaries. The complex 
makes less of a splash than some of the 
successive signature buildings, but is, in fact, 
considered a masterpiece of highly sensitive 
interior and intelligent siting. It plays a central 
role in the master plan, connecting spaces at the 
intersection of the CCM Village, the old academic 
ridge, and the new MainStreet project.31  
 
Green spaces, together with dramatic buildings, 
provided connections along which the student 
could walk through the university grounds. 
Separate but not isolated individual spaces, such 
as the Library Square designed by Hargreaves in 
1995 and Sigma Sigma Commons (1998), give 
texture and character to the place, enriching the 
more traditional green represented by the Clifton 
Avenue and Herman Schneider [formerly 
Baldwin] Quadrangle. 

 

 

Above top:  Aronoff Center, exterior 

and interior photos (Eisenman). 

Above bottom:  Vontz Center, exte-

rior and interior photos (Gehry). 
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Signature landscapes, from top: 

University Commons, Mews,    

Campus Green, and Zimmer Roof 

Garden. 
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Fulfillment of the Cohesive Landscape Vision 
(2000-present) 
 
In 2000, construction of the University 
Commons on the East Campus and of 
Hargreaves Associates’ Campus Green, located 
on the site of parking lot No. 1, furthered the 
master plan’s concept of individual and 
connected spaces situated within a pleasant and 
walkable landscape.  McMicken Commons, 
which was initially constructed in 1990 as the 
first open space completed under the master 
plan, was opened in 2004 after renovation of the 
Tangeman University Center.  
 
Also in 2004, Moore Ruble Yudell Architects 
created an open-space corridor called The Mews 
running between the Steger Student Life Center 
and Swift, Baldwin, and Rhodes halls. This 
landscape of terraced spaces draws connections 
to the campus’s past from architectural 
fragments of earlier buildings. On the other side 
of the Steger Center, Hargreaves’ plan for 
MainStreet suggests the ways in which he 
envisioned the landscape functioning.  Bearcat 
Plaza was constructed in 2004 as part of 
MainStreet, and in 2006 Hargreaves completed 
the Zimmer Roof Garden above Zimmer Hall.  
After 2000, signature architecture that 
continued to dramatically change the look of the 

Above top: CCM Village 

Middle: Campus Recreation Center 

and MainStreet. 

Bottom: Nautilus and Library Square. 
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campus included Gwathmey Siegel Associates’ 
reworking of the Tangeman University Center 
(1935) in 2003–2004 and Moore Ruble Yudell 
Architects’ Joseph A. Steger Student Life Center 
in 2004. In 2006, Bernard Tschumi’s design for 
the Richard E. Lindner Center, created the 
nucleus of the new Varsity Village athletics 
complex. 
 
In 2006, Morphosis Architects designed the 
highly geometric, multi-purpose Campus 
Recreation Center. The building maximizes its 
location along the sloping main street, and offers 
350,000 square feet for team sports and personal 
fitness, as well as space for learning, dining, and 
living. The Center for Academic Research 
Excellence (CARE), designed by Studios 
Architecture, was completed in 2008. Each of 
these buildings has been highly publicized, 
bringing the University of Cincinnati to the 
forefront of design visibility that reflects 20th- 
and 21st-century concerns both for 
accommodating students’ physical needs and for 
raising the university’s “brand” appeal.32 
Whether the buildings successfully address the 
social, personal, and contemplative needs of the 
student continues to be a matter of discussion.  
 
Many accolades have been written praising the 
highly visible aesthetic statement achieved by 
the new buildings. The New York Times, for 
example, referring to the new building 
campaign, described the University of 
Cincinnati as “one of the most architecturally 
dynamic campuses in America;” the Washington 
Post called it “an experiment worth watching.” 
Students, too, have begun to assign names to 
some of the new buildings. Gehry’s Vontz 
Center, for example, is referred to as a 
“sculpture” and jokingly as the “marshmallow 
building.”33 
 
The University of Cincinnati began as a small 
college whose departments were housed in 
separate buildings across the city, lacking any 
unified sense of place. It has since emerged as a 
comprehensive research university and an 
international leader in campus planning and 
design. Over a 15-year period of master plan 
implementation, the university has established 
a cohesive campus, with walks and open spaces 
leading faculty, staff, students, and visitors 
through views of architecture and landscape 
architecture developed by master designers at 
the heights of their careers. These designed 
buildings and landscapes attempt to provide 

Above photos: Richard E. Lindner 

Varsity Village and Richard E. 

Lindner Center (Bernhard Tschumi). 

Opposite page, clockwise from top:  

TUC/Bearcat Plaza (Gwathmey and 

Siegel), Campus Recreation Center 

(Morphosis), MainStreet, and Steger 

Student Life Center (Moore, Ruble, 

and Yudell) 
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interior and exterior places in which to gather, 
study, and relax, and an environment that is 
conducive to intellectual growth, social 
interaction, and civic purpose. 
  
In 2003, Nancy L. Zimpher — the University of 
Cincinnati’s 25th president, and the first woman 
to hold the position — articulated this goal in 
the UC|21 Academic Plan by seeking to imbue 
the newly built environment with “a sense of 
‘place’” and “a sense of belonging for students, 
faculty, staff, alumni and friends”.… “where 
members of the campus community and the 
community at large want to spend time — 
learning, living, playing, and 
staying,” to promote 
collaboration among people 
and programs.34 

Above: Center for Academic and 

Research Center/Crawley Building, 

(Studios Architecture). 
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