“Differentiated” and "Compatible™

Four Strategies tor
Historic Settings

I the post-war period, an
Important issue for preserva-
fion has heen definine how
might

new  construction

appropriely anud

erihunee, rarher than derrae

Stppurt
irom, hustore buddines and
Jdistricts uoder regulatory pro-
recrion. So long as new adidi-
rions or infill buildings were
likely to be designed o the
same sryles as their historic
neighbors, “fitting in” was
rarely an issuc.

Bur since the ascendaney
of modernist architecture in
the United States in the
1950s—a siyle thar defined
irself in terms of opposition to
traditional styles and wsump-
rions ahour desipn—an impor-
rant part of the preservation-
ist's mission has been to tame
the ambirions of modernist
architects and their penchant
for setting off historic struc-
[ures \\'Hh 1.‘\.-11l1‘;ihrii'!g new
anes. At the same time, many
presesvationists cither swequi-
esced inor aetively embraced
modernist aestherics for new
buildings, epecially  as a

means of distinguishing new

Additions to

""""""" Stevers W Senies

and old construction, which
hos been a preservation goal
sirce John Ruskin called for
it i the 19th century, Notsur-
prosngly, el attention s
been focused on the guiestim
o how we oughs o manage
the relussonships botween his-
rorie butddimgs and conrrsting
new ackditions in the conrext
of contemporary architectoral
debares abour sryle.

The 1964 Venice Char-
ter—considered the founding
Jocumene of the wmodern
PEESEMVALINN MOveIent-—
declares that the purpose of
conserving and restoring his-
rorical monuments is o “sate-
auard them no less us works
of arr than as historical evi-

dence.” But it also says any

addirion ro the landmark must
be “distinct from the archiree-
tural coanposition and  must
bear a contemporury sramp.™
The Secrerary of the lngeriors
Standards for Rehabilitation
and Guidelnes for Rehabili-
raring Historic Buildings, first
issued in 1977, were closely
based on che charrer and

called for addicions 1o be at



the same rime “differentiared”

. e ;
trom the historic fabric and

“compatible with the historic
materials, fearures, size, scale
and proportion, and mussing
to profect the integrity of the
properry and irs  environ-
wiene.™ Both the charter and
the standards assumed  tha
any new work would be mad-
ernist instvle and would need
ra |3C M ‘TH.?E.' Loy sy
comparibiliry.

But today contemporary
architecture has reintroduced
cradirional syles, and the tocas
of some preservation authori-
ties has shifted ro defending
rhe differenrintion of new and
old construction as o means of
preventing confusion mthe
pullic’s perceprions of the his-
torie building and s siee.
Corseyuently, some prosenvas
tion commissiens and archi-
vecrural review boards have
seemed to priorivize differenri-
ation aver compatibiliry in
numerous recent  decisions,
For example, all the New York
City projects mentioned in
this article were approved by
that ciry's Landmarks Preser-

varion Commission, some of

which have proved highly
controversial.

Moreover,  bath  the

charter and  the standasds

assume a narrow Jefiminion of

the “tesource"—the built work
to e protected-—that empha-

sizes the wangible, physical
material of the historic strue-
ture over more intangible fac-
tors, such as the original archi-
tecr’s design intent or the
historic style, wypology, or
building culrure embodied in
the prorecred structure or
disrricr. This interpretation of
the resnurce, in combination
with potentially contradicrory
esuirements lor dilferentia-
dion and compatibiliey, has
resulred in considerable confu-
sion as both national and local
badies grapple with changing
tdens and mstes among archi-
teets and the general public.
This article will consider how
these contlicting values have
plaved our, both histoncally
andd i currenr pracrice,

A desumwer or preservi-
tionist contemplating new con-
struction in a hisroric setring
may adopt ane of four strategies
based on four possible stitudes
toward the existing serting or
resource: 1} lireral replication,
2} invention wichin the same
or a related style, 3) abstract
reference, and 41 intentional
opposition. These options rep-
resent a range of responses o
the call for “differentiated” ver
“compatible” designs for addi-
tivms or infill construcrion in
historic settings found in the
Secretary’s  Standards.  Lets
consider each of these strategies
in eelation 1o hoth the stan-

dards arsc] historic practic
with respect to the differing
views of the resource implied by

cach strategy.

Literal Replication

The straregy of replicarion pri-
oritizes compatibilicy and nan-
This

srrateay will likely sustin the

imizes Jdifferentagion.

character of an existing setting
so long as the histeric cles
ments to he replicared are well
understood,  the  technical
means to effect replication are
available, and che scale of the
replication is modest relative
ro the  eriginal  Ruilding.
Despite frequently exprossed
disupproval of thes strategy by

Ay conlemporary preserva-

o rhearises and officinds, i
has the sancrion of history.
Architeets huve often chosen
to add to existing buildings
by reproducing a previeus
archirect’s work, somctinmes
even centuries afterward, usu-
ally for the sake of completing
an intended but unrealized
symmetry o excending a
pattern already  established.
In such cases, the resource is
defined as the design concepr
as i whole rather than any iso-
Tared parr of it as it appears at a
given time.

Many  grear European
monuments visible woday were
completed not by the original



Frgure 1. Jewish
Museun, New York,
formerly Warburg
Mansion (CEH.

Gilbert, 1908) with

addition :‘?xﬁ fwo 5@5)
by Kevin Rache folm
Dindelon and Associares,
1993, Photo by Steven
Semes,

desioners but by a series of
successive archirecrs willing
to realize their colleagues’
designs, Filippe Brunelleschi
complered his Ospedale degli
Innueenti i Florence (1423)
on the southeast side of the
Piszza Annunziata, Over the
course of the next two cen-
turies the disparare buildings
around rhe square were unified
by a series of matching arcades
that appear to be rthe work
of a single hand. In mul
I Tthe-century Pards, Jacgues
Lemercier replicared  Pierre
Lescat’s cenrury-old facade on
the Cour Carré of the Loevre
o mainein the symmerry of
the expanded elevation we
see today.

The recent Jewish Museum
addition  in New  York,
designed by Kevin Roche and
complered in 1993, continued
the fabric of the existing War-
burg Mansion {constructed
1909) by adding rwo bays
the north and replicating the
materials, eneral design, and
much of the ornament of the
original building. - Although
this “seamless” addition was
criticized by some preserva-
tionists, the resulting unicy
of the composition would not
have heen achieved had rhe
architect introduced a differ-
ent architectural style or mate-
vial tor this modestly scaled

addition. (Figure 1)

dowenn o ouson

For the Kennedy-Warren
Apartments in Wshington,
D, Harmuan-Clox Archi-
teers desioned a new wing for
the building thar completed
the unbuile designs of the orig-

inad archirect more than 70
VEArs :1er‘|' CONSITHCETINY WAk
interrupred by the Depression.
{(Fieure 2) With o fow ahnost
imperceprible exceprions, the
new wing replicates the forns,
materinls, derails, and charac-
ter of the original building.
The National Tark Ser-
vice declined the project’s

applicarion for historic reha-
hilicasion mx credics, however,
finding that the new wing
violared rhe proseniprion in
the  Secrerarys  Srandards
against addivons thar create "a
false sense of historical devel-
opmene.” National Dark Ser-
vice publications and guide-
lines  strongly discourase
addirions thar might confuse
he public’s perception of new
construction as distinet from

historic fabric and make no
exceptions for delaved comple-
tion of a hisroric design. The
wityg completing the Kennedy-
Woerren's originally intended
courtyard was seen as changing
the historic character of the
sire because it changed the way
the public “perceives what i
cenuinely hisrorie,” which is re
sy “the way the building came

histery.”




This literal and rather materi-
alistic reading of the resource
has been superseded in recent
European conservarion theory,
takes
“intangible” aspeers of culrural

which Nt wecount
herirage-—including the archi-
tect’s designs, or  relevant
historie styles and  butlding
culrures—as well s rhe "rangi-

e

Ble™ Bastorie buildine fu
While the recent cons

struction of the missing east

strway ot New York s Grand
Cenmral Termmal would have
been an appropriate occasion
tor replication —the original
stair s plainly visible across
the room—rhe New York City
Landavarks Preservation Com-
rission required the archirects
ravalrer the design for the new
statr, The carved omament
was amitted from the newels
and the profile of the balusters
was simplified, resulting ina
hlocky and inel

JANT APPear-

AL

ance. In this case, the Come
mission's inststence un differ-
entiarion needlessly resulred n
an inferior design rhar dimin-
wshed the prumary resource
the inregrity of this historic
Inrerion

My historic preserva-

sion officials oppose replica-
tion, helieving thar new con-
structien most ds the Venice
Charrer expressed i, "hear
contemporary stmp.” But a

brosmder view of the resource

would

permir  replication

when the formal properties of

the setting and the modest
seale of the proposed construe-
ton make it approprivte. The
“contemporary stamy:” might
thent be supplivd by a literal
stamp on the added material,
such as s inscriprion o other
inrerpretive device enrifving

the addirion imd iss Jdate.

Figre 2. Kennedy-Warren
Aparoments, Wishinguan, 0.0
(Joseph Younger, 1929) wnith
dedddition {'i'r:gf'rir) fg- Hearinutis-
o Avchsteces, 2004,
complering Youngers origral

design. Phoio by Steven Serves



Fignre 3. New

commeretal busildin g4
Merchanss Square,
Williamsburg, Vi, by
Quintan & Francis Terry,
2003, Phoro by Steven

Semes.

[nvention Within a
Sryle
This stravegy, while nor repli-
cating the original design, adds
new clements in eisher the
same ora closely relared srvle,
sustaining a sense of conting-
iy m archirecrural langunge.
The intention is to achicve @
balunce between differentia-
tion and compartibility, but
weighted in favor of the lareer.
This strategy also has a long
history: In fact, it is whar most
architects have always done.
Leon Barrista Albertd, in
his  15th-century
ured architects adding o o
preexisting building o work in

treatise,

the same seyle as the original
builder and complere the work
in the same spirit.” He fol-
lowed this principle to com-
plete the facade of Sanra
Maria Novella in Florence,
adding to its medieval first
story in kind, then subrtly
rranstorming the style into a
Renaissance flourish at the
tap. Giacomo Barrozzi da Vipe-
nula and other Renaissance
designers followed  Alhereds
lead in their
designs for the facade of San

competition

Perronio in Bologna, extrapo-
Jating the existing Gothic lan-
puage withour replication.”
Back ar the Louvre, two hun-
dred vears after Lemercicr,
Louis Visconti, and Hector

Lefuel designed the monue

mental facades on the Cour
MNapoléon in conscious imira-
rion of his work. Qur own
Unired

Washington, LLC., was greatly

States Capitol in

expandded in size over the
course of nwo centuries with-
out changing i sevle.

More recently, Quinlan
Terrys group of four new
buildings at Market Square
in Williamshurg adopts the
langunge of Virginia's 18th-

century colonial capiral bur
includes elements not previ-
ously scen in the restored
town. {Fizure 3) Similarly,
the New York rownhouse by
Zivkovie  Associates with
John Simpson & Parroers
lustraces how anew building
cun display o raditional style
and muke a strong sticement
of irs own identity withowr
subvertine the characrer of s
AeErie.

Modernist landmarks also
benefic from  this strategy.
For 500 Park Avenue, a 1960
“ulass box" by Skidinore,
Owines & Merrill m New
York, James Stewart Polshek
and Parmers designed a sym-
pathetic high-rise addition 25
vears larer that knies the ulder
building more strongly into
its urban serting without repli-
cation. (Figure 4) In these
cases, the resource is defined
as the continuity throush rime

of the historic setning wselt,



which s rhen  susrained

through the use of similar or

congruent formal language.

Inveniion  within - o
stple—so Tong ws it s oan
informed and fluent exer-
cise—-leads naturally w new
work that is both differentiated
and comparible with respecr
s pre-exIsTing context.

nforrunarely, some proservis-
tion authorties continue
resist the very approdach most
ikelv rovield che resolrs called
tor by che charters and stan-
Jards they are charged with
applying,

Abstract Reference

The third strategy seeks to
make reference to the historic
serting consciously
avoiding literal resemblance

while

ar working in g historic style.
Thas approach aims wo balance
Jditterentition and compari-
Bility, but with the halonce
tipped roward the former. This
s a difficult stratesy o execute
brcause it requires an artistry
and skill thar are mor often
availahle.
The absiract celerencing
of hstore archurecrure s o
maderaist mmovation
~compatibiling of the
1

RTRUETRTS B A R Ty

' |
Wi

s by the

reduction of compaesite form
abstract shape. Anearly oxam-
ple. Adolf Looss 1910 Gold-

mun & Salatsch Building on
the Michaelerplatz in Vienna
makes reference to its setting
through nuassing, size, materi-
als.and very restricred articu-
lation, alliwing

tor be hath

“modern” Gin the sense of
PRI o ot historicl
deril) and “contextual” {in

the sense of "lirting in” phvsi-

cally wath che scale, marerials,
and massing of the surround-

ing buildings). Loos™s building

may be the earliesteeand s

Figire 4. 500 Park
Avennie, New York,
NY, firmerly Pepsico
Butlding (Skidmeor,

additton {right) by
Stevsart Polchel: aned
Fartners, 1985 Phats

by Seeven Sewmes.



Fioure 5. Seaments
Church Trstinute,

South Sereer Seaport
Historic Disirict, New
York, NUY. James
Stewart Polshek and
Partners, 1992, Photo
by Steven Semes.

perhaps still the hest—exam-
ple of the differenrinred-yer-
compatible formula enshrined
it the Scerctary’s Standards

some six and a half dec
later.

A mure recent example
of absrract reference in o his-

toric serting is the Seamen'’s

Church  [nstirarte, an infill
building in the South Strecet
Seaport Historic District in
New York, designed by James
. Srewart Palshek and Pareners.
(Figure 5) The new building’s
brick and metal facade approx-
imates the massing of the
adjucent 19th-century struc-
tures, but its pipe railings and
exposed  steel  conmections
recall carly modern maritime

desipn, the rounded comers of

irs windows resembling port-
holes. The tlatness and indus-
trial imagery of the building
clearly differenriace it from irs
historic pre-industrial neigh-
bors, bur the general massing
and color pass the “firse glance
test” for compatibility—the
building daes nor jump our
af its context or artract imme-
diate arcention.

Bever  Blinder Belle
Architects rook a similarly
referential approach in their
unhuilt design for the Eust
95th Street rownhouse, in
which stmilarities of abstract
compositton and alignments
of horizontal fearures are used

e orelare the new and old
butldings i the absence of o
shared formal language.” But
this reduction can only be car-
ried so far: [n the Davis Brody
Bond additton to the land-
nnrk Flaevard Club in New
ght

York, comparibility is so
throueh aliznments of curtain
wall mullions and limestone
projecrions alone, bur such
abstract references do linde
o mediare a conspicuous Jis-
parity in formal composition,
predominant material, and
scale. (Figure 6)

This strarcay is limited by
the fact thar a tormal lan-
eunve—classicism, for exum-
ple—cannor he reduced o
abstract shape and st retain
i distmctive “composiie”
qualing—its abilitg 1o sube
divide into coherent sub-pares
or 1o join with other parts
ta become a larger whale
Furthermore, many modernist
architecrs resist compromising
for the sake of “firring in”
which is undoubredly why
the conrexnumlism of the 1980
has been abandoned in favor
of @ newly aguressive oppusi-
tional posture toward histori-
cal archirecrure in the recent
works of Frank Gehry, Rem
Koothass, Steven Holl, and
athers. [nany event, the strac-
egy of abstract reference sees
the historic urhan serting as a

resource to be conserved by



means of deferential massing,
but is typically unwilling 1o
engage rraditional formal lan-
auage a1 the scale of the build-
ing or s constituene elements.

Inrentional
Opposicion

Finally, the

iourth strareuy is
[Niati c"-i' COMECINLS OPPOsIEION O
the context and the determi-
nation to change s chatacter
through conspicuous contrast,
prioritizing differentiation at
the expense of compatibility.
Maodern archireers Jid nor
invent this idea. Andrea Palla-
dies, who famously  loathed
Gothie architecture, wrapped

the medieval town hall of

Vicenza with elegant arcades
to comceal the geomerric irreg-
ularities of the older building,
Palladio’s arcades hecame
madel of urban amenity and
there is no question rhar the
center of Vicenza is the richer
for this facelitr, Semerimes
contrast & the appropeiate
response Looavontest that s
weak or otherwise unsarisfac-
tory, but we must be careful
making such judgments. The
mest suitable use of this strar-
egy is ro repar Jamage to the
hastoric setting brought abow
by previous  insensirive or
oppositional  interventions.
The use of this strateyy inten-
tionally ro diminesh o valued

historic context is usually

inappropriate,
Hugh

Hardy's cubistic reconfigura-

For  exumple,

tion of a loambed-our Greek
Rovival rewnhouse on West
11th Sreer in New Yorks
Greenwich Village is o Jisso-
nantinercuption iy the eivil-
ity of the historic streer, per-

petaring che violence that

destroyed the original Facade
in the 1970 (Figure 7} Nor-
,

man Foster’s mediateque

Nimes epposite the Maison

Carré or his glass rower above

Fignre 6. Addition tw the
Harvard Cheb (Mckim,
Mead o White, 1892
1902) f;_—; Davis Brody
Bond, 2003. New Tork
vecht Cliuh {(Winven o
Wetmore, 1899) is at lfi.
Photo by Steven Sewmes,



Figure 7. Greenwich
Villige Tormbosse, New
York, N.Y, by Hardy
Holzman Pfeiffer
Architects, completed
1978. Phow by Steven

Sernes.

the Hearst Building in mid-
Manhattan
older masonry landmark build-
ings wirh contrasting metal

rown confront

and glass struccures that have
been widely imirated in his-
roric settings workdwide. The
Polshek firm, whose repura-
tion was made by deferential
additions like those ar 500
Park Avenue and the Sea-
men’s Church Institute in the
19850, new
oppositional stance in their

embraced  the

more recent entrance pavilion
at the Brooklyn Muscum, «
discordant intervention thar
deliberately violates the classi-

cal composion o the land-
wark buildig, {(Figure 81 In
these cases, the resource s
seen as an artitact from a van-
ished world, something ro be
tsolared i museum setting
or set off by conrrast with a
radically different modernisr
cxpression. Such dusigns are
inherently incompatible with
adjacent tradirional buildings
and inevitakly lead w the ero-
sion ol historic character as
increasing numbers of intru-
sive and alien forms challenge
the qualities thar made our
protecred sertings valuable in
the first place.

Rerchinking
Differentiation nnd
Compatibility

These strategies represent tour
arionship

variations on the re
of differenriation and compar-
thility, two terms that repre-
sent a logical contradicrion
if we rreat them as equally
important values. ln my view,
the fundamental inrerests of
preservacion  can only  he
served if compatibilivy is given
greater weight, since it alone
allows us to sustain valued his-
roric characeer in the face of
the many forces threatenimg ir.
To insist on differentiation by
means of @ contrasting mod-
ernist style for new construc-
tion, us some authorities have



in recent years, condermns his-
toric buildings and districes
1w change in ways alien to
their historic patrerns and
typelogies. When consistently
applied, this policy feads to the
eradual erosion of hisroric
character as the inevitable
consequence of the preservae

tion effort irself——an unac-
ceprable contradiction incon-
ECITIPOTANY PTESCIVAT T practice

The doctrine of differen-
riarion has too olten been used
to mask sunple sivlistie bins.
The Secretary’s Srandards and
the Venice Charter both
assumed that the modernist
acsthetic would remain nor-
mative  for - contemporary
building indefinicely. Bur cur-
rent practitioners have revived
rradivional architecture and
urhanism so thar “conrempso-
rary” no longer necessarly
means “modernist,” Preserva-

riom regulations, including the

Secrerary's Srandards, should

not he construed tw suppuort

the scceptance or rejection of

any prapased project solehy on
1 . .

the basis of sevle, Consequently,

Aterations orwddinons ro his-

s that improve or

e et

serengthien rhe pre-existing
character should be welcomed,
revardless  of  their sevle:
chanees that weaken or dinun-

ish

should not be permirted. agnin

historic characrer

regardless of style, Additions

or new construction may b
the same style as the historic
huildings, provided rhar the
DIEW CONSEIUCLION 15 Consistent
with the rypology, composi-
riom, scale, proportion, orna-
ment, materials, and crafts-
manship typical of the serring,
Violation of these attribures
for the sake of a quesrionable
principle of  differentiation
leads inevitably ro rhe foss of
historic characrer and. there-
by, fosn of the resource in s
Truest Sense.

When addidons or new
COHMSTILCTRONT ATC APPropreafo Al
all, they should be adided in
such o way chat the new is dis-
ringuishable from the historic
Eabric by mformed obsevyers or
trainedd professionals, No differ-

Figure 8. Brooklyn
Musesrm, Brooklyn, N Y.
(Mefim, Mead o
White, 1897) wnth
adldision by the Polshel
Parmership Architects,
2003 Phato %ﬁy:_\‘rm'ﬁs

Sernes.



Compatibility ...
niust be a primary
objective of the
designer and an
integral part of the
design process for
projects in historic
settings.

COCLITION K‘llL!LE]\l I?t’ TH,‘-IG_’h.‘ 1!\:![
would result inan incongruous
appearance or a ruptured

Where

canstruction misht nor be

integrity the new
readily distinguishable by the
public at large, interpretive
materials should clarify the
construction history of the
site racher than expecting this
to be self-evident from the
appearance of the new con-
seruction alone. De-emphasiz-
ing differentiation and priori-
vizing  compatibility  would
allow historte buildings and
Jistricts to grow and chanee in
accordance wirh e histornic
parrerns and styles, thereby
assuring a continuity of char-
acter through time. This, in
my view, is the proper way to
protect the resources 1o he
conserved in our historic
buildings and districrs.
Compatibiliry
mare than similariries of mass-

regquires

ing or abstract references; it
must be a primary objective
ol the
part of the design process for

esigner and an integral

projects in historic settings,
Whar makes buildings from
different eras and styles com-
patible is that they share the
same underlyving principles
of space, structure, elements,
compusition, proportion,
arpament, and characrer.
these principles are consistent

amorze the buildings along o

streer or around asguare, they
will be compatible, regardless
of seyle. Comparibiliny is not
uniformity; however, if the
principles embodied by neigh-
borin buibkdings are antitheti-
cal, no alignment of cornices
or adjustments of massing will
be sufficient o maintain a
relariomship of civility among
them.
The
which of the four strategies 1o
fallow cannor be made lightly.

dectsion  about

It is a0 question of what is most
yespectiud ol the existing archi-
tectural and wrban condirions
or, it these are nor suitable,
whie will procuce the grenrest
degree of hurmony and whole-
ness in the butle environment.
Such
made one building ar a rime,

decisions  cunnor be
bur must recognize the poten-
tinlly exemplary nature of
every architectural acr. 1f we
Py more attention re the his-
roric urhan serting than w the
inclividual building and move
beyord un obsessive concern
with the chronology of con-
struction, our choice of strat-
eery can fulfill vur obligation as
¢itizens to make the city more
beautiful, sustainable, and just.
If we adopt this ethic, we will
naturally seek nor the archi-
recture of our time bur, more
importantly, the archiecture
of our place
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