Theory

One of the recent and =erious
developments of theoretical work —the
Italian movements during the sixties —
tx paradoxically one of the least known
in the States, OPPORITIONS hegins
the presentation and discussion of this
important body of ideas with the
publication of "L'Architecture dans le
Boudeir™ by Manfredo Tafuri, one of
the more representative figures of this

period.

Taturi’s work, profoundly marked by
hiz philosophical position within the
dialectic materialist appreach, has
been developed by means of modern
theoretical concepts drawn from
French and Dtalian structuralism. With
this basis he has deveioped a personal
pusition which he calls a “productive
eriticism.” which is rigorously
grounded in history. Within his
perspective, heis able to develop a
critique of more traditional approaches
to theory, this has led him froma
central focus on a eriticism of
architecture to a eriticism of ideology.

This initial presentation is important
for the fact that it contains some of
Tafuri's central ideas, discussed not
only with respeet to an Italian context
hut also in relation to the latest
tendencies in American architecture.
Tafuri develops and discusses a
typology for different approaches to
eriticism, in which he distinguishes
three possibilities for eriticism. The
first is the consideration of langunge as
i technical neutrality; the second, the
consideration of the dissclution of
language, and the third is the
consideration of architecture as irony

I.'Architecture dans le Boudoir:
The language of criticism and the criticism of language

Manfredo Taturi

Translation by Victor Caliandro

and eriticism. A fourth possibility
which is in essence his own position,
recognizes the importance of the
attempts to organize intellectual work
in general and "architecture” in
particular within the social process of
production. For Tafuri the “general
organization of the building process”
becomes then the only valid object of
analysis for a criticism that aims in
this way to integrate itself within that
Process.

eritica del lingaaggio,” part of the 27
lecture sevics “Practice, Theory aud

Folitics i Arvehitecture " lield at

Princetow University in April 1974,

Manfredo Tafuri was born in Rome in
1935, He graduated in architecture in
1960, and has taught the history of
architecture at the Universities of
Rome, Milan and Palermo. Since 1968
he has been Chairman of the Faculty of
the History of Architecture and the
Director of the Institute of History at
the Architecture Institute in Venice.
He is 2 member of the Seientific
Council at the International Center of
Studies of Archtecture “Andrea
Palladio” of Vicenza and on the
committee of editors of the magazine
Arehithese. His published works
include: Teorie e storia
dell'architettira, Bari 1968;
LAvchitettura dell Unianesino, Bard
1969 Progetto e wtopia, Bari 1973 Lo
citta americana dafla guevra civile af
New Deal Un collaboration), Bari 1973,
He is presently working on a book on
the study of the relationship between
the avant-garde and contemporary
architecture.

This essay, published herve for the first
tinie, was originally a preseutation (n
Italian, “L'Arehiteetiure dans le
Bouwdoir: i linguaggio delia cvitica e la




To work with leftover materials, with the garbage and
throwaways of our daily and commenplace existence, is an in-
tegral aspect of the tradition of modern art. as if it were g
magic reversal of the informal into things of quality through
which the artist comes to terms with the world of obhjects. No
wonder then that if the most heartfelt condition today is that
of wishing to salvage values pertinent to architecture, the
only means is to employ “war surplus” materials, that is, to
employ what has been discarded on the battlefield after the
defeat of the Modern movement. Thus, the new “knights of
purity” advance into the realm of the present debate waving
as flags the fragments of a utopia which they themselves can-
"ot see.

Today, he who is willing to make architecture speak is forced
to rely on materials empty of any and all meaning: he is
foreed to reduce to degree zero all architectonic ideology, all
dreams of social funetion and any utopian residues. In his
hands, the elements of the modern architectural tradition
come suddenly to be reduced to enigmatic fragments, to mute
signals of a langnage whose code has been lost, stuffed away
casually in the desert of history. In their own way, those archi-
reconstruct a common digcourse for their diseipline, have felt
the need to make a new morality of content. Their purism or
their rigorism is that of someone driven to a desperate action
that cannot be justified except from within itself. The words
of their voeabulary, gathered from the desolate lunar land-
seape remaining after the sudden conflagration of their grand
illusions, lie perilously on that sloping piane which separates
the world of reality from the magic circle of language. It is
precisely with asense for a certain salvage operation that we
wigh to confront the language of criticism: after all. to
historicize deliberately such antihistorical attempts only
means to reconstruct single-mindedly  the system of
metaphoric ambiguities which are too openly problematic to
be left isolated as disquieting beings.

We must immediately warn the reader that we have no inten-
tion of reviewing recent architectural trends. Instead, we
would like to focus attention on a set of particularly impor-
tant attitudes, asking ourselves which role eriticism must
take. We will therefore examine: (1) those trends which re-

spond to language as a purely technical neutrality, which set
themselves against the destruction of language as it is gener-
ated by a bureaueraticized architecture; this will allow us to
reveal the answers offered by the profession and on that
research which tries to renew an awareness of linguistic pro-
cesses and to link up with the experiments of the avant-garde
which have been influenced by formalist methodologies:
(2) research based on the dissolution of language itself, on
the systematic destruction of form that is aimed at the total
control of the technological environment; (3) research which
interprets architecture as eriticism and irony, as well as that
which deliberately denies the possibility of an architectonic
communteation in favor of a neutral system of “information’™;
and (4) the emergence of an architecture which aims to
redistribute the capitalistic division of labor, which moves
towards an understanding of the technician's role in build-
ing—that is, as a responsible partner in the economic
dynamics and as an organizer directly involved in the produce-
tion cycle. All this we will do to locate with precision, yet
without an easy optimism, the role of the difficult exchange
between intellectuals and class movements.

We must, however, keep in mind that any analysis which at-
tempts to grasp the structural relationship between the
specific forms of the architectural language and the world of
production of which they are a part must do so by violating
the objeet of the analysis itself. Criticism, in other words, sees
itself constrained to adopt a “repressive” character if it
wishes Lo free that which is beyond language: if it desires to
bring upon itself the eruel autonomy of architectural writing,
and if, after all, it wishes the “mortal silence of the sign” to
speak. As has been acutely pointed out, to Nietzsche's ques-
tion “Who speaks?" Mallarmé has answered, “The word it-
self"! This would apparently exclude any attempt te question
the lunguage as a system of meanings whose discourse it is
necessary to reveal. And where contemporary architecture
poses, ostentatiously, the problems of its meaning, we must
look for the signs of a regressive utopia, even if these signs
mime a struggle against the role of language. This struggle is
apparent if we see how, in recent works, the compaositional
strictness oscillates precariously between the forms of “com-
ment” and those of “criticism.” The best example of this is
seen in the work of James Stirling. Kenneth Frampton, Mare




Figure 1. Derby Crvie Center
competition, Derby James Stivling
with Leo Krier, architects, 1970. An
historic fueade presereed af an angle
as a bandstand shell roof.

Figure 2.8 C. Johuson & Sow office

hailding, Raeive. Fravik Lioyd Wright,

architect, 1936, Bridge of Pyrer tibes
aver drivenay.
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Girouard, Joseph Rykwert, and Charles Jencks have dis-
tinguished themselves in their attempts to give meaning to
the enigmatic and ironic usage of “quotation” in Stirling's
worl.”

In his more recent works, including the Siemens AG Head-
quarters in Munich, the Olivetti training school at Haslemere
and the housing for Runcorn New Town, we have wished to
see i change of direction, a break with the disquieting com-
position of Constructivist, Futurist, Paxtonian, Victorian
memories of his university buildings at Leicester, Cambridge,
and Oxford, and of the Civie Center (fig. 1) designed with
Leo Krier for Derby® The parabola which Stirling has
followed has 2 high degree of internal consistency. It indeed
reveals the consequence of a reduction of the architectural
object to pure language, yet it wishes to be compared to the
tradition of the Modern movement, to he measured against a
body of work strongly compromised in an antiliguistic sense.
Stirling has “rewritten” the “words™ of modern architecture,
building a true “archeology of the present.”

Let us look at the design for the Civie Center at Derby. An
ambiguous and amused reference to history is spelled out by
the facade of the old Assembly Room, inclined by 457 and
serving as a proscenium Lo the theater which is defined by the
U-shaped gallery. The entire work of Stirling possesses this
“oblique” character. The shopping arcade recalls the
jurlington Arvcade in London. It also brings to mind the
bridge of Pyrex tubes at the Johnson Wax building (fig. 2) by
Frank Lloyd Wright, and perhaps even more strongly recalls
an unbuilt as well as undesigned architecture—the shopping
arcade modeled on a sort of circular Crystal Palace which,
following the deseription by Ebenezer Howard, was to have
surrounded the central area of the ideal Garden City. The
Civie Center in Derby is in fact an urban “heart” It is,
however, part of & real city and not 2 utopian model, and con-
sequently the memory of Joseph Paxton takes on a flavor of a
disenchanted but timely repéchage.

Unlike Paul Rudelph, for whom every formal gesture is a
hedonistic wink at the spectator, Stirling has revealed the
possibilities of an endless manipulation of the grammar and
syntax of the architectural sign. He employs with extreme
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Figqure 3. Leicester University
Engineering Laboratory, Leicester
James Stivling, avchiteet, 19589-6.,
Aronometrie.

Figure 4. Palace of the Soviets
campetition, 3rd prize, Moscons A, and
VoVosnin, arveliteets, 1924,
Aronometric,

Figure 5. Cambridge University Figure 7.8t Asdrews University
History Building, Cambridge. James residential expansion, Scotland. Janies
Stivling, avchitecet, [965-67. Stivling, avchitect, 19645-68 Site plan.

Aronometrie.

Figure & Howsing comunone, Munich,
Figure 6. Spangen Howsing, Moses Giushurg, aveliitect, 1927
Rotterdam. Michael Byivkman,
arcliteet, 1921 Avonamet rie,
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Fignre 8 Sivmens AGheadquarters,
Muwich, James Stiviing, arehitect,
1969. Seetional perspective.

0

coherence the formalistic laws of contrast and opposition of
his language's elements: the rotation of the axes, the use of
antithetic materials, and technological distortions.! The result
of such controlled bricolage i3 a metaphorical reference to
something very dear to the English architect: the architec-
ture of ships. A dream with marine references”™ is the way
Kenneth Frampton has aceurately labeled the Leicester
University Engineering Laboratory (fig. 3}, a true iceberg
sailing in the sea of the park into which it is casually set down,
following an enigmatic course. Yet insofur as Stirling does not
appreciate such “fishing for references,” the porthole, which
ironically comes up from the base of the laboratories at
Leicester (next to the jutting Melnikovian halls), seems to
confirm that constructivist poetics are a primary source-—uan
almost too obvious reference to the design for the Palace of
the Soviets (1823} by the Vesnin brothers ifig. 4). Yet the
theme of the ship comes back, this time with proper literary
references, in the terracing, the general organization and the
common access ways of the Andrew Melville Hall at St
Andrews University (g, 70 Again, it is Frampton who notes
that here the marine metaphor takes on a more precise mean-
ing: the ship, like the phalanstery, symbolizes an unattainable
community will.® The ship, the monastery and the phalanstery
are thereby equivalent. From a desire to achieve perfect com-
munal integration, they isolate themselves fronm the world. Le
Corbusier and Stirling themselves appear, at La Tourette and
St. Andrews, to pronounce a painful discovery: social uto-
pianism can only be discussed as a literary document and can
only come inte architecture as a linguistic element, or better.
as a4 pretext for the use of language.

The charged atmosphere of the voung rebels of the 18950s and
uf the Independent Group, of which Stirling was a member
between 1952 and 1956, has thus a coherent result. The affir-
mation of language, here understood as an interweaving of
complex  syntactic valences and ambiguous semantic
references, also includes the “function,” the existentizl
dimension of the work. Yet it only deals with a “virtual func-
tion™ and not an eftective function. The Andrew Melville Hall
represents theatrically the space of communal integration
which—trom the time of the Spangen block (1921} of Michael
Brinkman (fig. 6) to the housing commune (1927) of Moses
Ginsburg (fig. 8), the postwar planz of Le Corbusier and

Alison and Peter Smithson, and the building of Park Hill and
Robin Hood Gardens’ —the orthodoxy of the Modern move-
ment had hoped to make operable as spaces of social pre-
cipitation.

Suspending the public destined to use his buildings in u limbo
of a space that ambiguously oscillates between the emptiness
of form and a “discourse on function” —that is, architecture
as an autonomous machine, as it is spelled out in the History
building at Cambridge (fig. 5} and made explicit in the pro-

jeet for Biemens AG Ufig, ) —Stirling carries out the most

eruel of acts by abandoning the sacred precinet in which the
semantic universe of the modern tradition has been enclosed,
Neither attracted nor repulsed by the independent articula-
tion of Stirling's formal machines, the observer is forced in
spite of himself to recognize that this architecture does in-
deed speak its own language, one that is perversely closed
into itself, It ix possible only to sink or swim, forced into a
swinging course, itself just as oscillating s the perverse play
of the architect with the elements of his own language.

Az we have said regarding comment and criticism: the form
of comment is 4 repetition in the desperate search for the
genesis of the signs; the form of eriticism is the analysis of the
function of the signs themselves, a task possible only after one
has renounced the search for the hallowed meaning of the
language. The operations carried out by Stirling are exem-
plary: they point out the utopia intrinsic in the full realization
of architecture as a discourse. In this light, the functional
criticisms which are constantly leveled at Stirling are at once
correct and unjust:® once having artificially reconstructed an
independent structure of language, the criticisms are inevita-
biy resolved into a surreal play of tensions between the
universe of signs and the domain of the real.

We are therefore led back to our imtial problem; that is, in
which manner may criticism become compromised in such a
“perverse play” under whose ambiguous sign the entire
thrust of modern architecture flickers? At the origing of the
critical act are always found the acts of distinguishing, sepa-
rating and disintegrating a given structure. Without the act
of disintegrating the object under analysis, it is impossible to
rewrite it. It iz self-evident that there does not exist a criti-
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cism that does not follow the process which generated the
work itgelf, one which dees not redeploy the elements of the
work into a different order, if only for the sake of construct-
ing typological models. Yet it is here that there begins what
might be called the doubling of the object under critical ex-
amination. The simple analysis of architecture, which obliges
one to speak of it in terms of its language, would be deserip-
tion pure and simple. Such an analysis would be unable to
break the magic cirele that the work in question draws
around iteelf, and it would therefore only he able to manipu-
late within set limits the selfeame process that generated the
work, thereby repeating its axioms. The only external
referent of such an “internalized” reading would be found in
the gaps inherent in the linguistic object itself. Thus this
“doubling” created by criticism must go beyond merely con-
structing a “‘second language” to float above the original text,
as Roland Barthes speaks of it.” The creation of typological
models, which Emilio Garroni has correctly seen as the only
possible way to single out systems and codes of reference for
architecture," may therefore have meaning if the models
prove capable of: (1) defining a series of structural constants
to form a base upon which to measure the degree of innova-
tion in each architectural experiment (the typology of the
Palladian villa as developed by Rudolf Wittkower is a prime
example); and (2) allowing a dynamic comparison between
the series of constants and those structures which determine
the possibility of the very existence of architecture. In the
above method there is no ordinary subdivision between struc-
ture and superstructure. There is only insistence upon com-
pietion of the analysis of a test of the “function” of the com-
munications system. Yet the discourse on language requires
further clarification. Criticism must point out with precision
its role in relation to involuted architectural proposals, if only
because these are today the most apparent.

At the borderline, the linguistic residues—that is, those
aspects of the real which have not been resolved in form, as in
the architecture of a James Stirling, a Louis Kahn, or a Vie-
tor Lundy —are suddenly eliminated; it is there that the ab-
solute presence of form makes “scandalous” the existence of
the casual, even in that casual behavior par excellence, human
presence.

The research by Aldo Kossi provides an excellent example to
illustrate a theme which inexorably divides the entire course
of modern art.!' Rossi answers the poetics of ambiguity of a
John Johansen or a Robert Venturi with the liberation of
architecture from any embrace with reality, from any inter-
ruption by chance or by any empiricism in its totally strue-
tured sign system. The “scandal” of Stirling's architecture is
man, held as he is in an ambiguous suspension between archi-
tecture as a pure object and a redundancy of hermetic ¢com-
munications. The architecture of Rossi suppresses such a
scandal. The invocation of form that it calls forth exeludes all
external justifications. The specific qualities of architecture
are set down into a universe of carefully selected signs, within
which the law of exclusion dominates, and in fact i the con-
trolling expression. Beginning with the monument of Segrate
(1965) to the designs for the City Hall of Muggio (1872) (fig,
13) and the cemetary of Modena (1971 (fig. 11, Rossi
declaims an alphabet that rejeets all articulation. As the
abstract representation of its own arbitrary laws, it makes
artifice its own realm. By this means such an architecture
falls back to the structural nature of language itself. Exhibit-
ing a syntax of empty signs, programmed exclusions, rigorous
limitations, it reveals the inflexible nature of the arbitrary
and the falze dialectic between freedom and norms that are
characteristic of the linguistic order. “Pure Art.” the object of
a famous dizcussion between Walter Benjamin and Theodor
Adorno, sets forth in sueh works its own principle of
legitimacy.

The emptied sign is also the instrument of the metaphysics of
De Chirico, of the dream-like realism of the neuwe
Suachlichkeit, and of the astounded enigma projected onto ob-
jects by the school of the Nouveau Regard.” With these, Rossi
shares only a sort of frustrated nostalgia for the structure of
communiecation. But for him, it is 4 eommunication that has
nothing to speak about except the finite quality of its closed
system, wherein the cyclone of the “Angelus Novus” has
passed, freezing words into salt pillars." Mies van der Rohe
had already experimented with the language of emptliness
and silence. Yet for Mies the translation of the sign still oc-
curred within the presence of the real, that is to say, by con-
trast with the city itself. In Rossi, however, the categorical
imperative lives as the absolute alienation of form, to the




Figure 1. Faguwno Seliool, (o,
Aldo Rossi, architect, 1073, Sketch of
site plan,

Figure 11. Cenietery compefition,
Modena, Aldo Rossi aoed Gievnni
Braghievi, arehitects, 1971,
Perspective,

Figure 12, Single family housing
project, Broni. Aldo Rossi, arehitect,

1973, Elevations, avonowmetric, plans.

Figure 13. Muggio City Hall
Competition, Mugyio, Adda Ross,
arvchitect, 1972 Avonametric.

Fogure 1y Blewentary Sehool) Bron,
Aldo Rossi, arehitect, 1971, Detail of
courtyard.
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Figure 15. Galluratese 2 neighborkood,
Mitan. Carlo Aynronivoa il
Associates, architects, 1967-73. View
aeross plaza over the garages, showing
the open iy theater si rrowinded by
residential blocks ALB.

Figure 16. Gallaratese 2. Residential

Mock A L

Figure 17 Gallayatese 2 View of
entrance and vesidential blocks ALAZ.

Figure 18. Gallaratese 2. General plan.




point of achieving an emptied sucredness—an experience of
the immovable and of the eternal return to geometric
emblems reduced to being mere ghosts. ™

There is a precise reason for this phenomenen. The result that
Rossi approaches is that of demonstrating, without any
chance of further appeal, that by his removal of form from the
domain of daily experience, he is continually foreed to circum-
navigate the central point from which communication springs
forth, yet is unable to draw from the source itself. This is not
because of any inability of the architect, but rather because
this “center' has been historically destroyed. If an attitude of
neo-Enlightenment is found in Rossi, it is to be understood as
a recovered example of an irreversible act of the eighteenth
century —the fragmentation of the “order of discourse.” Only
the ghost of that lost order can today be waved about. Yet the
accusations of fascism hurled at Rossi mean little, since his
attempts at the recovery of an ahistoricizing form exelude
verbalizations of its content and any compromise with the
real’?

In this manner such research loses itself in its extreme at-
tempt to save the institution of architecture. The thread of
Ariadne with which Rossi weaves hiz work does not
reestablish the discipline, but rather dissolves it, thereby
making irue the tragic acknowledgement of Georg Simmel,
“a form which is open tu life, serves it, cannot give it itself. "

A fundamentally important result springs forth {rom this,
one which has in fact already been taken for granted in our
contemporary culture, but which is continually cast aside.
The refusal to manipulate forms, as Rossi maintains, in fact
concludes a debute that was personally fought first by Adolf
Loos, and which has in Karl Kraus its highest exponent.
In this great epoch which I have known when it was still so
small and which will again become small, if there is any
time left . . . in this noisy epoch which resounds from the
horrendous symphony of tacts which yield news and news
which is to be blamed for the facts. In this epoch one should
not wait for any particular words from me, none aside from
this one, which barely serves to preserve the silence of mis-
understanding. Too deeply rooted in me is the respect for
the immutable, the subordination of language to fate. With-

in the realms of the poverty of fantasy, where man dies
from spiritual starvation without ever discovering his
spiritual hunger, where pens are dipped in blood and
swords in ink, that which is past ought to be fact, but that
which is only thought is ineffable. Let them not await from
me my word. Nor would I be able to speak any new word,
for within the room where one writes the noise is so loud
and if it comes from animals, babies or only trench guns, is
not now important. He who adds words to facts defaces the
word and the fact, and therefore is doubly despicable. This
profession has not extinguished itself. Those who now have
nothing to say, because facts have words, continue to speak.
He who has something to say, step forward and be silent."7

If facts possess the word, then nothing remains but to have
facts speak and preserve, in silence, the spectrum of great
values. Of these —and here Karl Kraus, Adolf Leos, and Lud-
wig Wittgenstein agree—"we cannot speak” that is, without
contaminating them, Loos expresses clearly. Yet to refuse to
speak with architecture we may miss only that which evades
life: the ntonunent—that is, the artificial creation of a collec-
tive memory, true “parallel action” of “man without
guality,”—and the fomb—the illusion of a universe beyond
death.™ Only in the service of illusory functions, virtual ones,
that is, is it now possible to build virtual spaces.

The aforementioned statement by Simmel is thus now in-
verted and thereby confirmed: the space of life excludes that
of form, or at least keeps it constantly in check. In the
Gallaretese neighborhood in Milan, to the moderated expres-
sionism of Carlo Aymonino, who articulates his residential
blocks as they converge into the fulerum of the open-air
theater in a complex play of artificial streets and nodes (figs.
15-19), Rossi creates an opposition in the sacred precision of
his geometric block which is held above ideology and above all
utopian proposals for a “new lifestyle.”

The complex as designed by Aymonine wishes to underscore
every resclution, every joint, every formal artifice.
Aymonine apparently wants to speak the language of
superimposition and complexity, within which single objects
violently strung together insist upon displaying their in-
dividual role within the entire “machine” Yet, and quite sig-
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ity nificantly, Ayvmonino, by assigning to Rossi the design for one
of the blocks within this neighborhood (figs. 20-221, must
have felt the need to confront himself with a proposal
radically opposed to his own. And it is here that we find, fac-
ing the aggregation of Aymonino's signs, the absolute sign of
1088l

The position taken by Kraus and Loos is not negated. it is,
however, made more ambiguous. Because facts have words,
form may be silent. The simultanecus presence of objects con-
structivistically aggregated, obstinately forced to communi-
cate messages or modes of behavior, and a mute object closed
in its equally obstinate timidity, “narrate” in an exemplary
fashion the drama of modern architecture. Architecture, once
again, has made a discourse on itself. But this time, in an
unusual way: as a colloquy, that is, between two languages
which approach the same result. The complexity of Aymonino
and the silence of Rossi: two ways to declaim the guttural
sounds of the yellow giants—we recall here the expressionist
drama Dei gelbe Klaug in which Wassily Kandinsky had per-
sonified the “new angels” of mass society.”
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Throughout this discussion, we have deliberately established
the analysis of a speeific phenomenon with reference to a cor-
rect use of criticism. The examples of Stirling and Rossi have
proven useful precisely because in their presence the very
function of eriticism is called into question and because, in
part, we are dealing with those extreme situations which are
important to the current debate on the architectural
language, as seen in the work of Louis Kahn, Denys Lasdun,
the “Five," and the Italian experimentalists, such as Vittorio
De Feo, the Stass group or Vittorio Gregotti.

In writing about De Feo, Francesco Dal Co speaks of a *“sus-
pended architecture™ And in fact, the works of De Feo—
among the most remarkable of recent Italian work —oscillate
between the creation of entirely virtual spaces and typologi-
cal research at the level of the organism. The experimenta-
tion with the deformation of geometric elements is predomi-
nant, as seen in the project for the new House of Representa-
tives in Rome, planned with the Stass group (1967); the Tech-
nical school at Terni (1968-74) (figs. 25-27); and the competi-
tion for an Esso service station (1971) (figs. 28,29). Here, De




Figure 19 Gallaratese 2neigliborhood,  Figwre 21 Gallaratese 20 Entrancee to

Mitan. Cavlo Aywonino and residertial block D.

Associates, arveliitects, 1967-7.0 Site

plaa. Figure 22, Galluratese 20 Residential
Woek D,

Figure 200 Gallaratese 2 neighborhiood,
Milan. Aldo Rossi, arvehiitect, 1970-7.5.,
Residential bloek D,
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Figure 24. Regional offices Figure 25. Technical sehool, Terni.
competition, Trieste. Vittorio De Feo Vittorio De Feo and Errico Ascione,
and Associates, architects, 1974. architects, 1968-74. Model,
Perspective.

Figure 26. Technical School. Model in
Figure 24. Regional offices pla.
competition. Detail of model.

Figure 27. Technical School. Detail of

huilding, rwear completion.

Feo treats geometry as a primary element, to be juxtaposed
with the chosen functional order. Compared to the purism of
Rossi, the architecture of De Feo, or for that matter of
Georgio Ciucei and Mario Manieri-Elia, appears more empiri-
cal and casual. However, within its search for the pure and in-
trinsic qualities of form, it possesses qualities at once self-
eritical and self-ironie, which are revealed as a disenchanted
pop image (and wherein the exasperated geometric play of
o {3 ' “rfe-fe"  the Fsso station is resolved). It is possible here to find a

ST TR T ik e e S warning: once the “form is made free:” the geometric
23 universe beccmes an uncontrollable “adventure!” Without

doubt, similar studies are historically born upon reflections on
the themes introduced by Kahn; yet, for Italians in particu-
lar, each study of linguistic tools loses the mystic aura and
simple faith in the charismatic power of institutions. We are
therefore faced with an apparent paradox. Those who con-
centrate on linguistic experimentation have lost the old illu-
sions about the innovative powers of communication. Yet by
ok« accepting the relative independence of syntactic research, we

% (e are then confronted with the arbitrary qualities of the
% it reference code. Thus neither De Feo nor Manieri-Elia are
able to link their choice of reference code to a suitable act of
engagenient (which in itself may have other means of self-
expression).

¥
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To what point then is this attitude comparable to that of the
“Five Architects” who, in the panorama of international
architecture, appear closest to conceiving of architecture
as a reflection upon itself and upon its internal articulations?
Is it indeed possible to speak of their work us “mannerism
among the ruins"?% Mario Gandelsonas has correctly singled
out the specific areas of interest in the work of Michael
Graves—the interest in the classicist code, cubist painting,
the traditions of the Modern movement, and nature.” Yet we
should be wary. We are again dealing with “closed systems,”
within which the themes of polysemy and pluralism are
formed and controlled, and within which the possessiox of the
aleatory is resolved in an institutional, or at best “monumen-
tal”" format. (The only source which appears to defy such an
interpretation is that which refers to the Modern movement;
nevertheless, this is read by Graves as only signifying
“metaphysical” and “twentieth century,” thus permitting our
schema to remain valid.) Having established a system of
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limitations and exclusions, Graves is able to manipulate his
materials in a finite series of operations: at the same time this
system allows him to show how a clarification or an explica-
tion of linguistic processes permits an indirect control over
the design, alicays within the predetermined system of exchi-
sions. In other words, Michael Graves, Peter Eisenman and
Richard Meier give new life to a method which springs from
the classification of the syntactic processes. It is the sort of
formalism, in its original guise, which is perpetuated through
their work (figs. 32-34), “Semantic distortion,” the pivotul
point of the Russian formalists, is thus brought to life again in
an obvious manner at the Benacerraf House by Graves. With-
in this work, as well as in the more hieratic and timeless syn-
tactic decompositions of Eisenman, we may see a sort of
analytic laboratory devoted to experimentation upon highly
select forms, rather than just 2 mere penchant for Terragnior
a taste for the abstract,

It is of little interest to us to ask how such works may appear
as a heresy within the American culture. However, their ob-
Jective role is without doubt to provide a selected catalogue
of design approaches applicable to predetermined situations.
It is then useless to ask if their “neo-purist” tendencies are or
are not effective.™ As examples of linguistic structures, we
can only ask that they be rigorous in their absolute shistoric-
ism. Only in this fashion can their nostalgic abandon be
neutralized, and thereby acknowledge their need to remain in
isolation (an acknowledgement, by the way, which would
never be apparent from the self-satisfied stylistic gestures of
Philip Johnson?,

Let us attempt to reconstruct the analysis to date. It requires
a specific reading of the languages employed as well as the
use of different modes of approach to their analysis. To under-
stand Stirling's work it is necessary to refer to the tech-
nological aesthetic and the theory of information. Only by =0
doing will it be possible to become completely aware of the ra-
tionale behind his semantic distortions. But the theory of in-
formation reveals little to us about Rossi's study of typologi-
cal constraints. Indeed, Rossi's formalism appears to want to
challenge even the original formulation of the linguistie for-
malism of Viktor Sklovsky or of Vsevolod M. Eichenbaum.
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Figure 322, Benacervaf Howge,
Prineeton, New Jersey Michael
Sraves, arvchiteet, 1967,

Figure 354 House IT, Hardieick,
rmont. Peter Eisennian, arvchitect,

1364,

Ne do not wish to put forward a theory of critical empiricism.
Ne rather intend to point out that every eritical action is
seen, in fact, as a composite of itself and the object being
inalyzed. Today then, a highly specialized analysis of an archi-
ceture, strongly characterized by linguistic sense, can have
mily one result—a tautology.

o dissect and rebuild the geometric metaphors of the “com-
wsitional rigorists” may prove to be an endless game which
nay eventually become useless when, as in Eisenman’s work,
he process of assemblage is altogether explicit and presented
n a highly didactic manner. In the tace of such products, the
ask of eriticism is to begin from within the work only to
seape from it as soon as possible =0 as not to be caught in the
‘icious circle of a language that speaks only of itself. Ob-
qously the problems of eriticism lie elsewhere. We do not
wlieve in the artificial “New Trends” within contemporary
achitecture.” Yet there is little doubt that there exists a
videspread attitude that is intent on repossessing the unique
‘haracter of the object by removing it from its economic and
unctional contexts and highlighting it as an exceptional
wvent—and hence a surrealistic one—by placing it in
arentheses with the flux of objects generated by the produc-
ion system. It is possible to speak of these acts as an “arehi-
ectire dans le houdoir” And not only because we find our-
elves faced with an “architecture of cruelty,” as the works of
stivling and Rossi have demonstrated with their cruelty of
anguage-as-a-system-of-exelusions, but also because the
sagic cirele drawn around linguistic experimentation reveals
¢ pregnant affinity with the structural rigor of the literature
if the Marquis de Sade. " There, where the stake is sex, every-
hing must speak of sex.” That is, the utopia of Eros in Sade—
esolved within the discovery that maximum freedom springs
orth from maximum terror—where the whole is inseribed
vithin the supreme constraint of a geometric structure in the
arrative, To regain an “order of discourse” may today prove
o be a safeguard for certain subjective liberties—particu-
wly after its destruction by the avant-garde through ques-
ioning the techniques of mass information and with the dis-
ppearance of the work of art into the assembly line. There
re two contradictions, however. On the one hand, as with the
nlightenment utopia, such attempts are destined to reveal
hat liberty serves only to make a silence speak: that is, one

Figure 34 Honse in Pownd Ridge,
Compecticut. Richard Meier und
Associates, arclitects, 19089,

cannot bring voluntary action to oppose a structure. On the
other hand, the “orders of discourse” are an attempt to go
beyond this impasse and propose a foundation for a new
statute of architecture. Such contradictions are actually
theorized in the work of Kahn since the mid-fifties. Yet we
have not escaped the hermetic play of language.

The questions eriticism must now ask are: What makes such
studies and research possible? What are the contexts and
structures within which they operate? What is their role
within the present day production system?

Some of these questions have already been answered in our
diacussion. We can add, however, that they are cast-offs of a
production system which must; {a) renew its forms, submit-
ting to peripheral sectors of professional organizations the
task of experimenting with new models (in fact it would
prove useful to follow the way in which the new form models,
brought forth by the isolated form-makers, are to be in-
troduced inte mass production); (b) bring together a highly
differentiated public by assigning the role of “vestals of the
diseipline” to figures whose task is to preserve the eoncept
and role of architecture as a traditional object, an object that
preserves intrinsic qualities of communication. Thus we aban-
don the object itself and move into the system which, in itself,
gives meaning. And criticism thereby explicitly moves its in-
guest from a specific task to the structure that conditions the
total meaning of the objeet. Our statement concerning the
role of criticism as the violation of the object in question now
becomes clear. From the examination of those opposing at-
tempts which aim to bring architecture baek into the realm of
discourse, we have come to single out the role of the architec-
tural discourse, thereby seriously questioning the place and
scope of those attempts, We must now move further

On several occasions we have tried to show that, in the
vieissitudes of the historical avant-garde, the alternatives
that appear as opposites—order and disorder. laws and
change, structure and chaos—are in reality entirely comple-
mentary.® We have seen this exemplified in the Gallaratese
neighborhood in Milan, within which the dialectic between
purism and construction is made entirely obvious. But the
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historic import of such a complementary system goes beyond
the specific example. To degrade the materials out of which
communication is made by compromising them with the com-
monplace and foreing them to be mirrored in the anxious
swamp of merchandising, thus reducing them to astonished
and emptied signs, is the process which leads from the tragic
clownings of the Cabaret Voltaire, to the Merzbau of Kurt
Schwitters (fig. 35), to the pictures composed by telephone of
Lazlo Moholy-Nagy. Yet there is a surprising result. This
desecrating immersion into chaos becomes the premise for the
existence of a new means, which having absorbed the logic of
that chaos is now ready to dominate it from within.

Thus we have the forn of the infornial—as a victory. On the
one hand we have the manipulation of pure signs as founda-
tions to an architectural constructivism; on the other hand,
the acceptance of the indefinite, of dissolution. The control of
the chaos and of the casual requires this double attitude. As
Rudolf Arnheim has aceurately observed, “The precocious in-
sistence on minimal forms of the maximum precision (as in
the works of Jean Arp, which are for us entirely symtomatic)
and in the subsequent manifestation of disorder appearing at
opposite points, are in reality symptoms of the very same
abandonment.'* The papiers dechirés of Picasso belong to
this logic. But it is the testimony of Arp which makes clear
the process that ties together the affirmation of the forms to
its own destruction.
About 1930 pictures of hand torn papers were born. . . .
Why worry about achieving perfection, purity, when it can
never be reached? I now welcomed the decay which begins
no sooner than when the work is ended. The dirty man with
filthy hands points and smudges a detail of the picture. . ..
He is overcome by a savage enthusiasm and smears the
painting with saliva. A delicate collage of watercolored
paper is lost. Dust and insects are also efficient in destrue-
tion. Light wastes the colors. The sun and heat produce
blisters, disintegrate the paper, crack the paint, disin-
tegrating it. Humidity creates mould, the work falls to
pieces, it dies. The death of a painting no longer drives me
to despair. I had made my pact with its passing on and now
it was for me part of the painting. But death grew, devour-
ing both the painting and life. . . . The form had become
formless, the Finite Infinite, the Individual the AllL*®

The formlessnesg, that is, the risk of existence, then no longer
creates anxiety if it is accepted as linguistic “material”” And
vice versa, language may thus speak of the indeterminate, the
cacual, the transient. The happening gives credence to the ob-
servation by Jean Fautrier that art teday *. .. may only
destroy itself, and only by destroying itself can it continually
renew itself’® Yet this is but an attempt to give meaning to
the phenornenon of mass consumption. It is not by chance then
that a great many such celebrations of the formlessness take
place under the banner of a technological utopia. The irritat-
ing and ironic metaphors of Archigram or of the Archizoem
group, or of architecture conceived as an explosion of frag-
ments by John Johansen, sink their roots deep into the tech-
nological myth, Technology can thereby be enslaved in the
configuration of an entirely virtual space. [t may be read, ina
mystic manner, as “‘second nature,” the object of mimesis; it
may indeed become the subject for formalist chit-chat, as in
the part of the work of Soviet constructivism wherein the
form self-destructs to make way for messages originating
from the same self-destructive process. And there are those
who, like Bruno Zevi, attempt to compile a code of such
programmed self-destruction.” What remains hidden in all of
these abstract furors is the general sense of their own
masochistic disintegration. And it is precisely with reference
to these experiences that a critical method, as inspired by the
technological aesthetic of Max Bense or by the information
theory of Abraham Moles, may be fruitfully applied. This is
only possible because, in a manner even greater than Stir-
ling's, they seek a language truly fitting of the technological
realm: they attempt to invest the entire physical setting with
enlarged quanta of information in an effort to reunite “the
word and the object.” and contribute to daily existence an
autonomous structure of communication. It is not aleatory
then that the already outworn images of Archigram, or the
artificial and willful ironies of Robert Venturi or of Hans
Hollein simultaneously amplify and restrict the field of inter-
vention of architecture. They amplify it insofar as their goal
is the dominance of all visible space, and restrict it insofar as
they understand that space solely as a network of superstruc-
tures.

There is, however, a result to this which emerges in projects
such as that by Venturi and Rauch for the American Bicen-




ennial Celebration (fig. 36) in Philadelphia.” Heve, there is
w lenger a desire to communicate; the architecture is dis-
olved into an unstructured system of ephemeral signals. In-
tead of contmunication, there is a flux of information; in-
tead of an architecture as language, there is an attempt to
educe it to a mass-medium, without any ideological residue;
nstead of an anxious effort to restructure the urban system,
here is a disenchanted acceptance of reality, becoming an ex-
pss of purest eynicism. (Excess, after all, always carries a
yitical connotation.) In this fashion, Venturi, placing himself
vithin an exclusively linguistic framework, has reached a
adical devaluation of the language itself. The meaning of the
Yukatwelt, of the world of publicity, is closed in on itself. He
hereby achieves the symmetrieally opposed result of that
vached by the compositional vigorists, For the latter it is the
netaphysical retrieval of a “being” of architecture, extracted
rom the flux of existence. For Venturi, it is the non-utiliza-
ion of language itself, having discovered that its intrinsic
:mbiguity, once having made contact with reality, makes il-
usory any and all pretexts of autonomy.

L warning to all: in both cases, the language does not deceive
tself. If the protagonists of contemporary architecture at
imes take on the mask of Don Quixote, it is as an act that has
¢ less superficial meaning than is readily apparent, for in fact
t constitutes unconsciously, a veritable “language of disillu-
don!” Language has thus reached the point of speaking about
ts own isolation, as it may wish to trace anew the path of
dgorism focusing on the mechanism of its own writing, or as
t may wish to explode into the problematic space of exis-
«ence. Yet does not such a path, which historically spans the
ast two deeades, repeat a previous event? Is not the answer
oy Mallarmé, "It is the word itself which speaks,"* analogous
10 the tragic realization by Kraus and Loos, ©. .. facts have
words, and it is only that which has been meditated that is in-
#fable”? And, after all, has not the destiny of the historical
want-garde been that of destroying itself over the plan—a
aistorically frustrated one at that—of the intellectual man-
agement of reality? The return to language is a proof of
failure, It is necessary to examine to what degree such a
failure is due to the intrinsic character of the architectural
discipline and to what degree it is due to a still unresolved
ambiguity.

Figure 25, Kurt Schieitters. Merz
Construction, 1921, Colluge.
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Figure 36. Project for the American
Bicentennial, Philadelphia. Venturi
and Rauch, avchitects, 1972. Elevation.

Michel Foucault has observed how there exists a sort of
unevenness among the ways of emploving language: “The
discussions ‘which are spoken’ throughout the days and ex-
changes which pass away with the very action which pro-
nounced them; and the discussions which are at the origin of a
certain number of new acts, of words which pick these up,
transform or tell of them; in other words, discussions which
remain indefinitely beyond their own formulation, and which
are suid, have been said, and remain still to be said.™ This is
a displacement which is apparently not absolute, yet strong
encugh to be a functional discriminant among the levels of
linguistic organization. The Modern movement had, in its en-
tirety, attempted to eliminate such displacement (we are
referring specifically to the polemical position of Hannes
Meyer, to the precise rationalism of Hans Schmidt, to the
stance taken by periodicals such as ABC or G, and to the
aesthetic formulations of Karel Teige, Walter Benjamin and
Hans Mukarovsky). ™ But it is Foucault himself who recog-
nizes the outcome of guch an approach. “The radical repeal of
this displacement can only be a game, utopia or anxiety. A
game after Borges, of a commentary which will be nothing
more than the reappearance, word for word (yet thig time
solemn and long-awaited) of the objeet of the comment itself:
the game, once again, of a eriticism which speaks endlessly
about a work which does not exist.”™

By no chance are we dealing with an approach upon which
converge those whom Jencks has called the “Supersen-
sualists™ —that is, Hans Hollein, Walter Pichler or Riceardo
Bofill—preceded as they were (and this Jencks does not bring
out) by much of the late work of Lloyd Wright and the impo-
tent prefigurations of the technological avant-gardists. The
elimination of the displacement between those discussions
“which are spoken” and those “which are said" cannot be
realistically accomplished at the level of the language itself.
The explosion of architecture out towards reality has within
it & comprehensive goal which becomes evident if we under-
stand the areas of research upon which the work of such men
as Raymond Unwin, Barry Parker, Clarence Stein, Charles
Harris Whitaker, Henry Wright, Fritz Schumacher, Ernst
May and Hannes Meyer, is based.

What ties together the thread which is seen as an alternative

to the works just analyzed, is the preeminent position of
struetural considerations in this work. It is always possible to
analyze linguistically the urban models of New Earswick,
Pullman Town, Radburn or of Battery Park City. But we
would have to be aware that it would be an artificial act: such
48 in the case of one who upon analyzing an assemblage of
Rauschenberg would readily lose himself in cataloging the
origing of each piece. In reality, and this can be proved
historically, the current to which we are referring interprets
architecture as an altogether negligible phenomenon. Of pri-
mary concern, however, are typological analyses—the in-
troduction of the concept of the economic cycle as the deter-
mining variable for any proposed structure, and the comple-
tion of the intervention by a marshalling of productive
capacities as well as by the development of a regional plan.

In all this there is an attempt at a radical modification of the
social division of labor, and therefore of the task of planning
and design. The abandonment of professional practice and the
assumption of the post of Chief Architect in Rebuilding and
Town Planning at the Ministry of Health (1918) by Raymond
Unwin, the introduction of a new professionalism by Martin
Wagner as Stadtbaurat of Berlin between 1925 and 1933, the
technical-political activity of Rexford Tugwell within the
Resettlement Administration during the New Deal era, and
the technicians which today choose to work in contact with
cooperative organizations or public agencies, without doubt
make for alternatives other than those followed by people
desirous of preserving a linguistic “aura” for architecture.

The latter do not fall inte political misunderstandings and
ambiguities, and they pay dearly for their wish for purity
with an untimeliness—a not-altogether secondary reason for
their charm. The second ones ask to be judged in terms of
their political results, even if they have not been altogether
successful. This is because in their work they have followed a
logic which ambiguously straddles capitalistic development,
the organizations and class movements. Under the best condi-
tions they have tried to postulate an immediate coincidence
between the objectives of urban and productive reform and
the claims of the embattled strategies of workers’ movements
and their organizations.
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Euite justifiably, this is the ideological side of these ap-
wroaches, a mystifying aspect against which any polemic
nust undertake political characteristics, There exists,
owever, an underground current, which as such is removed
rom the architectural discipline—from form to reform—
shich perhaps may overcome certain ambiguities. In fact, at
«ast one new tendency is discernible among all these various
ttempts—a role for the “new technician™ immersed within
hose organizations which determine the capitalistic manage-
sent of building and regional planuing, not as a specialist in
inguage, but rather, as a produces

i think of the architect as a producer is to renounce almost
ntirely the traditional baggage of values and judgments. As
n entire production cycle rather than a single work is
esired, critical analysis must be directed towards the
iaterial constraints which determine the production eyele it-
Af. Yet this is not enough. The specific analysis must be
iade compatible with the dynamics of the entire economic
vele, not to generate those misunderstandings brought about
y an economic vigion subordinated to the needs of architec-
ire. In other words, to change the scope of what architecture
ishes to be, or wishes to say, towards that which building
mstruction is in reality, means that we must find suitable
arameters which will allow ug to understand the role of con-
ruction within the entire capitalistic system. It may be ob-
«¢ted that such an economic reading of building produetion is
her than the reading of architecture as a system of com-
wunications. We can only answer that, wishing to discover the
icks of a magician, it is often better to observe him from
shind the scenes rather than to continue to stare at him from
seat in the audience.

is clear then that to place architectural ideology into the
coduction cyele, albeit as a secondary element, is quite
mply to overthrow the pyramid of values which are usually
cepted in the consideration of architecture. Once such a
«lgment standard has been accepted, however, it will be
iite ridiculous to ask in which way a linguistie choice or an
ement of structural organization will express or anticipate
nore free' ways of life. That which eriticism must ask of
~chitecture is in what way will it, insofar as it iz a precise
‘ganization, be able to influence the relations of production.

We therefore find it important here to grasp certain questions

which Benjamin posed in one of his more important essays,

“The Author as Producer”
Now instead of asking what is the position of a work with
respect to the relations of production of an era, if it is in ac-
cord with them, if it is reactionary or if instead it aims at
their overthrow, if it is revolutionary; instead of asking
this question or at least before asking it, I would like to ask
another. Therefure, before asking what is the position of a
poem with respect to the relations of production of the era,
[ would like to ask what is its position within them? This
question directly concerns the function of the work relutive
to the relation of literary production of an era. In other
words, it is a question immediately aimed at the literary
techniques of these works.™

This viewpoint is for Benjamin, in fact, a radical step ahead of
his own more ideological positions, such as those expressed in
the conclusions to Opera d'Arte well'epoca della sua
riproducibilita tecnica. Among the questions posed in “The
Author as Producer,” there are no concessions to proposals
for salvation by mesns of an “alternative” use of linguistic
elements, no ideclogy beyond a “communist” art as opposed to
a "fascist” art. There is only a structural consideration—
authentically structural—of the productive role of intellec-
tual activities, and therefore certain questions regarding
their possible contribution to the development of the relations
of production. There are certainly many obseure points in
Benjamin's text concerning the political value of certain tech-
nical innovations—we are thinking of the connections traced
between Dadaism and the content of a political photomontage
by Heartfield® --considered “revolutionary” by Benjamin.
Yet the substance of his argument is vital today, so much so as
in fact to lead to a radical revision in the recognition of funda-
mental turning points in the history of contemporary art and
architecture. Keeping in mind the central question—that is,
what is the position of the work of art within the relations of
production —many “‘masterpieces” of modern architecture
take on a secondary if not altogether marginal significance,
while a great deal of the current debates will be relegated to
the periphery.

Our concluding evaluations concerning the present research
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aimed at bringing architecture back to its original “purity”
are therefore valid. These studies, whose sincerity is not to be
faulted, are seen as “parallel actions” that is, as proposals in-
tended to build an uncontaminated layer floating above for
below) the truly determining forces. Art for art has been in
its own fashion a form of upper class protest against the
universe of Zivilisation. In defending Kultur against
Zivilisation, Thomas Mann was formulating the
thoughts of an impolitic man,” which, if followed to their con-
clusions, would but reaffirm the identification between art
and play as set forth by Schiller—the “‘courage to talk of
roses” may then be appreciated only as a confession of a radi-
cal anachronisn.

Going beyond such anachronisms, the history of modern archi-
tecture will be rewritten, thereby favoring the moments and
attempts which answer best to the questions set out by Ben-
jamin. A new historical sweep will connect figures suchi as
Friedrich Naumann, Henry Ford and Walter Rathenau—men
whose intent has been to impose on architects a series of new
organizational tasks within the capitalistic produetion cy-
¢le—with men such as Martin Wagner, Parvus, and Ernst
May who have given concrete meaning to the Social Demo-
crats’ plan to manage housing and attempts to practice
land policies with lobby groups, such as those centered on
Frederick Law Olmsted or on the Regional Plan Association
of America. With these emerge & new attitude towards the
role which intellectual work may undertake in its efforts to
remove the capitalistic contradictions in building and in the
planned utilization of resources.

Certainly, all these attempts are atill held back by strong
ideological ties. In the first place, they are inhibited because
they aim towards the “solution” of unresolvable contradic-
tions without reckoning with the conerete class movements
(which are the only forces which may give meaning to the
struggles for institutional reforms), secondly, because they
consider intellectual work as auntonomous, being an instru-
ment which can only influence structural reforms by means of
preserving and strengthening its own utopian character. This
becomes apparent, as when the nature of the problem under-
goes a change and createg a ¢ risis of implementation, as seen
in the impact between radical KEuropean architects and the

first Soviet Five Year Plans, or between the members of the
RPA A and the contradictory politics of the New Deal, as well
as when the very process of proposed development calls into
question the role of ideology or of its utopian models. There
remains, nonetheless, the fact that, notwithstanding all the
possible distortions and ideological viees which these ap-
proaches convey, there does indeed exist a history of attempts
towards a comprehensive organization of intellectual work
within the relations of production. The task of criticism is
then to recognize those attempts, to favor them in the field of
historical analysis and to cruelly reveal their deficiencies and
ambiguities, thereby making it readily known that those
unanswered problems are the only ones worthy of “political”
action. It is logical that the question criticism poses to that
which we can no longer name architecture but rather a gener-
al organization of building processes, must be the same one it
asks of itself; that is, in which way does eriticism enter into
the production processes? What indeed does it have to offer
for itself at that level? How must it transform itself (once it
has singled out as its own reference the class organizations)?
And how has it chosen to identify itself as an instrument of
these organizations?

These questions cannot be readily answered without seriously
challenging the present-day crystallization of intellectual
work and therefore without challenging our capitalistic divi-
sion of labor. Yet these questions give us a precise sense of
direction in action, a field of encounter and confrontation
directed towards a greater knowledge of reality. The criti-
cism of ideology —an ever useful weapon in overcoming the
rearmost positions and in chasing away the danger of follow-
ing as “revolutionary' those false paths laid out by the enemy
that lead into the deseri—may at this point be translated into
an analysis of concrete techniques which will favor
capitalistic development. And it may become a premise to
further select topics to be used as weapons of an all encom-
passing struggle. In this context, the General Strike, which in
1969 marked a new phase in the Italian workers’ claims cen-
tered on the city and the house, becomes a fundamental
chapter in the historical method we are proposing. It becomes
so much more than the ideological contortions of the techni-
cians who, “curved over the drawing boards continue to ex-
tract the wrong sums,’ as Brecht would say.




he conclusions of our discussion ecannot but be fraught with
fficulties. Once again, the questions posed by Benjamin are
w ones which, as obstacles along our way, must be con-
onted. And to the architect who accepts the new role which
w difficult present-day reality proposes, we shall not tire
om asking:

Will he be able to promote the socialization of the spiritual
means of production? Does he foresee the way to organize
the intellectual tasks within the production processes
themselves? Has he any suggestions for transforming his
work and role? However thoroughly he will be able to
channel his work towards the end, then so much more just
will be this tendency, and so much higher will be the techni-
cal quality of his work. On the other hand, the better in-
formed he is of his position within the production process,
the less willing will he be to pass himself off as an exponent
of the spirit . .. . For the revolutionary struggle is not be-
tween capitalism and the spirit, but between capitalismand
the proletariat.*
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