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After the first two years of transition, starting in 1978 Giancarlo
De Carlo directed the magazine towards a forum for debate and
content that this text1 intends to examine in its first five years
of publication through the presentation of some of the most
significant articles. This way the critical positions of the magazine with respect to the topics of the day can be framed, also
highlighting its originality with respect to some dominant lines
that coincided with the thinking of its director, whose advertising and publishing activities are almost indistinguishable from
his architectural and urban planning activities. Some of these
include: attention to the dynamics of process formation rather
than the formal outcome, the construction of a collective space
for society rather than the affirmation of an ideological principle, cosmopolitan internationalism opposed to the internationalisation of language, first modernist, then postmodernist. And
again, precisely from a review of the Modern Movement based
on a critique of Post-Modernism, other important considerations arise regarding crucial issues of the transition between the
1970s and the 1980s, such as the intellectual role of the architect and his/her relationship with power vis-à-vis mass society.
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Structure: an open field to debates
On presenting the journal’s new edition in 1978 [Fig. 1], in the
editor’s note Giancarlo De Carlo stressed2 the new project’s debt to
the homonymous Espaces et Societé3 which since 1975 has been
present in Italy in an edition published by the publisher Moizzi and
Spinelli of Milan, already engaged in the dissemination of Henri
Lefebvre’s thought4 [Fig. 2-3]. The first two issues of the same year
(1 and 2) include a selection of translated articles in the French edition, while the following year (3 and 4) the magazine offered contributions from other authors including Giuseppe Samonà, Carlo
Doglio and A+P Smithson5, which reveal a desire to propose an
independent, autonomous line of interpretation6, well identifiable
in the cultural fields of the editor-in-chief until 1976 Riccardo Mariani, and the director Giancarlo De Carlo7 from 1978. With regard to
the former, it is useful to emphasise how he can be considered a
link between Lefebvre’s theory, Carlo Doglio’s urban approach (also

1

shared by De Carlo) and the Florentine school. Assistant to Leonardo Ricci, who wrote the preface of the text Spazio e politica: il diritto alla città8,
in those years he shared an interest with the latter in the relationship between
new communities and territorial expansion, also in light of the rereading of
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historical experiences9.
2 Giancarlo De Carlo, “Editoriale,” Spazio e Società 1 (January 1978): 4. See also, Isabella Daidone, Giancarlo De
Carlo. Gli editoriali di Spazio e Società (Roma: Gangemi editore, 2018).
3

The original edition of the magazine was directed by Henri Lefebvre and Anatole Kopp from 1970.

4
The creation of the “twin” magazine went hand in hand with the activity of the publishing house
for the dissemination of Italian translations of Lefebvre’s texts, specifically: Spazio e politica: il diritto alla città (Milano: Moizzi, 1976) and Spazio e Società, la produzione dello spazio (Milano: Moizzi, 1978). See Francesco Biagi, “La ricezione italiana degli studi urbani di Henri Lefebvre: un fiume
carsico a cavallo tra XX e XXI secolo”, Altronovecento. Ambiente Tecnica Società, http://www.fondazionemicheletti.it/altronovecento/articolo.aspx?id_articolo=40&tipo_articolo=d_saggi&id=376
(accessed on 21/04/2020).
5 A+P Smithson, “Alla ricerca di un nuovo lirismo,” Spazio e Società 3 (January-March 1976): 7-16, on which will
be further discussed later on.
6 The nature of the dual bond with the French magazine seemed to become explicit with the evolution of the
title. The French title remained in the first two issues of 1975, accompanied by the subtitle in Italian: “Rivista critica
di architettura e urbanistica”. The second issue (1975) was hyphenated with the Italian title – Espaces et Societé-Spazio e Società – which was then reversed in issues 3 and 4 of 1976. In 1978 the French part was dropped
from the magazine’s title, retaining only the Italian until its closure in 2001, adding the title in English from issue 18
of 1982 to consolidate its international position.
7 In 1976 the editorial staff consisted of Luigi Colajanni, Gaddo Morpurgo, Daniele Pini and Lamberto Dehò, who
took care of graphics. Following are contributions to the magazine by the first three: Daniele Pini, “L’insegnamento dell’architettura,” Spazio e Società 3 (January-March 1976): 80; Riccardo Mariani, “Quarant’anni dalla morte di
Persico,” Spazio e Società 3 (January-March 1976): 92-141; Gaddo Morpurgo, “Venezia: politica culturale e organizzazione del territorio,” Spazio e Società 3 (January-March 1976): 98-108. In 1978 he took over the direction. The
new editorial team was: Gabriele Corsani, Mario Mastropietro, Gaddo Morpurgo and Daniele Pini. Giancarlo De
Carlo would be the director for all 92 issues from 1978 to 2000. Among the many who participated in the magazine, the only one mentioned here is Giuliana Baracco, De Carlo’s wife, who managed editorial coordination from
issue 1 to 89, also a central figure for her role as translator from English. Five publishers: the historic Mazzotta
in Milan, Sansoni in Florence, MIT Press in Cambridge (Massachusetts), SAGEP in Genoa, Gangemi in Rome,
Maggioli in Rimini.
8

See footnote 4.

9 See Leonardo Ricci, “New Towns a scala territorial,” Spazio e Società 3 (January-March 1976): 73-80, and by
Riccardo Mariani, in the same years in which he assumed the position of editor-in-chief of the magazine: Abitazione e città nella Rivoluzione industrial (Firenze: Sansoni, 1975); Fascismo e città nuove (Milano: Feltrinelli, 1976). In
the same field of study, see in the same issues of the magazine the contributions of: Giuseppe Samonà, “La città
in estensione,” Espaces et Sociétés 2 (October 1975): 81-87; Carlo Doglio, “Città e dintorni”, Espaces et societés –
Spazio e società, (October 1975): 95-98; Carlo Doglio, “Forme sociali e forme architettoniche,” Espaces et societés
– Spazio e società 3, (March 1976): 62-72.

Fig. 1
Spazio e Società 1, (1978).
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Returning to the development of the editorial project, the introduction to issue
number 3 (1976)10 shows a “divergence” from the scope of the French journal
which has society as its concept, while now it was intended to focus on space
by defining a situation of symmetry and complementarity:
“The two journals will move on two different bands of the same spectrum…to explore a band rather than another inducing the readjustment,
beyond the instrumentation, of ideological perspectives11”.
Instrumentation and ideological perspectives one intertwines according to
the others in the organisational structure of the contents presented in the magazine, aimed at giving life to a mode of discussion where the topics are not programmatically explained, while the way in which they intend to develop them is.
Giancarlo De Carlo declared this by assuming the leadership in 1978, intending
to follow “alternating oscillations between objectives and proposals”12 in a tentative process that allowed the editorial line to be constantly checked13, an evident
and declared analogy with the broader idea of an architect’s project, of which
publishing and literature is a part14.

10 “From Espaces et société to Spazio e Società“, Spazio e Società 3 (January-March 1976): 3. Declared as the
first of a new series, the publications stopped immediately the following year and then resumed in 1978.
11

Ibid.

12

De Carlo, “Editorial,” 4.

13 See for example Lamberto Rossi, “Viaggio all’interno di Spazio e Società,” Spazio e Società 29 (March 1985):
114-115; Giancarlo De Carlo, “Editoriale,” Spazio e Società 68 (October-December 1994): 6-11, with a response
from Livio Sichirollo, in “Nota su ‘Facciamo il punto’, S&S n. 68/94,” Spazio e Società 71 (July-September 1995):
114-115. See also the final issue of 2001 where a sort of general assessment of the experience as a whole is
offered through some “cuts” of various issues.
14 It is worth mentioning how De Carlo’s project-process approach feeds on narrative methods that were certainly consolidated by the architect’s well-known encounters with circles and personalities belonging to the world
of literature. Here it is only mentioned in passing because it would require a much longer discussion and a specific
investigation, a certain affinity that can be found between Spazio e Società and Elio Vittorini and Italo Calvino’s
Menabò. See: Stefano Giovannuzzi, “Vittorini il Menabò e la neoavanguardia,” in Vittorini e la città Politecnica, ed. Virna Brigatti and Silvia Cavalli (Pisa: ETS, 2018), 95-111. A reference to the analogy between the forms of Vittorini’s
editing and De Carlo’s “narrative” project can be found in Matteo Sintini, “Nelle città del mondo. Cosmopolitismo
nell’opera e nel pensiero di Giancarlo De Carlo,”in Multiethnic Cities in the Mediterranean World, edited Marco Folin
and Rosa Tamborrino (Aisu International, 2019 conference proceedings, e-book), 310-330.

163

Fig. 2
Spazio e Società 3, (1976).

Fig. 3
Espaces et Société. Rivista critica internazionale di Architettura
e Urbanistica 1, (1975).

An open forum necessary to provide tools and approaches capable of
interpreting the complexity of the reality of the moment thanks to fundamental contributions from the social sciences in a broad sense, always leaving the
issues unresolved, avoiding definitive positions, especially with regard to the formal matters involving the study of relational processes, as they existed before
and would continue even in the event of a dissolution of physical configurations,
which by nature are always changing15.
The journal’s “open” nature is manifested also in the identification of the “public”16 as potential readers:
“All those who by profession observe or transform – directly or indirectly
– the physical and human environment; students, including young people who are not students in the institutional sense and yet are preparing
themselves to observe and transform; but even those who are not allowed to observe and transform and therefore, suffer most acutely the
effects of superficial observations and irresponsible transformations17”.
The articulation of the sections is designed to encourage this user participation and develop the debate according to the objectives set out above. The
journal’s “open” style is reflected in the subdivision of the headings, which immediately indicates that these can be expanded, added to or replaced. The French
edition’s division into columns was substantially retained even after 1978 up to
HPA 5 | 2019 | 2

the mid-1980s (no. 33), when the “Recensioni” (Reviews) were added (from no.
34) along with “Qualità difusa” (Widespread quality) and “Libri e riviste” (Books
and journals). Those that characterise the first structure mirror the following subdivision: “Congetture” (Conjectures), featuring contributions that do not address
a single argument in a systematic manner, useful for proposing situations that
deserve an in-depth examination that the journal would take up in subsequent
publications. “Argomenti” (Arguments) are reviews of a set of books just published whose subject matter is interesting, similarly to “Avvenimenti” (Events),
drawing inspiration from facts and events. “Documenti” (Documents), on the
other hand, offers the reader materials that are not easily found. Instead, the
boxes dubbed “Questioni” (Issues) (which remained until no. 13, 1981) within
the main articles are useful as a guide to the reading where topics are specified
to help the reader participate, and as tools for the direct involvement of experts
or spokespersons on the topic, who are specifically invited to participate in
the debate.
De Carlo thus applies the role of the Italian intellectual-architect-professional
in an original way, a “typical” figure of the Italian scene during all the 20th century

15 Ludovico Quaroni, “Il ratto della città,” Spazio e Società 8 (December 1979): 5-26, followed by two responses:
Massimo Casavola, Francesco Cellini, Robert Maestro, Giuseppe Samonà, Antonio Terranova, “A proposito del
ratto della città di Quaroni (no. 8),” Spazio e Società 10 (June 1980): 88-99 and Carlo Melograni, “A proposito del
ratto della città di Quaroni (no. 8),” Spazio e Società 11 (September 1980): 92-97.
16 The issue had been a central focus for De Carlo since the previous decade. See Giancarlo De Carlo, “Il pubblico dell’architettura”, which first appeared in the famous text La Piramide rovesciata (Bari: Di Donato, 1968), then
in issue no. 5 in 1970 of Parametro.
17

Giancarlo De Carlo, “Editoriale”, Spazio e Società 1 (January 1978): 4.
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common to many other new “Masters”18 experiences, such as: Casabella first
and then Rassegna under the editorship of Vittorio Gregotti, Zodiac and Hinterland under Guido Canella, Controspazio under Paolo Portoghesi, and Lotus
under Pierluigi Nicolin. The journals’ editors perform the function of an all-round
“critic” similarly to what occurred in those same years as a result of the encounter between the historians liberated from the profession and the professionals by now excluded from the occupation of historian19, and by not entrusting
all-Italian specificity to journalists or professional editors, as pointed out by Jean
Louis Cohen20.
Although often on opposite sides as regards content, the Genoese architect shared with them the concept of the intellectual task and commitment to the profession, to be understood also as political difficulties of
the profession and teaching of architecture21, thus renewing the Ernesto
Nathan Rogers lesson learned by many members of this young generation precisely within the pages of a magazine: Casabella-Continuità.
The greatest gap is recorded around the concept of a possible direct link
between formal choices and political ideologies, which produced differences
not only of a cultural type but also of a methodological and design approach.
De Carlo considered the former to be determined by a more structured series of
causes, still originating from political factors, yet broader, and not in the sense of
belonging to a system of thought, in this case of a neo-Marxist matrix22.
This position finds a clear exemplification in architectural viewpoints
by comparing the opposite experience23 of Aldo Rossi and Giancarlo
De Carlo as curators of the exhibition at the Triennale di Milano.
In 1967, as regards the organisation of the 14th exhibition, the discussion on
the shape and content of the setup became an opportunity to compare two
contrasting worlds, both very present in the debate of the time. While the former fulfilled the same radical operation of ideological adhesion in the choice
of an autonomous formal code based on the theory of “type”, the latter considered shape to be the result of a relational system that seeks to provide an
interpretation of the complex world of mass society.
18 The definition is used by taking here the words with which Bruno Zevi describes the architects mentioned,
participants in the Milan exhibition Nuovi disegni per il mobile italiano of 1960. See Roberto Durbiano, I nuovi maestri. Architetti tra politica e cultura nel dopoguerra (Venezia: Marsilio, 2000).
19

See Jean Louis Cohen, “Dall’affermazione ideologica alla storia professionale”, Zodiac 21 (1999): 38.

20

Ivi: 39.

21 De Carlo’s editorial in issue no. 14 of 1981, applying the usual review of the editorial line helps clarify other
aspects of the relationship between society and the architectural profession as the key topics of discussion in the
journal. See also Serge Chermayeff, “Valori ed etica nella professione dell’architetto: domande e risposte,” Spazio
e Società 26 (June 1984): 75-92.
22 Often declared to be De Carlo’s remoteness from socialist realism and the possibility that this could provide
examples of society’s spatial construction. Consider De Carlo’s well-known affinity for anarchist movements and
the influences of Pëtr Alekseevič Kropotkin. In this regard, see the responses of and on Colin Ward in the journal: Colin Ward, “Educazione alla conoscenza per la trasformazione dell’ambiente”, Spazio e Società 4 (December
1978): 72-84; Egle Becchi, “A proposito di Colin Ward (On Colin Ward) (no. 4),” Spazio e Società 5 (January 1979):
5-6. See also Giancarlo De Carlo, “L’architetto e il potere”, Gli spiriti dell’architettura, ed. Livio Sichirollo (Roma: Editori
Riuniti, 1992): 191-197.
23 The first divergences are manifested specifically in the topics of Casabella-Continuità with De Carlo’s wellknown article addressed to Aldo Rossi and Guido Canella. See Giancarlo De Carlo, “Problemi concreti per i giovani
delle colonne”, Casabella-Continuità 204 (February-March 1955): 83.
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In view of all this, including the open nature described above, Spazio e Società
avoided presenting itself as a simple trade publication, to the point of assuming almost a “generalist” profile, to be read as an interpreter of the general criHPA 5 | 2019 | 2

sis of those years when the structures and utopias of the previous decade had
fallen, manifesting a desire to mirror the uncertainty of the moment and more
in line with an international focus that became evident from the moment it was
decided to publish in two languages.

Debate: pluralism of language and new proposals for urban planning
Despite the aforementioned lack of a very clear statement of content, based
on what has been stated so far some key topics discussed in the journal can be
identified, in tune with the cultural climate of the 1970s and 1980s, a transitional
period when some of the topics underlying the previous decade (social radicalism, utopia) had evolved and others that would dominate the following decade
(the emergence of post-Modernism as a “style” and the evolution of mass society) took shape.
Referring to the two cases described above, the first illustrates a theory,
the second builds the space within which to carry out a critical process24. At
the assembly that Rossi would present at the following Triennale of 1973,
De Carlo25 in the previous one, a fusion of languages not to be interpreted
as a new “eclecticism”26 that instead was identified as post-Modern code.
Fig. 4
24

See Paola Nicolin, Castelli di carte. La XIV Triennale di Milano, 1968 (Macerata: Quodlibet, 2011), 70-74.

25 The exhibition entitled Il grande numero was not inaugurated due to student protests. For more on the exhibition, see the exhaustive text mentioned above.
26 See Giancarlo De Carlo, “Per discutere sull’eclettismo,” Spazio e Società 17 (March 1982): 62-67 and Giancarlo De Carlo, “L’eclettismo dei tenenti americani,” Spazio e Società 25 (March 1984), 4-9. [Fig. 4-5]. See also Giancarlo De Carlo, “Beyond Postmodernism”, preface to C. Richard Hatch, The Scope of Social Architecture (New York:
Van Nostrand Reinhold International, 1984).

G. De Carlo, “Per discutere
sull’eclettismo,” Spazio e
Società 17, (1982): 62-67.

Fig. 5
G. De Carlo, “L’eclettismo dei
tenenti americani,” Spazio e
Società 25, (1984): 4-9.
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Through Spazio e Società the Genoese architect focused
an interest on the manifestation of this phenomenon
directed not so much at “showing its resounding superficial manifestations...but instead at orienting the discussion towards the causes that make them possible and the
consequences that they produce,27” and considers it based
on an ideological system that is even stronger than that
which supported Modernism, as demonstrated by Charles
Jenks’ “categorisation”28 of postmodern eclecticism. They
adapted to the capture of the new “princes”, the mass-media, through a system of mixing words in an exercise of mere
language that “neglects the spatial reality of the building”29.
The same line was also supported by the position of Jacob
Bakema30, who emphasised the need to create “configurations” that require “dialectical effort fatigue with the events of
society31,” expressions of pluralistic decision-making nodes
6

that were no longer centralised. Instead of a repetitive and
identifiable code, the answer to the “total urbanisation”32 imposed by modernity,
according to the Dutch architect, required an extension of language rather than
formal simplification.
Engaging in the usual dialectic that followed the publication of a critical contribution, Ludovico Quaroni33 [Fig. 6], responding to Bakema’s article, posed a key
problem for the journal’s entire editorial programme, wondering if architectural
and artistic culture had achieved equilibrium following recent socio-politically
convulsive and dramatic decades. This was the proposal of the “Trendy priests”34
who, according to Quaroni, deviate from the search for a correspondence
between the linguistic system and social content by accentuating a figurative
system. More interesting, according to the Roman architect, was another line of
thought that could instead be represented by those who believe that there is no
cyclicity and a unique relationship between social contexts and their representation, but that the causes that determine socio-political changes are the same
that produce (or do not produce) progress in the artistic and architectural fields.
It followed that the development of Italian architecture, but also that of other
countries, had been largely detached from social and political events, and had
been determined more by a desire for personal affirmation, as is the case, in his

27

Giancarlo De Carlo, “Editoriale,” Spazio e Società 14 (June 1981).

28 The author refers to the essay by Charles Jenks, published in the journal Progressive Architecture in issue 9
of 1983.
29

De Carlo, “L’eclettismo dei tenenti americani”: 9.

30

Jaap Bakema, “Dalla funzionalità dell’uso alla funzionalità creative,” Spazio e Società 2, (April 1978): 75-84.

31

Heres Jedece, “Le vie dell’architettura sono davvero finite”, Spazio e Società 2, (April 1978): p. 86.

32

Jaap Bakema, “Dalla funzionalità dell’uso alla funzionalità creative”: 78.

33

Ludovico Quaroni, “Una pericolosa tendenza,” Spazio e Società 2 (April 1978): 87-90.

34

Ivi: 87.

167

Fig. 6
L. Quaroni, “Una pericolosa
tendenza,” Spazio e Società 2,
(1978): 87-90.

7

opinion, of “neo-rationalists” whose formal and graphic work believes, or wants
people to believe, that it interprets a “socialist solidity35”.
HPA 5 | 2019 | 2

Between the late 1970s and the mid-1980s36, eclecticism must be recognised as a multiplicity of languages37, a pluralism of points of view and
multidisciplinary contributions. In this, De Carlo’s opinion seems to coincide with what Manfredo Tafuri states38 [Fig. 7] in his only article in the
magazine, according to which history is a series of interwoven analyses of the components, of which architecture is one but not exclusive.
Hence the continuous interest in broadening the horizons and expanding contacts with correspondents from the various continents – a work that was rarely
done so systematically in Italian publishing – to better understand architecture in developing countries39 and post-colonialism [Fig. 8-9]. The latter was
approached from an exquisitely urbanistic point of view, for the opportunities it
provided to propose case studies for measuring the expansion of the dimension
of urbanisation due to the new forms of capitalist colonisation that reproposed
35

Ivi: 90.

36 Period in which a detachment occurs between the historian and the critic, Carlo Olmo, “Tra impegno e racconto: una generazione di storici al lavoro,” Zodiac 21 (1999): 18.
37 See, as developed in parallel with the early years of the journal in the ILAUD laboratories, The multiplicity of
language vs Ecletism (Ilaud Year Book, Firenze: Sansoni, 1983).
38 Manfredo Tafuri, “Mundi,” Spazio e Società 40 (October-December 1987): 110-111. Again in the dialectical
form with which the magazine engaged in discussion, the text is a comment on Aquiles Gonzales’s review of the
book by Tafuri, Venezia e il Rinascimento, religione, scienza, architettura (Torino, Einaudi: 1985) There is a certain
analogy of method, but the architect was quite distant from socialist realism and the possibility that this could
provide examples of spatial construction of society.
39 Some issues of the journal addressed the systematic treatment of the realities of the various countries,
occupying a large part of the editorial space in the form of “Dossiers”: Argentina (33), Uruguay (35), Venezuela (39),
Hong Kong (79) as well as much discussion about Brazilian, Colombian and Chilean architecture. Other countries
of interest included those in the Maghreb (Egypt, Tunisia, Morocco, Algeria), the Far East (China, Indonesia, South
Korea, Malaysia) and Africa (Burkina Faso, Angola, South Africa). India was often discussed by leading architects,
in particular Balkrishnas Doshi.

Fig. 7
M. Tafuri, “Umbilicus Mundi,”
Spazio e Società 40, (1987):
110-111.
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imported, bureaucratised models of Western societies40. The experience of
architecture in the Third World countries then had to be considered in the possibility of offering examples and solutions that were somewhat comparable or, in
some cases, applicable to more developed contexts. Moreover, attention to the
realities of these countries could be considered as a new opposition to the new
internationalisation proposed by postmodernism, which was opposed to pluralism in a cosmopolitan key and strongly focused on local and regional culture.
As a further step in this direction, to this was added the choice of non-traditional
experiences, “out of the loop...and cultural operators who do not declare themselves architects41,” “alternative” forms of self-construction, misappropriation of
spaces42, emergency housing solutions, widely present in the magazine’s pages.
From the point of view of internationalisation and interest in contemporary proposals on the form and theory of urban form, Spazio e
Società stands as the natural continuation of De Carlo’s previous editorial project, the direction of the series Struttura e forma urbana43 on
behalf of the publishing house Il Saggiatore of Alberto Mondadori.
The interest for urban planning that is not only regulatory or formalist that
leads him, on the one hand to the rediscovery of certain texts, particularly of

40 See Luciano Barbero, Athinà Savvidu, “Architettura e neocolonialismo,” Spazio e Società 1 (January 1978):
27-66. See also Roberto Costa, “Sul neo-colonialismo,” Spazio e Società 17 (March 1982): 85-98.
41

Giancarlo De Carlo, “Editoriale”, Spazio e Società 1 (January 1978): 4.

42

See the author’s interest and closeness to personalities such as Colin Ward and John F.C. Turner.

43 De Carlo’s contacts for the inclusion of the volume Architettura e rivoluzione by Anatole Kopp in the series,
which never materialised, were behind the approach to the French architect and urban planner and to the magazine Espaces et Sociétés.
De Carlo directed the series from 1967 to 1981, publishing 24 issues when only 16 had been planned. See Giancarlo De Carlo, “Tra tanti libri di architettura,” in Gli anni ‘60: intellettuali e editoria, ed. Franco Brioschi (Conference proceedings. Milan 7-8 May 1984, Milano: Fondazione Arnoldo e Alberto Mondadori, 1987): 107-113; Fiorella Vanini, 6.
“Giancarlo de Carlo e ‘Struttura e forma urbana’,” in La libreria dell’architetto. Progetti di collane editoriali 1945-1980,
ed. Fiorella Vanini (Milano: Franco Angeli, 2012): 99-115; Antonio Clemente, “Letture dimenticate,” in A partire da
Giancarlo De Carlo, ed. Federico Bilò (Roma: Gangemi, 2007): 161-169.
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Fig. 8
R. Costa, “Sul neo-colonialismo,” Spazio e Società 17,
(1982): 85-98.

Fig. 9
““Dossier”: Argentina,” Spazio e
Società 33, (1985).
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an Anglo-Saxon culture, absent from the Italian debate thus far , and on the
44

other, to drawing closer to the contemporary urban planners: Cristopher Alexander, Serge Chermayeff, Alexander Tzonis and Kevin Lynch45 sensitive to
the contamination of the discipline with social, anthropological and natural sciences and the introduction of participatory practices in the planning.
The author’s connection with American culture46 solidified thanks to
the ongoing presence of the above and other authors on the jourHPA 5 | 2019 | 2

nal’s pages, and through the establishment of an effective editorial staff parallel and independent to the MIT47, composed of Julian
Beinart as editor-in-chief, Antonio Di Mambro and Edward Robbins [Figg. 10-12].

Debate: from the Modern Movement to Post-Modern. Environment, architecture and power
The rethinking of some key elements of the Modern Movement that in recent
years, compared to the 1950s48, have led to a change in perspective, adapting
to the debate of the moment, allows us to frame other topics debated in the
journal.
44 See: Ludwing Hilberseimer, La natura della città (Milano: Il Saggiatore, 1969); Clarence Stein, Verso nuove
città per l’America (Milano: Il Saggiatore, 1969); Patrick Geddes, Città in evoluzione (Milano: Il Saggiatore, 1970).
45
See the texts published in the series: Cristopher Alexander, Note sulla sintesi della forma (Milano: Il
Saggiatore, 1967); Cristopher Alexander and Serge Chermayeff, Spazio di relazione e spazio privato (Relationship and Private Space, 1968; Serge Chermayeff and Alexander Tzonis, La Forma dell’ambiente costruito (Milano: Il Saggiatore, 1971); Robert Unwin, La pratica della progettazione urbana (Milano: Il Saggiatore, 1971); Robert Goodman, Oltre il piano (Milano: Il Saggiatore, 1973); Kevin Lynch, Il tempo dello spazio
(Milano: Il Saggiatore, 1977); Kevin Lynch, Il senso del territorio (Milano: Il Saggiatore, 1981). Spazio e Società dedicated the cover of the “American” issue of June 1984 to the architect who passed away in April
of that same year. See Giancarlo De Carlo, “Omaggio a Kevin Lynch,” Spazio e Società 26, (June 1984): 2.
Colin Rowe and Fred Koetter, Collage City (Milano: Il Saggiatore, 1981).
46 The first contacts with MIT date back to 1967, when De Carlo was contacted by Kevin Lynch, Henry Millon
and Maurice Smith. Donlyn Lyndon, “Giancarlo De Carlo in the US,” in Giancarlo De Carlo. Percorsi, ed. Francesco
Samassa (Venice: Il Poligrafo, 2004): 47-58.
47 The issues completely edited by the American editorial team are no. 18 of 1982, no. 22 of 1983 and no. 26
of 1984: with further contributions from members of the editorial team including William Blake, Reyner Banham,
John Ackerman, Michael Sorkin, Robert Gutman and John Turner. Architecture and American urbanism are also
the subject of previous issues: nos. 7, 10 and 12.

Fig. 10-12

48 De Carlo participated in this process from within the Italian architectural culture. Consider for example the
volume on William Morris for the publisher Il Balcone, Milan, 1947. Externally he participated through Team X.
Many members of the group would contribute to the pages of the magazine.
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The first idea was based on two articles published by A+P Smithson in 1976
and 197849 [Fig. 13-14], significantly also called upon to open the new course
of that year.
The first highlights the emergence of a “romantic” turn in the architecture of the late 1970s, where it is possible to recognise some aspects
that the Modern Movement had instead wanted to abandon, such as:
nature, history, the complexity of interwoven spaces determined by the
relationship between places and denied societies in favour of a rigid
schematism, the domestication of technology, the reliance on form as
an expression of quality without ending in formalism and the enucleation of architecture as a space for human events, abandoning the utopias of large-scale architecture promoted during the 1960s.
Thus were clarified some fundamental terms for the Modern Movement, of particular importance in particular for Italian culture, such as
the concept of “environment”, which turned towards new sensitivities
determined by the reaction to the conditions of degradation produced

15

by territorial development and the result of a new environmentalism
that was also in part of American origin.50 Hence the renewed interest in the
conservation of historic city centres and the initiation of a discussion of the
“new” industrial archaeology necessary for the recovery of abandoned areas,
issues to which the journal devoted ample space.
Commenting on the considerations of the Smithson spouses in the aforementioned article in the 1978 inaugural issue, Francesco Dal Co51 [Fig. 15] identifies
how the need for a link between identity and space evoked by English architects
49 A+P Smithson, “Alla ricerca di un nuovo lirismo”; A+P Smithson, “La qualità dell’ambiente,” Spazio e Società
1, (January 1978): 9-26.
50 See Olmo, “Tra impegno e racconto: una generazione di storici al lavoro,” 12. Central in this regard was the
interest in another personage of reference in American urbanism, Lewis Mumford. Giuliana Baracco was the first
to translate The culture of the cities but never published it, the first Italian edition coming out in 1953, published by
edizioni di Comunità. See Michela Rosso, Paolo Scrivano, “Introduzione,” in Lewis Mumford, La cultura della città
(Torino: edizioni di Comunità, 1999), XXXVII.
51 Francesco Dal Co, “Desideri, tecniche, ambiente (intervento sulle questioni sollevate dall’articolo di A e P
Smithson pubblicato sul numero1 della rivista),” in Spazio e Società 3 (September 1978): 67-69.
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Fig. 13
A+P Smithson, “Alla ricerca
di un nuovo lirismo,” Spazio e
Società 3, (1976): 7-16.

Fig. 14
A+P Smithson, “La qualità
dell’ambiente,” Spazio e Società
1, (1978): 9-26.

Fig. 15
F. Dal Co, “Desideri, tecniche,
ambiente (intervento sulle questioni sollevate dall’articolo di
A e P Smithson pubblicato sul
numero 1 della rivista),” Spazio
e Società 3, (1978): 67-69.
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no longer refers to Rogersian phenomenological space and not even to the desire
to create a comfortable new and “technological” relationship between man and
context belonging to a certain utopia of the 1960s and 1970s. The environment
that the architect must be able to build is the field where needs and desires
intersect and find balance. What the Smithsons propose, on the other hand, is a
return to the place as an individual space, “resolved52”, antagonist of the house
for an “anonymous” client proposed by the Modern Movement, however little
HPA 5 | 2019 | 2

able to intervene and modify the mechanisms of power and modern production.
One of the most significant “moments” in this regard is represented by the publication of Le Corbusier’s interview in Issue 653 in 1979 [Fig. 16]. Twelve years
after the architect’s demise54, the contribution’s tone seemed to adapt itself to
the journal’s objectives as underlined in the comments to the text55:
“a loose, unordered and finalized story, different and in its own way revealing. This time the spokespersons are no longer the architects, the
industrialists, the academics as in Vers une architecture, but the ordinary
acquirers of the disk to be inscribed”56 “most extraordinary singularity of
any utopia…, resulting from having surpassed the excesses of the same
utopia57”.
Among these, Kenneth Frampton58 [Fig. 17], anticipating the publication of the introduction written for the double issue 19-20 of the Oppositions
52

Ivi: 67.

53

Le Corbusier, “Messaggio in una bottiglia. Un inedito,” Spazio e Società 6 (June 1979): 5-30.

54 De Carlo from the beginning worked on a critique of the Swiss master’s thought. See the anthology of the
writings edited by him, Giancarlo De Carlo, Le Corbusier (Milano: Rosa & Ballo, 1947) and Le Corbusier, Urbanistica
(Il Saggiatore: Milan, 1967) also edited by him for Struttura e Forma urbana in 1967. Then followed the tribute to
the centenary of the architect’s death, Giancarlo De Carlo, “Omaggio a Le Corbusier,” Spazio e Società 40, (October-December 1987): 4-5.
55 See: “Discussioni. A proposito del ‘Messaggio’ di Le Corbusier,” Spazio e Società 8, (December 1979): 96-101,
see the content in the same article of Giuseppe Samonà, Francesco Tentori and Alison Smithson.
56 Giuseppe Cinà, “Le Corbusier da giovane era più saggio,” “Discussioni. A proposito del ‘Messaggio’ di Le
Corbusier”, 9.
57

Samonà, “Discussioni. A proposito del ‘Messaggio’ di Le Corbusier”, 99.

58 Kenneth Frampton, “Resta come la nemesi del nostro tempo”, “Discussioni. A proposito del ‘Messaggio’ di
Le Corbusier”, 97-98.

Fig. 16
Le Corbusier, “Messaggio in
una bottiglia. Un inedito,” Spazio e Società 6, (1979): 5-30.
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magazine edited by him on the master in 1980, from a certain temporal
distance, seeking to avoid the risks of the sterile contemporary contrast between
the post-modernists and the followers of militant modernism, to address it
instead on more functional topics to a critique of the contemporary, of mass
and bourgeois society and of the reduction of architecture to a commodity.
According to the American historian, one of Le Corbusier’s major contributions
was that of having tried to tackle the titanic project of shaping the structure of
the future bourgeois city and defining the cultural status of industrial objects. Le
Corbusier’s flaw was to have excessively extended Hausmanian urban planning
instruments – and before that the Enlightenment matrix – to respond to the
demands of the industrial capital between the two wars, first, and neo-capitalism from 1945. However:
“The anti-consumerist idea of the casual relationship between needstype and objects-type…could not have been farther from the interests of
capital.... Always waiting, like Charles Fourier, for the arrival of an enlightened prince or a technocrat magnate, Le Corbusier sought a patron who
could not absolutely exist in capitalism59”.
It is clear how the social outlook on the construction of space cannot be confined
solely to a more or less forced adherence to ideological systems, but much more
widely concerns architecture’s relationship with power, in the broadest sense60,
another central theme of De Carlo’s interests, of course, but which can also be
59

Ivi: 98.

60 See Alain Gouhier, “Il potere e i luoghi del potere”, Espaces et Sociétés, no. 2 (October 1975): 5-21. From
this point of view we can consider, for example, the journal’s interest in French public policies. On this, see again
Giancarlo De Carlo, L’architetto e il potere (The Architect and Power), op. cit.
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Fig. 17
“Discussioni. A proposito del
“Messaggio” di Le Corbusier,”
Spazio e Società 8, (1979):
96-101.

considered as one of the many implications of the debate
resulting from the criticism of postmodern culture.
Franco Mancuso61 [Fig. 18] sheds light on a substantial
immobility of architectural culture on this relationship,
an aspect also emphasised by Giovanni Michelucci62 in
his only contribution to the journal. While the problem of
the Florentine architect is oriented towards objectives
of more than an architectural nature, Mancuso’s discourse starts from the observation of the absence of a
genuine debate on the architecture-power relationship
between the end of the 1970s and the early 1980s, a
debate which shies away from the continuous historical recollection of the events of the Fascist period. This
inability is attributable to the lack of a traumatic and
“dividing” event as was the Second World War and the
Resistance, capable of starting a process of reflection
without which it is impossible to make a critical review
of what one is already experiencing or has recently experienced. Turning to Italian architecture, it is affected by
the condition whereby:
18
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“The fact that the current political and cultural conditioning has not changed much (many

protagonists in the political and cultural scene are still in the front row,
despite the passing of almost two generations), induces historians and
critics to take a cautious stance, and militant architects to make blurred
judgments on everyday problems63”.
A certain architectural tendency, therefore, seeks legitimacy in history for its
monumental and formalist actions, still with an attitude that shies away from a
genuine critique.
While these issues are directly relevant to academic culture, the debate on
the journals, etc., as Mancuso points out, are disconnected from the real definition of the contemporary city’s structure, and the difficulty of creating models is manifested at the moment in which the consolidation of public power is
affirmed in all the processes that determine social relationships. Consequently,
the response of the administration’s practice is resolved with greater bureaucracy or by addressing architecture with a purpose that is often directed to provide immediate and simplified solutions, images for use by the mass media that
produce the proliferation of occasions for competition, and conceptual or drawn

61 Franco Mancuso, “L’architettura come gioco del potere (Architecture as a Power Game),” Spazio e Società
21, (March 1983): 94-99.
62 See Giovanni Michelucci, “Ordine e disordine”, Spazio e Società 31-32, (September-December 1985): 87-89,
text from an article that appeared in December of the previous year in no. 5 of “La nuova città”.
63

Ivi: 94.

Fig. 18
F. Mancuso, “L’architettura
come gioco del potere,” Spazio
e Società 21, (1983): 94-99.
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or ephemeral design exercises64 that have actually increased considerably since
the 1980s and at least throughout the decade.
In this context, according to Mancuso, the expertise of the historian or critic
increases his or her potential to influence the promotion of an architect, who
in turn increases the production of images and drawings for publications in
journals, monographs and so on, aspects which logically also affect the cultural orientations of architecture schools “that pass down stereotypes easy to
assimilate and copy, and feeding on the cultural products touted by journals65”.
Mancuso’s proposals in opposition to this scenario offer, in conclusion, a
revamped manifesto of Spazio e Società:
“Reject the seductions of formalistic complacency and bring architecture back to that desperate need of quality and efficiency which the daily
space lived-in by the community requires; stop looking backwards and
instead recover the enormous individual and collective energy that flows
in the moments in which the built environment is created; observe with
greater penetration capacity the ever-new and changing relationship between society and the built environment, and work for the reconciliation
of architecture with the disciplines of the city66”.

64 The reference is to the 1st International Biennale di Architettura by Paolo Portoghesi in 1980 and to the
achievements of the Strada Nuovissima or of the Teatro del Mondo (The Theatre of the World).
65

Mancuso, “L’architettura come gioco del potere (Architecture as a Power Game),” 98.

66

Ibidem.
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