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Editor’s Preface

The tradition of the architect-writer is well precedented in the history of
architecture in Italy. From the Renaissance to the nineteenth century, it was
characteristic of certain architects to present their ideas in a systematic
treatise. Based on the model of Vitruvius, Alberti produced the Renaissance
model for such writing. This was followed by treatises like those of Serlio and
Palladio. Serlio produced a series of volumes which constitute a handbook of
architecture, starting with ancient building and including speculations about
unbuilt future work. These unbuilt designs, which were to become more
important than his modest built work, are not so much significant in terms of
specific projects, but are rather models which begin to elaborate many of the
types to which Palladio would refer. Palladio wrote the “Quattro Libri” ten
years before his death, as a kind of résumé of his career. These books contain
the redrawing of his projects and buildings, thereby serving as much as a
record of his intentions as of his actual work. Whether drawing Roman ruins
or redrawing his own projects, Palladio was primarily interested in the
derivation, invention, and ultimately the distortion of types from existing
models. Thus the idea of the interrelationship of drawing and writing became
part of an architectural tradition.

This tradition has continued in Italy up to the present century. The writings
of Scamozzi, Milizia, and Lodoli, not to mention the more recent writings and
designs of Giuseppe Pagano, certainly must be seen as its bearers, as, indeed,
must Aldo Rossi’s “The Architecture of the City.” To understand Rosst’s
architecture, it is also necessary to understand his writings and his drowings.
Yet “The Architecture of the City” is also a significant departure from past
models. This is because, while purporting to be a scientific theory, a modern-day
equivalent of the Renaissance treatise, it is on another level a unique
anticipation of Rosst’s subsequent architecture.

The task of this preface, then, is to locate this book for an American audience
not only in its own tradition, in the context of Italian theoretical writings by
architects, but also in the more contemporary context of Italy in the 1960s and
1970s. The first edition of this book, taken from Rosst’s lectures and notes,
appeared in 1966 during the trauwmatic years of student discontent as a
polemical critique of the Modern Movement position on the city. A second
Italian edition appeared in 1970 with a new introduction. The book was then
translated into Spanish, German, and Portuguese editions. Finally, in 1978,
a fourth Italian edition appeared with new illustrations. To reissue it now, in
its first English-language edition, with all of the supplementary material that
1t has acquired during its successive publications, 1s to recognize the unique
cultural context within which it was first produced and continued to develop;
all of this material is part of the book’s history. In this way, the book stands as
a singular and parallel record of ideas that Rossi has been developing in both
drawing and other writing over the last fifteen years. As such, it is in itself an
“analogous artifact.”

In its American edition, “The Architecture of the City” is not so much a literal
transcription of the original as a carefully revised edition—revised so as to
provide the style and flavor of the original without encumbering it with some
of the rhetorical and repetitive passages which are part of the original text.
The rather academic style of presentation in the Italian occasionally makes
for a certain stiltedness in English, and in such cases we have preferred to opt
Jor clarity and simplicity.




My own introduction which follows is in certain ways not only about this
book, but also about the Rosst that this book anticipates. In this sense, it is a
kind of analogous writing of Rossi’s ideas. Like his analogous drawings, and
his writings which also can be seen as analogous instruments, it attempts to
collapse and dislocate the time and place of the evolution of Rossi’s ideas. For
this reason, it 18 taken from a reading of his later writings, including “A
Scientific Autobiography,” and from many private discussions with kim, as
smuch as from the text ai hand. Like the fourth Italian edition, which broughi
together the preceding pieces of the book’s history, all of which themselves had
separate memories, this book is similarly, and to an even greater degree, a
“collective” artifact. My own introduction attempts to enter into this memory
and n this sense serves as a kind of analogy of an analogy, a creation of yet
another artifoct with its own history and memory. It secks in this way to
illustrate the analogows current which washes back and forth from drawing to
drawing, and from writing to writing, in Rossi’s work.

P.E.




Ib

la Horizontal section of the
Mausoleum of Hadrian, built 135-139
A.D., later transformed into the
Castel Sant’Angelo,

Ib Drawing ofa labyrinth by Dom
Nicolas de Rely, 1611, based on the
paving pattern on thefloor ofAmiens
Cathedral. This design, executed in
1288, was known as the “Maison
Dedalus” or House of Daedalus.



. the relief and design of structures appears more clearly when content,
which is the living energy of meaning, is neutralized, somewhat like the ar-
chitecture of an uninhabited or deserted city, reduced to its skeleton by some
catastrophe ofnature orart. A city no longer inhabited, not simply left behind,
but haunted by meaning and culture, this state of being haunted, which keeps
the cityfrom returning to nature . . .

Jacques Derrida
Writing and Difference

The image on the cover of the fourth Italian edition of Aldo Rossi’s UArchitet-
tura della citta summarizes in condensed form not only the ambivalent nature of
Rossi’s architectural work, but also the intrinsic problem of its relationship to
the idea of city which is proposed by this book. This image, ahorizontal section of
the Mausoleum of Hadrian in the Castel Sant’Angelo in Rome, reads as a spiral.
The spiral is associated with the form ofthe labyrinth, a construction which, ac-
cording to classical myth, was the invention of Daedalus. Daedalus, as the only
architect of rtiythology and the supposed inventor of many “wondrous” works of
architecture, has become for history the symbol par excellence ofthe humanist
architect. As such, the labyrinth, Daedalus’s creation, can be considered
emblematic of a humanist condition of architecture. But this is not the spiral’s
only meaning. As an unfolding path or route, the spiral has also been interpreted
as a psychological figure, the symbol ofa process oftransformation. Thus, we are
obliged to interpret Rossi’s use ofthe image onthe cover ofhis book in two ways:
first, in terms of the spiral as a mausoleum, as representing a symbolic place of
death, in this case—even if unconsciously on his part—that of humanism; and at
the same time, in terms of the spiral as labyrinth, as representing a place of
transformation.

The spiral has a further, more personal meaning for Rossi. It symbolizes his own
rite of passage, his role as part of a generation progressively more distanced
from the positivism of modern architecture by the collapse of historical time and
left drifting into an uncertain present. While this book in many ways is a critique
of the Modern Movement, it nevertheless reflects an ambivalence with respect
to modernism. It suggests Rossi’s own uncertainty as much with the general
ideology of modernism as with the failure ofthe specific aspirations ofmodern ar-
chitecture. Rossi’s anxiety with respect to modernism is thus refracted through
his sympathy with its very concerns. It was, after all, modernism which focused
on the city as one of architecture’s central problems. Prior to modernism, cities
were thought to have evolved over time through a process which was an imita-
tion of natural law. Butin the view ofthe polemicists ofthe Modern Movement,
this natural time had run out, and in its place succeeded the time of historicism.

For the architects ofthe early twentieth century, the appropriateness ofthe act
ofintervening clinically in the city’s historical and natural evolution was beyond
question. Supported by the enormous moral impetus of social and technological
necessity (which had replaced the model of natural evolution), they attempted
from the stronghold oftheir “castle of purity” to storm the bastion of evils iden-
tified with the nineteenth-century city. To them the stakes appeared higher than

they had ever been. In this heroic climate of modernism the city of modern ar-
chitecture, supposedly born out of a rupture of history, was progressively pro-
pelled by that very history toward the vision of a sanitized utopia.

The perceived failure of modern architecture to realize this utopia—either to
supersede the nineteenth-century city or to mitigate its destruction after the
3
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bombings of the Second World War—became the primary condition confronting
the architects of a generation which matured in the early 1960s. Their disillu-
sionment and anger were in direct proportion to modern architecture’s failure,
as much with its unrealized aspirations—its castle of purity—as with their own
sense of loss and the impossibility of return; these feelings were directed at the
heroic fathers of modern architecture, both for having been and also for having
failed. For Rossi’s generation it was no longer possible to be a hero, no longer
possible to be an idealist; the potential for such memories and fantasies had been
taken away forever. No other generation had to follow such a sense of expecta-
tion with such a sense of loss. Cynicism and pessimism came to fill the void
created by the loss of hope.

Now let us . . . suppose that Rome is not a human habitation but a psychical
entity with a similarly long and copious past—an entity, that is to say, in which
nothing that has once come into existence will have passed away and all the ear-

lier phases of development continue to exist alongside the latest one. . . . 1fwe
want to represent historical sequence in spatial terms we can only do it byjux-
taposition in space: the same space cannot have two different contents. ... It

shows us howfar we arefrom mastering the characteristics ofmental life by rep-
resenting them in pictorial terms.

Sigmund Freud

Civilization and Its Discontents

The Architecture ofthe City along with all of Rossi’s production is an attempt to
build a different kind of castle from that ofthe modems. It is an elaborate scaf-
fold erected for and by someone who can no longer climb its steps to die a hero’s
death. Proposing an other architecture, an other architect, and most impor-
tantly, an other process for their understanding, it can be seen as an attempt to
break not only from the traditional humanist definition of the relationship of ob-
ject and subject, but also from the more recent modernist one. Modernism pro-
posed anew interpretation ofthe subject which was never fulfilled by modern ar-
chitecture; in this respect modem architecture can be seen as simply an exten-
sion of nineteenth-century functionalism. Rossi’s new construct begins as a
critique ofthe city of modern architecture and from this goes on to propose an
other object.

The other object, the architecture ofthe book’stitle, is now defined in two ways:
as the ultimate and verifiable data within the real city, and as an autonomous
structure. But this data is not gathered and applied with the reductive scientism
used by the proponents of the Modern Movement city, but rather through a
more complex rationalism provided by urban geography, economics, and above
all history. Nor is its autonomy entirely that of modernism, of the discipline of
architecture in itself. Rather, it resides in architecture’s specific processes and
its built reality.

This twofold idea of the city as ultimate data—an archaeological artifact—and of
the city as autonomous structure not only characterizes the new city as an abject,
but more importantly, and perhaps inadvertently, redefines its subject—the ar-
chitect himself. As opposed to the humanist architect of the sixteenth century,
and the functionalist architect ofthe twentieth century, Rossi’s architect would
seem to be an unheroic, autonomous researcher—much like his psychoanalyst
counterpart who is similarly distanced from the object ofhis analysis and who no
4



longer believes in science or progress. However, not surprisingly, this redefini-
tion ofthe architect as a neutral subject is problematic.

Whereas the humanist conception attempted an integration of subject and ob-
ject, the modernist conception polemically attempted their separation. The
problematic nature of the practice of modern architecture with respect to the
theory ofmodernism has to do precisely with its inability to effect this separation
and thus its contamination with imperatives from the humanist conception.
Rossi intuitively understands this problem; but he cannot face the consequences
oftaking on the unrealized program of modernism. Therefore, his new formula-
tion focuses on a mediating element: the process ofthe work. Ifthe subject and
the object are to be independent, it is now the process, previously considered
neutral, which must assume the forces which formerly were contained in the
subject and the object. Into this new idea of process Rossi reintroduces the ele-
ments of history and typology, but not as anostalgia for narrative orareductive
scientism. Rather, history becomes analogous to a “skeleton” whose condition
serves as ameasure oftime and, inturn, is measured by time. Itis this skeleton
which bears the imprint ofthe actions that have taken place and will take place in
the city. For Rossi, architecture’s history lies inits material; and it is this mate-
rial which becomes the object of analysis—the city. Typology, onthe other hand,
becomes the instrument, the “apparatus™—to borrow a term which Rossi will
later use in his Scientific Autobiography—oftime’s measurement; it attempts to
be both logical and scientific. The skeleton and its measuring apparatus become
the process and ultimately the object ofthe autonomous researcher. History and
type, as components parts of research, allow for transformations ofthemselves
which are “prearranged but still unforeseeable.”

The skeleton, an image which also appears in Rossi’s Scientific Autobiography,
is a particularly useful analogue for this idea of city. For the skeleton links the
city to history. It is a history which is limited to the historiographical act—to a
pure knowledge of the past, without the historicizing imperative to determine
the future. For Rossi, historicism, the modernist critique ofhistory, is an imped-
iment to invention. Historicism deals in causes or imperatives while history fo-
cuses on effects or facts. The skeleton thus provides an analogue for Rossi’s un-
derstanding of history, for it is at once a structure and aruin, arecord of events
and a record oftime, and in this sense a statement of facts and not causes. But
these are not its only attributes. For itis also an object that can be used to study
its own structure. This structure has two aspects: one is its own abstract signifi-
cance; the other is the precise nature ofits individual parts. The latter is of par-
ticular importance because the mere study of structure—ofthe vertebrae ofthe
skeleton—is far too general for Rossi. Any generalized framework acts as a
mesh which always allows the most important parts to pass through—in this
case, the city’s most singular elements and those which give it its specificity.

Thus, the skeleton, which may on one level be compared to the urban plan, while
a general structure of parts, is also a material artifact in itself: a collective ar-
tifact. The skeleton’s nature as a collective artifact allows us to understand
Rossi’s metaphor of the city as agiant man-made house, a macrocosm ofthe indi-
vidual house of man. Here the dissolution of scale becomes central to the argu-
ment, as will be seen. This giant house comes into being through a double pro-
cess. One process is that of production, in the sense ofthe city as awork of man-
ufatto (manufacture), an object literally made by the hands of men; the second
process is that oftime, which ultimately produces an autonomous artifact. The
first process assumes a time which is only that of manufacture—a time with no
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before or after; it relates the object of manufacture, which has no extensive orin-
determinate history, to man. The second process is not only singular as opposed
to collective, but it supersedes man in that it has its own reason and motivation
and thus its own autonomous form, which, by virtue of its not being determined
by the subject man, is independent of its use.

This latter process, that oftime, can be seen in Rossi’s concept of permanence,
which affects collective and individual artifacts in the city in differentways. The
two main permanences in the city are housing and monuments. With respect to
the first, Rossi distinguishes between housing and individual houses. Housing is
a permanence in the city while individual houses are not; thus, a residential dis-
trict inthe city may persist as such over many centuries, while individual houses
within a district will tend to change. With respect to monuments, the relation-
ship is the opposite, for here it is the individual artifact that persists in the city.
Monuments are defined by Rossi as primary elements in the city which are per-
sistent and characteristic urban artifacts. They are distinguished from housing,
the other primary element inthe city, by their nature as aplace of symbolic func-
tion, and thus a function related to time, as opposed to a place of conventional
function, which is only related to use.

As apermanence and a primary element in the city, a monument is dialectically
related to the city’s growth, and this dialectic of permanence and growth is
characteristic of time in Rossi’s skeleton-city. It implies a city which not only
possesses a before and an after, but which is defined by their interrelationship.
Rossi defines primary elements as “those elements which can both retard and ac-
celerate the process of urbanization in a city.” Thus they are catalytic. When a
monument retards the process of urbanization, it is considered by Rossi to be
“pathological.” The Alhambra in Granada is an example of one such part ofa city
functioning as a museum piece. In the city whose analogue is the skeleton, such a
museum piece is like an embalmed body: it gives only the appearance of being
alive.

These preserved or pathological permanences, mummified presences in the city,
often tend to owe their permanent character to their location within a specific
context. In this sense, the quasi-naturalistic urbanism of the contemporary
“contextualists” is dialectically opposed, in Rossi’s view, to the concept of
evolutionary time. For Rossi real time tends to erode and supersede the neatly
circumscribed and meticulously observed imagery ofa specific urban context. In
light of the recent development of a so-called contextual urbanism which has
come to dominate urban thought some fifteen years after the original publication
of this book, Rossi’s text can be seen as an anticipatory argument against the
“empty formalism” of context reductively seen as a plan relationship of figure
and ground.

However, permanences in the city are not only “pathological.” At times they
may be “propelling.” They serve to bring the past into the present, providing a
past that can still be experienced. Artifacts like the Theater at Arles or the
Palazzo della Ragione in Paduatend to synchronize with the process ofurbaniza-
tion because they are not defined only by an original or previous function, nor by
their context, but have survived precisely because of their form—one which is
able to accommodate different functions over time. Here again, the analogue of
the skeleton can be seen to be quite precise. Like the skeleton which is not living
and has lost its original function, only its form remaining intact, the propelling
permanence continues to function as arecord oftime. This argument, which in it-
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self is a critique of “naive functionalism,” contains within it Rossi’s concept of
specific place or locus.

The locus is a component of an individual artifact which, like permanence, is de-
termined not just by space but also by time, by topography and form, and, most
importantly, by its having been the site ofa succession of both ancient and more
recent events. For Rossi, the city isatheater ofhuman events. This theateris no
longer just a representation; it is a reality. It absorbs events and feelings, and
every new event contains within it a memory ofthe past and a potential memory
of the future. Thus, while the locus is a site which can accommodate a series of
events, italso initselfconstitutes an event. In this sense, it isaunique or charac-
teristic place, a “locus solus. ’Its singularity is recognizable in signs that come to
mark the occurrence of these events. Included in this idea of the locus solus,
then, is the specific but also universal relationship between a certain site and the
buildings that are on it. Buildings may be signs of events that have occurred on a
specific site; and this threefold relationship of site, event, and sign becomes a
characteristic of urban artifacts. Hence, the locus may be said to be the place on
which architecture or form can be imprinted. Architecture gives form to the sin-
gularity of place, and it is in this specific form that the locus persists through
many changes, particularly transformations of function. Rossi uses the example
of the city of Split in Yugoslavia. He says:

The city ofSplit which grew up within the walls ofDiocletian’s palace gave new
uses and new meanings tounchangeableforms. This is symbolic ofthe meaning
ofthe architecture of the city, where the broadest adaptability to multiplefunc-
tions corresponds to an extreme precision ofform.

This relationship suggests a different limit to history. History exists so long as
an object is in use; that is, so long as a form relates to its original function. How-
ever, when form and function are severed, and only form remains vital, history
shifts into the realm of memory. When history ends, memory begins. The singu-
lar form of Split now not only signifies its own individuality, but at the same
time, it is also a sign, a record of events that are part of a collective—that is,
urban—memory. History comes to be known through the relationship between
a collective memory of events, the singularity of place (locus solus), and the sign
ofthe place as expressed in form.

Thus is can be said that the process by which the city is imprinted with form is
urban history, but the succession of events constitutes its memory. The “soul of
the city,” an idea derived by Rossi from the French urban geographers, resides
in its history; once this soul is given form, it becomes the sign of a place. Memory
becomes the guide to its structure. Iftime in the chronological sense belonged to
a classical context, and in the historicist sense to a modernist context, then once
associated with memory rather than history, it moves into a psychological con-
text.

The new time ofarchitecture is thus that ofmemory, which replaces history. The
individual artifact for the first time is understood within the psychological con-
struct of collective memory. Time as collective memory leads Rossi to his par-
ticular transformation ofthe idea oftype. With the introduction of memory into
the object, the object comes to embody both an idea of itself and a memory ofa
former self. Type is no longer a neutral structure found in history but rather an
analytical and experimental structure which now can be used to operate onthe
skeleton of history; it becomes an apparatus, an instrument for analysis and
measure. As has been said, this apparatus, while purportedly scientific and logi-
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cal, is not reductive, but allows urban elements to be perceived as having a
meaning that is always original and authentic and, although typologically pre-
determined, often unforeseen. Its logic, then, exists prior to a form, but also
comes to constitute the form in a new way.

Thus it can be said that the apparatus used to measure the object implies and also
is implied in the object itself. This returns us to the analogue of the skeleton,
which was seen to be at once instrument and object. With this recognition ap-
pears a new object-apparatus, an object—as opposed to a subject—that for the
first time analyzes and also invents. This is the other process mediating be
tween architect and architecture. In the past, innovations in architecture did not
generally occur through the object; typology was never seen as having the po-
tential to be the animating force of a design process. Rossi, however, discovers
in typology the possibility of invention precisely because type is now both pro-
cess and object. As aprocess, it contains a synthetic character whichisinitselfa
manifestation of form. Moreover, while the alteration of certain typological ele-
ments over time is a stimulus to invention, itis also the effect of memory on type
which allows for the new process of design. Memory fuses with history to give
type-form a significance beyond that of an original function. Thus, typology,
which previously consisted only ofthe classification ofthe known, now can serve
as a catalyst for invention. It becomes the essence of design for the autonomous
researcher.

Both the idea ofthe end of history, when a form no longer embodies its original
function, and the passing of type from the realm of history into that of memory
lead Rossi to his internalized, analogous design process. Analogy is Rossi’s most
important apparatus. Itis equally useful to him inwriting and in drawing. Itisin
this context that this book can be seen as an analogous artifact itself—a written
analogue to built and drawn artifacts. The written analogue, like the drawn one,
is bound up with both place and memory. Yetunlike the city, the urban skeleton,
the analogue is detached from specific place and specific time, and becomes in-
stead an abstract locus existing in what is a purely typological or architectural
time-place. Inthis way, by displacing type from history to make a connection be-
tween place and memory, Rossi attempts through the erasure of history and
transcendence of real places to reconcile the contradictions of modernist
utopia—literally “no place™—and humanist reality—built “some place.”

The time ofanalogy, a bifocal lens of history and memory, takes in and collapses
chronological time—the time of events—and atmospheric time—the time of
place: place and event, locus solus plus time-place. The place of analogy is
thereby abstracted from the real city. Linking type-forms and specific places, it
dispossesses, reassociates, and thus transforms real places and real times. It is
no place, but a no place that is different from that of modernist utopia precisely
because it is rooted in both history and memory. This suppression ofthe precise
boundaries of time and place within the analogue produces the same kind of
dialectic that exists in memory between remembering and forgetting.

Here the analogous city can be seen to subvert the real city. Where the skeleton
was seen as the form and measure of specific times and places in the city, the
analogous design process displaces the specifics of time and place in the city for
another reality, a psychological one based on memory. While the skeleton, as a
physical and analytical object embedded in a humanist and modernist context,
represents verifiable data, archaeological artifact, memory and analogy bring
the process of architecture into the realm of the psychological, transforming
8



both subject and object. The analogous process, when applied to the actual geog-
raphy ofthe city, therefore acts as a corrosive agent.

The subversive analogues proposed in Rossi’s work involve two kinds oftrans-
formation. One is the dislocation of place, the other the dissolution of scale. In
the former, the logical geography of the skeleton is displaced through typologi-
cal invention. Rossi uses the example of Canaletto’s painting of three Palladian
projects; here, the different places ofthe projects are collapsed into one place. In
the latter kind of transformation, the dissolution of scale allows the individual
building to refer analogically to the city as a whole. This is illustrated in Rossi’s
example of Diocletian’s Palace at Split: “Split discovers in its typological form an
entire city. From here it follows that the single building can be designed by anal-
ogy with the city.” Even more importantly, this implies, the design of cities lies
latent in the idea ofthe individual building. In Rossi’s view, the city’s dimensions
are unimportant because its meaning and quality -reside not in its different
scales, but in its actual constructions and individual artifacts. Once again, it is
time which connects things which belong to different scales and heterogeneous
contexts. This time-place continuity opposes the discontinuity between the in-
dustrial—modernist—city and the historical—humanist—city which was pro-
claimed by the Modern Movement.

Rossi’s denial ofthe importance of scale in the context of the city is thereby a di-
rect assault on most twentieth-century urbanism. Y et precisely within this con-
text it becomes problematic. For with the dissolution of scale in the analogous
process there is a seeming return to the very same humanist position first pro-
posed in Alberti’s reciprocal metaphor ofthe house and the city: “the city is like a
large house, and the house inturn is like a small city.” Rossi’s attempt to propose
an other urban model through analogy becomes conflated with this specifically
fifteenth-century model of the city as the microcosm ofaharmonic and macrocos-
mic universe. For Rossi, the object represents a dialectic between the giant col-
lective house ofthe city and its individual, specific houses, the city’s artifacts. So
long as this dialectic remains internal to architecture and thereby autonomous,
the city as object is separate from man. Like a truly modernist object, it grows
upon itself and refers to itself, acquiring its own consciousness and memory.
However, once it is seen to be based ona metaphorical conception ofthe house of
individual man, it returns again to the Albertian humanist relationship and a
fifteenth-century conception of the object. Rossi never resolves this ambiva-
lence in his work. For despite the latent humanism, there is always an overrid-
ing pessimism which undercuts this potential neo-Enlightenment position. In
Rossi’s own pronouncement, “the time of each man is limited; the future, there-
fore, must be the present.”

Analogy, as has been said, allows for both memory and history. It mixes “au-
tobiography and civic history,” individual and collective. In Rossi’s formulation,
all great manifestations of social life and all great works ofart are born in uncon-
scious life. This leads him directly, if unwittingly, into a second contradiction.
The city, a social entity, is in psychological terms a product of a collective uncon-
scious. At the same time, as an amalgam of formal artifacts, it is a product of
many individuals. That is, it is both a product o/the collective and a design for
the collective. In both cases the collective subjectisthe central concept. This re-
turns us to Rossi’s idea ofthe locus. Whereas the locus solus defines the nature
of the object, homo civilis now defines the nature ofthe subject. The contradic-
tion ofthe singular object and the collective subject further betrays Rossi’s neo-
humanism, for despite his pessimism about the power ofthe individual to domi-
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Houses of Memory

nate history, still he sees the city ultimately as “the human achievement par ex-
cellence.”

In the end, there is no model for a twentieth-century city in Rossi’s work, no
city-object which corresponds to the collective psychological subject. Rossi
finally obscures the presence of a psychological context and undermines the
necessity for a psychological model. To propose that the same relationship be-
tween individual subject (man) and individual object (house) which existed inthe
Renaissance now obtains between the collective psychological subject (the popu-
lation ofthe modern city) and its singular object (the city, but seen as ahouse at a
different scale) is to imply that nothing has changed, that the city of humanist
man is the same place as the city of psychological man. Rossi’s psychological sub-
ject—the autonomous researcher—still continues to seek his own home in the
collective house ofthe city.

Cities are in reality great camps ofthe living and the dead where many elements
remain like signals, symbols, cautions. When the holiday is over, what remains
of the architecture is scarred, and the sand consumes the street again. There is
nothing left but to resume with a certain obstinacy the reconstruction of ele-
ments and instruments in expectation ofanother holiday.

Aldo Rossi

A Scientific Autobiography

For Aldo Rossi the European city has become the house ofthe dead. Its history,
its function, has ended; it has erased the specific memories ofthe houses of indi-
vidual childhood to become a locus of collective memory. As agiant or collective
house of memory, it has a psychological reality which arises from its being a
place of fantasy and illusion, an analogue of both life and death as transitional
states. For Rossi, writings and drawings are an attempt to explore this giant
house of memory and all those specific places of habitation encountered between
the childhood house of fantasy and hope and the house of illusion and death.

The bourgeois house of Rossi’s childhood permitted fantasy, but denied the or-
dering oftype. The Architecture ofthe City attempts, through the apparatus of
type, to place the city before us in such a way that, in spite of history, memory
can imagine and reconstruct a future time of fantasy. This memory is set into mo-
tion through the inventive potential ofthe typological apparatus, the analogous
design process. Rossi’s drawings ofthe “analogous city” can be seen to evolve di-
rectly from his writing of The Architecture ofthe City. The analogous drawing
embodies a changed condition of representation; it exists as the record ofits own
history. Thus, Rossi’s drawings ofthe city, giving form to their own history, be-
come part ofthe city, notjust arepresentation ofit. They have an authenticity, a
reality whichis, precisely, that of illusion. This reality may then, in turn, be rep-
resented in actual buildings.

The architectural drawing, formerly thought of exclusively as a form of rep-
resentation, now becomes the locus of another reality. Itis not only the site ofil-
lusion, as it has been traditionally, but also a real place of the suspended time of
both life and death. Its reality is neither foward time—progress—nor past
time—nostalgia, for by being an autonomous object it eludes both the progres-
sive and regressive forces of historicism. In this way it, and not its built rep-
resentation, becomes architecture: the locus of a collective idea of death and,
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through its autonomous invention, of a new metaphysic of life in which death is
no longer a finality but only a transitional state. The analogous drawing thereby
approximates this changed condition of subject—man—relative to his object—
city.

Rossi’s analogous drawings, like his analogous writings, deal primarily with
time. Unlike the analgous writings, however, the drawings represent the sus-
pension oftwo times: the one processual—where the drawn object is something
moving toward but not yet arrived at its built representation; and the other at-
mospheric—where drawn shadows indicate the stopping of the clock, are a fro-
zen and constant reminder ofthis new equation oflife and death. Nolongerinthe
analogous drawing is time represented by a precisely measured aspect of light,
the length ofa shadow, orthe aging ofathing. Rather, time is expressed as anin-
finite past which takes things back to the timelessness of childhood, ofillusions,
of fragments of possessions and autobiographical images of the author’s own
alienated childhood—ofwhich history’s narrative can no longer give an effective
account. Yet for Rossi, this personal aspect ofarchitecture is unsentimentalized.
In his personal vision of time, the same dialectic applies as in the city: history
provides the material for biography but memory provides the material for au-
tobiography; as in the city, memory begins when history ends. It encompasses
both future time and past time: a project that has to be done and one that is al-
ready completed. The images of ruin activate this unconscious memory, linking
the discarded and the fragmentary with new beginnings. Here again, the appar-
ently coherent orderliness of logic is biographical, but fragments are autobiog-
raphical. Abandonment and death—the attributes ofthe skeleton—are through
this dialectic now seen as parts ofa process oftransformation; death is a new be-
ginning associated with some unknown hope.

Ultimately, TheArchitecture ofthe City, notwithstanding its attempt to place it-
selfwithin a certain tradition of “scientific” writing about the city, is a very pri-
vate and personal text. It is the written analogue ofyet another analogous pro-
cess: the unconscious revelation ofa potential new relationship ofman to object.
It anticipates the psychological subject—homo civilis—of the collective uncon-
scious; but at the same time, it also nostalgically evokes the individual subject,
the mythic hero-architect ofhumanism, the inventor ofthe house. The shadow of
the humanist poet hovers continuously behind the figure ofthe autonomous re-
searcher. The potential transformation of the individual into the collective sub-
jectis left in suspension. Ambiguously, the object ofthe analogous city begins to
define the subject once again, not so much as a humanist-hero, nor as the
psychological collective, but as a complex, divided, and shattered solitary sur-
vivor, appearing before, but not withstanding, the collective will of history.

Peter Eisenman
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In the fifteen years since its first publication, this book has been published in four
languages and numerous editions and has influenced a generation of young Euro-
pean architects. 1 first set forth the idea of the analogous city in the introduction
to the second Italian edition and certain clarifications in the introduction to the
Portuguese edition, and since then I have preferred not to make any additions to
the text. Like a painting, a building, or a novel, a book becomes a collective ar-
tifact; anyone can modify it in his own way, the author notwithstanding. The fig-
ure is clear, as in Henry James's “figure in the carpet,” but everyone sees it in a
different way. James’s image suggests that clear analysis gives rise to questions
that are difficult to subject to further analysis. For this reason, when I first
wrote this book, its style and literary construction were of particular concern to
me, as they always are, because only the perfect clarity of a rational system al-
lows one to confront irrational questions, forces one to consider the irrational in
the only way possible: through the use of reason.

I believe that the concepts of locus, monument, and type have opened up a gen-
eral discussion which, if at times inhibited by academicism, at other times has
produced significant studies and initiated a debate that still today is far from
being resolved. For reasons of chronology, I have used great discretion in alter-
ing the book, mostly modifying the illustrations and clarifying the language of
the present translation.

America . . . For this country I have decided to write a special introduction.
Eventhough I was influenced by American culture as a young man, especially its
literature and film, the influence was more fantastic than scientific. My slight
knowledge of the language and lack of direct experience of the country made it
alien to me as a field of work. Its architecture, its people, American things were
not yet precious to me. Even more seriously, I could not measure my own ar-
chitecture—my ideas and my buildings—on the immeasurable body, static and
dynamic, sane and feverish, that is the United States. Nonetheless, I was con-
vinced that there was an official Italian academic ignorance of America, film di-
rectors and writers understood it far better than architects, critics, and schol-
ars.

In the last few years, in the course of my visiting and working in America, L’ar-
chitettura della citta has returned to mind. Although eminently sensible critics
have found this to be a paradox, I have discovered the American city and coun-
tryside to be the decisive confirmation of this book. Perhaps, one might say, this
is because America is by now an “old” country full of monuments and traditions,
or because in America the city of partsis a historic and dynamic reality; but more
importantly, it is because America seems to be constructed in accordance with
the arguments presented in this book.

What does this mean?

Once the pioneers arrived in this vast new country, they had to organize their
cities. They followed one of two models: either cities were laid out along grid
lines, as is the case in most LatirFAmerican cities, New York, and other centers,
or they were established as “mainistreet” villages, the image of which has be-
come legendary in film westerns. In both cases, the buildings of the by now
bourgeois European city had a partﬁ war relevance: church, bank, school, bar,
and market. Even the American heuse maintained with extreme prec;smn two

fundamental European typologies: the Spanish corral and patle m Latmr

America, and the English country house in the United States

Introduction to the
First American Edition

2 View of Nantucket, Massachusetts.
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I could offer many examples of this but I am hardly an expert on the history of
American architecture and cities; I prefer to stay with my impressions, albeit
ones rooted in a sense of history. The market in Providence, towns in Nantucket
where the white houses of the fishermen are like fragments of ships and the
church towers echo the lighthouses, seaports like Galveston—all seem to be, and
are, constructed out of preexisting elements that are then deformed by their
own context; just as the large American cities exalt the urban whole of stone and
cement, brick and glass, from which tkey are constructed. Perhaps nourban con-
struct in the world equals that of a city like New York. New York is a city of
monuments such as I did not believe could exist.

Few Europeans understood this during the years of the Modern Movement in
architecture; but certainly Adolf Loos did in his project for the Chicago Tribune
competition. That enormous Doric column, which to many Europeans may have
seemed only a game, a Viennese divertissement, is the synthesis of the distort-
ing effects of scale and the application of “style” in an American framework.

This framework of the American urban context or landscape makes it as impres-
sive to walk through Wall Street on Sunday as it would be to walk into a realiza-
tion of one of Serlio’s perspective drawings (or of some other Renaissance
theoretician). The contributions of, and the intersection with, European experi-
ences here have created an “analogous city” of unexpected meaning, as unex-
pected as the meaning of the “styles” and “orders” that have been applied to it.
This meaning is completely different from what historians of modern architec-
ture typically see: an America composed of disparate examples of good architec-
ture, to be sought out with guides—an America of a necessarily “international
style” and of the isolated masterpiece of the great artist in a sea of mediocrity
and businessmen’s buildings. The exact opposite is true.

American architecture is above all “the architecture of the city”: primary ele-
ments, monuments, parts. Thus, if we wish to speak of “style,” in the sense of
Renaissance and Palladian and Gothic architecture, we cannot leave out
America.

All of these architectures reemerge in my projects. After I had completed work
on the Casa dello Studente in Chieti, an American student gave me a publication
on Thomas Jefferson’s Academical Village at the University of Virginia. I found
a number of striking analogies to my own work, yet I had previously known
nothing of this project. Carlo Aymonino, in an article entitled “Une architecture
de P'optimisme,” has written: “If, to make an absurd supposition, Aldo Rossi
were to do a project for a new city, I am convinced that his project would resem-
ble the plans made two hundred years ago upon which many American cities
were based: a street network that permits the division of property, a church that
is a church, a public building whgse function would be immediately apparent, a
theater, a courthouse, individual houses. Everyone would be able to judge
whether the building correspondgd to his ideal—a process and a structure that
would give confidence as muchto the designer as to those who would use it.” In
these terms, the American city‘is'a new chapter of this book rather than merely
an introduction.

I spoke in the introduction to the firs§'Italian edition of a necessary chapter that I
could not yet write about colonial ¢ities. In the magniﬁcent book Urbanisio

espanol en America by Javier Rojas and Louis Moreno,’ there are certain plans
that deserve particular study, plans of 1ncred1b1e cities in which the churches,
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3 View of Nantucket, Massachusetts.
4 Project for the Chicago Tribune
Building, Adolf Loos, 1922.

5 University of Virginia,
Charlottesville, Virginia, Thomas
Jefferson, 1817.

6 Aerial view of the University of
Virginia, Charlottesville, Virginia,
Thomas Jefferson, 1817.

? View of Wall Street, New York §
City.




8 Church of Rosario, Bahia, Brazil.

9 Senctuary of Senhor do Bomfim,
Bahio, Brazil.

10 Aerial rendering of Cranbrook
Academy of Avt, Bloomfield Hills,
Michigan, Eliel Saarinen, 1926,

11 Bellefontaine Cemetery, St. Louis,
Missouri.







courts, and gallerias of Seville and Milan are transformed into new urban design
elements. In my earlier introduction, I spoke of ia fabbrica della citta and not of
“urban architecture”: fubbrica means “building” in the old Latin and Renais-
sance sense of man’s construction as it continues over time. Still today, the
Milanese call their cathedral “la fabbrica del dém,” and understand by this ex-
pression both the size and the difficulty of the church’s construction, the idea ofa
single building whose process goes on over time. Clearly, the Cathedrals of
Milan and Reggio Emilia and the Tempio Malatestiano in Rimini were—are—
beautiful in their incompleteness. They were and are a kind of abandoned ar-
chitecture—abandoned by time, by chance, or by the destiny of the city. The city
in its growth is defined by its artifacts, leaving open many possibilities and con-
taining unexplored potential. This has nothing to do with the concept of open
form or open work; rather it suggests the idea of interrupted work. The analo-
gous city is in essence the city in its diverse totality; this fact is visible in the
echoes of the East and the North that one finds in Venice, in the piecemeal struc-
ture of New York, and in the memories and analogies that every city always
offers.

Interrupted work cannot be foreseen by the individual. It is, so to speak, a his-
torical accident, an occurrence, a change in the history of the city. But, as I point
out later in this book with respect to the Napoleonic plan for Milan, there is ulti-
mately a relationship between any single architectural project and the destiny of
the city. When a project or a form is not utopian or abstract but evolves fromthe
specific problems of the city, it persists and expresses these problems both
throngh its style and form as well as through its many deformations. These de-
formations or alterations are of limited importance precisely because architec-
ture, or the fubbrica of the city, constitutes an essentially collective artifact and
derives from this its characteristic features.

I concluded the first edition of this book in 1966 by writing, “Thus the complex
structure of the city arises from a discourse whose terms of reference are as yet
inadequately developed. This discourse is perhaps exactly like the laws that reg-
ulate the life and destiny of individual men; each biography, although compres-
sed between birth and death, contains much complexity. Clearly the architec-
ture of the city, the human thing par excellence, is—even beyond the meaning
and the feelings with which we recognize it—the real sign of this biography.”

This overlapping of the individual and the collective memory, together with the
invention that takes place within the tine of the city, has led me to the concept of
analogy. Analogy expresses itself through a process of architectural design
whose elements are preexisting and formally defined, but whose true meaning is
unforeseen at the beginning and unfolds only at the end of the process. Thus the
meaning of the process is identified with the meaning of the city.

This, in the end, is the meaning of preexisting elements: the city, like the biog-
raphy of an individual man, presents itself through certain clearly defined ele-
ments such as house, school, church, factory, monument. But this biography of
the city and of its buildings, apparently so clearly defined, has in itself sufficient
Imagination and interest—deriving precisely from their reality—ultimately to
envelop it in a fabric of artifacts and feelings that is stronger than either ar-
chitecture or form, and goes beyond any utopian or formalistic¢ vision of the city.

I think of a nameless architecture of large cities, streets, and residential blocks,
of houses scattered in the countryside, of the urban cemetery in such a city as St.
18
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Louis, of the people, living and dead, who have continued to build the city. We
may look at modern cities without enthusiasm, but if we could only see with the
eye of the archaeologist of Mycenae, we would find behind the facades and frag-
ments of architecture the figures of the oldest heroes of our culture.

I have eagerly written this introduction for the first American edition of the book
both because this rereading, like every experience or design, reflects my own
development, and because the emerging character of the American city adds an
extraordinary testimony to this book.

Perhaps, as I said at the beginning, this is the meaning of the architecture of the
city; like the figure in the carpet, the figure is clear but everyone reads it in a
different way. Or rather, the more clear it is, the more open it is to a complex
evolution.

New York, 1978







Our description of the city will be concerned primarily with its form. This form
depends on real facts, which in turn refer to real experiences: Athens, Rome,
Paris. The architecture of the city summarizes the city’s form, and from this
form we can consider the city’s problems.

By architecture of the city we mean two different things: first, the city seen as a
gigantic man-made object, a work of engineering and architecture that is large
and complex and growing over time; second, certain more limited but still crucial
aspects of the city, namely urban artifacts, which like the city itself are charac-
terized by their own history and thus by their own form. In both cases architec-
ture clearly represents only one aspect of a more complex reality, of a larger
structure; but at the same time, as the ultimate verifiable fact of this reality, it
constitutes the most concrete possible position from which to address the
problem.

We can understand this more readily by looking at specific urban artifacts, for
immediately a series of obvious problems opens up for us. We are also able to
perceive certain problems that are less obvious: these involve the quality and the
uniqueness of each urban artifact.

In almost all European cities there are large palaces, building complexes, or
agglomerations that constitute whole pieces of the city and whose function now
is no longer the original one. When one visits a monument of this type, for exam-
ple the Palazzo della Ragione in Padua, one is always surprised by a series of
questions intimately associated with it. In particular, one is struck by the mul-
tiplicity of functions that a building of this type can contain over time and how
these functions are entirely independent of the form. At the same time, it is pre-
cisely the form that impresses us; we live it and experience it, and in turn it
structures the city.

Where does the individuality of such a building begin and on what does it de-
pend? Clearly it depends more on its form than on its material, even if the latter
plays a substantial role; but it also depends on being a complicated entity which
has developed in both space and time. We realize, for example, that if the ar-
chitectural construction we are examining had been built recently, it would not
have the same value. In that case the architecture in itself would be subject to
judgment, and we could discuss its style and its form; but it would not yet pre-
sent us with that richness of its own history which is characteristic of an urban
artifact.

In an urban artifact, certain original values and functions remain, others are to-
tally altered; about some stylistic aspects of the form we are certain, others are
less obvious. We contemplate the values that remain—I am also referring to
spiritual values—and try to ascertain whether they have some connection with
the building’s materiality, and whether they constitute the only empirical facts
that pertain to the problem. At this point, we might discuss what our idea of the
building is, our most general memory of it as a product of the collective, and what
relationship it affords us with this collective.

It also happens that when we visit a palazzo like the one in Padua or travel
through a particular city, we are subjected to different experiences, different
impressions. There are people who do not like a place because it is associated
with some ominous moment in their lives; others attribute an auspicious charac-
ter to a place. All these experiences, their sum, constitute the city. It is in this

Chapter 1
The Structure of Urban Artifacts

The Individuality of Urban Artifacts

15 Palazzo della Ragione, Padua,
Italy.



16 Palazzo della Ragione, Padua,
ltaly.

17 Palazzo della Ragione, Padua,
Italy.

18 Palazzo della Ragione, Padua,
Italy. Above: “Drawing of the remains
of the Salone della Ragione ruined by

a hurricane on August 17, 1956,” by
Giorgio Fossati. Below: Ground floor
plan as it has existed from 1425 up to
today, according to the reconstruction
by A. Moschetti. Thirteenth-century
walls in black.
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The Urban Artifact as a Work of Art

sense that we must judge the quality of a space—a notion that may be extremely
difficult for our modern sensibility. This was the sense in which the ancients con-
secrated a place, and it presupposes a type of analysis far more profound than
the simplistic sort offered by certain psychological interpretations that rely only

on the legibility of form. :

We need, as I have said, only consider one specific urban artifact for a whole
string of questions to present themselves; for it is a general characteristic of
urban artifacts that they return us to certain major themes: individuality, locus,
design, memory. A particular type of knowledge is delineated along with each
artifact, a knowledge that is more complete and different from that with which
we are familiar. It remains for us to investigate how much is real in this complex
of knowledge.

I repeat that the reality I am concerned with here is that of the architecture of
the city—that is, its form, which seems to summarize the total character of
urban artifacts, including their origins. Moreover, a description of form takes
into account all of the empirical facts we have already alluded to and can be quan-
tified through rigorous observation. This is in part what we mean by urban mor-
phology: a description of the forms of an urban artifact. On the other hand, this
description is nothing but one moment, one instrument. It draws us closer to a
knowledge of structure, but it is not identical with it.

Although all of the students of the city have stopped short of a consideration of -
the structure of urban artifacts, many have recognized that beyond the elements
they had enumerated there remained the dme de la cité, in other words, the
quality of urban artifacts. French geographers, for example, concentrated on
the development of an important descriptive system, but they failed to exploit it
to conquer this ultimate stronghold; thus, after indicating that the city is consti-
tuted as a totality and that this totality is its raison d’étre, they left the signifi-
cance of the structure they had glimpsed unexamined. Nor could they do other-
wise with the premises from which they had set out: all of these studies failed to
make an analysis of the actual quality of specific urban artifacts.

I will later examine the main outlines of these studies, but first it is necessary to
introduce one fundamental consideration and several authors whose work
guides this investigation.

As soon as we address questions about the individuality and structure of a
specific urban artifact, a series of issues is raised which, in its totality, seems to
constitute a system that enables us to analyze a work of art. As the present in-
vestigation is intended to establish and identify the nature of urban artifacts, we
should initially state that there is something in the nature of urban artifacts that
renders them very similar—and mot only metaphorically—to a work of art.
They are material constructions, but notwithstanding the material, something
different: although they are conditioned, they also condition.!

This aspect of “art” in urban artifacts is closely linked to their quality, their
uniqueness, and thus also to their analysis and definition. This is an extremely
complex subject, for even beyond their psychological aspects, urban artifacts
are complex in themselves, and while it may be possible to analyze them, it is
difficult to define them. The nature of this problem has always been of particular
32



interest to me, and I am convinced that it directly concerns the architecture of
the city.

If one takes any urban artifact—a building, a street, a district—and attempts to
describe it, the same difficulties arise which we encountered earlier with respect
to the Palazzo della Ragione in Padua. Some of these difficulties derive from the
ambiguity of language, and in part these difficulties can be overcome, but there
will always be a type of experience recognizable only to those who have walked
through the particular building, street, or district.

Thus, the concept that one person has of an urban artifact will always differ from
that of someone who “lives” that same artifact. These considerations, however,
can delimit our task; it is possible that our task consists principally in defining an
urban artifact from the standpoint of its manufacture: in other words, to define
and classify a street, a city, a street in a city; then the location of this street, its
function, its architecture; then the street systems possible in the city and many
other things.

We must therefore concern ourselves with urban geography, urban topography,
architecture, and several other disciplines. The problem is far from easy, but not
impossible, and in the following paragraphs we will attempt an analysis along
these lines. This means that, in a very general way, we can establish a logical
geography of any city; this logical geography will be applied essentially to the
problems of language, description, and classification. Thus, we can address such
fundamental questions as those of typology, which have not yet been the object
of serious systematic work in the domain of the urban sciences. At the base of the
existing classifications there are too many unverified hypotheses, which neces-
sarily lead to meaningless generalizations.

By using those disciplines to which I have just referred, we are working toward
a broader, more concrete, and more complete analysis of urban artifacts. The
city is seen as the human achievement par excellence; perhaps, too, it has to do
with those things that can only be grasped by actually experiencing a given
urban artifact. This conception of the city, or better, urban artifacts, as a work of
art has, in fact, always appeared in studies of the city; we can also discover it in
the form of greatly varying intuitions and descriptions in artists of all eras and in
many manifestations of social and religious life. In the latter case it has always
been tied to a specific place, event, and form in the city.

The question of the city as a work of art, however, presents itself explicitly and
scientifically above all in relation to the conception of the nature of collective ar-
tifacts, and I maintain that no urban research can ignore this aspect of the prob-
lem. How are collective urban artifacts related to works of art? All great man-
ifestations of social life have in common with the work of art the fact that they are
born in unconscious life. This life is collective in the former, individual in the lat-
ter; but this is only a secondary difference because one is a product of the public
and the other is for the public: the public provides the common denominator.

Setting forth the problem in this manner, Claude Lévi-Strauss? brought the
study of the city into a realm rich with unexpected developments. He noted how,
more than other works of art, the city achieves a balance between natural and ar-
tificial elements; it is an object of nature and a subject of culture. Maurice
Halbwachs? advanced this analysis further when he postulated that imagination
and collective memory are the typical characteristics of urban artifacts.



‘These studies of the city which embrace its structural complexity have an unex-
pected and little-known precedent in the work of Carlo Cattaneo. Cattaneo
never explicitly considered the question of the artistic nature of urban artifacts,
but the close connection in his thinking between art and science as two concrete
aspects of the development of the human mind anticipates this approach. Later I
will discuss how his concept of the city as the ideal principle of history, the con-
nection between country and city, and other issues that he raised relate to urban
artifacts. While at this point I am mostly interested in how he approaches the
city, in fact Cattaneo never makes any distinction between city and country
since he considers that all inhabited places are the work of man: “ . . . every re-
gion is distinguished from the wilderness in this respect: that it is animmense re-
pository of labor . . . . This land is thus not a work of nature; it is the work of our
hands, our artificial homeland.”*

City and region, agricultural land and forest become human works because they
are an immense repository of the labor of our hands. But to the extent that they
are our “artificial homeland” and objects that have been constructed, they also
testify to values; they constitute memory and permanence. The city is inits his-
tory. Hence, the relationship between place and man and the work of art—which
is the ultimate, decisive fact shaping and directing urban evolution according to
an aesthetic finality—affords us a complex mode of studying the city.

Naturally we must also take into account how people orient themselves within
the city, the evolution and formation of their sense of space. This aspect consti-
tutes, in my opinion, the most important feature of some recent American work,
notably that of Kevin Lynch.® It relates to the conceptualization of space, and
can be based in large measure on anthropological studies and urban characteris-
tics. Observations of this type were also made by Maximilien Sorre using such
material, particularly the work of Marcel Mauss on the correspondence between
group names and place names among Eskimos.® For now, this argument will
merely serve as an introduction to our study; it will be more useful to return to it
after we have considered several other aspects of the urban artifact—of the city,
that is, as a great, comprehensive representation of the human condition.

I will interpret this representation against the background of its most fixed and
significant stage: architecture. Sometimes I ask myself why architecture is not
analyzed in these terms, that is, in terms of its profound value as a human thing
that shapes reality and adapts material according to an aesthetic conception. It
is in this sense not only the place of the human condition, but itself a part of that
condition, and is represented in the city and its monuments, in districts, dwell-
ings, and all urban artifacts that emerge from inhabited space. It is from this
point of view that a few theorists have tried to analyze the urban structure, to
sense the fixed points, the true structural junctions of the city, those points from
which the activity of reason proceeds.

I will now take up the hypothesis of the city as a man-made object, as a work of
architecture or engineering that grows over time; this is one of the most substan-
tial hypotheses from which to work.”

It:seems that useful answers to many ambiguities are still provided by the woi'k
of Camillo Sitte, who in his search for laws of the construction of the city that
‘were not limited to purely technical considerations took full account of the
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“beauty” of the urban scheme, of its form: “We have at our disposal three major
methods of city planning, and several subsidiary types. The major ones are the
gridiron system, the radial system, and the triangularsystem. The sub-types
are mostly hybrids of these three. Artistically speaking; not oneof themis of any
interest, for in their veins pulses not a single drop of artistic blood. All three are
concerned exclusively with the arrangement of street patterns, and hence their
intention is from the start a purely technical one. A network of streets always
serves only the purposes of communication, never of art, since it can never be
comprehended sensorily, can never be grasped as a whole except in a plan of it.
In our discussions so far street networks have not been mentioned for just that
feason; neither those of ancient Athens, of Rome, of Nuremberg, or of Venice.
They are of no concern artistically, because they are inapprehensible in their en-
tirety. Only that which a spectator can hold in view, what can be seen, is of artis-
tic importance: for instance, the single street or the individual plaza.”®

Sitte’s admonition is important for its empiricism, and it seems to me that this
takes us back to certain American experiences which we mentioned above,
where artistic quality can be seen as a function of the ability to give concrete
form to a symbol. Sitte’s lesson beyond question helps to prevent many confu-
sions. It refers us to the technique of urban construction, where there is still the
actual moment of designing a square and then a principle which provides for its
logical transmission, for the teaching of its design. But the models are always,
somehow, the single street, the specific square.

On the other hand, Sitte’s lesson also contains a gross misconceptionin that it re-
duces the city as a work of art to one artistic episode having more or less legibil-
ity rather than to a concrete, overall experience. We believe the reverse to be
true, that the whole is more important than the single parts, and that only the
urban artifact in its totality, from street system and urban topography down to
the things that can be perceived in strolling up and down a street, constitutes
this totality. Naturally we must examine this total architecture in terms of its
parts.

We must begin with a question that opens the way to the problem of classifica-
tion—that of the typology of buildings and their relationship to the city. This re-
lationship constitutes a basic hypothesis of this work, and one that I will analyze
from various viewpoints, always considering buildings as moments and parts of
the whole that is the city. This position was clear to the architectural theorists of
the Enlightenment. In his lessons at the Ecole Polytechnique, Durand wrote,
“Just as the walls, the columns, &c., are the elements which compose buildings,
so buildings are the elements which compaose cities.”®

The city as above all else a human thing is constituted of its architecture and of all
those works that constitute the true means of transforming nature. Bronze Age
men adapted the landscape to social needs by constructing artificial islands of
brick, by digging wells, drainage canals, and watercourses. The first houses
sheltered their inhabitants from the external environment and furnished a cli-

mate that man could begin to control; the development of an urban nucleus ex-

panded this type of control to the creation and extension of a microclimate.

Neolithic villages already offered the first transformations of the world accord-

ing to man’s needs. The “artificial homeland” is as old as man.

Typological Questions
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In precisely this sense of transformation the first forms and types of habitation,
as well as temples and more complex buildings, were constituted. The type de-
veloped according to both needs and aspirations to beauty; a particular type was -
associated with a form and a way of life, although its specific shape varied widely
from society to society. The concept of type thus became the basis of architec-
ture, a fact attested to both by practice and by the treatises.

It therefore seems clear that typological questions are important. They have al-
ways entered into the history of architecture, and arise naturally whenever
urban problems are confronted. Theoreticians such as Francesco Milizia never
defined type as such, but statements like the following seem to be anticipatory:
“The comfort of any building consists of three principal items: its site, its form,
and the organization of its parts.”*® I would define the concept of type as some-
thing that is permanent and complex, a logical principle that is prior to form and
that constitutes it.

One of the major theoreticians of architecture, Quatremeére de Quincy, under-
stood the importance of these problems and gave a masterly definition of type
and model:

“The word ‘type’ represents not so much the image of a thing to be copied or per-
fectly imitated as the idea of an element that must itself serve as a rule for the
model . . . . The model, understood in terms of the practical execution of art, is
an object that must be repeated such as it is; type, on the contrary, is an object .
according to which one can conceive works that do not resemble one another at
all. Everything is precise and given in the model; everything is more or less
vague in the type. Thus we see that the imitation of types involves nothing that
feelings or spirit cannot recognize. . . .

“We also see that all inventions, notwithstanding subsequent changes, always
retain their elementary principle in a way that is clear and manifest to the senses
and to reason. It is similar to a kind of nucleus around which the developments
and variations of forms to which the object was susceptible gather and mesh.
Therefore a thousand things of every kind have come down to us, and one of the
principal tasks of science and philosophy is to seek their origins and primary
causes so as to grasp their purposes. Here is what must be called ‘type’ in ar-
chitecture, as in every other branch of human inventions and institutions. . . .
We have engaged in this discussion in order to render the value of the word
type—taken metaphorically in a great number of works—clearly comprehensi-
ble, and to show the error of those who either disregard it because it is not a
model, or misrepresent it by imposing on it the rigor of a model that would imply
the conditions of an identical copy.”!!

Inthe first part of this passage, the author rejects the possibility of type as some-
thing to be imitated or copied because in this case there would be, as he assertsin
the second part, no “creation of the model”—that is, there would be no making of
architecture. The second part states that in architecture (whether model or
form) there is an element that plays its own role, not something to which the ar-
chitectonic object conforms but something that is nevertheless present in the
model. This is the rule, the structuring principle of architecture.

In fact, it can be said that this principle is a constant. Such an argument presup-
poses that the architectural artifact is conceived as a structure and that this
structure is revealed and can be recognized in the artifact itself. As a constant,
this principle, which we can call the typical element, or simply the type, is to be
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found in all architectural artifacts. It is also then a cultural element and as such
can be investigated in different architectural artifacts; typology becomes in this
way the analytical moment of architecture, and it becomes readily identifiable at
the level of urban artifacts.

Thus typology presents itself as the study of types of elements that cannot be
further reduced, elements of a city as well as of an architecture. The question of
monocentric cities or of buildings that are or are not centralized, for example, is
specifically typological; no type can be identified with only one form, even if all
architectural forms are reducible to types. The process of reduction is a neces-
sary, logical operation, and it is impossible to talk about problems of form with-
out this presupposition. In this sense all architectural theories are also theories
of typology, and in an actual design it is difficult to distinguish the two moments.

Type is thus a constant and manifests itself with a character of necessity; but
even though it is predetermined, it reacts dialectically with technique, function,
and style, as well as with both the collective character and the individual mo-
ment of the architectural artifact. It is clear, for example, that the central planis
a fixed and constant type in religious architecture; but even so, each time a cen-
tral plan is chosen, dialectical themes are put into play with the architecture of
the church, with its functions, with its constructional technique, and with the
collective that participates in the life of that church. I tend to believe that hous-
ing types have not changed from antiquity up to today, but this is not to say that
the actual way of living has not changed, nor that new ways of living are not al-
ways possible. The house with a loggia is an old scheme; a corridor that gives ac-
cess to rooms is necessary in plan and present in any number of urban houses.
But there are a great many variations on this theme among individual houses at
different times.

Ultimately, we can say that type is the very idea of architecture, that which is
closest to its essence. In spite of changes, it has always imposed itself on the
“feelings and reason” as the principle of architecture and of the city.

While the problem of typology has never been treated in a systematic way and
with the necessary breadth, today its study is beginning to emerge in architec-
ture schools and seems quite promising. I am convinced that architects them-
selves, if they wish to enlarge and establish their own work, must again be con-
cerned with arguments of this nature.!? Typology is an element that plays its
own role in constituting form; it is a constant. The problem is to discern the mo-
dalities within which it operates and, moreover, its effective value.

Certainly, of the many past studies in this field, with a few exceptions and save
for some honest attempts to redress the omission, few have addressed this prob-
lem with much attention. They have always avoided or displaced it, suddenly
pursuing something else—namely function. Since this problem of function is of
absolutely primary importance in the domain of our inquiry, I will try to see how
it emerges in studies of the city and urban artifacts in general and how it has
evolved. Let us say immediately that the problem can be addressed only when
we have first considered the related problems of description and classification.
For the most part, existing classifications have failed to go beyond the problem
of function.
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including the Houses of Auright and
Serapide, as reconstructed by Italo

29 The zone of Ostia Antica, Rome
Gismondsi, 1940.

below, Ostia
Antica, Rome, as reconstructed by

and Serapide,
Italo Gismondsz, 1940.

27 Plan of the House of Aurighi,

above

30 Internal courtyard of House of
Rome. Plan as reconstructed by Italo
Gismondsi, 190.

Diana, Ostia Antica, Rome.
31 House of Diana, Ostia Antica,

Rendering by Italo Gismondt.

28 Insula with the Houses of Auright
and Serapide and bathhouse in the

middle, Ostia Antica, Rome.
Axonometric drawing by Italo

Gismondi.
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32 Section and elevations from

various orientations of
Heiligenstidter Strasse Nos. 82-90,
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Critique of Naive Functionalism

We have indicated the principal questions that arise in relation to an urban ar-
tifact—among them, individuality, locus, memory, design itself. Function was
not mentioned. I believe that any explanation of urban artifacts in terms of func-
tion must be rejected if the issue is to elucidate their structure and formation.
We will later give some examples of important urban artifacts whose function
has changed over time or for which a specific function does not even exist. Thus,
one thesis of this study, in its effort to affirm the value of architecture in the
analysis of the city, is the denial of the explanation of urban artifacts in terms of
function. I maintain, on the contrary, that far from being illuminating, this ex-
planation is regressive because it impedes us from studying forms and knowing
the world of architecture according to its true laws.

We hasten to say that this does not entail the rejection of the concept of function
in its most proper sense, however, that is, as an algebra of values that can be
known as functions of one another, nor does it deny that between functions and
form one may seek to establish more complex ties than the linear ones of cause
and effect (which are belied by reality itself). More specifically, we reject that
conception of functionalism dictated by an ingenuous empiricism which holds
that functions bring form together and in themselves constitute urban artifacts
and architecture.

So conceived, function, physiological in nature, can be likened to a bodily organ
whose function justifies its formation and development and whose alterations of
function imply an alteration of form. In this light, functionalism and organicism,
the two principal currents which have pervaded modern architecture, reveal
their common roots and the reason for their weakness and fundamental am-
biguity. Through them form is divested of its most complex derivations: type is
reduced to a simple scheme of organization, a diagram of circulation routes, and
architecture is seen as possessing no autonomous value. Thus the aesthetic in-
tentionality and necessity that characterize urban artifacts and establish their
complex ties cannot be further analyzed.

Although the doctrine of functionalism has earlier origins, it was enunciated and
applied clearly by Bronislaw Malinowski, who refers explicitly to that which is
man-made, to the object, the house: “Take the human habitation . . . here again
the integral function of the object must be taken into account when the various
phases of its technological construction and the elements of its structure are
studied.”!® From a beginning of this sort one quickly descends to a consideration
solely of the purposes which man-made items, the object and the house, serve.
The question “for what purpose?” ends up as a simple justification that prevents
an analysis of what is real.

This concept of function comes to be assumed as a given in all architectural and
urbanistic thinking and, particularly in the field of geography, leads to a
functionalist and organicist characterization of a large part of modern architec-
ture. In studies of the classification of cities, it overwhelms and takes priority
over the urban landscape and form; and although many writers express doubts
as to the validity and exactitude of this type of classification, they argue that
there is no other viable classification to offer as an alternative. Thus Georges
Chabot,'* after declaring the impossibility of giving the city a precise definition
because there is always a “residue” that is impossible to describe in a precise
way, then turns to function, even if he immediately admits its inadequacy.

In such formulations, the city as an agglomeration is explained precisely on the
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basis of what functions its citizens seek to exercise; the function of a city becomes
its raison d’étre, and in this form reveals itself. In many cases the study of mor-
phology is reduced to a simple study of function. Once the concept of function is
established, in fact, one immediately arrives at obvious classifications: commer-
cial cities, cultural cities, industrial cities, military cities, etc.

Morever, even in the context of a somewhat general critique of the concept of
function, it must be pointed out that there is already within this system of as-
signing functions a difficulty in establishing the role of the commercial function.
In fact, as proposed, the concept of classification according to function is far too
superficial; it assumes an identical value for all types of functions, which simply
is not the case. Actually, the fact that the commerecial function is predominant is
increasingly evident.

This commerecial function is the basis, in terms of production, of an “economic”
explanation of the city that, beginning with the classical formulation offered by
Max Weber,'® has undergone a specific development, one to which we shall have
to return later. Given a function-based classification of the city, it is only logical
that the commerecial function in both the city’s formation and its development
presents itself as the most convincing explanation for the multiplicity of urban
artifacts and is tied to economic theories of the city.

Once we attribute different values to different functions, we deny the validity of
naive functonalism; in fact, using this line of reasoning, we see that naive
functionalism ends up contradicting its own initial hypothesis. Furthermore, if
urban artifacts were constantly able to reform and renew themselves simply by
establishing new functions, the values of the urban structure, as revealed
through its architecture, would be continuous and easily available. The perma-
nence of buildings and forms would have no significance, and the very idea of the
transmission of a culture, of which the city is an element, would be questionable.
None of this corresponds to reality.

Naive functionalist theory is quite convenient for elementary classifications,
however, and it is difficult to see what can substitute for it at this level. It serves,
that is, to maintain a certain order, and to provide us with a simple instrumental
fact—just so long as it does not pretend that an explanation for more complex
facts can be extracted from this same order.

On the other hand, the definition of type that we have tried to propose for urban
artifacts and architecture, a definition which was first enunciated in the En-
lightenment, allows us to proceed to an accurate classification of urban artifacts,
and ultimately also to a classification based on function wherever the latter con-
stitutes an aspect of the general definition. If, alternatively, we begin with a
classification based on function, type would have to be treated in a very different
way; indeed, if we insist on the primacy of function we must then understand
type as the organizing model of this function. But this understanding of type,
and consequently urban artifacts and architecture, as the organizing principle of
certain functions, almost totally denies us an adequate knowledge of reality.
Even if a classification of buildings and cities according to their function is per-
missible as a generalization of certain kinds of data, it is inconceivable to reduce
the structure of urban artifacts to a problem of organizing some more or less im-
portant function. Precisely this serious distortion has impeded and in large mea-
sure continues to impede any real progress in studies of the city.
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Problems of Classification

For if urban artifacts present nothing but a problem of organization and classifi-
cation, then they have neither continuity nor individuality. Monuments and ar-
chitecture have no reason to exist; they do not “say” anything to us. Such posi-
tions clearly take on an ideological character when they pretend to objectify and
quantify urban artifacts; utilitarian in nature, these views are adopted as if they
were products for consumption. Later we will see the more specifically architec-
tural implications of this notion.

To conclude, we are willing to accept functional classification as a practical and
contingent criterion, the equivalent of a number of other criteria—for example,
social make-up, constructional system, development of the area, and so on—
since such classifications have a certain utility; nonetheless it is clear that they
are more useful for telling us something about the point of view adopted for clas-
sification than about an element itself. With these provisos in mind, they can be
accepted.

In my summary of functionalist theory I have deliberately emphasized those as-
pects that have made it so predominant and widely accepted. This is in part be-
cause functionalism has had great success in the world of architecture, and those
who have been educated in this discipline over the past fifty years can detach
themselves from it only with difficulty. One ought to inquire into how it has actu-
ally determined modern architecture, and still inhibits its progressive evolution
today; but this is not an issue I wish to pursue here.

Instead, I wish to concentrate on the importance of other interpretations within
the domain of architecture and the city which constitute the foundations of the
thesis that I am advancing. These include the social geography of Jean Tricart,
the theory of persistence of Marcel Poete, and Enlightenment theory, particu-
larly that of Milizia. All of these interest me primarily because they are based on
a continuous reading of the city and its architecture and have implications for a
general theory of urban artifacts.

For Tricart,'® the social content of the city is the basis for reading it; the study of
social content must precede the description of the geographical artifacts that ul-
timately give the urban landscape its meaning. Social facts, to the extent that
they present themselves as a specific content, precede forms and function and,
one might say, embrace them.

The task of human geography is to study the structures of the city in connection
with the form of the place where they appear; this necessitates a sociological
study of place. But before proceeding to an analysis of place, it is necessary to es-
tablish a priori the limits within which place can be defined. Tricart thus estab-
lishes three different orders or scales:

1. the scale of the street, including the built areas and empty spaces that sur-
round it;

2. the scale of the district, consisting of a group of blocks with common charac-
teristics;

3. the scale of the entire city, considered as a group of districts.

The principle that renders these quantities homogeneous and relates them is so-

cial content.
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On the basis of Tricart’s thesis, I will develop one particular type of urban
analysis which is consistent with his premises and takes a topographical point of
view that seems quite important to me. But before doing so, I wish to register a
fundamental objection to the scale of his study, or the three parts into which he
divides the city. That urban artifacts should be studied solely in terms of place
we can certainly admit, but what we cannot agree with is that places can some-
how be explained on the basis of different scales. Moreover, even if we admit
that the notion is useful either didactically or for practical research, it implies
something unacceptable. This has to do with the quality of urban artifacts.

Therefore while we do not wholly deny that there are different scales of study,
we believe that it is inconceivable to think that urban artifacts change in some
way as a result of their size. The contrary thesis implies accepting, as do many,
the principle that the city is modified as it extends, or that urban artifacts in
themselves are different because of the size at which they are produced. As was
stated by Richard Ratcliff, “To consider the problems of locational maldistribu-
tion only in the metropolitan context is to encourage the popular but false as-
sumption that these are the problems of size. We shall see that the problems to
be viewed crop up in varying degrees of intensity in villages, towns, cities, and
metropolises, for the dynamic forces of urbanism are vital wherever men and
things are found compacted, and the urban organism is subject to the same
natural and social laws regardless of size. To ascribe the problems of the city to
size is to imply that solutions lie in reversing the growth process, that is, in de-
concentration; both the assumption and the implication are questionable.”'”

At the scale of the street, one of the fundamental elements in the urban land-
scape is the inhabited real estate and thus the structure of urban real property. I
speak of inhabited real estate and not the house because the definition is far more
precise in the various European languages. Real estate has to do with the deed
registry of land parcels in which the principal use of the ground is for construc-
tion. The usage of inhabited land in large measure tends to be residential, but
one could also speak of specialized real estate and mixed real estate, although
this classification, while useful, is not sufficient.

To classify this land, we can begin with some considerations that are apparent
from plans. Thus we have the following:

1. a block of houses surrounded by open space;

2. ablock of houses connected to each other and facing the street, constituting a
continuous wall parallel to the street itself;

3. adeep block of houses that almost totally occupies the available space;

4. houses with closed courts and small interior structures.

A classification of this type can be considered descriptive, geometrie, or topo-

graphic. We can carry it further and accumulate other classificatory data rela-

tive to technical equipment, stylistic phenomena, the relationship between

green and occupied spaces, etc. The questions this information gives rise to can

lead us back to the principal issues which are, roughly speaking, those that deal

with '

1. objective facts;

2. the influence of the real-estate structure and economic data;

3. historical-social influences.

The real-estate structure and economic questions are of particular importance

and are intimately bound up with what we call historical-social influences. In

order to demonstrate the advantages of an analysis of this type, in the second
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chapter of this book we will examine the problems of housing and the residential
district. For now, we will continue with the subject of real-estate structure and
economic data, even if the second is given summary treatment.

The shape of the plots of land in a city, their formation and their evolution, repre-
sents a long history of urban property and of the classes intimately associated
with the city. Tricart has stated very clearly that an analysis of the contrasts in
the form of plots confirms the existence of a class struggle. Modifications of the
real-estate structure, which we can follow with absolute precision through his-
torical registry maps, indicate the emergence of an urban bourgeoisie and the
phenomenon of the progressive concentration of capital.

A criterion of this type applied to a city with as extraordinary a life cycle as an-
cient Rome offers information of paradigmatic clarity. It allows us to trace the
evolution from the agricultural city to the formation of the great public spaces of
the Imperial age and the subsequent transition from the courtyard houses of the
Republic to the formation of the great plebeian insulae. The enormous lots that
constituted the insulae, an extraordinary conception of the house-district, an-
ticipate the concepts of the modern capitalist city and its spatial divison. They
also help to explain its dysfunction and contradictions.

Real estate, which we considered earlier from a topographic point of view, also
offers other possibilities of classification when seen in a socio-economic context.
We can distinguish the following:

1. the “pre-capitalist” house, which is established by a proprietor without
exploitative ends;

2. the “capitalist” house, which is meant for rental and in which everything is
subordinated to the production of revenue. Initially it might be intended either
for the rich or the poor, but in the first case, following the usual evolution of
needs, the house drops rapidly in class status in response to social changes.
These changes in status create blighted zones, one of the most typical problems
of the modern capitalist city and as such the object of particular study in the
United States, where they are more evident than in Italy;

3. the “para-capitalist” house, built for one family with one floor rented out;

4. the “socialist” house, which is a new type of construction appearing in
socialist countries where there is no longer private land ownership and also in
advanced democratic countries. Among the earliest European examples are the
houses constructed by the city of Vienna after the First World War.

When this analysis of social content is applied with particular attention to urban
topography, it becomes capable of providing us with a fairly complete knowledge
of the city; such an analysis proceeds by means of successive syntheses, causing
certain elementary facts to come to light which ultimately encompass more gen-
eral facts. In addition, through the analysis of social content, the formal aspect of
urban artifacts takes on a reasonably convincing interpretation, and a number of
themes emerge that play an important role in the urban structure.

From the scientific point of view, the work of Marcel Poéte'® is without doubt
one of the most modern studies of the city. Poéte concerns himself with urban ar-
tifacts to the extent that they are indicative of the conditions of the urban or-
ganism; they provide precise information which is verifiable in the existing city.
Their raison d’étre is their continuity: while geographic, economic, and statisti-
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cal information must also be taken into consideration along with' hi'storicaffé.cts ”
it is knowledge of the past that constitutes the terms of the present and the mea-
sure of the future.

Such knowledge can be derived from a study of city plans; these possess precise
formal characteristics: for example, the form of a city’s streets can be straight,
sinuous, or curved. But the general form of the city also has a meaning of its own,
and its needs naturally tend to be expressed in its built works, which beyond cer-
tain obvious differences present undeniable similarities. Thus in urban architec-
ture a more or less clearly articulated bond is established between the shapes of
things throughout history. Against a background of the differences between his-
torical periods and civilizations, it therefore becomes possible to verify a certain
constancy of themes, and this constancy assures a relative unity to the urban ex-
pression. From this develop the relationships between the city and the geo-
graphic region, which can be analyzed effectively in terms of the role of the
street. Thusin Poéte’s analysis, the street acquires major significance; the city is
born in a fixed place but the street gives it life. The association of the destiny of
the city with communication arteries becomes a fundamental principle of develop-
ment.

In his study of the relationship between the street and the city, Poéte arrives at
important conclusions. For any given city it should be possible to establish a clas-
sification of streets which should then be reflected in the map of the geographic
area. Streets, whether cultural or commercial, should also be able to be charac-
terized according to the nature of the changes that are effected because of them.
Thus Poeéte repeats the Greek geographer Strabo’s observation about the
“shadow cities” along the Flaminian Way, whose development is explained as oc-
curring “more because they were found situated along that road than for any
inherent importance.”*®

From the street, Poéte’s analysis passes to the urban land, which contains
natural artifacts as well as civic ones and becomes associated with the composi-
tion of the city. In the urban composition, everything must express as faithfully
as possible the particular life of the collective organism. At the basis of this or-
ganism that is the city is the persistence of the plan.

This concept of persistence is fundamental to the theory of Poéte; it also informs
the analysis of Pierre Lavedan,?® one of the most complete analyses available to
us, with its interposing of elements drawn from geography and the history of ar-
chitecture. In Lavedan, persistence is the generator of the plan, and this
generator becomes the principal object of urban research because through an
understanding of it one can rediscover the spatial formation of the city. The
generator embodies a concept of persistence which i is reflected in a city’s physical
structures, streets, and urban monuments.

The contributions of Poéte and Lavedan, together with those of the geographers
Chabot and Tricart, are among the most significant offerings of the French
school to urban theory.

The contribution of Enlightenment thought to a comprehensive theory of urban
artifacts would merit a separate study. One objective of the treatise writers of
the eighteenth century was to establish principles of architecture that could be
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developed from logical bases, ina certainsenseindependently of design; thus the
treatise took shape as a series of propositions derived serially from one another.
Second, they conceived of the single element always as part of a system, the sys-
tem of the city; therefore it was the city that conferred criteria of necessity and
reality on single buildings. Third, they distinguished form, as the final manifes-
tation of structure, from the analytical aspect of structure; thus form had a “clas-
sical” persistence of its own which could not be reduced to the logic of the mo-
ment.

One could discuss the second argument at length, but more substantial know-
ledge would certainly be necessary; clearly, while this argument applies to the
existing city, it also postulates the future city and the inseparable relationship
between the constitution of an artifact and its surroundings. Yet Voltaire had al-
ready indicated, in his analysis of the grand siécle, the limits of such architec-
tures, how uninteresting a city would be if the task of every constructed work
was to establish a direct relationship with the city itself.2! The manifestation of
these concepts is found in the Napoleonic plans and projects, which represent
one of the moments of major equilibrium in urban history.

On the basis of these three arguments developed in the Enlightenment, we can
examine the theory of Milizia.ZZ The classification proposed by Milizia, an ar-
chitectural essayist concerned with theories of urban artifacts, deals with both
individual buildings and the city as a whole. He classified urban buildings as
either private or public, the former meaning housing and the latter referring to
certain “principal elements” which I will call primary. In addition, he presents
these groupings as classes, which permits him to make distinctions within clas-
ses, distinguishing each principal element as a building type within a general
function, or better, a general idea of the city. For example, villas and houses are
in the first class, while in the second are police buildings, public utilities, storage
facilities, ete. Buildings for public use are further distinguished as universities,
libraries, and so on. :

Milizia’s analysis refers in the first place, then, to classes (public and private), in
the second to the location of elements in the city, and in the third to the form and
organization of individual buildings. “Greater public convenience demands that
these buildings [for public use] be situated near the center of the city and or-
ganized around a large community square.”? The general system s the city; the
development of its elements is then bound up with the development of the
system adopted.

What kind of city does Milizia have in mind? It is a city that is conceived together
with its architecture. “Even without extravagant buildings, cities can appear
beautiful and breathe desire. But to speak of a beautiful city is also to speak of
good architecture.”® This assertion seems definitive for all Enlightenment
treatises on architecture; a beautiful city means good architecture, and vice versa.

It is unlikely that Enlightenment thinkers paused over this statement, so in-
grained was it in their way of thinking; we know that their lack of understanding
of the Gothic city was a result of their inability to accept the validity of single ele-
ments that constituted an urban landscape without seeing these elements rela-
tive to some larger system: Ifin their failure to understand the meaning and thus
" the beauty of the Gothic city they were shortsighted, this of course does not
make their own system incorrecét. However, to us today the beauty of the Gothic
city appears precisely in that it is an extraordinary urban artifact whose unique-
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ness is clearly recognizable in its components. Through our investigation of the
parts of this city we grasp its beauty: it too participates in a system. There is
nothing more false than an organic or spontaneous definition of the Gothic city.

There is yet another aspect of modernity in Milizia’s position. After establishing
his concept of classes, he goes on to classify each building type within the overall
framework and to characterize it according to its function. This notion of funec-
tion, which is treated independently of general considerations of form, is under-
stood more as the building’s purpose than as its function per se. Thus buildings
for practical uses and those that are constructed for functions that are not
equally tangible or pragmatic are put in the same class; for example, buildings
for public health or safety are found in the same class as structures built for their
magnificence or grandeur.

There are at least three arguments in favor of this position. Most important is
the recognition of the city as a complex structure in which parts can be found that
function as works of art. The second has to do with the value ascribed to a gen-
eral typological discourse on urban artifacts or, in other words, the realization
that one can give a technical explanation for those aspects of the city that by na-
ture demand a more complex explanation by reducing them to their typological
essence. The third argument relates to the fact that this typological essence
plays “its own role” in the constitution of the model.

For example, in analyzing the monument, Milizia arrives at three criteria: “that
it is directed toward the public good; that it is appropriately located; and that it is
constituted according to laws of fitness.”2® “With respect to the customs govern-
ing the construction of monuments, no more can be said here generally than that
they should be meaningful and expressive, of a simple structure, and with a clear
and short inscription, so that the briefest glance reveals the effect for which they
were constructed.”?® In other words, insofar as the nature of the monument is
concerned, even if we cannot offer more than a tautology—a monument is a
monument—we can still establish conditions around it which illustrate its
typological and compositional characteristics, whether these precisely elucidate
its nature or not. Again, these characteristics are for the most part of an urban
nature; but they are equally conditions of architecture, that is, of composition.

This is a basic issue to which we will return later: namely, the way in which prin-
ciples and classifications in the Enlightenment conception were a general aspect
of architecture, but that in its realization and evaluation, architecture involved
primarily the individual work and the individual architect. Milizia himself
scorned the builders who mixed architectural and social orders as well as the
proponents of objective models of functional organization such as were later pro-
duced by Romanticism, asserting that “to derive functional organization from
beehives is to go insect-hunting . . . .”%” Here again we find within a single for-
mulation the two themes which were to be fundamental in the subsequent de-
velopment of architectural thought, and which already indicated in their dual as-
pects of organicism and functionalism their anticipation of the Romantic sensibil-
ity: the abstract order of organization and the reference to nature.

With respect to function itself, Milizia writes, “. . . because of its enormous vari-
ety functional organization cannot always be regulated by fixed and constant
laws, and as a result must always resist generalization. For the most part, the
most renowned architects, when they wish to concern themselves with func-
tional organization, mainly produced drawings and descriptions of their build-
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ings rather than rules that could then be learned.”? This passage clearly sths
how function is understood here as a relationship and not a scheme of orgariiza-
tion; in fact, as such it is rejected. But this attitude did not preclude a contem-
poraneous search for rules that might transmit principles of architeeture. -

I am now going to consider some of the questions underlying the various theories
just outlined, emphasizing certain points which are crucial for the present study.
The first theory referred to was drawn from the French school of geographers; I
noted that although it provided a good descriptive system, it stopped short of an
analysis of the structure of the city. In particular I mentioned the work of
Chabot, for whom the city is a totality that constructs itself and in which all the
elements participate in forming the dme de la cité. How is this latter perception
to be reconciled with Chabot’s study of function? The answer, already implicit in
some of what has been said so far, is partially suggested by Sorre’s critique of
Chabot’s book. Sorre wrote that for Chabot, in essence, “la vie seule explique la
vie.” This means that if the city explains itself, then a classification by functions
is not an explanation but rather a descriptive system. This can be rephrased in
the following manner: a description of function is easy to verify; like any study of
urban morphology, it is an instrument. Furthermore, since it does not posit any
element of continuity between the genre de vie and the urban structure, as the
naive functionalists would like, it seems to be as useful an element of analysis as
any other. We will retain from Chabot’s studies his concept of the city as a total-
ity and his approach to an understanding of this totality through the study of its
various manifestations, its behavior.

In presenting the work of Tricart I tried to indicate the importance of a study of
the city that takes social content as its point of departure; I believe that the
study of social content has the capacity to illuminate the meaning of urban evolu-
tion in a concrete way. I especially emphasized the aspects of this research that
relate to urban topography and therefore the formation of boundaries and the
value of urban land as basic elements of the city; later we will look at these as-
pects from the standpoint of economic theory.

With respect to Lavedan’s work, we can pose the following question: if the struc-
ture Lavedan proposes is a real structure, formed of streets, monuments, and
the like, how does it relate to the present study? Structure, as Lavedan under-
stands it, means the structure of urban artifacts, and in this way it resembles
Poéte’s concept of the persistence of the plan and the plan as a generator. As this
generator is by nature both real and abstract, it cannot be catalogued like a func-
tion. Moreover, since every function can be articulated through a form, and
forms in turn contain the potential to exist as urban artifacts, one can say that
forms tend to allow themselves to be articulated as urban elements; thus if a
form is articulated at all, one can assume that a specific urban artifact persists to-
gether with it, and that it is precisely a form that persists through a set of trans-
formations which constitutes an urban artifact par excellence.

I have already made a critique of naive functionalist classifications; I repeat, at
times they are acceptable, so long as they remain within the handbooks of ar-
chitecture to which they are appropriate. Such classifications presuppose that all
urban artifacts are created to serve particular functions in a static way and that
their structure precisely coincides with the function they perform at a certain
moment.-I maintain, on the contrary, that the city is something that persists
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through its transformations, and that the complex or simple transformations of
functions that it gradually undergoes are moments in the reality of its structure.
Function here is meant only in the sense of complex relationships between many
orders of facts. I reject linear interpretations of cause and effect because they
are belied by reality itself. This interpretation certainly differs from that of
“use” or of “functional organization.”

I also wish to emphasize my reservations about a certain language and reading of
the city and urban artifacts which present a serious obstacle to urban research.
In many ways, this language is linked with naive functionalism on the one hand
and a form of architectural romanticism on the other. I refer to the two terms or-
ganic and rational, which have been borrowed by the architectural language
and which, although they possess an indubitable historical validity for making
distinetions between one style or type of architecture and another, certainly do
not help us to clarify concepts or somehow to comprehend urban artifacts.

The term organic is derived from biology; I have elsewhere noted that the basis
of Friedrich Ratzel’s functionalism was a hypothesis that likened the city to an
organism, the form of which was constituted by function itself.?® This physiologi-
cal hypothesis is as brilliant as it is inapplicable to the structure of urban artifacts
and to architectural design (although the application to the problem of designis a
subject in itself and requires a separate treatment). Among the most prominent
terms of this organic language are organism, organic growth, urban fabric.
Similarly, in some of the more serious ecological studies, parallels between the
city and the human organism and the processes of the biological world have been
suggested, although quickly abandoned. The terminology, in fact, is so perva-
sive among those in the field that at first sight it seems intimately tied to the
material under consideration, and only with some difficulty is it possible to avoid
the use of a term like architectural organism and substitute for it a more approp-
riate word like building. The same can be said for fabric. It even seems that
some authors define modern architecture tout court as organic, and by virtue of
its powerful appeal this terminology has passed rapidly from serious studies® to
the profession and to journalism.

The terminology of the so-called rationalist variety is no less imprecise. To speak
of rational urbanism is simply a tautology, since the rationalization of spatial
choices is by definition a condition of urbanism. “Rationalist” definitions have the
undoubted merit, however, of always referring to urbanism as a discipline (pre-
cisely because of its character of rationality) and thus offer a terminology of
clearly superior usefulness. To say that the medieval city is organic reveals an
absolute ignorance of the political, religious, and economic structures of the
medieval city, not to mention its spatial structure. To say, on the other hand,
that the plan of Miletus is rational is true even if it is so general as to be generic
and fails to offer us any real idea of Miletus’s layout (beyond the ambiguity of
confounding rationality with what is a simple geometric scheme).

Both of these aspects are aptly characterized in Milizia’s comment cited earlier
about functional organization and beehives.3! Thus, even though this terminol-
ogy undoubtedly possesses a certain poetic expressiveness, and as such might be
of interest to us, it has nothing to do with a theory of urban artifacts. Itisreallya
vehicle of confusion, and it would be useful to drop it altogether.



Urban artifacts, as we have said, are complex; this means that they have compo-
nents and that each component has a different value. Thus, in speaking of the
typological essence in architecture we said that it “has its own role to play in the
model”; in other words, the typological essence is a component element. How-
ever, before attempting a typological reading of the city based on a theory of
urban artifacts and their structure, it is necessary to proceed slowly to some pre-
cise definitions.

Exactly how are urban artifacts complex? A partial answer has already been
given with respect to the theories of Chabot and Poéte. One can agree that their
statements relative to the soul of the city and the concept of permanence go
beyond naive functionalism and approach an understanding of the quality of
urban artifacts. On the other hand, little attention has really been given to this
problem of quality, a problem which surfaces mainly in historical research, al-
though there is already some progress in the recognition that the nature of urban
artifacts is in many ways like that of a work of art and, most important, that a
key element for understanding urban artifacts is their collective character.

On the basis of these considerations it is possible to delineate a type of reading
for urban structures. But we must begin by posing two general sets of questions:
First, from what points of view is it possible to read the city; how many ways are
there for understanding its structure? Is it possible to say, and what does it
mean to say, that a reading is interdisciplinary; do some disciplines take prece-
dence over others? Obviously, these questions are closely linked. Second, what
are the possibilities for an autonomous urban science?

Of the two questions, the second is clearly decisive. In fact, if there is an urban
science, the first group of questions ends up having little meaning; that which
today is often defined as interdisciplinary is nothing other than a problem of
specialization and occurs in any field of knowledge. But the response to this sec-
ond question depends on a recognition that the city is constructed in its totality,
that all of its components participate in its constitution as an artifact. In other
words, on the most general level, it must be understood that the city represents
the progress of human reason, is a human creation par excellence; and this state-
ment has meaning only when the fundamental point is emphasized that the city
and every urban artifact are by nature collective. I am often asked why only his-
torians give us a complete picture of the city. I believe the answer is that histo-
rians are concerned with the urban artifact in its totality.

Clearly, to think of urban science as a historical science is a mistake, for in this
case we would be obliged to speak only of urban history. What I meanto suggest,
however, is that from the point of view of urban structure, urban history seems
more useful than any other form of research on the city. Later I will address the
contribution of history to urban science in a more detailed way, but since this
problem is particularly important it would be useful to make a few specific obser-
vations right away. ’

These concern the theory of permanences as posited by both Poéte and Lave-
dan. This theory is in some respects related to my initial hypothesis of the city as
a man-made object. One must remember that the difference between past and
future, from the point of view of the theory of knowledge, in large measure re-
flects the fact that the past is partly being experienced now, and this may be the
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35 The Mezquita or Arab mosque
Medjid-al-Djamia, eighth to tenth
century, Cordoba, Spain, and its
transformation into a cathedral,
1599. Above: Plan during Arab
period. Below: Plan of cathedral.
36 Section of cathedral, formerly
Arab mosque, Cérdoba, Spain.

37 Aerial view of cathedral, formerly
Arab mosque, Cérdoba, Spain.

38 Plan of the Alhambra, Granada,
Spain.
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meaning to give permanences: they are a past that we are still experiencing.

Poete’s theory is not very explicit on this point, but I will try to summarize it
briefly. Although he presents a number of hypotheses among which are
economic considerations that relate to the evolution of the city, it is in substance
a historical theory centered on the phenomenon of “persistences.” These persis-
tences are revealed through monuments, the physical signs of the past, as well
as through the persistence of a city’s basic layout and plans. This last point is
Poéte’s most important discovery. Cities tend to remain on their axes of de-
velopment, maintaining the position of their original layout and growing accord-
ing to the direction and meaning of their older artifacts, which often appear
remote from present-day ones. Sometimes these artifacts persist virtually un-
changed, endowed with a continuous vitality; other times they exhaust them-
selves, and then only the permanence of their form, their physical sign, their
locus remains. The most meaningful permanences are those provided by the
street and the plan. The plan persists at different levels; it becomes differen-
tiated in its attributes, often deformed, but in substance it is not displaced. This
is the most valid part of Poete’s theory; even if it cannot be said to be completely
a historical theory, it is essentially born from the study of history.

At first sight it may seem that permanences absorb all of the continuity of urban
artifacts, but in reality this is not so, because not all things in the city survive, or
if they do, their modalities are so diverse as often to resist comparison. In this
sense, according to the theory of permanences, in order to explain an urban ar-
tifact, one is forced to look beyond it to the present-day actions that modify it. In
substance, the historical method is one that isolates. It tends not only to dif-
ferentiate permanences but to focus entirely on them, since they alone can show
what a city once was by indicating the way its past differs from its present. Thus
permanences may appear with respect to the city as isolated and aberrant ar-
tifacts which characterize a system only as the form of a past that we are still ex-
periencing.

In this respect, permanences present two aspects: on the one hand, they can be
considered as propelling elements; on the other, as pathological elements. Ar-
tifacts either enable us to understand the city in its totality, or they appear as a
series of isolated elements that we can link only tenuously to an urban system.
To illustrate the distinction between permanent elements that are vital and
those that are pathological, we can again take the Palazzo della Ragione in Padua
as an example. I remarked on its permanent character before, but now by per-
manence I mean not only that one can still experience the form of the past in this
monument but that the physical form of the past has assumed different functions
and has continued to function, conditioning the urban area in which it stands and
continuing to constitute an important urban focus. In part this building is still in
use; even if everyone is convinced that it is a work of art, it still functions quite
readily at ground level as a retail market. This proves its vitality.

An example of a pathological permanence can be seen in the Alhambra in
Granada. It no longer houses either Moorish or Castilian kings, and if we ac-
cepted functionalist classifications, we would have to say that this building once
represented the major function of Granada. It is evident that at Granada we ex-
perience the form of the past in a way that is quite different from at Padua. Inthe
first instance, the form of the past has assumed a different function but it is still
intimately tied to the city; it has been modified and we can imagine future modifi-
cations. In the second, it stands virtually isolated in the city; nothing can be
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added. It constitutes, in fact, an experience so essential that it cannot be mod-
ified (in this sense, the palace of Charles V in Granada must be counted an excep-
tion, since precisely because it lacked this quality it could so easily be de-
stroyed). But in both cases the urban artifacts are a part of the city that cannot
be suppressed because they constitute it.

In choosing these two examples, I have defined a persistent urban artifact as
something very similar to a monument. I could in fact have spoken of the Doge’s
Palace in Venice or the Theater at Nimes or the Mezquita of Cérdoba, and the ar-
gument would not change. In fact, I am inclined to believe that persistence in an
urban artifact often causes it to become identified as a monument, and that a
monument persists in the city both symbolically and physically. A monument’s
persistence or permanence is a result of its capacity to constitute the city, its his-
tory and art, its being and memory.

We have just distinguished between a historical or propelling permanence as a
form of a past that we still experience and a pathological permanence as some-
thing that is isolated and aberrant. In large measure the pathological form is
identifiable because of a particular context, since context itself can be seen either
as the persistence of a function over time or as something isolated from the urban
structure, that is, as something which stands outside of technological and social
evolution. Context is commonly understood as referring primarily to residential
sections of the city, and in this sense, its preservation is counter to the real
dynamic of the city; so-called contextual preservation is related to the city in
time like the embalmed corpse of a saint to the image of his historical personal-
ity. In contextual preservation there is a sort of urban naturalism at work which
admittedly can give rise to suggestive images—for example, a visit to a dead city
is always a memorable experience—but in such cases we are well outside the
realm of a past that we still experience. Naturally, then, I am referring mainly to
living cities which have an uninterrupted span of development. The problems of
dead cities only tangentially concern urban science; they are matters for the his-
torian and the archaeologist. It is at best an abstraction to seek to reduce urban
artifacts to archaeological ones.

So far we have spoken only of monuments, inasmuch as they are fixed elements
of the urban structure, as having a true aesthetic intentionality, but this canbe a
simplification. The hypothesis of the city as a man-made object and a work of art
attributes as much legitimacy of expression to a house or any other minor work
as to a monument. But perhaps this carries us too far afield; I mainly want to es-
tablish at this point that the dynamic process of the city tends more to evolution
than preservation, and that in evolution monuments are not only preserved but
continuously presented as propelling elements of development. This is a fact
that can be verified.

Moreover, I have already attempted to demonstrate how function alone is in-
sufficient to explain the continuity of urban artifacts; if the origin of the typology
of urban artifacts is simply function, this hardly accounts for the phenomenon of
survival. A function must always be defined in time and in society: that which
closely depends on it is always bound up with its development. An urban artifact
determined by one function only cannot be seen as anything other than an expli-
cation of that function. Inreality, we frequently continue to appreciate elements
whose function has been lost over time; the value of these artifacts often resides
solely in their form, which is integral to the general form of the city; it is, so to
speak, an invariant of it. Often, too, these artifacts are closely bound up with the
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constitutive elements, with the origins of the city, and are included among its
monuments. Thus we see the importance of the parameter of time in the study of
urban artifacts; to think of a persistent urban artifact as something tied to a
single period of history constitutes one of the greatest fallacies of urban science.

The form of the city is always the form of a particular time of the city; but there
are many times in the formation of the city, and a city may change its face evenin
the course of one man’s life, its original references ceasing to exist. As
Baudelaire wrote, “The old Paris is no more; the form of a city changes more
quickly, alas, than the heart of a mortal.”*2 We look upon the houses of our child-
hood as unbelievably old, and often the city erases our memories as it changes.

The various considerations we have put forward in this chapter now permit us to
attempt a specific reading of the city. The city will be seen as an architecture of
different parts or components, these being principally the dwelling and primary
elements. It is this reading that I will develop in the following pages, beginning
with the concept of the study area. Since dwellings cover the major portion of
the urban surface and rarely have a character of permanence, their evolution
should be studied together with the area upon which they are found; thus I will
speak of the dwelling area.

I will also consider the decisive role played by primary elements in the formation
and constitution of the city. This role tends to be revealed through their charac-
ter of permanence in the case of the monuments, which, as we will see, have a
very particular relationship to primary elements. Farther on we will investigate
what effective role primary elements have in the structure of urban artifacts,
and for what reasons urban artifacts can be said to be works of art or, at least,
how the overall structure of the city is similar to a work of art. Qur previous
analysis should enable us to recognize this overall composition of the city and the
reasons for its architecture.

There is nothing new in all of this. Yet in attempting to formulate a theory of
urban artifacts that is consistent with reality, I have benefited from highly di-
verse sources. F'rom these I consider some of the themes I have discussed—
function, permanence, classification, and typology—to be particularly significant.
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1n our hypothesis of the city as a man-made object—as a total architecture—we

have put forward three distinct propesitions. The first of these is that urban de-
velopment has a temporal dimension, that the city has a before and an after. This
suggests that we can connect comparable phenomena which are not by nature
homogeneous along temporal coordinates. The idea of permanence derives from
this proposition. The second proposition concerns the spatial continuity of the
city. To accept this continuity means to assume that all those elements which we
find in a certain region or within a certain urban area are artifacts of a homogene-
ous nature, without discontinuities. This is a very controversial assumption, and
we must continually return to it and its implications. (For example, it would
deny that there is a qualitative leap from the historical city to the city of the In-
dustrial Revolution. It would also deny that the open city and the closed city are
different kinds of artifacts.) Finally, as a third proposition, we have acknow-
ledged that within the urban structure there are some primary elements of a
particular nature which have the power to retard or accelerate the urban pro-

Cess.

I will now concern myself specifically with the place in which urban artifacts are
manifested, that is, the area in which they can be seen, the physical ground they
occupy. This area is to some extent determined by natural factors, but itis also a
public object and a substantial part of the architecture of the city. We can con-
sider this area as a whole, as the projection of the city’s form on a horizontal
plane, or else we can look at individual parts. Geographers call this the site—the
area on which a city rises, the surface that it actually occupies. From this geo-
graphical perspective it is essential for describing the city and, along with loca-
tion and situation, an important element for classifying different cities.

This brings us to the concept of the study area. Since we assume that between
any urban element and any urban artifact there exists an interrelationship
whose particularity is related to a specific city, it is necessary to elaborate the
nature of the immediate urban context. Such a minimum urban context consti-
tutes the study area, by which we mean a portion of the urban area that can be
defined or described by comparison to other larger elements of the overall urban
area, for example, the street system.

The study area, then, is an abstraction with respect to the space of the city, and
as such, it serves to define specific elements more clearly. For example, in order
to define the characteristics of a certain plot of land and its influence on a housing
type, it is useful to examine the contiguous lots, those elements which demarcate
a particular context, to see if their form is entirely anomalous or whether they
arise from more general conditions in the city. But the study area can also be de-
fined by historical elements which may coincide with a particular urban artifact.
Just to consider this area in itself means to recognize that there are both specific
and disparate qualities within parts of the more general urban whole. This as-
pect of urban artifacts is extremely important; the recognition of their specificity
allows us to understand their structure better.

Several other aspects of the study area should be mentioned. For example, there
is a relationship between the spatial ides of the study area and the sociological
one of “natural area,” and this leads us to the concept of the residential district.
Another aspect of the study area igitsicharacter as a recinto or vertical slice of

the city. In all these cases, it is necesgary to define the limits of the urban whole
with which we are concerned; this is the best defense against the serious distor-
tions that are so common in those studies where the growth of the city and the
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39 Plan of the street system of
Chicago, Daniel Burnham, 1909.




evolution of urban artifacts are taken to be continuous natural processes and
where the real differences within them disappear. The reality of the structure of
urban artifacts is such that cities are distinct in time and space, per genus et dif-

ferentiam. Each modification of an urban artifact presupposes a qualitative as

well as a quantitative change.

We will attempt to show that between the two facts of building typology and
urban morphology a revealing binary relationship exists; and further, that the
study of this relationship iz extremely useful for understanding the structure of
urban artifacts. Even though this structure is not part of that relationship, it can
for the most part be clarified by a knowledge of it.

The a priori importance that I attach to the study area implies my conviction of
the following:

1. With respect to urban intervention today one should operate on alimited part
of the city, although this does not preclude an abstract plan of the city’s develop-
ment and the possibility of an altogether different point of view. Such a self-im-
posed limitation is a more realistic approach from the standpoint of both know-
ledge and program.

2. The city is not by nature a creation that can be reduced to a single basic idea.
This is true both for the modern metropolis and for the concept of the city as the
sum of many parts, of quarters and districts that are highly diverse and differen-
tiated in their sociological and formal characteristics. In fact, this differentiation
constitutes one of the typical characteristics of the city. To reduce these diverse
aspects to one kind of explanation, and thus to one formal law, is a mistake. The
city in its totality and beauty is made up of numerous different moments of for-
mation; the unity of these moments is the urban unity as a whole. The possibility
for reading the city with any continuity resides in its dominant formal and spatial
characteristics.!

The form of the study area, seen as a constituent part of the city, is thus useful
for analyzing the form of the city itself. This type of analysis does not involve a
communitarian idea of the area nor any of the implications in the idea of commun-
ity which relate to neighborhood; these questions are largely sociological in na-
ture. Inthe present context the study area always involves a notion of the unity
both of the urban whole as it has emerged through a process of diverse growth
and differentiation, and of those individual areas or parts of the city that have ac-
quired their own characteristics. The city comes to be seen as a “masterpiece,”
something that is substantiated in form and space but understood in time, in its
different moments (which cannot be predicted with certainty). The unity of
these parts is fundamentally supplied by history, by the city’s memory of itself.

These areas, these parts, are defined essentially by their location, their imprint
on the ground, their topographical limits, and their physical presence; and in this
way they can be distinguished within the urban whole. Thus, we arrive at a more
general and conceptual development of the problem: the study area can be de-
fined as a concept that takes in a series of spatial and social factors which act as
determining influences on the inhabitants of a sufficiently circumseribed cultural
and geographical area.

From the standpoint of urban morphology the definition isa;simpler. Here the
study area would include all of those urban areas that have a physical and social
homogeneity. (Even if defining what constitutes homogeneity in things is not
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¢asy, especially from a formal point of view, it is still possible to define a typologi-
eal homogeneity: that is, all those areas where consistent modes and types of liv-
ing are realized in similar buildings; thus the homogeneity of residential dis-
triets, Siedlungen, ete.) The study of these characteristics ends up by becoming
specific to social morphology or social geography (and in this sense homogeneity
can also be defined sociologically), so that the activities of social groups are
analyzed with respect to how they are continuously manifested in fixed territo-
rial characteristies.

The study area thus becomes a particular moment in the study of the city and as
such gives rise to a true and proper urban ecology, which is a necesary pre-
requisite for studies of the city. The two distinctive features that take shape in
this relationship are mass and density, and these are manifested in the
homogeneity of the occupation of space in both plan and section. The study area
is a surface that relates to the specific mass and density of a part of the city and
also becomes a dynamic moment within the life of the city itself.

The concept of area just developed is closely bound up with that of the residential
district. I have already introduced this notion in speaking of Tricart’s theory,
but at this point I think it would be appropriate to return to the idea of the part or
segment of the city, and to view the city as a spatial system formed of parts, each
with its own characteristics. Fritz Schumacher has also developed a theory of
this type and it seems to have much validity. As we have suggested, the study of
the urban residential district is simply an extension of the concept of the study
area.*

The residential district is thus a moment, a piece of the city’s form. It is inti-
mately bound up with the city’s evolution and nature, and is itself constituted of
parts, which in turn summarize the city’s image. We actually experience these
parts. Insocial terms, it is a morphological and structural unit characterized by a
certain urban landscape, a certain social content, and its function; thus a change
in any one of these elements is enough to define its limits. We should also bear in
mind that an analysis of the residential district as a social artifact based on the di-
vision of social or economic classes as well as on economic functions corresponds
in an essential way to the process of formation of the modern metropolis; this
process is the same for ancient Rome as for the large cities of today. Moreover, 1
would maintain that these residential districts are not so much subordinated to
one another as relatively autonomous parts; their relationships cannot be
explained as a simple function of dependence but seemingly respond to the entire
urban structure.

To state that a part of the larger city constitutes a smaller city within it is to chal-
lenge another aspect of functionalist theory. This aspect is zoning. I am refer-
ring here not to zoning as a techniéal practice, which is somewhat acceptable and
has another meaning, but rather to the theory of zoning as it was first advanced
scientifically in 1923 by Robert Park and Ernest Burgess with respect to the city
of Chicago. In Burgess’s study of Chicago,” zoning came to be defined as the ten-
dency of the city to be disposed in con@entl'ic residential districts around either a
central business district or a governmental core. In his description of that city,
Burgess indicated a series of concentric zones which corresponded to well-de-
fined functions: the business and governmental zones which absorbed the com-
mercial, social, administrative, and transportation life; the transitional zones
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Residential Districts as Study Areas

*The Italian quaitiere, the equivalent of
the French quartier, has been translated
here and throughout as “district,” but this
does not do full justice to the original. The
intended meaning of the word is more or
less retained in an expresgion like
“working class quarters,” where it
suggests a residential area which has
evolved in the city rather than been
superimposed upon it (by zoning, for
example).—Fd.




40 Plan dividing Chicago by use and
etnnic zones. 1) Principal parks and
arteries. 2) Industrial and railroad
land. 3) German zone. 4) Swedish
zone. 5) Czechoslavakian zone.

6) Polish and Lithuanian zone.

7) Italian zone. 8) Jewish zone.

9) Black zone. 10) Mixed population.

which encircled the center and represented a kind of aureole of decay, formed of
poor residences where blacks and recent immigrants lived and where small offi-
ces were found; the working-class residential zone for workers who wanted to
live near their factories; the zone of wealthier residences, including single-family
dwellings and multi-story houses; and finally an external zone where the daily
commuters were clustered at the intersections of roads which converged on the
cities.

Among the critiques made of this theory, which seemed overly schematic even
as applied to Chicago, that of Homer Hoyt? gained a certain acceptance. It at-
tempted to establish, ifalso in an overly schematic way, a principle of growth ac-
cording to certain axes of traffic of transportation, in this way superimposing on
the concentric sectors radial vectors which emanated out from the center of the
city. Such a theory is related to that of Schumacher, especially to his proposals

“for the plan of Hamburg.

It is appropriate to note that although the.term zoning appeared in the form of a
theory with Burgess, it had made its first appearance in Reinhard Baumeister’s
studies in 1870% and also was applied to the plan of 1925 for the city of Berlin. But
in Berlin it was used in an entirely different way; it indicated five zones in' thé éity
(residential, parkland, commercial, industrial, mixed), but the disposition of
these zones was not radiocentric. Although the business ¢enter ¢oincided with

_the historical center, there was an alternation of industrial, residential, and open

land zones which contradicted Burgess’s formulation.”

I do not wish to contest Burgess’s theory; this has already been done by many. I
only mention it here to emphasize the fundamental weakness of considering the
various parts of the city merely as embodiments of functions, and so narrowly as
to describe the entire city as if no other considerations existed. This theory is
limiting in that it conceives of the city as a series of moments which can be com-
pared in a simple way and which can be resolved on the basis of a simple rule of
functional differentiation; such a theory results in suppressing the most impor-
tant values implicit in the structure of urban artifacts. In contrast to this ap-
proach is the possibility we have suggested of considering urban artifacts in
their entirety, of resolving one part of the city completely, determining all of the
relationships that can be established within it.

In this context Baumeister’s formulation is as useful as any, for beyond a doubt,
specialized zones do exist. We may say these zones are characteristic: that is,
they have a particular physiognomy and are autonomous parts. Their distribu-
tion in the city does not depend—at least not only—on the various interdepen-
dent functions which the city requires, but rather relies mainly on the entire his-
torical process of the city through which they come to be exactly as they are, ac-
cording to their particular make-up. Thus, in studying Vienna, Hugo Hassinger
described the city in 1910 as comprised of the Altstadt which was encircled by
the Ring, which was in turn surrounded by the Giirtel, with the Grossstdid-
tischer Vorstadigiirtel,the section of highest density, between the Ring and the
Giirtel. In addition to these zones, he distinguished the Grossstadtkern, the nue-
leus of the city, and spoke of the Grossstddtischer Weichbild, the zone consti-
tuted partly by the city proper and partly by the countryside which American
scholars later defined as the urban fringes. Despite his rigidplans and parceling
of lots in a checkerboard plan superimposed on the city, Hassinger grasped a
basic characteristic that is still valid today and is intimately part of the form of
Vienna. Here already the issue is not one of the merely functional division of the
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city, but rather of a definition by parts and by forms, by characteristics; these
characteristics are a synthesis of functions and values.”

In general, every city possesses a center. This center is either more or less com-
plex and has different characteristics, and it plays a particular role in the urban
life. Tertiary activities are in part concentrated in this center, mostly along the
axes of external communications, and in part within large residential complexes.
What characterizes the city from a general standpoint of the relationships be-
tween zones is the existence of a complex and polynuclear tertiary network. But
its center as well as other subcenters can only be studied in terms of primary
urban artifacts. Only by knowing their structure and location can we know their
particular role.

As we have said, the city is distinguished by its various parts, and these, from
the formal and historical standpoint, constitute complex urban artifacts. As is
consistent with a theory of urban artifacts that emphasizes the structures of ar-
tifacts rather than their functions, we can say that individual parts of the city are
distinguishable as characteristic; they are characteristic parts. Since the resi-
dential district is predominant and undergoes noticeable environmental changes
over time which characterize its site far more than its buildings, 1 propose to use
the term residential or dwelling area (the term arec once again being derived
from sociological literature).

It 1s universally acknowledged that residential districts in ancient cities, with
their centers, their monuments, and their way of life, were well demarcated
from one another; this is verifiable in urban history as much as in the physical re-
ality of the architecture itself. These characteristics are no less apparent in the
modern city, above all in the great European cities, whether there has been an
effort to subsume the city in a grand overall design, as in Paris, or there is an ab-
solutely emerging urban form that is typically shaped by different places and
situations, as in London.

This latter phenomenon is also predominant in Ameriean cities, and its many
components develop, often dramatically, as a major urban problem. Without
even touching here on the social aspects of the problem, we find in the very for-
mation and evolution of the American city a confirmation of the “city of parts.”

Kevin Lynch writes, “Many persons interviewed took care to point out that Bos-
ton, while confusing in its path pattern even to the experienced inhabitant, has,
in the number and vividness of its differentiated districts, a quality that quite
makes up for it. As one person put it: ‘Each part of Boston is different from the
other. You can tell pretty much what area you'rein. ..’ [New York] was cited . . .
because it has a number of well-defined characteristic districts set in an ordered
frame of rivers and streets.”” In his constant concern with the residential dis-
trict, Lynch speaks of “areas of reference” as having “little perceptual content,
but they are useful as organizing concepts . . . ” and distinguishes between intro-
verted districts “turned in upon themselves with little reference to the sur-
rounding area” and isolated districts that arise independently of their zone.®
This aspect of Lynch’s work supports the thesis of the city as constituted of dif-
ferentiated parts. '

Along with Lynch’s psychological analyses it should also be possible to carry out
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The Individual Dwelling

linguistic research that would produce evidence of the deepest layers of the
urban structure. One thinks of the Viennese expression Heimatbezirk, which
identifies the residential district with both one’s homeland and one’s living
space. Willy Hellpach rightly spoke of the metropolis as the “homeland” of mod-
ern man, Heimatbezirk especially expresses the morphological and historical
structure of Vienna, a city that'is'both international and-at-thie sarie titie the
only real place in thé monolithic conception of the Hapsburg-state. In Milan, to
take another example;the division of the areas outside of the Spanish walls into
borghi can be understood only by close morphological-historical study; here a
phenomenon of persistence has so much remained alive in the language that the
principal zone of San Gottardo is still called el burg by the Mllanese o

This type of linguistic research, like psychological research, is capable of produc-
ing useful information concerning the formation of cities. Toponymy, for exam-
ple, frequently provides important contributions to the study of urban develop-
ment; it is apparent that all cities contain numerous examples of significant phys-
ical modifications of the land which are recorded in the names of their older
streets and roads. In Milan, streets named Bottonuto, Poslaghetto, Pantano,
and San Giovanni in Conca, instantly recall a zone of swamps and ancient hyd-
raulic works. A similar phenomenon can be found in the Marais quarter in Paris.
Such studies confirm what we know about how a city is structured according to
characteristic parts.

To take the dwelling as a category in itself does not mean to adopt a functional
criterion of urban land-use division but simply to treat an urban artifact insucha
way that it is in itself primary in the composition of the city. To this end, the use
of the term dwelling area in the sense illustrated in the preceding pages can
bring the study of the individual dwelling within the general theory of urban ar-
tifacts.

The city has always been characterized largely by the individual dwelling. It can
be said that cities in which the residential aspect was not present do not exist or
have not existed; and where the residential function was initially subordinated
to other urban artifacts (the castle, the military encampment), a modification of
the city’s structure soon occurred to confer importance on the individual dwelling.

One cannot argue either by historical analysis or by description of actual sites
that a dwelling is something amorphous or easily and quickly transformable. The
form in which residential building types are realized, the typological aspect that
characterizes them, is closely bound up with the urban form, and the house,
which materially represents a people’s way of life, the precise manifestation of a
culture, is modified very slowly. Viollet-le-Duc, in the great panorama of French
architecture contained in his Dictionnaire raisonné de U'architecture francaise
du X1 au XVI* siécle, says, “In the art of architecture, the house is certainly
that which best characterizes the customs, tastes, and usages of a people; its
order, like its organization, changes only over very long pericds of time.””

In ancient Rome individual dwellings were classified quite rigidly into the
domus type and the insula type; these two types charactexized the city and the
fourteen regions of Augustus. In its own divisions and evolution, the insula was
virtually a microcosm of the city. There was more social mixing in it than is com-
monly thought, and as with houses built in Paris after 1850, social differentiation
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was signified by changes in height. Of extremely poor and temporary construc-
tion, these insulae constantly renewed themselves; they constituted the urban
substratum, the material out of which the city was molded. Already in the in-
sula, as in any other form of mass housing, one of the most important forces of
urban growth could be felt: speculation. The mechanism of speculation as applied
to the residential landscape was responsible for the most characteristic moments
of growth in the Imperial city. Without acknowledging this fact, we cannot un-
derstand the system of public buildings, their dislocation, and the logic of city
growth. An analogous situation, even if not characterized by such high density,
existed in the ancient Greek cities.

The form of Vienna also is derived from the problem of housing. The application
of the Hofquartierspflicht'® greatly increased the density of the center, specifi-
cally influenced the building typology of multi-story housing, and decisively
stimulated the development of the suburbs. An effort to reinstate the dwelling
as a determining influence on the form of the city and as a typical urban artifact is
seen in the conception of the workers’ Siedlungen in the years following the
First World War. The program of the city of Vienna was intended above all to
realize typical complexes whose form would be intimately linked to the form of
the city. On this point Peter Behrens wrote, “To criticize their construction on
the basis of principles contrived at the drawing table is to take the wrong path,
because nothing appears so changeable and heterogenous as the needs, habits,
and multiplicity of situations of a population that resides in a particular re-
gion.”"! The relationship between the dwelling and its area thus became prim-
ary.

In America, the vast surface areas of cities cannot be explained without
acknowledging the tendency toward a type of sparse, single-family housing.
Jean Gottman’s study of “megalopolis” is very precise in this respect.'*

The location of the individual dwelling depends upon many factors: geographic,
morphological, historical, economic. Once again, the geographic factors seem to
be determined by the economic ones. The alternation of residential zones, as well
as their specialized structure from a typological standpoint, seems largely de-
pendent on economic patterns, and the mechanisms of speculation encourage
this alternation. This is also true in the most contemporary examples, appar-
ently even in the socialist city, which, owing to difficulties that are hard to iden-
tify, at the present time does not seem to offer a basic alternative to this
economic-based process of urban growth. Evidently, even where the mechanism
of speculation does not exist, there always tends to be an expression of prefer-
ences which are difficult to resolve in the choice of where one lives. Such prob-
lems are played out within the overall framework of choices in the urban
dynamic.

It is logical and important to understand that the success of residential com-
plexes is also related to the existence of public services and collective facilities.
These make for the dispersal of égvell'mg areas; certainly residential concen-
tration in the ancient cities and in Imperial Rome can be plausibly explained by
the almost total absence of public Efarg%pm‘tation and the uncommonness of pri-
vate transportation. But there are some exceptions to this—for example, the an-
cient Greek city and the morphology of some northern cities.
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century house, Burgundy, France,
Viollet-le-Duce. Above: Facade.
Below: Plan of ground floor.




The Typological Problem of
Housing in Berlin

Yet it is difficult to prove that this relationship is the determining factor. This is
to say that the form of a city has not yet been determined by a particular system
of public transportation; nor in general can such a system be expected to produce
a certain urban form or to follow it. In other words, I do not believe that the sub-
way of any large city can be an object of controversy except with respect to its
technical efficiency, but the same can hardly be said of residential settlements,
which are the object of constant controversy in terms of their structure as urban
artifacts. Thus there exists a specific aspect of the housing issue that is inti-
mately bound up with the problem of the city, its way of life, its physical form
and image—that is, with its structure. This specific element has nothing to do
with any kind of technical services, for the latter do not constitute urban artifacts.

The result is that the study of the individual dwelling offers one of the best
means of studying the city and vice versa. Perhaps nothing so illustrates the
structural differences between a Mediterranean city such as Taranto and a
northern one such as Zurich as the different aspects of their housing; I refer par-
ticularly to the morphological and structural aspects. Considerations of this type
also obtain with respect to Alpine villages and all those aggregations where the
residential artifact is in itself dominant, if not unique. Each of these examples il-
lustrates Viollet-le-Duc’s assertion that the house—its order and its organiza-
tion—is not modified except over long periods of time.

Naturally one must remember that among the typological issues of housing are
included many elements that do not concern only the spatial aspects of the prob-
lem. At this point, however, I do not wish to discuss them; it is only necessary to
recognize that they exist. Thusit is clear that a good amount of interesting infor-
mation can be obtained by relating the preceding discussion to certain sociologi-
cal positions and, better, political ones concerning the significance of housing as a
moment in the life of the city. It would be possible, for example, to extract much
useful data from a study of the relationship that exists between information of
this kind and specific solutions by architects.

I will now attempt to explore the relationship between the individual dwelling
and architects by taking the example of Berlin, where much documentation
exists not only on housing, as is the case for many other cities, but also on the
modern districts. Since housing is one of the most important issues in the thema-
tics of modern architecture in Germany on the level of both theory and practice,
it will be useful to see what relationships actually exist between the theoretical
formulations and what has been realized. Many outstanding contributions were
made during the interwar period relative to this problem in Germany, among
them those of Werner Hegemann, Walter Gropius, Alexander Klein, and Henry
van de Velde.

Since housing, like many other urban issues, concerns cities and, for better or
worse, cities are something we can describe, it is useful to approach this issue in
the context of a specific city. In speaking of housing in a specific city, then, it is
necessary to try to make as few generalizations as possible. Clearly all cities will
always have something in common relative to this issue, and by inquiring how
much one artifact has in common with others, we will come closer to elaborating
a general theory.

The problem of housing typology in Berlin is extremely interesting, especially
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44 Rural comomunity of Appenzell-
vi-Rhein, Switzerland, in 181},
Drawing by J. Jakob Mock von

Herisauw.




46 Plan of Berlin. 1) Gardens and
parks. 2) Forests.

Inset plan, lower right, showing
phases of wrban development:

1) The old center. 2) Dorotheenstadt.

3) Eighteenth-century walls.

with respect to other cities, and I will attempt to indicate the patterns that en-
able us to recognize a certain uniformity or continuity in this issue in Berlin, ulti-
mately showing the capacity of a few typical residential models, past and pres-
ent, to shed light on a series of questions concerning housing which in turnrelate
to the urban-condition and a theory of urban develspment. The particular-in-
terest of Berlin housing becomes apparent on an examination of the city’s plan.*3
In 1936, the geographer Louis Herbert distinguished four major types of struc-
tures in Berlin; these distinctions related to four zones defined by their distance
from the historical center:

1. a zone of uniform and continuous structures, such as buildings of the “large
city” type, possessing at least four stories;

2. azone of diversified urban structures, which could be divided into two class-
es: in the center of the city, new buildings mixed with very old and low buildings
of no more than three floors; and along the edges of the center, a continuous in-
terspersion of high and low housing, open spaces, fields, and parceled land;

3. large areas for industry;

4. residential areas open at the outer edges of the city, comprised of villas and
single-family dwellings principally constructed after 1918,

Between the fourth zone and the periphery there was a continuous blending of
industrial zones, residential zones, and villages in transformation. These exter-
nal zones differed greatly from one another, and ranged from the working-class
and industrial districts of Henningsdorf and Pankow to the upper-class district
of Griinewald. On the basis of this already existing organization of Berlin,
Reinhard Baumeister in 1870 formulated the concept of zoning which later was
incorporated in the Prussian building code.

In Greater Berlin the morphology of the residential complexes was thus quite
varied; the different complexes not directly linked to one another were charac-
terized by precise building types: multi-story housing, speculative housing, and

" single-family housing. This typological variety represents a very modern type of

urban structure also produced subsequently in other European cities, even
though it never achieved such definitive articulation as in Berlin. Considered in
itsdual aspect of urban structure and typological structure, it is one of the princi-
pal characteristics of the German metropolis. The Siedlungern are a product of
these conditions and must be so judged.

The structure of the residential complexes can be classified according to the fol-
lowing fundamental types:

1. residential blocks;

2. semi-detached houses;

3. single-family houses.

These different types present themselves in Berlin with greater frequency than
in any other European city for historical-cultural and geographical reasons. The
Gothic building, preserved for a long time in other German cities where it consti-
tuted the primary image up until the devastations of the last war, in Berlin had
disappeared almost completely by the end of the nineteenth eentury.

Block structures, derived from the police regulations of 1851, constitute one of

the most. integral forms of exploitation of the urban land; these were normally

d981gned around a series of courtyards facing the interidr facades of the blocks.
Buildings of this type were also characteristic of such cities as Hamburg and

Vienna. The very large presence in Berlin of this type of housing, known as Miet-

kasernen or “rental barracks,” led to its characterization as a “barracks city.”
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46 Plan of *Mictkaserne,” Berlin,
draacings by Rud Eberstadt. Above:
Exampleith two transverse hiterior
wings, 1805. Below: Later exanple
with ome transverse wing.

47 Berlin vesidential and zoning
typology, after Werner Hegemann.
Above: Plai and section of a typical
Berlin howse (with street fucade of 20
meters and 3 cowrtyards 5.34 by 5.3}
nieters) constructed according to the
Prussian building code of 1853-1887.
On seven residential floors, with an
acerage of 1.5 to 3 people per roon,
and rooms from 15 to 30 square
meters, lived as many as 325 to 650
people. The two lateral walls, 56
meters long, had no windows. Center:
View and plan of tiwo blocks
constructed according to the police
building code of 1887. They represent
an undoubted improvement over the
code of 1853, the blocks were in
general larger and had larger internal
courtyards. Draawings by the buwilding
assessor Grobler. Below: Typical
blocks of three and five stories
constructed according to the building
code 0f 1925.

Courtyard housing represents one typical solution in central Europe, and as
such was adopted by many modern architects, in Vienna as in Berlin. The court-
yvards were transformed into large gardens, which came to include nursery

. schools and vendors’ kiosks. Some of the best examples of housing in the German
/s Rationalist period are associated with this form. :

The Siedlungen of the Rationalists are characterized by detached structures,
and these represent a highly polemical and scientific position; their layout, which
demands a totally free division of the land, depends on solar orientation rather
than on the general form of the district. The structure of these detached build-
ings 1s completely disengaged from the street, and precisely for this reason to-
tally alters the nineteenth-century type of urban development. In these exam-
ples, public green spaces are particularly important.

The study of the cell, of the individual habitable unit, is fundamental with re-
spect to the Siedlungen. All the architects who worked on shaping these resi-
dential districts and engaged in the formulation of economical building types
sought to find the exact form of Kxistenzminimaum, the optimum dimensional
unit from the point of view of organization and economy. This is one of the most
important aspects of the work of the Rationalists on the problem of housing.

We can only suggest that the formulation of Existenzmininvum presupposed a
static relationship between a certain style of life—hypothetical even if statis-
tically verifiable—and a certain type of lodging, and this resulted in the rapid ob-
solescence of the Siedlung. It revealed itself to be a spatial conception that was
too particular, too tied to specific solutions to function as a general element avail-
able for wide use in housing. Existenzminimum is only one aspect of a far more
complex problem in which many variables participate.

There is a strong tradition of the single-family howse in Berlin residential typol-
ogy. Although this is one of the most interesting aspects of Rationalist residen-
tial typology, I will only mention it briefly since it demands a type of study that is
parallel to but outside the bounds of our present task. In this context, Schinkel’s
projects for the Babelsberg castle for Wilhelm I and the castle and Ramische
Biider of Charlottenhof take on particular importance. The plan of the Babels-
berg castle presents an ordered structure, almost rigid in the organization of its
rooms, while its external formis an attempt torelate to the surrounding context,
especially the landscape. In this project one can see how the concept of the villa
was borrowed and used as a typological model suitable for a city like Berlin. In
this sense, Schinkel’s work, constituting the transition from neoclassical models
to romantic ones, mainly by way of the English country house, offers the basis
for the early twentieth-century type of bourgeois villa.

With the spread of the villa as an urban element in the nineteenth century and
the disappearance of Gothic and seventeenth-century houses, with the substitu-
tion of ministries at the center and Mietkasernen in the peripheral zones, the
urban morphology of Berlin was profoundly modified. The changing image of
Unter den Linden over the centuries is a typical case. The seventeenth-century
street is truly a “promenade” under the lime trees: although of different heights,
the wall of houses has a total architectural unity. They are bourgeois houses,
characteristic of central Europe, constructed on narrow aad deep lots and re-
vealing formal elements from Gothic building. Houses of this type were charac-
teristic of Vienna, Prague, Zurich, and many other cities; their origins, often
mercantile, were linked to the earliest form of the modern city. With the trans-
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48 Rendering of a country estate for
Prince Wilhelm at Babelsberg, near
Potsdam, Germany, Karl Friedrich
Schinkel. Project dates from 1834;
constriuction began 1835,

49 Plan of country estate for Prince
Wilkelm at Babelsbery, Karl
Friedrich Schinkel, 183,




formation of the cities in the second half of the nineteenth century, these houses
disappeared fairly rapidly, either because of building renewal or because of alt-
srations in the use of areas. With their replacement came a profound modifica-
tion of the urban landscape, often a rigid monumentalization, as in the case of
Unter den Linden. For the older type of house was substituted rental housing
and the villa.

To Schumacher, the separation between villas and rental barrack zones in the
second half of the nineteenth century represented the crisis of urban unity in the
central European city. The villa was sited to provide a closer relationship to na-
ture, to further both social representation and social division. It refused to be, or
was incapable of being, inserted into a continuous urban image. Rental housing,
on the other hand, in becoming speculative housing, was degraded and never re-
covered the value of civic architecture.

Nonetheless, even if Schumacher’s vision is correct, it must be acknowledged
~‘that the villa played a large role in the typological transformations that led to the
modern house. The Berlin rental barracks have little to do with the single-family
English house, whose definition is that of a particular urban type and a continu-
ously developing residential type. The villa was initially a reduction of the
palazzo (as in the case of Schinkel’s Babelsberg castle), and it became increas-
ingly elaborated in its internal organization and the rationalization and distribu-
tion of its circulation. The work of Hermann Muthesius is important for Berlin;

by focusing on the function and the freedom of internal’ spaces, he developed the
principles of the English country house in a rational way and in the context of
puilding.

It is significant that these typological innovations did not also lead to sensitive
architectural modifications, and that the greater internal freedom—a response
to the bourgeois way of life—was only accompanied by a more monumental
image of building and an ossification of the Schinkelesque models, wherein the
difference between residential architecture and public buildings became
marked. In this sense the buildings of Muthesius, one of the most typical build-
ers of urban Berlin around 1900, are illustrative. His preoccupations with the
modern house, as also expressed in his theoretical writings, concerned its
typological structure independent of its formal aspects. For the latter he ac-
cepted a sort of Germanic neoclassicism with the addition of typical elements
from the local traditions. This was in direct contrast to Schinkel’s models, in
which the house was less dependent on representational elements and classical
typological schemes were not in conflict with the architecture.

But the introduction of representational elements into residential architecture
in the late nineteenth century is typical of all the architecture of the period; it
probably corresponds to changed social conditions and the desire to endow the
house with an emblematic significance. Certainly it corresponds to the crisis of
urban unity of which Schumacher spoke, and thus to the need for glfferentlatlon
_within a structure where 1ncreasmgly diverse and antagonistic social classes
lived. The villas built by the most famous architects of the Modern Movemient in

Berlm—Groplus Ench Mendelsohn Hugo Hamng, ete. —developed these

representatlonal or emblematlc elemenf was transformed, but it is 0bv1ously a
question of different aspects of the same phenomenon. These modern houses
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¢arry the premises of the eclectic villa to its ultimate consequences, and from
this standpoint one can understand why architects like Muthesius and Van de
Velde were looked upon as masters: precisely because they established a general
model, even if only by translating English or Flemish experiences.

All these themes of the single-family house are represented in the Siedlung,
which by virtue of its composite character seems to have been suited best to ac-
cepting them and to giving certain tendencies a new definition. Without linger-
ing too long on the housing problem as interpreted by the Rationalist architects,
I would like to illustrate some examples realized in Berlin during the 1920s.
These are prototypical, although one could look to the equally famous examples
in Frankfurt and Stuttgart.

Clearly Rationalist urban theory is epitomized, at least with respect to the resi-
dential aspect of the problem, in the Siedlung, which is probably a sociological
model even before it is a spatial one; certainly when we speak of Rationalist ur-
banism we are thinking of the urbanism of the residential district. This attitude,
however, particularly in view of its methodological implications, immediately
reveals its insufficiency. To see the urbanism of Rationalism only as the ur-
banism of the residential district means to limit the magnitude of this experience
to German urbanism of the 1920s. In fact, there are so many and such varied so-
lutions that the definition is not even valid for the history of German urbanism.
Moreover, the term residential district, which as a translation of the German
Siedlung is as imprecise as it is useful, means so many different things that it is
preferable not to use it until we have first examined it carefully.'*

It is therefore necessary to study actual conditions and artifacts; and given the
morphology of Berlin, its richness and the particularity of its urban landscape,
the importance of its villas, and so on, it is possible to conclude that here the
Siedlung has its own special coherence. The close similarity between such Sied-
lungen as Tempelhofer Felde and Britz, or anywhere that the transformation
from the English model is evident, renders our primary reference to the urban
site more apparent. While such examples as the Friedrich Ebert are closely
linked to Rationalist theoretical formulations, in all cases it is difficult to go back
from these actual images to an ideology of the Siedlung.

Thus, while we have so far considered the Siedlung in itself without referring to,
indeed ignoring, the context in which it was produced, an analysis of the ur-
banism of the Sied/ung, which essentially means the housing problem in Berlin
during the 1920s, can only be undertaken with reference to the 1920 plan of
Greater Berlin. What was the basis of this plan? It is far closer to certain recent
mode]s than one might imagine. In general, the choice of housing was more or
less independent of location; it manifests itself as a moment in an urban system
which depended on the evolution of a transportation system that in itself em-
bodied the pulse of the city. Through zoning, it encouraged the self-formation of
the center as a governmental and admlmstratx\ e district, while the centers for
leisure activities, sports facilities, ‘mgi the like were pushed to outlying areas.

This model is a basic reference even‘toddy, especially where the residential dis-
trict is a more or less defined zone. Thus in the plan for Greater Berlin we find the
following:

1. that the Siedlungen were not planned as autonomous districts within a city
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50 Site plan of Kiefhoek district,
Rotterdam, J. J. P. Oud, 1925.

51 Gross-Siedlung Siemensstadt,
Berlin, 1929-1931. Above: General
plan. Below: Typical apartment plan
by Otto Bortning for no. 4,
Goebelstrasse, left, and by Walter
Gropius for no. 6, Jungfernheideweg,
right.

52 Gross-Siedlung Britz, Berlin,
1925-1931. Above: General plan.
Below: Typical apartment plans for
the curvilinear and the rectilinear
buildings on Fritz Reuter Allee, both
by Bruno Taut.




Garden City and Ville Radieuse

made up of different sectors—a formulation of this type would have been more
revolutionary than was the reality;

2. that the German Rationalists in fact recognized the problem of the large city
and its metropolitan image—one has only to think of the various projects for the

~ Friedrichstrasse, in particular those of Mies van der Rohe and Bruno Taut;

3. that the solution to the housing problem in Berlin was not entirely different
from the fundamental models of housing up to that time, but represented as well

. a synthesis of the new and theold; which is certainlya significant fact.

When I speak of fundamental models I am referrring to the English Garden City
and Le Corbusier’s Ville Radieuse. Steen Eiler Rasmussen made this distinction
when he said that the “Garden City and the Ville Radieuse represent the two
great contemporary styles of modern architecture.”*® Even though this state-

“ment refers to all of modern architecture, it will be used here to refer to two

specific formulations of the housing problem. It is interesting that Rasmussen
indicates in his statement that the typological question is clearer and more
explicit than the ideological one, even if the former has sometimes been seen as
unvarying. His statement not only has a historiographic meaning, but it also con-
cerns the value of housing within the urban structure—something which is still a
general problem today. The two models of the Garden City and the Ville
Radieuse are seemingly the most explicit in this regard, and they are also the
clearest in terms of the image of the city.

With this in mind, one could say that the Berlin Siedliungen in general—and this
is equally true for other contemporary examples like those of Frankfurt—rep-
resented an attempt to set the problem of housing within the larger urban sys-
tem, which was itself a product of the actual structure of the existing city and an
ideal vision of the new city. This ideal vision was based upon remembered mod-
els: that is, the Siedlung which we are able to recognize and describe in the Ber-
lin examples did not represent an original model; however, this does not negate
the fact that it had its own particular significance among housing models. Thus,
in an urban situation such as that of Berlin and other European cities, the Sied-
lung represents an attempt to mediate, more or less consciously, between two
different spatial conceptions of the city. We cannot appreciate the Siedling as an
autonomous element in the city without also concerning ourselves with the re-
lationships that existed between it and the city.

With respect to the Garden City and the Ville Radieuse, it is necessary to inves-
tigate the relationship between these two fundamental housing models and cer-
tain political and social theories. One work of this type is Carlo Doglio’s essay on
the Garden City.'® Without trying to summarize Doglio’s essay—one of the most
beautifully written works on urbanism in Italy—I would like to quote from the
opening paragraphs where he outlines his precise subject as well as the difficulty
and complexity of the problem:

“The situation is particularly complex in the case under study because of the con-
formist and substantially reactionary overlay of positivistic opinions, because of
an ambiguity that undermines not only the formal aspect of the problem but ex-
tends to its most hidden roots. When Osborn, to mention the most noted
Howardian activist, proposed the Garden City with his pioficering examples of a
truly modern and human reconstruction of centers of habitation (and thus of soci-
ety, let us add), and disdainfully condemned the low-income quarters of Vienna
and Stockholm, he was pitting them against the greater validity, both aesthetic
82
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58 Berlin, scheme of the unbuilt
areas within the city limits and the
swrrounding zone, 1929, after Werner
Hegemann. In black, general unbualt
areas; vertical stripes, flelds;
horizontal stripes, agricultural
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