

Administrator
File Attachment
2000bcd9coverv05b.jpg



Chapter 01 
Giancarlo De Carlo 

Architecture’s public  

Editor’s note (PBJ) 

 

This milestone in architectural history began life as a lecture given at a conference in
Liège in 1969, and was published in extended form with an English translation the
following year in the Italian periodical Parametro.1 It carries both the optimistic and 
egalitarian spirit of 1968 and the anger of a younger modernist generation discovering
that the social ideals of the Modern Movement had been lost or betrayed. Its strongly
political tone recalls a time when the impact of global capitalism was beginning to be
felt, and the political implications of the aesthetic were being exposed. Thirty-four years 
on, much remains relevant, and many of the problems identified are still with us: the
tendency for academic architecture to isolate itself in its own discourse, for example, has
increased. This remains a key text for anyone concerned with participation.  

The revolt and the frustration of the school of architecture  

When the university protest exploded – the most important event since the end of the
Second World War – the architecture faculties found themselves immediately in the 
vanguard. In many universities in Europe and in the wider world, students of architecture
were the first to demand a radical renewal of organisational structures and teaching
methods. 

Why? 
Because the faculties of architecture, more than any other faculty, had long been

dominated by an academic body interested only in preventing new ideas from penetrating
into the school (in architecture new ideas are at least 50 years old). Since the School was
the last refuge into which new ideas had to penetrate, the conflict was radical at the
beginning. The limits of the conservative position were solid and precise, so the prospects
of renewal seemed equally solid and precise. But after an initial period of obstinate
resistance, the academic body began to wonder if the new ideas were really so dangerous,
especially since they were now accepted by everyone – at all levels of power, even by the 
state bureaucracy and property speculators. Precisely because of this universal

1 As the original translation in Parametro was somewhat literal and unclear in places, 
this version has been re-edited, and includes some improvements added by Benedict 
Zucchi in the version published in his Giancarlo De Carlo, Oxford: Butterworth,1992. 



acceptance, the suspicion grew that new ideas and young people had lost their
aggressiveness. And so having reasonably accepted this idea, the academic body made an 
admirable pirouette, changing its previous routine without moving the axis of rotation. By
accepting the most innocuous elements of a new language – and possibly by introducing 
a few new personages chosen from among the most innocuous proponents of these
innocuities – it was possible to continue defending something of the old position. The 
operation promised to be a success, and property speculation – given more time and 
different circumstances – had already carried it through. But instead it was a total failure.
Why? 

Because in the meantime the students, matured by their struggle, had changed their
outlook. They had realised that it was not just a matter of organisational structures and
teaching methods, but a more fundamental question about the purpose of their training
and social role. The objective of their struggle could no longer be simply to substitute one
symbol for another, or one person for another. It was a question of rediscovering the
reasons for being an architect in a world which the academics and power brokers, men of
apparently opposing sides, had long accepted and which they, the students, for good
reasons had refused. They sought a different way of doing architecture for the edification
of a different world (perhaps best defined negatively: not classist, not racist, not violent,
not repressive, not alienating, not specialising, not totalising). For architecture to regain a
progressive role, it was necessary first to verify how much new material was included in
that passed off as new: then to build something truly new, wholly new in content as well
as in expressive forms. This has not come about, however, and perhaps it has not even
begun. And so the excellent premises which fed the revolt shaded off into a state of
confusion which has removed the faculty of architecture from its avant-garde position to 
a frustrating and inconclusive place at the rear. Why? 

Because there was nothing either in the faculty or in architectural practice that could
nourish a courageous exploration. There was no line of thought or collection of facts
coherent enough with reality to provide a matrix of concrete alternatives for the
modification of reality. The field of architecture remained amorphous and impalpable,
lacking structure. Not only was it incapable of regenerating itself: it even remained
insensitive to the stimuli of its own contradictions. 

The ambiguity of the architect’s role  

Any discussion of the credibility (and of the historical legitimacy) of architecture in the
contemporary world must begin with an acknowledgement of this situation,
acknowledging it as the origin of any investigation of architecture’s future or past. We 
shall begin defining the inconsistency between the field of architecture and the facts of 
reality by examining the behaviour of its protagonist, the architect. No other connotation
of a human craft has had such wide and ambiguous meanings. The term has been applied
to figures ranging from head-bricklayer to God (supreme ‘architect’ of the universe), and 
this unlimited latitude of meaning has weighed enormously on the destiny of those
claiming the title, because it has trapped them between the frustrating suspicion of not
achieving the minimum and the exalted vanity of arriving at the maximum. 
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In different historical epochs, depending on the use to which political power put him, 
the architect has been more a head-bricklayer or more a god. If not exactly head-
bricklayer, he was certainly head builder at the end of the Middle Ages and the beginning
of the Renaissance. If not exactly God, then he was high priest and custodian of state
secrets in ancient Egypt from the First Dynasty to the conquest of Alexander. In all
epochs, whatever the importance of his role, the architect has been subject to the world
view of those in power. Since money, materials, land and authority to act were necessary,
and since the ruling power was the only force capable of furnishing him with these
means, the architect by definition had to identify himself with it, even transforming
himself into its operative appendage. Bourgeois society, famous for taking care of
everything and leaving little room for manifestations of independence to insinuate
themselves, also tried to classify the role of the architect, situating it within the more
general concept of the profession. As a professional, the architect became a representative
of the class in power. His duties were limited to the study and application of building
technology (later also urban planning, later still environmental planning). In carrying out
his duties he found both his dignity and his payment, as long as he did not worry about
motivations or consequences: that is, as long as he did not refer his activity to a more
general political condition. So with the rise of bourgeois professionalism, architecture
was driven into the realm of specialisation, where only the problems of ‘how’ are 
important, because the problems of ‘why’ are considered solved once and for all. But the
subjugation which succeeded so well with most human activities could not succeed with
architecture. This was not because architecture had a conceptual and operative structure
able to resist instrumentalisation, but precisely the opposite: because it lacked structure.
We must not forget that when the sacred programme of specialisation began to succeed in
a world shaken by the tremors of the industrial revolution, militant architecture remained
obsessed with styles, proposing a mere manipulation of signs when what was really
required was a profound subversion of concepts and methods.  

But in any case, how and in what could architecture have specialised? The very school
for the preparation of architects was born out of an ambiguous coupling of art and
technology, destined inevitably to generate a sterile species. Its composition – still almost 
intact today – was derived from the grafting of a few peripheral branches of the 
Polytechnical School onto the old trunk of the Academy of Fine Arts, a combination of
irreconcilable opposites. The academic artistic background was destined systematically to
annul the formation of any concrete proposition connected with technology, while the
technical was destined in turn to render commonplace any abstract expressive proposition
connected with art. Forced into an inorganic coexistence, both academic art and applied
technology retarded the scientific transformation of the architectural discipline and
interrupted its contacts with social transformations. Thus the lack of a disciplinary
structure saved architecture from specialisation but threw it into the state of vagueness
and confusion which persists as the core of its contemporary trouble. 

The Modern Movement: Between commitment and uncommitment  

Obviously at this point one could object that there was the Modern Movement, a
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movement which produced many ideas and many heroes. And it is a pertinent objection:
the Modern Movement represented an important chance for cultural renewal in
architecture. But we need to question architecture’s ‘credibility’, i.e. its capacity to have a 
‘public’. And therefore we must start by addressing a fundamental question: what is
architecture’s public? The architects themselves? The clients who commission the
buildings? The people – all the people who use architecture? If the third hypothesis is
true – that all the people who use architecture are its public, and today this seems hard to
resist – then the presence and the work of the Modern Movement and its heroes must
emerge in a different perspective from that allowed by its own publicity machine. We
cannot escape the fact that the Modern Movement has preserved substantial defects of the
amorphous condition from which it emerged. For example, it preserved the ambiguity of
role assumed when it became a bourgeois profession, and it sought to reconcile art and
technology by simple qualitative modification of the first of these ‘two factors’, merely 
substituting modern art for academic art. Instead, it should have set aside the whole
superfluous dilemma, questioning architecture’s objectives and methods, both to allow it
to become scientific and to allow it a radical expressive renewal. 

But this was only the consequence of a more serious failing that the Modern
Movement inherited from the amorphous matrix in which it was generated: the deliberate 
programmatic attitude of an elite. I do not criticise the size of the group – the fact that 
only small groups can set off processes of real renewal seems unquestionable – but rather 
the group’s choices in defining its field of operation. The field which the Modern
Movement intended to conquer (and did in fact conquer) was that already occupied by
academic or business architecture; a field restricted to relations between clients and
entrepreneurs, land owners, critics, connoisseurs, and architects; a field built on a
network of economic and social class interests and held together by the mysterious
tension of a cultural and aesthetic class code. This was a field that excluded everything in
economic, social, cultural and aesthetic terms that was not shared by the class in power. It
is true that a few ‘heroes’ had intentions and produced works beyond these limits, but
always leaning out of their elite positions, never stepping out to stand on the other side:
the side of the people – those who use and bear architecture. The ideas and 
accomplishment of such ‘heroes’ – for example a Loos or a Le Corbusier or a few others 
(mostly different, though official criticism bunches them together) – have an inestimable 
value which architecture cannot do without. Nevertheless they represent only a tiny speck
in the great mountain of unsolved problems in the contemporary human environment. By
distancing itself from the real context of society and its most concrete environmental
needs, the elite attitude of the Modern Movement just accentuated the superfluity of
architecture. The old gulf due to an ambiguous professional condition was widened by a
further estrangement from reality, isolating architecture in a floating condition. This has
favoured the formation of a few great free spirits projecting a daring search for newness,
but it has also encouraged the formation of their opposite; a multitude of walk-ons 
destined to nullify the novelties of the former, reducing them to inert symbols completely
commensurate with the requirements of the ruling class. 

There is no need to describe these walk-ons in detail: they form the artichoke of
cultural activity, layer after layer: philosopher, economist, sociologist, politician,
historian, educator, technologist, artist, decorator, designer, builder, city planner, etc.

Architecture and participation     6



Under the hundredth leaf you find the consultants to those in power – the expert 
exploiters of floor-space, the manipulators of building codes, the cultural legitimators of 
the sack of the city, and the territory organised by financiers, politicians and bureaucrats
to the detriment of ordinary people. To describe this character further is superfluous,
because he is already familiar, if only at the literary level, through novels, comedies,
films, and television sketches, which present him as a stereotype of intellectual alienation
in our neo-capitalist age. Although this serves to explain why architecture is no longer 
credible, it is more worthwhile to analyse the phenomenon in its trunk than in its
branches, even if the latter are substantial and diversified. The point is that credibility
disappeared when modern architecture chose the same public as academic or business
architecture; that is, when it took an elite position on the side of the client rather than on
the side of the user. Historical experience has taught us that elites, even when claiming
neutrality, get caught in fields of force that benevolently concede neutrality because they
know that in conceding it they exploit it, simply through the effect of their interest.
Conditioning arrives on cue at the very moment when it is expected: for when ‘neutrally’ 
dealing with the problems of ‘how’, the problems of ‘why’ are forgotten. 

Faith in ‘how’ and ignorance about ‘why’  

Two examples selected from the history of the Modern Movement will illustrate this
failure of memory. The first is the CIAM Frankfurt Congress of 1929 devoted to
‘Minimum Housing’; the second the CIAM Hoddesdon Congress of 1951 on the ‘Heart 
of the City’. Certainly the former was more important than the latter in terms of
seriousness of commitment, but both were equally important for the prospects they
opened up (and closed down). At Frankfurt, the architects addressed the problem of how
to manage the great demand for housing that exploded after the First World War in every
city of the world. They were right to take up the problem, but wrong to believe that it was
their invention. It had already been invented and dramatised by the capitalist system,
which having urbanised masses of farmers to generate manpower for industry without
providing for their settlement in the city, now found itself in a tight spot, caught in the
web of its own contradictions. The alarm expressed itself in the slogan ‘more housing or 
less production’ (and in the architects’ more strident echo ‘architecture or revolution’). 
The remedy prescribed was the construction, possibly in series, of the cheapest possible
housing. It was reduced to the absolute minimum tolerable in terms of floor area, a
minimum referred to as ‘existential’. The architects of the Congress offered a series of 
brilliant solutions, competing to see who could most reduce not only the square metres
and cubic metres per person, but everything superfluous to an abstract calculation of
essential physiological behaviour. Concentrating on the problems of ‘how’, they played 
into the hands of the power structure. In neglecting the problems of ‘why’, they lost track 
of the most important reasons for their cultural commitment. 

Today, forty years later, we find that those proposals have become houses and 
neighbourhoods and suburbs and then entire cities, palpable manifestations of an abuse
perpetrated first on the poor, and then on the not-so-poor. The proposals became cultural 
alibis for the most ferocious economic speculation and the most obtuse political
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inefficiency. Nevertheless, those ‘whys’ so nonchalantly forgotten at Frankfurt still have 
trouble coming to the surface. But we have a right to ask ‘why’ housing should be as 
cheap as possible and not, for example, rather expensive; ‘why’ instead of making every 
effort to reduce it to minimum levels of floor area, space, of thicknesses, of materials, etc,
we should not try to make dwellings spacious, protected, insulated, comfortable, well-
equipped, rich in opportunities for privacy, communication, exchange, personal
creativity, etc. Nobody can be satisfied with an answer that appeals to the scarcity of
available resources when we know how much is spent on wars, missiles and anti-missile 
systems, on moon projects, on research to defoliate forests inhabited by partisans or to
paralyse demonstrators emerging from ghettoes, on hidden persuasion, on inventing
artificial needs, etc. The priority scale established by the power structures has no sense
except that of its own self-preservation, and therefore no one can or should accept the low
priority assigned to housing, the city and the landscape. Nor can or should any one go on
believing, according to the dogmas established at Frankfurt, that it is a good idea to
define spatial limits in order to cook omelettes faster. 

Working on ‘how’ without rigorous control of ‘why’ inevitably excludes reality from 
the planning process. Proposals for the solution of problems necessarily stand between
the definition of goals and the evaluation of effects. The refusal to correlate one’s 
contribution with the two poles of motivation and control is a typical manifestation of the
idiocy of forced specialisation, which also influences the quality of the proposals and
their capacity to resist interference. In fact, all the compensation which the Frankfurt
architects introduced to counterbalance their minimum dimensions – more air, more light, 
more sun, more green areas, more formal rigour – were eliminated in practice as useless 
accessories or frills just like the ‘abominable’ decoration. These things were not included
among those ‘concrete goals’ which the architects had examined, nor did they appear
within the ‘concrete controls’ which neither the architects nor the users could object to. 
Not only had the problem been badly defined, but its solutions were destined to cause the
disaster with which we are now all familiar. It had been so badly defined that today, forty
years later, although it is universally accepted that housing for the poorer classes can be
the cheapest and therefore the most squalid product on the market, the demand for 
housing is still far from satisfied. On the contrary, it represents the most serious scarcity
of our time. 

At Hoddesdon, as at Frankfurt, but less intelligently  

At the Congress of Hoddesdon of 1951 the architects thought they had invented the
problem of the rehabilitation of urban centres. Confronted with the squalor of peripheral
neighbourhoods and the demoralisation caused by the criteria of functional specialisation
which they themselves had proposed with the idea of ‘zoning’, they conceived the notion 
that the centre should be given back those opportunities for exchange, communication,
choices, and emotions that the city as a whole had lost by now; it should be transformed
into a ‘heart’ capable of pumping blood back into the exhausted and disjointed limbs of 
the city. At Hoddesdon, as at Frankfurt, but to tell the truth in a weary tone, numerous
proposals were made: to concentrate the most important administrative activities in the

Architecture and participation     8



centre, to place the most attractive leisure activities near the centre, to pedestrianise the
centre, to construct huge car parks in the centre, to preserve the historic character of the
centre, to concentrate tertiary activities in the centre, to make parks in the centre, etc, etc.
But as at Frankfurt, the invention had already been made elsewhere; and in any case,
without stopping to investigate motives and consequences, action was decided on
superficially. Already at that period landowning capital and state bureaucracy had
combined interests, preparing the brutal operation known as ‘urban renewal’. In 
American cities, where the wealthy classes had moved to the suburbs, the excessive
commuting distances over congested roads and isolation in an environment that offered
nothing but a monotonous repetition of itself began to weigh heavily. In European cities
the wealthy classes had remained in the valuable central zones, so it was the obsolete
state of the surrounding quarters that began to weigh heavily, increasingly occupied by
poorer classes who became ever more numerous. But in both cases the most irresistible
attraction was the potential value of the building areas, well located in the centre of the
region, the outskirts and the city, and therefore highly profitable once cleared of
everything poor and socially unbecoming: negroes or southerners, immigrants or lumpen
proletariat, foreign workers, or indeed workers of any kind. 

The architectural exercises of Hoddesdon thus once again gave cultural justification to 
an operation of political and economic plunder. The theories and proposals about the
‘heart of the city’ gave rise to all that was said and done in the following years to 
transform urban centres into management centres, commercial centres, recreational
centres, or simply historic centres, destined – with mournful rhetoric – to preserve the 
patrimony of values, together with the privileges of environmental well-being, of the 
ruling classes. The unconsciousness – or rather congenital irresponsibility – of 
architecture about motivations and consequences, had contributed decisively to the
expansion of social iniquity in its most ferocious and shameful aspect: the segregation of
classes in physical space. The centre was reserved for the houses of the rich, for the most
profitable economic activities, for bureaucracy and politics. Excluded to the edge in their
minimum housing, the poor were cut off from the real life of the city.  

Good reasons for the non-credibility of architecture  

The two examples of Frankfurt and Hoddesdon are taken from the history of the best
architectural movement, and we could easily uncover more serious arguments if we took
a look at the history of secondary movements or professional associations. But the point
of this analysis is not to accumulate proof but rather to discover the reasons for the crisis
of credibility that has hit architecture today, and to demonstrate that they have deep roots
to be exposed and eradicated. For the time being it is sufficient to observe and describe,
and we can summarise as follows: 

1—The period of the heroes, of the born-again, of the universal solutions is over. 
Function no longer automatically generates form, ‘less’ has ceased to be ‘more’ and 
there is little probability that ‘more’ will again become ‘less’: utility and beauty are no 
longer two halves of the same apple. But the effort to unite research and action in a 
coherent whole is also over. On the one hand there is Business, obtuse, repetitive and 
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uncritical; on the other the Academy is regrouping its forces, presumptuous, pompous, 
and full of phoney ambitions. There are opinions circulating in favour of architecture 
as pure technology or pure fantasy; of the architect as an industrious functionary of the 
land registry office or as an inspired creator of monuments. Solutions are awaited from 
sociologists, economists or geographers; and since they are not forthcoming, in the 
pathos of an improbable social position, there is much verbal self-negation. But usually 
those who negate themselves in public, work for property speculation in private, so 
earning the means to negate themselves without losing their peace of mind. In 
architecture’s ideological sphere, therefore, there is much confusion. 

2—There is just as much confusion in its practical sphere, where planning is as empirical, 
inspired, intuitive and makeshift as ever, and construction remains as crude, imprecise 
and inefficient as it was in Roman times. Since the problems of mass production and 
prefabrication have yet to be solved, a leap has been made into ‘science fiction’, and 
since it has not been possible to deal with the quality/quantity dilemma, the whole 
problem of planning for the great number has been eluded, simply by slipping into 
monumentalism or formal utopia, with a great production of ‘hypotheses’ for 
mausolea, megastructures, universal systems, futurables etc. designed mostly for art 
galleries, current events magazines, and in certain cases as ornaments for the 
demagogical programmes of administrative boards and state bureaucracies. In the 
meantime, problems of territorial organisation – of urban reorganisation, transport, 
housing, facilities, the workplace – remain unsolved, and many decision-makers 
already consider industry the only force capable of dealing with the most pressing 
demands. 

3—Still more confusion is widespread in the schools, where the students’ revolt 
uncovered once and for all the stupidity and indolence of the academic bodies. The 
crisis has been profound and serious, but seemingly without decisive consequences. 
The rapidity with which the professors ran for the lifeboats, leaving the students in the 
sinking ship, is only equalled by the shrewdness of their return to power on the bridge 
to resume the voyage for destinations so unknown as to be none of their business. 

4—There is still criticism, and as a vehicle for propaganda the journalism of reviews and 
weekly magazines. Overfed by the crisis of ideas and action, criticism travels a tangled 
network of roads (which for the most part, as in a maze, end up at the starting point). 
But two main lines of development emerge. The first analyses the vicissitudes of 
architecture through the behaviour of its heroes, and, if lacking heroes, tends to invent 
them, causing misunderstandings that are troublesome to demythologise. The second 
creates models of simulation borrowed from the figurative arts, the humanities or 
literature, sometimes even from the jungle of intellectual paradoxes. This creates even 
more serious misunderstandings, which not only mystify the cultural content and social 
responsibility of architecture, but also cause monstrous mutations in the habits of the 
architect. A symptom is the transformation of the language of architecture, now often 
incomprehensible and lacking in syntax, and playing on the terroristic effect of its 
incommunicability to hide the underlying confusion of ideas and purposes. 

5—The decisive function of journalism in estranging architecture from its real context is 
well-known. There is hardly a magazine or newspaper column that illustrates 
architecture taking the user into account; that furnishes news about how architecture 
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really functions in its daily existence; that publishes images, photographs or articles in 
which the people who use, transform, and recompose the three-dimensional physical 
organism which they have been given are actually present. It is as if architecture were 
merely a potential space and not an actual place, concrete, made of real materials, and 
inhabited by people in a permanent and continually changing relationship. 

So why should architecture be credible today? It is not necessary for the user nor even for
the client. As in the period of the first industrial transformation, in this new period of
obscure forebodings and intense hopes, architects dissertate on trifles and lose themselves
in the vacuum of a reassuring lack of commitment. 

Architecture is too important to be left to architects  

Nevertheless, the world cannot do without architecture. As long as a group of humans in
physical space exists, the physical organisation of space will continue not only as a
fundamental necessity of existence, but also as the most direct and concrete means of
communicating via materialised systems of self-representation. Besides, the main raison
d’être of human beings in this stage of their evolution is the destiny of making conscious
transformations of their environment. It is precisely in dealing with the contradictions as
these transformations develop that a role for architecture can emerge. The process, in fact,
degenerates in the coils of an intricate paradox. While human activities multiply,
becoming diversified and omnipresent, decisions about where and how they should take
place are increasingly concentrated in the spheres of economic, bureaucratic and
technological power. The role of architecture could be to contribute to the freezing or
thawing out of this paradox, according to the stand it chooses to take – on the side of the
power structure, or on the side of those overwhelmed and excluded by it. While it is
certain that only the second choice can allow a concrete renewal, it is also certain that this
choice can never be made by what passes for ‘architects’ architecture’. 

In reality, architecture has become too important to be left to architects. A real
metamorphosis is necessary to develop new characteristics in the practice of architecture
and new behaviour patterns in its authors: therefore all barriers between builders and
users must be abolished, so that building and using become two different parts of the
same planning process. Therefore the intrinsic aggressiveness of architecture and the
forced passivity of the user must dissolve in a condition of creative and decisional
equivalence where each – with a different specific impact – is the architect, and every
architectural event – regardless of who conceives it and carries it out – is considered
architecture. The metamorphosis, in other words, must coincide with the subversion of the
present condition, where to be an architect is the result of power delegated in a repressive
fashion, and to be architecture is the result of a reference to class codes which legitimate
only the exception, with an emphasis proportional to the degree to which it is cut off from
its context. The expedient of ‘not reading the surroundings’ (used so well by official
criticism through the technique of uninhabited, edited, or even trick photographs; or
through linguistic analysis excluding all judgement on the use and consumption of the
event under analysis) corresponds, in fact, to an ideological, political, social and cultural
falsification with no counterpart in other disciplines. 
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Architecture alters the context in which it is placed  

It is improbable that a radical renewal of behaviour and characteristics in architecture will 
occur quickly, nor can it take place outside a more general renewal of the structures of 
society. Architecture, a typical superstructural activity, ‘depends’ on transformations in 
the structures of society. It is important, however, to clarify the dialectical terms of this 
dependence, to defend against it being oversimplified and used as an alibi for 
conservatism or despair. Structural transformations can create space for the renewal of 
superstructures. But in order for such renewal to become a reality, it must be produced 
within the superstructures themselves, creating room for yet further structural 
transformations. The new infrastructural realities feed back into the new structural 
realities, giving their motivations concrete tangibility. In this respect architecture has an 
incalculable advantage over other activities, for it produces concrete images of what the 
physical environment could be like if the structure of society were different. In other 
words, it allows the wedging of physically perceptible and experienceable facts into the 
narrow margins of choice (or into the wounds opened up by contradictions) of the 
structure as it exists today. Nothing new can happen in architecture which has not been 
first invented and elaborated within architecture and in architecture’s own terms. But this 
new occurrence, if it is really new, really projected toward structural transformation, 
becomes the ‘material cause’ of the situation in which it is placed, feeding back into the 
structure of society and contributing to society’s transformation. Therefore we cannot just 
sit passively in the cave of architecture as-it-exists, waiting for social rebirth to generate 
architecture as-it-will-be automatically. We must change the whole range of objects and 
subjects which participate in the architectural process at present. There is no other way to 
recover architecture’s historical legitimacy, or indeed, restore its credibility. 




