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BOOKS 

The Third Rome: 

The Polemics of Architectural History 

SPIRO K OSTOF University of California, Berkeley 

"After the Rome ofthe emperors, after the Rome of the popes, there will come the Rome of the people." 

-Giuseppe Mazzini, 6 March 1849 

Franco Borsi, L'architettura dell' unita d'Italia, Florence: Le Mon- 
nier, 1966, 250 pp., illus. 
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1968, 207 PP., 333 figs. 

Paolo Portoghesi, Roma un'altra cittd, Rome: Edizioni del Tritone, 
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pp., inclusive of pls. 
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1970, PP. 379-609; devoted to "Cent'anni di Roma capitale." 
Roma cento annifa nellefotografie del tempo, catalogue of an exhibi- 
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pp., 6o pls. 

Cento anni di architettura a Roma, 1870-1970, catalogue of an exhibi- 
tion at the Palazzo delle Esposizioni, Rome, May-June 1971, 47 
pp., inclusive of figs. 

Gianni Accasto, Vanna Fraticelli, Renato Nicolini, L'architettura di 
Roma capitale, 1870-1970, Rome: Golem, 1971. 

La Terza Roma, lo sviluppo urbanistico, edilizio e tecnico di Roma capi- 
tale, edited by the Unione romana ingegneri e architetti, introduc- 
tion by S. Rebecchini, photographs by O. Savio, Rome: Fratelli 
Palombi, 1971, 401 pp., pls. 

Italo Insolera, Roma moderna, un secolo di storia urbanistica, 2nd ed., 
Rome: Einaudi, 1971 (1st ed., 1962), 353 PP., 39 figs., 5 maps. 

Leonardo Benevolo, Roma da ieri a domani, Bari: Laterza, 1971, 
152 pp., 159 halftones and figs. L.8,ooo.oo. 

FOR THE CAPRICIOUS REALM of architectural history, Giuseppe 
Mazzini's Third Rome, in existence since the collapse of Peter's 
temporal rule in 1870, is only just beginning. Historians of political 
and military events and socioeconomic change have long been en- 

gaged in the recording and analysis of Italian unity and its after- 
math. Critical attention has focussed on most of the major figures 
of the Risorgimento and the national history of the last hundred 
years. The politics of trasformismo, the relations between the Vati- 
can and the State since the end of papal administration, the civic 
structure of Rome, and the change of Roman society, these and 
others have been subjects of respectable research. Tens of books 
may be read with profit on the rise of Fascism and its subsequent 
career, some of the best among these written by non-Italians. But 
there is hardly anything in English or German or French, good or 
bad, to be read about the extraordinary physical transformation of 
Rome during this same century. Non-Italian scholars who have 
made exemplary contributions to the study of Roman art history 
and archaeology have failed to inspire research in the last phase 
of the fateful city, have failed or chosen not to. Their story ends 
with Piranesi and Valadier. Carroll L. V. Meeks' flawed book, 
Italian Architecture 1750-1914 (New Haven, 1966), stands out as the 
only honorable exception. 

The lack, it should be needless to say, is serious. The period has 
much that should interest the student for its own sake. Gaetano 
Koch, Pio Piacentini and his more illustrious son Marcello Piacen- 
tini, Giulio Podesti, Carlo Busiri-Vici, Armando Brasini, Pietro 
Aschieri, Adalberto Libera, the team of Mario Paniconi and Giulio 
Pediconi, these are all instructive architects who deserve a hard 
look. For their scale or program or design, scores of Roman build- 
ings since 1870 call for more than polite obscurity or the dubious 
status of an architectural joke. The monument to Victor Emanuel 
II ranked as the most prestigious new structure in Roma capitale. Its 
program was nothing less than to represent the unity of Italy. Its 
form occupied the center of a concerted effort to create a national 
style that would supplant provincialisms, in the way that the strug- 
gle of the Risorgimento had submerged regional affiliation under 
the forceful and sentimental structure of one State. The design of 
the monument was derived after three competitions; the building 
of it took nearly thirty years. Surely it is ignoble for architectural 
historians to be satisfied still with fatuous nicknames like the White 
Elephant, the Giant Typewriter, or the Wedding Cake. 
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On the side of planning, the straightening up of the ledger is 
even more imperative. No other period in Rome's history can 
parallel the scope of rebuilding that was initiated with the move of 
the government here from Florence after the Breach of Porta Pia 
on the twentieth of September, 1870. The population then was 
about 230,000. By 19oo it had about doubled itself; and in 1930 it 
reached one million. The historic core of the city had been extend- 
ed with feverish haste to reach the classical walls, and already be- 
fore the close of the century it was spilling untidily outside them. 
New arteries cut through the famed fabric of the old town (Corso 
Vittorio Emanuele, Via del Mare, and Via dell'Impero, the much 
mentioned but little studied Via della Conciliazione leading to the 
piazza of St. Peter's). The new housing types that were developed 
for the Third Rome form a rich topic in themselves: palazzi for the 
new bourgeoisie in the later nineteenth century; cooperative hous- 
ing; the casa d'affitto and the villino; Gustavo Giovannoni's garden- 
city suburbs of Aniene (now Monte Sacro) and Garbatella; and, 
of course, the ill-reputed borghate. For the student of city-planning 
at the large scale, there are the four official master plans of modern 
Rome, those of 1883, 1909, 1931, and the latest of the sixties, each 
with a tangled history and its own galaxy of problems. 

But the Third Rome was not an ordinary modem city; its plan- 
ning exigencies were not exclusively, or even primarily, those of 
the urban-industrial centers of northern Europe and the United 
States. More than any other historical city, Rome's aggiornamento 
was haunted by its own past: the ageless monuments and great in- 
herited public spaces that were at once a burden and a challenge to 
the architects and planners of the new capital. Roman urban his- 
tory since 1870 would be meaningless freed from the context of its 
legendary heritage. To expose and exploit this heritage remained 
urban policy through the early decades ofRoma capitale, and most 
emphatically so under the Fascist regime. "Surely, among the great 
expedients of Mussolini," commented Baldini in 1932, "that of 
showing Rome to the Romans will remain one of the most mem- 
orable." To the Romans ... and to us. We do not recall enough 
that what we see and study of the architectural history of Rome 
has been selected, cleaned up, and staged for us by the planners and 
rulers of the Third Rome. They were the ones who decided which 
past buildings were worthy of preservation, and which expendable 
for the sake of Progress; how much of excavated antiquity would 
be retained for show, and how much quickly buried again under 
paving or new construction. To be a creditable student of Roman 
antiquity or the Middle Ages, or the Renaissance and Baroque, 
should presuppose solid familiarity with modern Rome, its city 
archives, contemporary newspapers, journals. 

Why then, with all this to learn, the peculiar neglect in the study 
of the last hundred years. In the field of planning, the neglect is 
not, we must allow, specifically Roman. Urban history has been 
adopted late by architectural historians and is still an emerging 
discipline, with no sharply defined method and few useful exem- 
plars. Rome, if anything, should have a head start, since its classical 
and mediaeval topography, and the planning schemes of Renais- 
sance popes like Sixtus V, have commanded for long much schol- 
arly time and care. But topography is not urban history, any more 
than archaeology is architectural history. Both topographical and 
archaeological research serves as indispensable raw material from 
which to write the history of built environment. And concern 
with Sixtine Rome, dramatized by S. Giedion, stems from the 
traditional preoccupation of the architectural historian with con- 
scious patterns of form and their visual import, more so than from 

the requisite curiosity of the urban historian about how and why 
urban tissue, formal or otherwise, came about. 

But even this charitable justification cannot be proffered for the 
neglect of nineteenth- and twentieth-century Roman architecture. 
We must admit to a selective neglect, and recognize in it some dis- 
quieting professional habits. The catchword may be "quality." 
That is the elastic criterion called upon to justify choice of subject. 
Elastic, because it absorbs a range of charged concepts, among 
which three can be isolated. If the term is made to stand primarily 
for esthetic superiority, it is simple to demonstrate that the historian 
does not feel constrained to be uniformly guided by it. Third rate 
Renaissance architects, for example, may be taken up with im- 
punity, and it is sometimes held, by way of excuse, that the study 
of average performance is more informative of a particular mode 
or period of building history than the study of exceptional genius. 
Modern Roman architecture should not have been pushed aside, 
therefore, even if it were, all of it, mediocre. And it should also be 
arguable, at the very least, that a historian can afford the tyranny 
of rating. 

Quality is more often understood, however, as historical preco- 
city. Assuming the advantage of hindsight, the historian chooses to 
evaluate past performance in terms of its relation to trends that 
have prevailed since. The modern field has been especially suscep- 
tible to this kind of thinking. It accounts, in large measure, for the 
long scholarly disregard for salon painting and the resurgent classi- 
cal tradition in architecture since the late nineteenth century. 
Giedionesque exegetics of modern architecture need not, of 
course, be bothered with Rome. With some exceptions-e.g., 
Andrea Busiri Vici's metal bridges, and his remarkable Caval- 
lerizza Doria of 1847; the work of Giulio De Angelis, particularly 
Galleria Sciarra, and the department store Bocconi (now Rina- 
scente) on Piazza Colonna-there is nothing precursory here to 
the Modern Movement. Within the Movement itself, the Italian 
contribution is neither very extensive nor very Roman. Before 
World War I one can trace some influence from Otto Wagner in 
Rome, mostly in one or two utilitarian buildings the authorship of 
which is as yet unknown. The stilefloreale, that telltale version of 
the Art Nouveau in Italy, was limited within Rome to a handful of 
villas due mostly to the presence ofErnesto Basile, a Sicilian master 
whose Roman work is almost extraneous to the local debate of 
form. Marcello Piacentini's early progressiveness, evident in some 
Hoffmanesque middle-class housing and the Cinema Corso, yield- 
ed inexorably after the advent of Fascism to the rhetorical and 
Nationalist demands of the new era. The rise of the International 
Style parallels the rise of Fascism. But even before Mussolini, ar- 
chitectural thinking in Rome was overwhelmingly chauvinistic. 
The rebels functioned mostly in the North. Giuseppe Terragni's 
practice centered in Como. Giuseppe Pagano is also northern. His 
formative years were passed at Trieste and Turin, and his only 
notable work in Rome is the physics building at the Citta Univer- 
sitaria (1932-1935). This vast university complex, despite having 
for architect princeps the by now rabidly Romanist Marcello Pia- 
centini, is the only official program in Fascist Rome akin to the In- 
ternational Style. Still, even with this and the addition to the score 
of several as yet unsung local talents who produced work signifi- 
cantly related to the modern idiom, such as Luigi Piccinato, Mario 
Ridolfi, and Mario De Renzi, Rome in the twenties and thirties 
cannot be characterized as architecturally progressive. 

And this is the point, precisely. Progressive subject matter does 
not in itself make for progressive history, any more than topicality 
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makes for relevance. If the historian should beware of ignoring 
lesser names and buildings within a specific style of architecture, 
how defensible is his aversion for one of two coeval styles, on the 
grounds that it is inferior or that its aims have not prevailed? For 
that is what we have illustrated until now in our shaping of the 
history of twentieth-century architecture. The International Style 
found its definition and embryonic history as early as 1932 in the 
book of Henry-Russell Hitchcock and Philip Johnson (The Inter- 
national Style, Architecture since 1922 [New York, 1932]). That other 
international style of Nationalism, the architecture of Moscow, 
Berlin, Washington, and Rome, has yet to receive a serious his- 
torical assessment. "The principal aim of history," to quote George 
Kubler, "is to identify and reconstruct the particular problem to 
which any action or thing must correspond as a solution" (The 
Shape of Time [New Haven, 1962]). There should ideally be no 
action or thing in the history of built environment, the context 
and import of which are unworthy of identification, least of all a 
dominant trend of two decades that produced hundreds of major 
public buildings and altered the face of some of the most promi- 
nent cities of the world. That is assuming that our duty as his- 
torians is to enlighten and not to condemn. 

The dilemma, I think, is in seeing quality, finally, as moral legiti- 
macy. Once again, the modem field is most vulnerable to this ex- 
trahistorical imperative. What we consider important is what we 
approve of, not only formally but also ethically: and historical ap- 
proval, in this country at least, has tended to be bestowed on 
architectural causes that are populist or antiestablishmentarian. 
The stick and shingle styles, for example, evoked democratic, 
agrarian, utilitarian impulses, the genuine America. The contrast, 
in form and ethics, was with the nouveau riche, ostentatious, alien 
palaces of the Vanderbilts, the Astors, and the Pulitzers. In the 
same way, the International Style became ennobled for its honesty 
and social conscience, and received the crown of martyrdom when 
it was officially disgraced by the totalitarian regimes of Rome, 
Moscow, and Berlin. But, surely, the total story of late nineteenth- 
century American architecture embraces both the plutocrats and 
the democrats of Newport, as a balanced view of twentieth- 
century architecture should embrace, with equal urgency, Rome 
and Dessau. 

No historian of course can achieve perfect detachment, even if 
this were desirable. All historical exposition implies some subjec- 
tive arranging of the facts, witting or unwitting. History is, after 
all, manufactured by historians; any action or person or thing in 
this process can acquire as much weight as is consonant with the 
historian's purpose. But it is one thing to be subjective, another to 
be biased; one thing to defend, perceptively and intelligently, 
what one approves of, quite another to do so by condemning 
something else, especially if the form this condemnation takes is 
unenlightening dismissal. Most political historians who have writ- 
ten wisely and at length about the phenomenon of a Hitler or a 
Mussolini did not do so because they admired their subject; they 
were simply anxious to understand it. The architectural historian, 
on the other hand, seems concerned that a lengthy, careful study of 
Piacentini or Albert Speer might be misconstrued as endorsement. 
It is telling in this context that Barbara Lane, who is the first Amer- 
ican scholar in recent years to review in depth the architectural 
scene in Germany between the two Wars, is by training a social 
and not an architectural historian (Architecture and Politics in Ger- 
many, 1918-1945 [Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1968]). 

This misplaced fear ofcomplicity, or rather, the fear of misplaced 

complicity, derives from the peculiar commitment of the histori- 
ans of the Modern Movement to its makers. Partly because of the 
immediacy of their subject and partly because they were swept up 
by the Movement's messianic appeal, the historians became impas- 
sioned apologists. In their exclusive preoccupation with the prod- 
uct ofthe new language, they created the not altogether holy alliance 
between architect and historian professedly unmade by the anti- 
historical attitudes of modern masters like Gropius. In some cases, 
the historian became the architect. Philip Johnson the architect 
emulated in his design what he had helped identify historically and 
set up as model in the International Style. Or else, the historian's 
search was directed by the architect. Giedion, as secretary of the 
International Congresses of Modern Architecture, cannot be 
thought a disinterested agent in the translation of those events into 
architectural history. It was during these gatherings that he met 
Le Corbusier, and it was Le Corbusier "who ... directed my at- 
tention to the sources of contemporary architecture: the iron ar- 
chitecture of the nineteenth century. ... The Charles Eliot Norton 
Lectures (1937-1938) enabled me to enlarge on this theme, and to 
link it with earlier and later developments" (Architecture and the 
Phenomena of Transition [Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1971]). One 
is tempted to call it "history by commission." 

Now in the case of the historians of the official architecture of the 
twenties and thirties, intimacy with the practitioners of that archi- 
tecture was unabashedly open, and much more incestuous. The 
reasons are evident. The official mode espoused as premise the his- 
torical authority of classical antiquity, with the attendant swell in 
the importance of the recorders and interpreters of this authority. 
But, at least in the case of Rome, there was more. The stuff of his- 
tory itself, ruins and past buildings and architectural fragments, 
were actually utilized as elements of the new planning. Classical 
ruins were liberated from the urban accretion that engulfed them 
for centuries, so they could "loom gigantic in their necessary soli- 
tude," to quote Mussolini (speech of 31 December 1925). Archae- 
ologists and art historians were put in charge of major architec- 
tural and planning projects. Corrado Ricci, known for his histori- 
cal work until 1928, now directed the colossal project of the open- 
ing of Via dell'Impero between Piazza Venezia and the Colosseum. 
The project was based on a study of his for the excavation of the 
imperial fora, prepared in 1911 and "translated into design" by an 
architect named Lodovico Pogliaghi (see Ricci et al., Via dell'Im- 
pero, Itinerari dei musei e monumenti d'Italia, 24 [Rome, 1933]). 
Antonio Mufioz, the dilettante and art historian, was omnipresent 
in the transformation of Rome for its Fascist present. His chief ac- 
complishment in this field was the conception and supervision of 
the isolamento of the Capitoline hill. 

Historians of modern architecture both of the "left" and of the 
"right" chose to be advocates of their subject. The difference is 
this, that whereas the historian of the Modern Movement started 
out as apologist for an unfamiliar and unpopular cause and later 
turned court historian when this cause was crowned with success, 
for the historian of the official architecture of Nationalism, this 
progress was reversed. In Italy, the fortunes of the architect-his- 
torian had been thoroughly hitched to the Fascist establishment; 
they collapsed with it. Not that the disgrace was universal or final. 
Architect-historian old-liners retained their hold on some schools 
of architecture and had decent opportunity to continue their prac- 
tice. Nevertheless, the reign of grandezza was over. Piacentini, 
who had entertained no doubts about the propriety of the new im- 
perial forms as he fulminated against "transalpine rationalism," 
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now wrote without passion, listlessly. His book, Le vicende edilizie di 
Roma dal 187o ad oggi ([Rome, 195o]; in collaboration with F. 
Guidi) is the earliest and best chronicle of the architecture and 
planning of the Third Rome. First the elder Piacentini, Pio, and 
since about 1915 Marcello himself, had been major protagonists in 
this long story. The book, therefore, cannot but be authoritatively 
comprehensive. But it is no more than a catalogue, straightfaced 
and noncommittal. 

It would be another fifteen years or so before architect-historians 
implicated by their association with projects of the regime could 
bring themselves to say publicly that what was done back then was 
not all bad, a stance made possible in part by the recent political 
rehabilitation of Fascism. Thus Mario Zocca, in reviewing the 
years of planning for grandezza, writes: "To express today a criti- 
caljudgement on these projects, one cannot exclude from consid- 
eration the political and cultural climate in which they were stud- 
ied. On the one hand, demolitions on a great scale were very much 
in vogue, while on the other hand a sensitization to the problem of 
the historic city had not as yet been reached. In the case of Rome 
we must add that the framework within which planners were ob- 
ligated to operate was the Master Plan of 1931.... If.. . we con- 
sider the urban planning of the period prior to World War II ac- 
cording to criteria adequate to the historical climate, we cannot 
but note how much there is that is positive in the proposals of Ro- 
man engineers and architects within the prescriptive context of the 
Master Plan." And so the change of status from court historian to 
apologist is completed. 

The current, belated discovery of the environmental history of the 
Third Rome, which the books under review demonstrate, was 
largely spurred on by the centenary of the Breach of Porta Pia. F. 
Borsi and P. Portoghesi anticipated the celebrations by a few years. 
In fact, only I. Insolera's popular little volume, Roma moderna, un 
secolo di storia urbanistica, may be said to be truly precocious. It ap- 
peared initially in 1962, the first fresh look at the subject of the 
planning history of Rome, capital of Italy, by a young architect- 
historian free of any direct association with the urban renewal 
events between the two Wars. This book is the fulcrum between 
the Piacentini/Guidi summing up of 195o and the recent spate of 
publications. (No similar transitional book exists for the architec- 
ture proper of the Third Rome; here, one has to be content with 
two general surveys, Meeks' Italian Architecture 1750-1914, men- 
tioned already, and the earlier encyclopedic work by E. Lavagnino 
(L'arte moderna dai neoclassici ai contemporanei [Turin, 1956; revised 
in 1961]). Roma moderna was published by Einaudi in its Piccola 
Biblioteca format; inexpensive and therefore generally available, it 
went quickly out of print. The revised edition was issued with a 
mind to the centennial public. Most of the remaining volumes on 
our list are specifically commemorative. 

Borsi's L'architettura dell'unitd d'Italia and Quaroni's Immagine di 
Roma do not deal exclusively with the Third Rome. Quaroni sur- 
veys the entire urban history of the city, from its foundation to the 
present. He should be read as a broad introduction to our subject. 
Acknowledging that "the history ofa city cannot always be made 
to coincide with the history of its urban-that is to say, architec- 
tural, administrative, social, and economic-structure," he never- 
theless sets out to sketch, with no small effect, "the relationship of 
cause and effect, perhaps reciprocal, that exists between these." 
The book adds nothing to the factual research of either the history 

or the urban structure of Rome, but highlights and exorcises it. 
The chapter on the Third Rome itself refers us to Insolera for what 
happened. Quaroni's contribution here is a lament, one we must 
get used to as we read these recent books. There is in most of them 
a sense of outrage, muted or strident, at the centurial transfigura- 
tion of the city. It is expressed as a loss that is not altogether quanti- 
fiable, a betrayal, an irremediable disaster that has yet to end. The 
blame is distributed variously, but the guilt itself is taken as faith. 

Quaroni shares the prevalent thought that the older city should 
have been left alone, and the new Rome created alongside but at a 
short distance from it, in the direction of Monte Mario, as Baron 
Haussmann had advised; or southward, in the area of Ciampino- 
Centocelle. The makers of the Third Rome chose instead "to fol- 
low passively in the footprints of Fontana," perpetuating the pol- 
icy of sventramenti that has mutilated the historic fabric so uncon- 
scionably. Quaroni is willing to accept this alternative if behind it 
there is a cultured notion of what makes a city, what a street or a 
piazza can stand for. Paris and London too wielded the pick, but 
they got Place des Vosges and Regent Street. Mediaeval Rome dis- 
appeared under the massive urban intervention of Renaissance 
popes, and it was a crime; but the crime is called Via Giulia and 
St. Peter's and Palazzo Farnese, Piazza di Spagna and Piazza Na- 
vona and Via Condotti. This too we must get used to in reading 
these books: that there is little merit to the architecture and plan- 
ning of modern Rome, that the destruction of the old is intolerable 
because Piacentini was not Michelangelo. 

If Quaroni is contemptuous of the architects, he also makes it 
clear that their mediocrity alone cannot be held to account for the 
botching of a great city. Mazzini's Third Rome could never exist, 
because, unlike the emperors and the popes, the "people" could 
not shape themselves into a cultured force with vision and a re- 
sponsible will. The updating of other modern European cities 
could be entrusted to the people, even if the people meant the 
affluent middle class. These were in fact true cities, points of maxi- 
mum concentration of the energy of a community, to use Mum- 
ford's definition. There was behind them a solid economic struc- 
ture. Rome, which had never known a bourgeoisie, did not de- 
velop one after the unity of Italy. With no industry to speak of 
and a determined mind to thwart the creation of a genuine prole- 
tariat, the ruling class was nothing more than a consortium ofpoli- 
ticians, bureaucrats, and entrepreneurs, intent on speculation and 
petty power. Their urban policy substituted profiteering for vision 
and bombastic theater for conscience. 

Borsi's book is an introduction of another kind. Quaroni arrived 
at the Third Rome by travelling through two millennia of local his- 
tory, while Borsi views it within the framework of a united Italy: 
a young and fresh city striving to become a European capital. 
Where Quaroni is disdainful, Borsi is compassionate and proud. 
His canvas is the Italian nineteenth century; his aim, to review the 
ways in which three cities, Turin, Florence, and Rome, had shoul- 
dered the onus and honor of being, successively, the capital of the 
young kingdom. This is not an architectural history in the strict 
sense, but an architectural chronicle. It is rare in that it chooses to 
focus on the official image of these cities rather than the dire prob- 
lems of expansion, namely, traffic and housing. Borsi is interested 
in the central monuments, the Vittoriano and the Parliament 
building (Palazzo di Montecitorio) in the case of Rome, for their 
official character, public appeal, and sentimental value as standards 
of Italian unity. He considers their program valid and difficult, and 
discusses them in the context of the struggle of that time to create a 
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new national style. The heroes of this struggle are precisely those 
architects who are belittled today as vainglorious reactionaries. For 
Borsi, they are public figures of national stature. His biographical 
sketches of them are written vividly, con amore; they are in the 
great Italian tradition of artists' vitae. To enjoy them, one does not 
have to go along with the author's unbridled enthusiasm, which 
makes the architect of the Vittoriano into a modern Bernini, and 
Turin's Alessandro Antonelli into "the Borromini of eclecticism." 
There is, finally, the long opening chapter on nineteenth-century 
architectural historiography in Italy, useful in defining the perime- 
ter of qualitative judgment then, and establishing the philosophical 
lineage of some present-day critical attitudes. 

Two of the titles under review are catalogues of major centen- 
nial exhibitions, one at Palazzo Braschi (Museo di Roma) and the 
other at the Palazzo delle Esposizioni. The aim of the first exhibi- 
tion, called "Roma cento anni fa," was, as the name indicates, to 
recreate a comprehensive portrait of the papal city at the time of its 
demise with the help of old photographs alone. Thus the precious 
treasures of the Museo di Roma customarily drawn upon for this 
purpose, the watercolors of Ettore Roesler Franz and Achille 
Pinelli, were not included, both because of their character as artistic 
vedute, literary and (in the case of Pinelli) unreliable, and also 
because of their late date. For the exhibition sought to reveal, in 
addition to the haunting images of the poetically retardataire capi- 
tal of Pius IX, a history of early Roman photography up to 1870. 
The featured artists, therefore, were names such as Gioachino Alto- 
belli, Ludovico Tuminello, Gustavo Eugenio Chauffourier, and 
the Englishmen James Anderson, C. S. S. Dickins, Robert Eaton, 
and the great Robert MacPherson. 

In looking at these photographs, and among them are unforget- 
table images, the reader would be well advised to read as commen- 
tary Carlo Pietrangeli's contribution to the centennial issue of II 
Veltro, entitled, "Roma, com'era nel 1870." Pietrangeli is the di- 
rector of the city museums and a thorough student of its topogra- 
phy. He is responsible for an excellent series of guide books, the 
Guide rionali di Roma, started in 1967; the fascicles published to 
date cover the rioni ofPonte, Regola, Parione, Trevi, and Sant'An- 
gelo. Pietrangeli's piece and Insolera's "La trasformazione urbanis- 
tica di Roma capitale" are the two papers most pertinent to our 
subject in this memorial issue of II Veltro, but the rest too, and 
most especially C. Destefanis' "Sulle vicende municipali di Roma 
dopo Porta Pia," have much supporting information. 

Many of these nineteenth-century photographs had been shown 
in an earlier exhibition, held in 1953 also at Palazzo Braschi. In that 
exhibition, called "Fotografia a Roma, 1840-1915," not only was 
the chronological span broader, but the content itself was uncon- 
fined to Roman topography. The immense success the exhibition 
enjoyed led to the publication of much of this material in two suc- 
cessive volumes of local nostalgia, Album romano (1956) and Nuovo 
album romano, fotografie di un secolo (1964), both edited by Silvio 
Negri. One of the books under review, Portoghesi's Roma un'altra 
cittd, is essentially a handsome collection of these same images. The 
difference lies in the editors' attitude toward their material. Negri 
respects the photographs as works of art and tampers with them as 
little as possible. In the later album, not only is all retouching 
strictly eschewed, but the prints are also rendered in sepia to con- 
vey an impression of mellow antiquity. Portoghesi's interest in the 
photographs is that of the modern architectural historian. The re- 
production is in high contrast. Many photographs are presented in 
double-page enlargements and bled on all sides, ignoring both the 

original intimate scale and the margin of blank space that sur- 
rounded them regularly. They are cropped for effect; details iso- 
lated and blown up for emphasis. They are grouped into sections 
dealing with the themes: (i) the Renaissance and post-Renaissance 
villas that formed a lush green belt around the historic core of the 
city; (2) the Tiber banks before the creation of the broad tree- 
lined avenues called lungotevere, and the system of embankments 
against flooding, that together constitute one of the most heroic 
efforts of urban renewal by the authorities of the young capital, 
and one of the most sustained campaigns of willful urban destruc- 
tion; (3) demolished monuments of the historic past; (4) the open- 
ing of great new arteries, the so-called sventramenti, both Pre- 
Fascist and Fascist; and, finally, (5) the buildings of the nineteenth- 
century that have since disappeared. The text is minimal: a brief 
introduction and extended caption material. 

Between the two Museo di Roma exhibitions of 1953 and 
1970/1971, many nineteenth-century photographs in private 
hands were donated to the museum's growing collection. In fact, 
with three outstanding exceptions, the bulk of this invaluable doc- 
umentary material is now shared by the Museo di Roma and the 
Gabinetto Fotografico Nazionale. The exceptions are the Raccolta 
Negro-Cianfarani; the Fondazione Primoli, which owns the 
photographs of "the Roman Cartier-Bresson," Giuseppe Primoli; 
and some thirty thousand negatives of Romualdo Moscioni divid- 
ed between the Vatican and the American Academy in Rome. The 
Museo di Roma has, among others, most Chauffouriers, the Rob- 
ert Eatons, and the Parker series. The Gabinetto Fotografico Na- 
zionale has just added a splendid group of calotypes by Tuminello 
to its holdings. The Museo di Roma owns, in addition, hundreds 
of photographs taken in the late twenties and thirties to document 
the demolished urban fabric of the great Fascist sventramenti, espe- 
cially Via dell'Impero and Via del Mare, the liberation of the Capi- 
toline, and Arnaldo Foschini's disreputable Corso del Rinasci- 
mento. It is doubtful that these are the albums of photographs that 
Mussolini proclaimed to have ordered prepared, "to dedicate if 
need be to some rare survivor of nostalgia for so-called local color" 
(speech of 22 October 1934, at the start of the work for the isola- 
mento of the Mausoleum of Augustus). But they are nonetheless 
carefully labelled and dated, and their value goes far beyond satis- 
fying the not so disparageable needs of nostalgia for things lost. In 
writing the urban history of these epic decades, this material must 
serve as primary evidence. Furthermore, it is here that visual testi- 
mony is preserved of mediaeval and Renaissance vernacular archi- 
tecture and its decoration, as well as of unknown remnants of 
antiquity hastily dug up in the course of demolition and reburied 
before a proper archaeological record of them had been made. To 
supplement this photographic documentation, the future student 
should make use of two other groups of material at the Museo di 
Roma: one hundred pencil drawings by Carlo Dottarelli, mostly 
of the demolition of the Borgo spina in 1937/1938 for the opening 
of Via della Conciliazione; and a series of pen-and-ink drawings by 
Lucilio Cartocci, some of them more than ten feet long, made at 
the initiative of A. M. Colini to record the precise elevations of 
streets slated to fall under the wrecker's pick. 

The second centennial exhibition, this one at the Palazzo delle 
Esposizioni, was organized by the Lazio chapter of the Istituto 
Nazionale di Architettura, and devoted to Roman architecture in 
the last one hundred years. The slim catalogue announces that the 
organizers had decided "to historicize [this architectural record], 
overcoming the political climate that has always surrounded [it] 
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and that has often caused an overly schematic separation of 'bad' 
and 'good'. Such rigid distinctions between 'right' and 'left', be- 
tween 'progressive' and 'regressive', inevitable and even sacrosanct 
though they are for occasions of direct confrontation, do not en- 
sure the clarifying and understanding of historically complex situa- 
tions." This laudable stance is weakened, however, by the organi- 
zers' ritual conviction that the sum total of this architectural century 
was bad. The exhibition intends to document "the historical defeat 
of a city." This may be true, but it makes the exhibition sound 
polemical. It proposes to condemn as much as it claims to want to 
understand. And this, on the whole, is the trouble with most of 
these books as architectural history. They begin with a premise of 
failure and marshal history to sustain it. In their resolve to be criti- 
cal and not merely expository, they turn into tracts. To judge the 
past wholly in terms of its consequence on the present makes for 
angry righteous prose but not for very good history. It would be 
merely begging the question to say that the authors confound ar- 
chitectural history with architectural criticism. History cannot be 
made immune to criticism, even when it does not deal with the 
immediate past. The point is that the critical grounds for history 
are better derived from its own premises than they are from gen- 
eral principles of life and art. 

The major part of the material for this exhibition was collected 
by three young architects, Gianni Accasto, Vanna Fraticelli, and 
Renato Nicolini, for a book that was in press at the time. Since the 
exhibition catalogue itself has only a handful of tiny illustrations 
(for the introductory section on the Rome of Pius IX written by 
G. Spagnesi), those who have not seen the exhibition will find the 
lavishly illustrated tome by these architects very useful. In addition 
to the historical photographs, there is material that derives from 
the personal papers of contemporary architects (Aschieri, Del 
Debbio, Moretti, Passarelli, Samon~i, et al.), and from leading pro- 
fessional periodicals which contain drawings of projects and com- 
petitions in many instances no longer available in the original. 
Whatever else this book may be, it is at the very least a convenient 
pictorial compendium of one hundred years of architectural pro- 
duction in Rome. 

Not that L'architettura di Roma capitale 187o-1970 wants to be 
primarily a picture book. It has a running, somewhat turgid argu- 
ment, and claims to be, as Portoghesi puts it in the Preface he 
supplies, not only an architectural history of a city, but also "a 
methodological model for reproposing in new terms the problem 
of modern architecture." To the extent that the book treats Na- 
tionalist architecture seriously, I suppose the claim is not empty. 
The authors themselves contend that the historiography of mod- 
ern architecture has been essentially Crocean; that the value of in- 
dividual buildings has been determined in reference to an abstract 
development that culminates with the crowning of the Modern 
Movement. This approach, they assert in the Introduction, has 
been mistaken, and in light of the opening remarks of this review 
it should be evident that I have no disagreement. I find it harder to 
agree with the authors that both the traditionalists and the masters 
of the Modern Movement faced basically the same dilemma, the 
uneasy co-existence of "classical modernism and archaism," as 
clearly present in the work of Mies and Le Corbusier as it is in that 
of, say, Piacentini. And no further explanation is forthcoming in 
the text. In fact, there is little in the main argument that shows the 
benefit of a method that refrains from seeing the architecture of 
the modern period as an elemental contest of good and evil. The 
text, at once dense and diffuse, tends to obfuscate the issues rather 

than clarify them. It proceeds in long, involved sentences that 
thrive on the terminology of "-isms" and hyphenated composite 
adjectives, rarely settling down to discussing a single man, a single 
building, a single street. Their own approach to the subject matter 
is enunciated in the Introduction but not followed through. "The 
nature of the Roman question is essentially social, economic, and 
political," the authors say. "The choices in these fields have con- 
ditioned architectural and urban planning events, and not vice 
versa." They seem, at one level, to be trading Croce for Arnold 
Hauser; they are also interpreting quality as a social instead of a 
moral issue. Reversing the all too common tendency of architec- 
tural commentary to make of architects and planners the whipping 
boys for sociopolitical maladies, the authors propose to hold the 
latter accountable for any failings in the field of design. The villain, 
it seems at first, is going to be the usual one: the venal pseudo- 
middle class and its constant anti-worker politics. But once past 
these opening proclamations, the approach settles into the tradi- 
tional analysis of form and its sources. 

Nevertheless, L'architettura di Roma capitale should be read, even 
if it is only because the traditional approach itself has been so stin- 
gily applied to this subject until now. There is also a welcome 
effort in this book to reapportion merit. To begin with, both the 
book and the Palazzo delle Esposizioni exhibition see fit to correct 
the standard disparagement of Pius IX's Rome for its architectural 
stagnancy, a disparagement motivated by anticlericalism. Far from 
being stagnant, the architectural scene prior to 1870 stands out as 
one of the brighter aspects of an almost pathologically reactionary 
regime. What was built is notable both for its quantity, and for the 
formal experimentation that modified the neo-classicism of the 
earlier part of the century into the language of purismo. In the field 
of planning, too, much more needs to be mentioned than the mini- 
mal and late railroad system, a metal bridge or two across the Ti- 
ber, and the shrewd speculation of Monsignor Francesco Saverio 
De Merode, Pius' pro-minister of arms from 186o to 1865, which 
led to the opening of the Via Nazionale, the first major street of 
the Third Rome. A great number of interesting urban projects 
were proposed by papal architects like Andrea Busiri Vici and An- 
tonio Cipolla, some of them still unpublished. Among those exe- 
cuted, we might mention Piazza Mastai in Trastevere, and Via 
Mastai on axis with the new Fabbrica de' Tabacchi by A. Sarti; 
and Piazza Pia, that balances Bernini's urban masterpiece on the 
opposite end of the Borgo. The regime took pride in its initiative 
to provide some low-cost housing for the poor, and in the con- 
struction of humanitarian institutions such as the asylum on Via 
Lungara, the Istituto di Sordo-Muti, and the like. All this activity 
was considered proof of the progressiveness of papal rule and a 
monumental answer to those nationalist forces that sought to end 
it. A commemorative work published in 1860 (with a second edi- 
tion in 1865), Le scienze e le arti sotto il pontificato di Pio IX, illus- 
trates more than one hundred examples of architecture and plan- 
ning. "IfRome had as ruler a secular prince," one reads in it, "how 
could one expect such works of art and beneficence as now adorn 
and console her?" 

And yet as late as 1969, L. Quaroni allows himself to say that 
"the last urban and architectural act before Italian Rome was the 
planning of the Pincio and Piazza del Popolo" by Valadier. And 
Insolera's openly biased picture of the Rome of Pius IX in his in- 
troductory chapters to Roma moderna is allowed to stand in the re- 
vised edition of 1971. After a brief discussion of De Merode's r6le 
in the construction of Via Nazionale, Insolera writes: "If one set 
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aside, at the opposite end of Rome, the train station at Porta Por- 
tese for the Civitavecchia line. .. and the Manifattura Tabacchi 
... , the twenty years of 'sitting it out' in papal Rome [prior to the 
Breach of Porta Pia] saw nothing else built." It may suit ideologi- 
cal ends to harp on the immobilismo of papal administration, but it 
is deception in an account of the urban history of modern Rome. 
There was under Pius IX a genuine attempt to reach a master plan, 
and Spagnesi is right in saying that in the sense of creating a viable 
network of streets, old and new, Pius's ranks as the second serious 
experiment after that of Sixtus V. The move to set up new residen- 
tial quarters on the Viminal and Esquiline at one end and at Prati 
di Castello north of the Borgo prefigured the expansion pattern of 
Roma capitale. More obviously, the placement of the main train 
station for the embryonic papal railways near the Baths of Diocle- 
tian remained a crucial determinant in the development of the 
Third Rome. Finally, some continuity was provided by papal 
architects who carried their practice into the new era. It was Pietro 
Camporesi who presided over the first commission appointed by 
the national government to draw up a master plan for the city, and 
Cipolla was a member both on this and the subsequent commis- 
sion of 1873. 

But to return to L'Architettura di Roma capitale. Its authors do 
more than underline the respectable position of architecture under 
Pius. They do well also with the analysis of purismo, the pre-1870 
style. Although their discussion here, and indeed for the entire 
period until World War I, is indebted heavily to Portoghesi's 
L'eclettismo a Roma, their point of view differs considerably from 
his. Portoghesi sees in this papal exordium a dichotomy between 
academicism and "a prudent curiosity for new construction tech- 
niques," purismo versus tecnicismo, and identifies the latter with 
functionalism. And functionalism for him is equal to progressive- 
ness. The authors of Architettura di Roma capitale, on the other hand, 
are able to perceive that the often fantastic projects of a Busiri Vici, 
though predicated on feats of engineering and the use of metal, fall 
basically within the compass of conventional European romanti- 
cism; whereas the seemingly retrograde production of a Virgilio 
Vespignani contains rationalist elements that belie its official his- 
toricism. 

All through their book, in fact, the authors try to cope intelli- 
gently with public monuments, what Portoghesi calls architettura 
aulica and downplays in favor of the more openly functionalist 
production of Roma capitale. They take competitions seriously, 
and discuss the most celebrated among them. Finally, international 
expositions held in Rome serve them as occasions to assess the state 
of the art of architecture at that particular moment, and to con- 
trast the rhetorical statement of the public buildings with the more 
experimental and of necessity less ornate exhibits of housing. 

With all this in their favor, Portoghesi's Eclettismo is a much 
better book. This is a revised and amplified version of his paper, 
"La vicenda romana," in La Casa, no. 6, 1959, an issue devoted to 
the modern architecture of Italy. As it stands, the book is a short 
intelligent review, in a crisp well-designed format, of the period 
from the sunset years of papal administration to the advent of Fas- 
cism. The photographs that accompany it were taken by Maurizio 
di Puolo and Portoghesi himself. Portoghesi knows how to use the 
camera for comment and not merely for illustration. Fagades and 
conventional whole views are rare. The image included is that 
considered germane to the exposition: environmental shots if the 
building's urban rale or the peculiarity of its site warrant it; more 
often, telling details, singled out and framed for maximum impact, 

as with the metal parapets of the hospital on the Caelian, here 
attributed to S. Bianchi. A generous series of such details for a 
single building give the reader the feeling that he actually knows 
the building, as opposed to having a prose image of it to assist with 
the description he is reading. Examples of this treatment in the 
book are the Villa Ximenes, V. Garroni's Palazzina Astengo on the 
Lungotevere, and G. Magni's Villa Marignoli. That such buildings 
are thereby disproportionately stressed within the structure of the 
argument does not bother me. In a book of this sort, which claims 
to be not so much "a history of Roman architecture of the period 
187o-1922 . . . but rather a minute reading of the elements of 
which the nineteenth-century city is made," this technique of illus- 
tration is most effective. It is a pity that so many of the photo- 
graphs are badly produced or too small to have punch, but for this 
one should blame the publisher and not the author. 

Portoghesi writes economically. His analytical passages are 
sharp and precise; he has a special gift for encapsulating the style of 
a specific architect, however complex its various components 
might be. In a few paragraphs, for example, he sums up the diffi- 
cult ceuvre ofLuca Carimini by referring to his artisan background, 
his quattrocentismo, and his sensibility for the connectiveness of the 
urban fabric. The notes give understandably incomplete lists of 
each architect's buildings, with dates where possible. But all this is 
done with a curious restraint, motivated, it seems, not so much by 
a sense of balance but the desire to show a position of reserve. 

For Portoghesi is embarrassed ofhis subject. He begins by apolo- 
gizing for it. This is not "a heroic epoch, not a propitious season 
for architecture." Nonetheless, two aspects of the eclectic manner 
might justify a renewed interest in it: (1) the capacity of eclecti- 
cism to ensure urban continuity by creating typologies suitable to 
the fabric and scale of the streets, a point of some importance for 
the present return to the concept of city form as continuum; and 
(2) the irony in this architecture, in which the desire for escapism 
and a utilitarian spirit were so often in conflict. That Portoghesi 
does not credit eclectic buildings with much original or vital im- 
pulse is not left in doubt. They are a parody, a masquerade of the 
historical prototypes on which they are based. He quotes Marx ap- 
provingly that "the final stage of a historical form is its comedy." 
He refuses to consider the anxiety behind the imitation, the wish to 
propitiate and make familiar new building programs such as rail- 
road stations, banks, ministries. What he can see behind the gran- 
deur of architettura aulica is "bourgeois meanness, the religion of 
revenue and savings." 

This personal distaste for the ideology of the period explains 
three related attitudes apparent in the book. (1) Portoghesi prefers 
to postulate the style of individual architects on the basis of their 
lesser buildings. (2) He looks sympathetically at anonymous stan- 
dard architecture, housing and ordinary utilitarian buildings, in 
order to characterize the form of whole streets or even quarters. 
(3) Whatever type of building is being discussed, his aim is to de- 
tect in it intimations of advanced architectural thinking canonized 
by the dominant historiography of modern architecture, "currents 
of renewal, obvious or latent," as he calls it. 

The considerable advantages in these attitudes are offset by defi- 
nite handicaps. Official architecture, for one thing, and architects 
like Pio Piacentini identified with it, get short shrift. But more dis- 
turbing is the decimation of a single euvre so that the part of it 
manifesting plain utilitarian intentions is applauded and the results 
of high style deplored. Cipolla gets good grades for the powerful 
buttresses of the Palazzo Quirinale stables, but he is scolded for the 
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mannered eclecticism in the remodelling of some rooms in the 
palace, as well as for his attempt to conform to the architetture au- 
liche that surround his Cassa di Risparmio building on the Corso. 

There are two things wrong, it seems to me, with this selective 
appraisal. One pertains to a certain fairness in respecting the in- 
tegrity of an architect's ceuvre. It is his functionalist work and his 
high-style work, not to mention projects of urban design like the 
master plan for Prati di Castello, that reflect the versatility of Ci- 
polla, or better, his willingness to cope with more than one scale 
and more than one manner. The second objection is more basic. 
The disparate expression for these various projects follows from a 
central belief of nineteenth-century architecture, namely, the ap- 
propriateness of style, or what French theoreticians called caractere. 
The idea of caractere went beyond the distinction that each of the 
classical orders possessed specific expressive qualities; beyond, too, 
the associationism of historical styles. Caractere was that which re- 
vealed the destination of a building; it was considered by some 
theoreticians to constitute the only legitimate beauty in architec- 
ture. Cipolla could not be sedate and plain in the remodelling of 
the Quirinale room because it would not be appropriate to do so; 
nor could he be ostentatious in the utilitarian program of buttress- 
ing. The Corso building must be rendered in high style because it 
was demanded by the character of a public structure that it be de- 
coroso, a term insistently used throughout this period. It follows, 
therefore, that in assessing merit, more so than the esthetic superi- 
ority of one building over another in the ceuvre of a single archi- 
tect, or of one architect over another, the historian must establish 
the caractere that each design was trying to project. And this re- 
quires going beyond formal analysis, to purpose and client. 

To give Portoghesi his due, Eclettismo a Roma is not altogether 
innocent of extraformal concerns. In analyzing Koch, for example, 
he can observe that this architect interpreted "frankly and with 
finesse the aspirations and tastes, the conservatism and disinterest- 
edness in what was happening in Europe" of the new Roman 
bourgeoisie. Or again, he can appreciate that out of two alterna- 
tives Giulio Podesti had for the design of his great Policlinico 
(1888-1903), i.e., utilitarian, "ingegneresca" architecture, for 
which he had a model in Bianchi's Caelian hospital, or the transla- 
tion of a functional program into the language of court architec- 
ture borrowed from a vaster traditional typology, he chose the 
latter probably because of the political importance of this vast 
program, so costly for the finances of the young nation. But 
nothing much comes of these few asides, nor is this awareness for 
caractere constant. In reviewing the Museo Barracco by Koch, 
Portoghesi does not hesitate to dismiss it as "an unhappy recon- 
struction of a temple in the Ionic style," and to say that the archae- 
ological exactitude in the details and proportional scheme is not 
enough to save it. There is no mention that the museum was in- 
tended to house Barone Giovanni Barracco's rich collection of an- 
cient sculpture, especially Egyptian and Greek, which he was do- 
nating to the city; and that the choice of design may well have 
been conditioned by the building's program. For similar reasons, 
the main formal facade of Raffaele Canevari's remarkable Museo 
dell'Agricoltura (now Museo Geologico) of about 1873 cannot be 
discarded in favor of the functional expression of the one flank that 
subsequent urban accident has exposed monumentally on Largo 
di Santa Susanna. 

Lacking most in the books under review is the attempt to go 
beyond form to the motives of its makers, architects, and clients 
alike, and the restraints that act upon it. This is not to be confused 

with the moralizing so freely indulged in by the authors. Nor is it 
to be equated with architectural iconography, in which interest 
resides primarily in the meaning of form within the general cul- 
tural history of the period. The object here remains to understand 
the individual work itself, in its totality, in how and why it came 
to be produced. To think along these lines is to learn about the 
process of architecture, of which design is merely the most visible 
part. In distant periods of history, it is difficult to get very far with 
this kind of questioning, only because little survives of the literary 
documentation that would make the research productive. But the 
case of the Third Rome is a story of plenty. The city archives house 
invaluable material to which any student can have ready access. 
The Archivio Storico Capitolino keeps the records of the munici- 
pal building commissions, roughly from 1870 to 1910. The Ar- 
chivio di Stato di Roma at Palazzo della Sapienza, well-known to 
pre-modern scholarship, contains transcripts of notaries public, 
and especially a series called "30 Notai capitolini," where one can 
find, with some patience, the most varied information: bills of 
land and property sale, building contracts, expropriation proceed- 
ings and settlements, lawsuits of builders against the city and vice 
versa, competition programs, and so on. For the period after 1900oo, 
the Archivio dello Stato, presently at EUR, preserves the archives 
of the Ministry of Public Works, and documents of the prefecture 
of Rome, to mention the most obvious. In addition, papers dealing 
with the various Master Plans of the city are housed by the offices 
of the Ripartizione V (Edilizia comunale) and Ripartizione XV 
(Urbanistica/edilizia privata). It is inconceivable that the urban 
history of the Third Rome can be written properly without con- 
sulting these sources. By reading in them one registers the immen- 
sity of the work accomplished, the serpentine relationship between 
private enterprise and city administration, the battle of the city for 
state support of public works, the impact of national laws on ex- 
propriation and pubblica utilita, the power of the aristocracy and 
the r61e of the Commissione edilizia; in short, the process of Rome's 
spectacular development since 1870. 

And yet the standard book on the subject, Insolera's Roma moder- 
na introduced above, shows little evidence of these rich archival 
resources. It has been written almost entirely from secondary 
materials, leaning heavily on a handful of able publications like A. 
Caracciolo's Roma capitale dal Risorgimento alla crisi dello stato liberale 
(Rome, 1956). The notes will simply state, for example, that "we 
lack precise information on the activities of De Merode after 1870," 
when the information can be retrieved easily enough from the ar- 
chives of the Sapienza. The truth is that the ostensibly historical 
section of the book, about one-half of its total length, is merely 
preparatory to the half that deals with the period since World 
War II which Insolera witnessed and participated in. The journal- 
istic zeal of this contemporary account carries backward into the 
historical section, 1870-1945, where detachment and fair play are 
just as absent. The book, in fact, is a relentlessly negative story, 
from beginning to end, one in which heroes are as rare as good in- 
tentions or honest mistakes. 

Insolera is a populist. He is against the Church, the aristocracy, 
bureaucrats in general, and the entire twenty-year episode of Fas- 
cism. Since patrician names headed the city administration both 
before and after Mussolini, it follows that nothing in the field of 
planning accomplished during these long decades could be at all 
positive. There were two moments when salvation, or at least 
sanity, seemed possible. They are to be identified with mayors 
whose populist credentials are certifiable. Luigi Pianciani, mayor 
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of Rome in 1872-1874 and again in 1881-1882, was a count; but he 
had fought against the papal regime before the Breach of Porta 
Pia, and as a Mazzinian revolutionary had been deemed undesir- 
able even by Cavour. Pianciani was for all the right things: hous- 

ing for the people, stringent control of private enterprise in the ex- 

pansion of the city, integral legality of the official Master Plan even 
if it curbed the rights of property. His speeches are quoted approv- 
ingly, at length. And then there was Ernesto Nathan, who came to 

power at the head of the Blocco popolare. As mayor, from 1907 to 
1913, he instigated and pushed through the Master Plan of 1909 
drawn up by the Milanese engineer Edmondo Sanjust di Teulada. 
This plan is praised generously by Insolera, and with reason; its 
impact, however, was annulled once the popular front fell and the 
execution of the Plan was left in the care of an unscrupulous reac- 
tionary government again. 

Without seeking to diminish the conscionable part played by 
Pianciani and Nathan in the planning history of the Third Rome, 
one must admit that Insolera's moments of reason and eloquence 
are severely undermined by his general onesidedness and the insis- 
tence on conspiracy and corruption. One looks for some compas- 
sion, some understanding, for the immensity of the job of making 
a city, the staggering difficulties involved, the innocence and lack 
of experience of the first administrations, the ruthless time sched- 
ule. Insolera has scorn for the first major deal arranged between the 
city and a private developer, Monsignor De Merode, for building 
up of the area on either side of the newly traced Via Nazionale. All 
the developer had to sacrifice was the land for the streets, ceded 
free of charge to the city. The city then had to construct and main- 
tain these streets and bring in the services, which of course dramati- 
cally inflated the value of De Merode's neighboring land and 
buildings. Naivet6, granted: but surely not conspiracy. The city 
was worried about getting the new quarters started before the 

government settled permanently in Rome. It is estimated that 
something like forty thousand rooms were immediately needed to 
accommodate the arriving functionaries and their families: only 
five hundred were available. The financial structure of the young 
capital was far from being strong or even adequate; government 
subsidies for the overwhelming cost of expansion were not forth- 
coming for at least ten years. If the city rushed into a bad contract, 
one could at least recognize urgency as a motive. What is more, it 
would have been proper to review subsequent contractual agree- 
ments of this nature in which the city progressively gained in con- 
fidence and stiffened its terms. 

It is hard to decide what impression in the book to correct first. 
On page 43 we find it asserted that the new quarters of Rome were 
modelled after Turin, where the government and its bureaucracy 
originated. But with the exception of the general layout of Piazza 
Vittorio Emanuele and Piazza Cavour, there is little piedmontese 
influence on the new urban fabric. The architects were predomi- 
nantly Roman; the capital and inhabitants by no means all from 
Turin and Genoa. "Here and there, timidly, the 'Piedmontese' 
attempted to transplant the 'porticoes,' "we read; "but on the one 
hand the climate of Rome had no need of them and tradition did 
not recognize them, on the other they cut down on the area of 
speculation." The author cites as symbolic vestiges of the idea, the 
porticoes of Piazza Esedra, Piazza Vittorio Emanuele, and bits on 
either side ofPonte Sisto. But the system of continuous porticoes is 
neither restricted to Piedmont, nor did the "piemontesi" have 
much to do with insisting upon it. The porticoes of Piazza Vit- 
torio and a project for using this same system along the entire city 

length of the Tiber banks were both due to the local city adminis- 
tration. The reasons for abandoning what was so stubbornly in- 
sisted on for some years are complicated and fully documented in 
the archives; they have less to do with speculation than with the 
cost to the city itself and the legal entanglements that surrounded 
the first application of the system at Piazza Vittorio. In all this In- 
solera is as usual not altogether wrong, but facile and inaccurate. 

To take the new quarters next. Insolera has reason to be dis- 
pleased with the practice of developing them outside the Master 
Plan and to the exorbitant benefit of private enterprise. Once 
again, however, to set the criticism in proper historical perspective 
one must mention the protracted struggle of the city to develop on 
its own account a large part of the Esquiline, the first urban project 
in the new Rome to be proclaimed of public utility and opened to 
expropriation. The reading of the primary sources makes plain the 
bitter frustration of the city in this experiment, a fact that should 
temper disapproval ofits future heavy reliance on private developers. 

The city should also be given credit for some attempts, however 
minimal or unsuccessful, to support low-cost housing for the 

poorer classes. Insolera asserts that such housing was undertaken by 
private firms, disastrously as the Testaccio experiment proves, or 
else by the cooperative enterprise of worker groups, specifically 
the manpower of railroads, tramways, and other public services. 
He does not speak of an effort from within the city council in 1877 
to subsidize low-cost housing by ceding 25,050 square meters of 
free land to senator Alessandro Rossi, an experiment which 
folded unhappily in 1884. Nor is there any mention of the "Societa 
anonima edificatrice di case per la classe povera e laboriosa," first 
established by the king's authorization in 1867, and rescued more 
than once by the city in the 1870s and 188os by providing free land 
and guaranteeing bank loans. The society built large palazzi on Via 
S. Giovanni Laterano, Via Celimontana, Via Leopardi, Via Goito, 
etc., and for a long time managed to retain ownership and thereby 
keep rents low. 

Like everyone else, Insolera too mourns the destruction of the 

great villas that once circled Rome. He blames the nobility who 
owned them for placing profit above national patrimony, the city 
for allowing them to be developed into residential blocks outside 
the jurisdiction of the Master Plan, the Master Plan for being frag- 
mentary and inefficient. What one must still await is the statement 
of the historical problem that must precede the doling out of re- 

sponsibility. This problem has to do with the obligations of patri- 
cian families to their members, with private versus public property 
rights, with developing legislation for the designation and defense 
of national monuments. The abolition offidecommessi put the sale 
of the villas within the range of speculation, since they were no 

longer considered passive property. No restrictions on their sale 
had been imposed as there had been on the sale of galleries and 
museums. Besides, not all noblemen succumbed to the devil of 
speculation willingly. Villas on the Esquiline were expropriated 
forcibly by the city. The bill of sale of the Villa Massimo, sold to 
the Compagnia commerciale italiana in 1872, quotes the principe 
Camillo Massimo as saying, perhaps disingenuously, that he must 
submit to this "forzosa alienazione" against his will, and make "the 
extreme sacrifice . . . of disengaging himself from the ancient 
property of his family" (Archivio di Stato di Roma, 30 Notai capi- 
tolini, Ufficio 6, Curzio Franchi, 1 July 1872). From the city's 
point ofview, it is obvious that its shaky finances were thought in- 
adequate for the acquisition of every patrician villa that might 
otherwise be lost to speculators. The case of the Villa Borghese is 
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instructive for the range of questions involved. Although owned 
by the Borghese, the famous grounds had for a long time been 
open to the Roman public. The family decided in May 1885 to sell 
the entire property; there was talk of a luxury residential quarter. 
The mayor, himself a prince (Torlonia), came out against the idea 
in the press. The Borghese summarily closed the villa grounds to 
the public. In the ensuing furor, which involved the technicalities 
of public and private rights to property and of ownership in pos- 
sesso as opposed to in petitorio, the Borghese were ordered to re- 
open the villa by the Pretore del III Mandamento di Roma. The 
controversy was not stilled until the State agreed to buy it from 
the principe Borghese in 191o, an act that proved both the prince's 
right to own his ancestral villa and the public right to limit its 
disposal. 

Before sampling the heady opposition view by Insolera, the 
reader may benefit from a more complete and less controversial 
presentation: La Terza Roma, a volume sponsored by the Unione 
Romana Ingegneri ed Architetti (URIA), to celebrate a personal 
centenary. URIA, now affiliated with the larger Associazione Na- 
zionale Ingegneri e Architetti Italiani, first came into formal exis- 
tence in 1871, a few months after the transfer of the capital to 
Rome, under the name "Circolo tecnico degli ingegneri, architetti 
ed agronomi." The name changed several times, but the associa- 
tion remained a significant influence in the physical transformation 
of Rome until 1926. With the suppression of the rights of associa- 
tion in 1924 and the subsequent forceful regimentation of the de- 
sign professions into syndicates that carried the official approval of 
the Fascist regime, the prestigious group dissolved itself in 1926, 
and yielded to the Sindacato Provinciale Fascista Ingegneri. It 
reorganized after the War as URIA. 

La Terza Roma was preceded in 1960 by a first commemorative 
volume on the occasion of the centennial celebration of Italian 
unity. Entitled Ingegneri ed architetti della generazione chefece l'Italia, 
it is a compilation of the important architects and engineers of the 
Risorgimento, most of them almost completely unexplored until 
now. URIA's present bulky volume is offered as a documentary 
record that would "place in just and proper light the contribution 
made by engineers and architects to the transformation and extra- 
ordinary development that Rome has undergone in its first hun- 
dred years as capital of Italy." In addition to various chapters on 
architectural and planning subjects, such as housing, hospitals, 
bridges, public architecture, military architecture, and sports com- 
plexes, it reviews industrial growth, the water system, electrical 
energy and the gas service, telecommunication, aviation, the land 
reclamation program of the Agro romano, professional schools, and 
URIA's own history. The scope then is regional in area and truly 
environmental in concept. 

Authors of individual chapters are mostly familiar names. In ac- 
counts written by participants or members of the same family, it 
would of course be unreasonable to expect critical detachment. 
Thus Testa, a central figure in the Fascist planning of the city 
since 1924 and chief advocate of the policy to extend Rome to- 
ward the sea, lauds the development of EUR, with self-congratula- 
tory abandon, as "an extraordinary, we might say almost fabulous, 
event" in the urban history of modern Rome. Two major criti- 
cisms directed against EUR do not seem to trouble him: (1) that 
EUR has been in the charge of a private corporation since its in- 
ception in 1937, and completely outside the jurisdiction of the 
city's official Master Plans and their administrative structure; and 
(2) that the suburb has worked against the decentralization policy 

of the post-War decades by being emphatically linked, thanks to 
the extension of Viale Cristoforo Colombo in 1961, with the al- 
ready hopelessly congested downtown, a point brought out by 
Pietro Catalano in another paper of Terza Roma. Still, despite the 
inevitable partisanship, URIA's panoramic tome brings together 
in one place a bulk of material very difficult to come by until now. 

The only serious drawback of Terza Roma is its editing. It was 
never apparently decided whether this was to be a scholarly book 
or something in the nature of the deluxe coffee-table products that 
flood the market. It is neither. The illustration is not of the high 
publishing quality required of coffee-table books. Too many 
photographs are poorly printed and some simply out of focus. In 
photographs taken recently this is inexcusable. But even the old 
historic photographs fare much better, as we have seen, in the 
hands of other publishers. But neither as a reference tool does 
Terza Roma stand out. The chapters range from thoughtful and 
carefully documented essays to impressionistic sketches; there is 
even one, Gaspare Lenzi's chapter on hospitals, which is said to be 
derived from two books by Alessandro Canezza "and our own 
personal memories." Some chapters have adequate bibliography, 
others none at all. There is no general bibliography. The illustra- 
tive material is grouped together at the end of each section, but 
both pagination and enumeration of figures is absent. It is therefore 
exceedingly clumsy to refer to this material specifically. Needless 
to say, there is no reference to the illustrations in the text: the 
reader is supposed to put the two together on his own, which is 
not so simple even for Romans. Outside of thanking "gli Enti, le 
Biblioteche e i propri Associati" for making visual material avail- 
able, no specific source is given for the hundreds of illustrations in- 
cluded. The note that "the major part of the documentation of a 
historical nature comes from the Ravaglioli Collection" is not at 
all helpful, since one readily recognizes many old photographs as 
coming from the archives of Fratelli Alinari, the Gabinetto Foto- 
grafico Nazionale, and Museo di Roma, not to mention reproduc- 
tions from journals like Illustrazione italiana and Capitolium. 

This review has sought to appraise the belated discovery of the ar- 
chitectural and planning history of the Third Rome, to encourage 
the continuation of research on this subject, to suggest directions 
for this research, and warn against some pitfalls of method. In the 
opinion of at least one student, all this is a waste of time. For Leo- 
nardo Benevolo there are two Romes that matter: the historic city 
before the advent of unity, and the city of the future. In between 
stands the Rome of Victor Emanuel II, Humbert I, the Fascists. It 
should be eliminated. To be sure, wholesale instant destruction is 
not to be advocated, even were it feasible; but Benevolo drafts a 
program, in his Roma da ieri a domani, according to which the 
Third Rome would gradually be phased out and replaced by a 
green belt. "When considering the decisions to be taken in the 
present, the historical past becomes an external condition that can 
be accepted, rejected or modified according to available forces and 
means. 

The last Master Plan ofRome, approved in 1962, set as one of its 
principal tenets the strict preservation of the historic city, but in 
this the framers saw fit to include everything within the classical 
walls. This means Via Nazionale and Corso Vittorio and the resi- 
dential quarters of the post-187o expansion and the avenues and 
piazze of Fascist grandezza. But this is simply to transform "the 
specific respect for the historic organism into a generic respect for 
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all antiquated and habitual things. ... To this distortion of the con- 
servative spirit have contributed those Italian critics who [in the 
last years] have progressively re-evaluated all the recent phases of 
architecture: eclecticism, the Art Nouveau, the Novecento, and 
even Fascist classicism. .... It is always possible to discuss whether a 
building is beautiful or ugly, 'worthy' or insignificant; the modern 
exigency of conservation does not depend on such subtle discus- 
sions, but has one concrete and clearly designated object, that is, 
the organism of the pre-industrial city which must be disburdened 
from that of the bourgeois city, since the logic of the bourgeois 
city tends to absorb and destroy the previous organism." 

It would be easy to misrepresent Benevolo's thesis with such 
controversial statements, and dismiss it as the most recent "ulti- 
mate solution" to the Roman problem. This would be a great pity. 
Roma da ieri a domani may well be the most radical and thought- 
provoking look at the urban impasse of modern Rome and the 
precious legacy of its historic core. It is written with urgency. The 
latest Master Plan is due to expire in 1973; the prospect is for a new 
plan that would continue in the manner of the last hundred years, 
but propose many, no doubt well-meaning, correctives to ameli- 
orate the monstrous spread of the periphery and its parasitic de- 
pendence on the structure of the tiny historic center. The Master 
Plan of 1962, in large measure the brainchild of Quaroni and Luigi 
Piccinato, had done just that. Its main provisions were to stop any 
further change in this historic center; to move major public insti- 
tutions out of it; and to establish a massive dislocation of the func- 
tions of the city eastward along an axis, the so-called asse attrezzato, 
that ran from Pietralata to Centocelle. The idea was to have a su- 
perhighway at a safe distance east of the city that would link up 
with national autostrade, and collect as well nearby urbanized cen- 
ters like the Castelli, Tivoli, Guidonia, etc. The plan was drawn up 
in the fifties, in tune with contemporary solutions of city and re- 
gional planning. But in the time needed for the plan to travel 
through the vicious maze of the State and city apparatus toward 
final approval, it was already obsolete. Having hurdled the hills of 
Gianicolo and Monte Mario, the city had grown predominantly to 
the west. EUR had developed into the most important node out- 
side the city, setting up a directional pull away from the prescribed 
Centocelle-Pietralata axis. To this day there is no sign of the asse 
attrezzato. The new University complex planned for Tor Vergata 
did not get very far toward realization, nor did other major installa- 
tions that were to wrench the functional aspects of the city away 
from the center. And the hideous organism with over three mil- 
lion people continues its cancerous spread into the countryside, 
unchecked and incurable. 

Benevolo is able to see the entire post-1870 development of 
Rome in a general European framework. It started tardily in what 
he calls "the post-liberal or neo-conservative system," an approach 
to urban renewal and expansion formed in the two decades be- 
tween the revolution of 1848 and the war of1870. The basis of the 
system was an elaborate compromise between public interest and 
private property, not a theoretical formula at all, but the common- 
sense resolution of opposing forces. A prosperous economy facili- 
tated the long series of experiments to marry the demands of capi- 
talism with the restraining order of public government. It is then 
that the impressive transformation of principal European cities 
took effect: Lyons, Paris under Haussmann, London and the insti- 
tution of the Metropolitan Board of Works, the competition for 
Vienna's Ring, and so on. Benevolo is succinct and thorough in his 
analysis of the neo-conservative system, but even a summary of 

this analysis would be too long for this review. The point is that by 
the time Rome had been marked for a similar transformation, the 
favorable economic and cultural moment for the system was past. 
Financially unwell, the city administration could not play its 
proper r61e in the delicate structure of compromise, so that private 
interest galloped unchecked toward the crash of the late 188os. 

When the economic trend was reversed after 189o, the cities of 
Europe and America entered a period of social concern, centered 
on housing and public services. Sanjust's Master Plan of 19o09 and 
the populism of the Nathan administration are both Roman reflec- 
tions of this change. It was these years that saw the planning of 
Valle Giulia, the felicitous Quartiere Mazzini developed on public 
land according to the project of the German planner J. Stiibben, 
the Luzzatti bill of 19o3 and the first case popolari, the State's acqui- 
sition of the Villa Borghese, and the municipalization of public 
transport, water, and electricity. Then came the authoritarian and 
rhetoricalplanning under Fascism, and the post-War hesitancy and 
urban decay. This is the first half of the book: ieri. 

To Benevolo, the road of one hundred years has led to a preci- 
pice. What is now imperative for domani is a strategic retreat and a 
radical new departure. He does not minimize the scope of his pro- 
posal; the reform goes beyond the physical to the very basis of the 
political system. His book does not claim to be a detailed master 
plan. With clear graphic work and a spare text, the second part, 
called "Un programma per il futuro," sketches merely an outline 
of principles that must guide the next official master plan. The 
Third Rome was built on the structure of the historic center. Mod- 
ern arteries created by the sventramenti rested on the traditional 
street scheme of papal Rome, and the newer layout of the immedi- 
ate periphery was hooked up to this scheme. The suburban sprawl 
used the ancient consular highways as its backbone. In the process, 
the center lost most of its green and at least a third of its built en- 
vironment. It became, quantitatively, an insignificant part of the 
new metropolis. Practically speaking, it is already an alien Rome, 
the Rome of the tourists, as opposed to the Rome of the Romans 
which is beyond it. And yet this historic center is the only part of 
the metropolis that has a clear structure and a sustaining prestige. 
It must be preserved intact at all cost. Benevolo proposes that it be 
girdled by a broad green belt that would abruptly terminate periph- 
eral development. His models are cities like London, Ranstad, and 
Ruhr, which started applying the principle of the restraining green 
belt since the War. Its growth arrested, the population of the cen- 
ter would then be reduced. New towns at a respectable distance 
would settle what was left of the population and encourage con- 
trolled influx from surrounding territory. The green belt must be 
achieved at the expense of the Third Rome. That is all there is to it. 
The Lungotevere, the Palazzo di Giustizia and Piacentini's Casa 
Madre dei Mutilati, the Fascist buildings around the Mausoleum of 
Augustus, all this and more will have to go. The avenues of gran- 
dezza will become strips of green; no mad traffic will circle the 
giant bones of antiquity. A new artery to the east, mostly under- 
ground, will match the continuous flow of traffic along the west 
bank of the river. Judiciously placed terminals will take care of 
parking. 

The courage of the challenge hurled at the planning authorities 
in Roma da ieri a domani is admirable. But Benevolo's Gordian-knot 
solution presents historians too with a conflict of interest, private 
and professional. What one might condone or even applaud as a 
common citizen or visitor of Rome, as an architectural historian 
one has no choice but to resist. How can the arbitrary decision to 
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stop history at 1870 be acceptable? How can the practice of saving 
by destroying find approval from men whose professional respon- 
sibility demands the preservation of every scrap of the built en- 
vironment? It has taken architectural history considerable time to 
begin to see that monuments, material and cultural high points of 
past periods of built environment, cannot alone make architec- 
tural history. We must be careful now not to transpose the long- 
lived monumental approach to the young discipline of urban his- 
tory, through selective glorification. 

At the same time, the problem Benevolo poses for the historian 
extends to conservation philosophy. To work toward the pure 
original state of a piece of architecture by effacing from it evidence 
of later use has fewer supporters now in the conservation field. 
What a building goes through in the course of its life, the additions 
and the mutilations, should be respected as part of its history. The 
same applies to urban conservation. 

Finally, Benevolo unconsciously repeats the mistake of the 
Third Rome on an urban scale by proposing to isolate the historic 
center with a green belt. This is what the Fascists did to single 
monuments of antiquity, depriving them of the surrounding ur- 
ban tissue that gave them scale and the vitality of continuous life, 
setting them up like museum pieces in ascetic frames of green and 
asphalt. The practice has been roundly condemned, both for the 

needless destruction it entailed and for the visual and cultural harm 
it has brought to the favored monuments. 

In the jungle world of Roman planning, it is improbable that 
Benevolo's daring proposals have any chance of success. The rule 
of compromise that has always guided Italian affairs will no doubt 
stretch on into the future. As lovers of a great city now so viciously 
in the grip of paralysis and decay, we should mourn the failure of 
Benevolo's clean curative idealism. As students of Rome's physical 
history we must secretly rejoice that Roma da ieri a domani will re- 
main just that, a great and important book. 

This is the second of three essays by different authors on urban architec- 
tural studies. Part three will consider the current state of method and 
practice. -Editor 

Two recent books published in this country are not included in the 
review. They are: S. Kostof, The Third Rome 1870-195o: Traffic and 
Glory, Berkeley: The University Art Museum, 1973, the catalogue 
of an exhibition; and R. C. Fried, Planning the Eternal City, Roman 
Politics and Planning Since World War II, New Haven: Yale Univer- 
sity Press, 1973, which appeared after the review had been sent to 
the Editor. S. K. 

Cynthia Zaitzevsky, The Architecture of 
William Ralph Emerson 1833-1917, Cam- 
bridge, Mass.: Fogg Art Museum, Harvard 
University, 1969, 1oo pp., 34 illus. $4.00. 

Nineteenth-century Boston was a city of 
great architectural interest, sophistication, 
and accomplishment. It seems odd, there- 
fore, that modern monographic studies of 
its architects remain so limited: essentially, 
there is only one, Henry-Russell Hitch- 
cock's 1936 study of H. H. Richardson. To 
learn about the city's several other archi- 
tects of major importance who were Rich- 
ardson's contemporaries, we have two 
books that cut across the boards, Vincent 
Scully's Shingle Style and Bainbridge Bunt- 
ing's Houses of Boston's Back Bay, and, 
really, not much else. Given this situation, 
one welcomes gladly the appearance of 
Cynthia Zaitzevsky's The Architecture of 
William Ralph Emerson. 

This small book was produced as a cata- 
logue for an exhibition of seventy-five 
photographs, drawings, and photocopies 

of designs by Emerson. The modern photo- 
graphs were by Myron Miller. One must 
admire Harvard's Fogg Museum of Art 
and Carpenter Center for the Visual Arts 
for having given such generous support to 
a student museum-training project. How- 
ever, Zaitzevsky's contribution must now 
serve a dual function: issued as a catalogue, 
it has become our basic book on William 
Ralph Emerson. As such, it has inadequa- 
cies. 

The volume begins with Zaitzevsky's 
concise essay surveying Emerson's life and 
career. She divides his professional life into 
three major periods: (1) 1857-1878, from 
Emerson's entrance into the office of the 
builderJonathan Preston to the completion 
of a wonderful, polychromatic, stone, Sha- 
vian house in Milton, Massachusetts; (2) 
1879-1886, from Emerson's first house in 
Bar Harbor, Maine, the C.J. Morrill house, 
recognized by Scully as "the first fully de- 
veloped monument of the new shingle 
style," to Emerson's last true Shingle-Style 
building, his own house in Milton; and, 

(3) 1887-1893, a post-Shingle-Style period 
in which Emerson was influenced by the 
Georgian Revival but was not part of it. 
The cutting-offdate, 1893, seems arbitrary, 
as Emerson continued to practice for at 
least a decade beyond that year. It is, how- 
ever, the date of the last building in the ex- 
hibition. In this essay, the author concen- 
trates on the period 1870-1886 and dis- 
cusses several important buildings in detail. 
In her conclusion, she briefly reiterates Em- 
erson's development and views the period 
of 1879-1886, with its great Shingle-Style 
houses, so sensitive in their siting and plan- 
ning, as the most significant one in his 
career. She ends with several lovely quotes 
from Emerson himself, excerpts from a 
series of articles of 1889 about drawing and 
sketching. Footnotes are appended to the 
essay. 

Then follow the list of items in the show 
and twenty-nine plates. Twenty-four re- 
produce Miller's photographs, but not re- 
markably well, since they lack the richness 
and contrast of values in Miller's originals. 
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