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The Manuscript Found in Saragossa is a gothic novel by Jan Potocki 
(1761– 1815), a Polish aristocrat touring Napoleonic Europe, that 

recounts the story of a mysterious manuscript found in the Spanish city 
of Saragossa and features the adventures of Walloon soldier Alphonse 
van Worden who, on his way through the mountains of Sierra Morena 
to Madrid, meets thieves, inquisitors, cabbalists, princesses, coquettes, 
and many other colorful characters.1 With Potocki’s book in mind, I 
arrived in Saragossa on a warm evening of September 2008 to be received 
by Mario Gaviria, the renowned Spanish urban sociologist, planner, 
and ecological activist. In the early 1960s Gaviria was a student of Henri 
Lefebvre (1901– 91) at Strasbourg University and became a friend and 
collaborator in the period when Lefebvre was formulating his theory of 
production of space, published between 1968 (“The Right to the City”) 
and 1974 (The Production of Space) and developed further in De l’État 
(On the State, 1976– 78).2 Belonging to Lefebvre’s inner circle, Gaviria 
would visit him many times in his maternal house in Navarrenx, and 
they would make trips to the nearby new town of Mourenx and then to 
the Ossau Valley and further south: Pamplona for the San Fermin fes-
tival, Tudela to celebrate the fiesta in Gaviria’s peña; they would rest for 
several days in his house in Cortes on the border between Aragon and 
Navarra, and then Lefebvre and his partner, Nicole Beaurain, would take 
off to his summer house in Altea in the province of Alicante. During 
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our conversation in Saragossa Gaviria recalled their collaborations and 
in particular the 1973 study on tourist new towns in Spain, for which he 
commissioned Lefebvre to write about “the architecture of pleasure.” Yet 
the manuscript that Lefebvre delivered hardly met the expectations of 
Gaviria, who considered it too abstract and decided not to include it in 
the results of the study submitted to the commissioner.3 He should still 
have this manuscript, Gaviria mentioned, and offered that we look for 
it together. The next day, we drove to Cortes, and it was in the library of 
the seventeenth- century house that, after several hours of searching, he 
found Vers une architecture de la jouissance, a typescript with Lefebvre’s 
handwritten corrections.4

Among Lefebvre’s writings, a book about architecture is unique. How-
ever, a look at the table of contents of Vers une architecture de la jouissance 
shows that architecture is listed among philosophy, anthropology, history, 
psychology and psychoanalysis, semantics and semiology, and economy; 
and this marginal position seems to be confirmed by Lefebvre’s broad-
ening of the investigation from “architecture” to “spaces of jouissance,” as 

Mario Gaviria, Henri Lefebvre, and Lefebvre’s daughter Armelle at Gaviria’s 
family house in Cortes (Navarra, Spain), early 1970s. Archive of Mario Gaviria, 
Saragossa, Spain. Courtesy of Mario Gaviria.
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he summarizes the book in its “Conclusions.”5 Straddling a range of dis-
ciplines, the book needs to be understood as resulting from an encounter 
between Lefebvre’s philosophical readings of Hegel, Marx, and Niet z- 
sche; the impulses provided by his contacts with architects and planners; 
and multiple studies in rural and urban sociology he carried out or super-
vised beginning in the 1940s— which is how I read his theory of the pro-
duction of space in my Henri Lefebvre on Space (2011).

From within this encounter, Lefebvre formulated such transdisciplin-
ary concepts as “space,” “the everyday,” “difference,” and “habitation.” These 
concepts facilitated exchanges between multiple discourses: political- 
economic analyses by David Harvey since the 1970s; followed by “post-
modern geographies” by Edward Soja within the “spatial turn,” or the 
reassertion of space in critical social theory; and philosophical readings 
of Lefebvre’s work by Rémi Hess, Stuart Elden, Christian Schmid, and 
others.6 Since the late 1990s, architectural and urban historians, critics, 
and theorists such as Iain Borden, Margaret Crawford, Mary McLeod, 
and Jane Rendell demonstrated the potential of Lefebvre’s concepts for 
architectural practice and research.7 Facilitated by the transhistorical 
character of Lefebvre’s definition of space, whose production in capital-
ist modernities allows for a retrospective recognition of space as always- 
already produced, historians examined architecture’s instrumentality 
within social processes of space production.8 This was complemented 
by discussions in postcolonial and feminist theories focused on the 
everyday practices of submission and normalization, transgression and 
resistance; Lefebvre’s work has been a key reference here, despite his 
moments of  “infuriating sexism” and “disturbingly essentialist rhetoric.”9 
In this perspective, minoritarian practices of the production of space 
were recognized as sites where the agency of architecture in the repro-
duction of social relationships can be addressed and, potentially, chal-
lenged, toward a rethinking of architecture’s manifold possibilities.10

The transdisciplinary understanding of architecture, which inspired 
these studies and which was implicit in The Production of Space, is spelled 
out and advanced in Toward an Architecture of Enjoyment. If architecture 
understood as a professional practice or a collection of monuments has a 
marginal presence in the book, it is because Lefebvre addresses architec-
ture beyond its restriction to a disciplinary division of labor and redefines 
it as a mode of imagination.11 The starting point for this redefinition was 
the concept of habitation, understood as the half- real, half- imaginary 



Table of Contents of the manuscript Vers une architecture de la jouissance  
by Henri Lefebvre. The book was handwritten by Lefebvre and typed by  
Nicole Beaurain. Archive of Mario Gaviria, Saragossa, Spain. Courtesy of 
Mario Gaviria.
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distribution of times and places of everyday life. Prepared in the first two 
volumes of The Critique of Everyday Life (1947, 1961), this concept of habi-
tation was advanced by the studies on the everyday practices of inhabitants 
in mass housing estates and individual suburban houses, carried out by the 
Institut de sociologie urbaine (ISU), cofounded by Lefebvre in 1962 and 
presided over by him until 1973.12 Specific and yet shared by everybody, 
habitation became for Lefebvre a form of leverage to rethink the possi-
bilities of architecture and to reconsider its sites, operations, and stakes.

This rethinking of architecture in Toward an Architecture of Enjoy-
ment was embedded in the vibrant architectural culture in the period 
between the death of Le Corbusier in 1965 and the mid- 1970s, when 
various paths within, beyond, and against the legacy of modern archi-
tecture were tested. Lefebvre’s theory of the production of space, draw-
ing on his research at the Centre d’études sociologiques (1948– 61) and 
the universities of Strasbourg (1961– 65) and Nanterre (1965– 73), was a 
major reference in these debates, which he occasionally addressed, includ-
ing architectural and urban semiology by Roland Barthes and Françoise 
Choay, the emerging postmodernist discourse by Robert Venturi and 
Charles Jencks, the phenomenological writings of Christian Norberg- 
Schulz, and texts by readers of Martin Heidegger in France. In particu-
lar, he would oppose the restriction of Marxism in architectural debates 
to the critique of architectural ideologies by Manfredo Tafuri and his 
followers, with which Toward an Architecture of Enjoyment takes issue. 
After 1968 Lefebvre would comment on students’ designs at the unités 
pédagogiques and the Institut d’urbanisme de Paris, determine with 
Anatole Kopp the editorial policies of the journal Espace et sociétés, give 
advice on the reform of architectural education within governmental 
commissions, and participate in juries of architectural competitions. 
Direct contacts with architects were also a part of this continuing ex- 
change: with Constant Nieuwenhuys in Amsterdam and Ricardo Bofill 
in Barcelona; with Georges- Henri Pingusson, Ricardo Porro, and Ber-
nard Huet, all of whom he invited to his research seminars in Nanterre; 
and with Pierre Riboulet, Jean Renaudie, and Paul Chemetov during the 
visits to the buildings recently designed by them. Comparing his work 
to that of an architect as an intellectual speaking on behalf of urban 
space, Lefebvre gave multiple interviews on radio and television, where he 
would insert comments on architecture, urbanism, and space production 
into his broad assessment of social, political, and cultural topics.13
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Lefebvre’s interventions into these discussions were highly polemical, 
and this was also the case with Toward an Architecture of Enjoyment, where 
many concepts were introduced in contrast to others, rather than by a 
self- sustained definition. It is not the aim of this introduction to give a 
comprehensive account of these polemics in French politics, urban soci-
ology, philosophy, and architectural culture around 1968— which was done 
in Henri Lefebvre on Space. Rather, my aim is more singular and more 
speculative: to read Lefebvre’s book as a study on the architectural imagi-
nation, which participates in the social process of space production but 
is endowed, in his words, with a “relative autonomy.”14 In what follows I 
will take clues from Toward an Architecture of Enjoyment in order to 
explore architectural imagination as negative, political, and materialist. 
Negative, that is to say aiming at a “concrete utopia” that strategically 
contradicts the premises of everyday life in postwar capitalism— which 
is how Lefebvre assessed the potential of the practice of habitation. 
Political, because habitation becomes the stake of political struggle, as 
Lefebvre’s studies in rural and urban sociology and his specific interven-
tions into political debates after 1968 show. Materialist, both in the gen-
eral philosophical sense of Marxist historical materialism and as starting 
with the materiality of the body and its rhythms. Taking the liberty to 
read Toward an Architecture of Enjoyment in the manner Lefebvre was 
reading his favorite authors— as fields of possibilities, beginning with 
their historical context and moving beyond it— I will start with a discus-
sion of the research project on spaces of tourism in Spain, as an oppor-
tunity and pretext for Lefebvre’s speculation on architecture.

modernity at its worst and its Best

There is a real chance that, after its publication, Lefebvre’s Toward an 
Architecture of Enjoyment will in some bookshops sit next to Alain de 
Botton’s Architecture of Happiness, just as Nietzsche’s Gay Science occa-
sionally ends up in the LGBT section.15 While such an encounter 
would be enchanting and not fully accidental given the sharing of some 
quotes by both authors, in contrast to de Botton’s escapism Toward an 
Architecture of Enjoyment needs to be read as part and parcel of Lefeb-
vre’s formulation of the theory of the production of space.

Landscapes of leisure on the Spanish Mediterranean coast were stra-
tegic sites for this task. “A remarkable instance of the production of space 
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on the basis of a difference internal to the dominant mode of production 
is supplied by the current transformation of the perimeter of the Medi-
terranean into a leisure oriented space for industrialized Europe,” wrote 
Lefebvre in The Production of Space.16 In this book, spaces of leisure 
exemplify the reproduction of capitalism through the production of space: 
they result from the “second circuit of capital” in real- estate investment 
that compensates for the tendential fall of the average rate of profit in 
the primary circuit of capital, related to manufacturing.17 They are sites 
of the reproduction of labor power and of the bourgeois cultural hege-
mony over everyday life. Yet at the same time, Lefebvre argued that in 
spaces of leisure “the body regains a certain right to use”: they are indis-
pensable parts of space production by postwar capitalism and yet reveal 
its “breaking points.”18

This fundamental ambiguity of spaces of leisure was the focus of the 
research project in Spain, and to investigate this ambiguity was the main 
motivation of Gaviria:

Around 1968 [he recalled], there was a lot of criticism about the consumer 
society, and leisure and tourism were seen by critical Marxist thinkers as 

Henri Lefebvre, Nicole Beaurain, and their daughter Armelle in Sitgès  
(Catalonia, Spain) in the early 1970s. Photograph by Mario Gaviria. Archive  
of Nicole Beaurain, Paris, France. Courtesy of Nicole Beaurain.
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consumption of space, as alienation of the working class. Yet my point was 
that the space of pleasure was something else: if you go to the Alhambra 
you realize that its experience cannot be reduced to consumption; it is 
something else, or also something else. This is what we talked about with 
my collaborators and colleagues in Benidorm, also with Henri, and this is 
what I asked him to write about.19

One cannot think of a more provocative case study for a Marxist phi-
losopher than Benidorm, a tourist new town described recently by the 
sociologist José Miguel Iribas— himself a former member of Gaviria’s 
team— as “stand[ing] out as the purest example of concentration at the 
service of mass- market tourism.”20 Yet to focus on Benidorm was more 
than a provocation, and Gaviria’s opposition to mainstream Marxism 
reveals the broad theoretical and political aim of Lefebvre’s book: the 
critique of asceticism in Western intellectual and political traditions. 
Toward an Architecture of Enjoyment targets asceti cism under its many 
forms— as bourgeois morality, capitalist accumulation, modernist aesthet-
ics, structuralist epistemology, biopolitical statecraft— but this critique 
culminates in Lefebvre’s rejection of the asceticism of the communist 
Left. The suspicion of sensual enjoyment and consumption was deeply 
entrenched in left political discourse ever since the early nineteenth cen-
tury, tracing any hint of betrayal of the proletariat changing sides toward 
the petit- bourgeoisie and condemning the “individualism” of those who 
disturb collective solidarity and do not comply with the norms and larger 
aims set by the organization.21 This asceticism was upheld by Western 
Marxism during the postwar period: even if Herbert Marcuse in his essay 
“On Hedonism” (1938) recognized in the drive for sensual enjoyment a 
“materialist protest” against the relegation of happiness beyond the pres-
ent, he was quick to add that hedonism only shows that the unfolding 
of  “objective and subjective” human capacities is impossible in bourgeois 
society.22 With alternative arguments entering wider circulation with 
decades of delay, like Walter Benjamin’s “promise of commodities,” Alek-
sandr Rodchenko’s call on the socialist thing to become a “comrade” of 
the proletarian, or Werner Sombart’s argument about the progressive his-
torical potential of waste and expenditure in eighteenth- century Europe,23 
Western Marx ism, and the Frankfurt School in particular, defined post-
war left discourse about the emerging consumer society as normalized 
amusement and regenerative recreation, strictly functionalized within the 
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reproduction of capitalist relationships. This critique extended toward 
state socialism in Central and Eastern Europe, marked by new types of 
social hierarchies defined by access to consumer goods. Just as socialist 
realism in architecture and its “palaces for the people” was, more often 
than not, ridiculed in the West, so was later discourse on consumption 
in “real existing modernism” invisible to postwar Western Marxists, with 
tobacco seen in Bulgaria as one of the main achievements of the socialist 
state; fashion explained in the Soviet Union and the German Democratic 
Republic in terms of cultural, economic, and social progress; or perfumes 
considered a “democratic luxury” and a “gift” from the industry to Soviet 
women.24 Having all but disdain for “goulash socialism” in Hungary, 
“small stabilization” in Poland, and “normalization” in Czechoslovakia, 
many Marxists in the West found they were in unlikely agreement with 
the dissidents behind the Iron Curtain, who saw post- Stalinist social-
ism as being founded on “the historical encounter between dictatorship 
and consumer society,” in Vaclav Havel’s description of Czechoslovakia 
in 1978.25

Lefebvre’s opposition to this tradition was inscribed into his rethinking 
of Marxism against its productivist discourse, in line with Paul Lafargue’s 
Right to Be Lazy (1880) and more recent references to Pierre Naville’s 
argument (1967) that the historical movement “from alienation to jouis-
sance” implies a shift from work to “nonwork,” the latter understood as 
an activity that cannot be commodified.26 Strategically linking his read-
ing of Marx’s revolutionary project with Nietzsche’s subversive one, 
Lefebvre’s theorizing of the relationship between work and nonwork 
resonated with numerous French activist groups throughout the 1960s. 
This included the Internationale situationniste and its condemnation 
of the “poverty” of the students’ everyday life “considered in its economic, 
political, sexual, and especially intellectual aspects” as the title of their 
influential pamphlet (1967) went.27 The opposition to communist ascet-
icism was also conveyed by French counterculture around the journal 
Actuel that featured ephemeral groups such as the Dutch Provos and 
Kabouters, the U.S. yippies and Weathermen, and the members of the 
movement “Vive la révolution” from the Parisian suburb of La Cour-
neuve who proclaimed that “doing a revolution in Europe is to find out 
if one can be happy in La Courneuve.”28

In the interviews given by Lefebvre in Actuel in the early 1970s, he en-
dorsed Nietzsche’s “amendment” of the mechanistic and ascetic character 



Cover of the tourist guide Benidorm en color by Vicente Ramos (1975). This 
tourist town developed from a small village was a focus of Gaviria’s research.
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of materialism, including Marxist materialism, and agreed with Octa-
vio Paz’s accusation of Marxism for its tendency to see the body as “a 
fragment of dead matter.” Instead, Lefebvre suggested an understanding 
of the body as an ensemble of rhythms and called for a rhythmanalyti-
cal pedagogy of the body— a project advanced in Toward an Architecture 
of Enjoyment.29 At the same time, the images published in Actuel became 
sources of Lefebvre’s references to architectural experiments of the period. 
They subscribed to a search for alternative ways of life, including the 
stacked structures of Habitat 67, funnel cities by Walter Jonas, the “cen-
ter for sexual relaxation” by Nicolas Schöffer, but also landscape inter-
ventions by Haus- Rucker- Co and Hans Hollein, geodesic domes by 
Buckminster Fuller and Drop City, walking cities by Archigram, inflat-
able structures by Ant Farm, proposals for an appropriation of space by 
People’s Architecture of Berkeley, and the bubble of Marcel Lachat 
attached to a facade of a housing estate in Geneva. Many of these ideas 
found their way to the “correction” of a contemporary mass housing 
project in the Quartier d’Italie in Paris, published by Actuel in 1971.30

It was against such architectural production as the new estates in the 
Quartier d’Italie that Gaviria suggested studying spaces of leisure. The 
starting point was his own studies of housing estates in Madrid: Con-
cepción (1965), Gran San Blas (1966– 67), and Fuencarral (1968). These 
studies were carried out by Gaviria in the framework of the “seminar in 
rural and urban sociology” and belonged to the first attempts outside 
France to test Lefebvre’s theory of the production of space in urban 
research.31 The studied estates shared many of the drawbacks of the 
collective housing estates constructed at this time in France, being not 
sufficiently connected to city centers by public transportation and inad-
equately equipped with facilities. However, Gaviria stressed the intensity 
of urban life in these estates, which was based on a “spontaneous urban-
ism” differing from that foreseen by the planners and yet “well understood 
by some street vendors who change positions according to times of the 
day and days of the week.” In order to reveal it, the team mapped shops, 
services, clubs, and cafes as well as the routes of the vendors of candy, 
flowers, and shoe cleaning in the Concepción estate, and this was com-
plemented by charting the paths of the pedestrians in Gran San Blas.32 
Besides participatory observation, the Concepción study was carried 
out by means of the analysis of design documentation, questionnaires, 
and nondirected interviews, as in the ISU studies.
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Projects by (a) Claes Oldenburg, Walter Jonas, Nicolas Schöffer; this project of 
a “center for sexual relaxation” by Schöffer was criticized by Lefebvre in Toward 
an Architecture of Enjoyment; (b) Haus- Rucker- Co; (c) Moishe Safdie, Drop 
City; (d) People’s Architecture, Marcel Lachat, Archigram, Ant Farm. Published 
in Actuel 18 (March 1972): 4– 11. Lefebvre must have seen these illustrations, 
because Actuel published an interview with him in the same issue.

d

[1
41

.2
11

.4
.2

24
]  

 P
ro

je
ct

 M
U

S
E

 (
20

24
-0

7-
09

 1
7:

56
 G

M
T

) 
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f M

ic
hi

ga
n 

@
 A

nn
 A

rb
or





Left: The “revised and corrected” Quartier d’Italie, as depicted in Actuel 12  
(September 1971): 40– 41. These unsigned drawings show the rue du Château- 
des- Rentiers and the “Deux Moulins,” part of the 1957– 72 redevelopment  
project in the thirteenth arrondissement of Paris. The caption describes the 
proposed interventions, assessing their feasibility and cost: (1) a metal or plastic 
bubble attached to the facade; (2) a flexible tube; (3) a Swiss chalet; (4) a mural  
(“all tenants agreed”); (5) a raised platform linking the buildings; (6) a polyester 
toboggan; (7, 8) inflatable domes; (9) plastic tents; (10) a facade chosen by the 
inhabitants; (11) old house “belonging to die- hards who resist developers”; (12) 
hanging garden; (13) two emptied stories; (14) a pit with construction materials 
to be recycled, “like in Drop City, Colorado.”

The Concepción estate in Madrid, designed by Lorenzo Romero Requejo, 
Francisco Robles Jiménez, Jacobo Romero Hernández, and Federico Turell 
Moragas, 1953– 58. The mapping of the estate by Mario Gaviria and his team 
shows functions that contributed to its urban character: clubs, small shops, 
services, and gardens. From Mario Gaviria, “La ampliación del barrio de la 
Concepción,” Arquitectura 92 (1966): 30. Courtesy of Mario Gaviria.
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Detailed mapping of the Concepción estate, showing (1) newspaper 
stand; (2) national lottery stand (operated by a blind person, a  
tradition in Spain); (3) blind person; (4) candy stand; (5) shoe 
shiner; (6) florist stand; (7) balloon salesman; (8) petition point. 
From Mario Gaviria, “La ampliación del barrio de la Concepción,” 
30. Courtesy of Mario Gaviria.

Lefebvre’s visits to Gaviria’s seminar in Madrid were part of his ex- 
changes with Spanish sociologists and architects, at the time when his 
ideas about the “right to the city” became particularly pertinent in the 
processes of urbanization in late Franco’s Spain as it was dominated by 
speculation and the real- estate market, housing crises, and the absence of 
democratic procedures that would channel social demands on the munic-
ipal level.33 “Based on the research by Henri Lefebvre concerning the street 
as structured and structuring element, we have developed a detailed 
study of the relationships between empty spaces and built structures in 
new peripheral quarters,” wrote Gaviria in reference to Lefebvre’s lec-
tures in Strasbourg.34 In view of the urbanization processes in Spain, 
Gaviria saw the critique of the Charter of Athens (1933, published in 
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Aerial photograph of the Gran San Blas estate in Madrid, designed by Luis 
Gutiérrez Soto, Julio Cano Lasso, José Antonio Corrales Gutiérrez, and 
Ramón Vázquez Molezún, 1958– 62. From Mario Gaviria, Gran San Blas: 
Análisis socio- urbanístico de un barrio nuevo español (Madrid: Revista  
Arquitectura, 1968), 7. Courtesy of Mario Gaviria.

1943) and its principle of division of urban functions into work, housing, 
leisure, and transportation as the fundamental contribution of Lefebvre.35 
Instead of reducing urban design to the factors of circulation, insolation, 
and formal composition, Gaviria embraced the complexity and ambigu-
ity of urban life.36 As he wrote in his introduction to the Spanish transla-
tion of The Right to the City, “it is easier to build cities than urban life.”37 
He contrasted the sharply defined, contained, continuous, and visually 
linked spaces of traditional urbanism with the discontinuity of spaces 
of functionalist urbanism subscribing to the Charter of Athens and col-
laborated with architects on recommendations for urban designers.38

In view of these studies, new tourist towns appeared as strategic ap- 
proximations of the “other” of postwar housing estates. As Lefebvre 
argued already in his 1960 study on Mourenx, functionalist ensembles 
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were expressing the paternalism of the state and they were anachronis-
tic, since they did not account for the society moving beyond Fordism, 
in which the urban space was about to replace the factory as the place of 
socialization, exploitation, and struggle.39 Similarly, in his critique of hous-
ing estates at the peripheries of Madrid, Gaviria argued that they failed 
to adapt to the specificity of the Spanish cultural, social, economic, and 
even climatic context and were lacking architectural innovation— which, 
rather, can be found in tourist new towns.

For Gaviria, Benidorm was a case in point: developed according to a 
1956 master plan drafted by the urban planner Pedro Bidagor, the basic 
unit of the city was an open block without height restriction but with a 
system of setbacks that accommodated shops, services, gardens, pools, 

Spontaneous pedestrian paths in the Gran San Blas estate. From Mario Gaviria, 
Gran San Blas, 83. Courtesy of Mario Gaviria.
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and parking spaces and contributed to the compact character of the city. 
Learning from Benidorm, Gaviria stressed density as an essential fea-
ture of urbanity at the same time rejecting the monofunctional charac-
ter of this city— a critique raised by Lefebvre in his seminars held for 
Gaviria’s team in Benidorm in 1972 and 1973.40 Gaviria wrote that the 
architecture and urbanism of leisure are “differentiated forms of the occu-
pation of space and everyday life,” prefiguring “certain aspects of the 
society of leisure” that can be generalized beyond the Spanish context.41 
If in the late 1950s Lefebvre saw Mourenx as an “urban laboratory”— the 
site of emergence of new collective subjectivities— for Gaviria it was the 
tourist towns such as Torremolinos, Benidorm, Salou, and Platja d’Aro 
that became laboratories for the employment of free time.

The argument that the future of society will be defined by leisure was 
widely discussed in 1960s France, in particular by Joffre Dumazedier 
and his influential hypothesis about the “civilization of leisure.”42 At a 
time when the expenses for food of a workers’ family dropped to less 
than half of disposable income, Dumazedier argued for the increasing 
importance of leisure, defined either functionally (as recreation, enter-
tainment, distraction, and personal development) or negatively (in oppo-
sition to professional and domestic work, taking care of the body and 
mind, religious service, and education).43 In this condition, leisure facil-
ities became part of French urbanism and planning on every scale of the 
territory: neighborhood, city, agglomeration, and region. New spaces 
were created, such as national parks and large- scale tourist facilities in 
Landes and Languedoc- Roussillon, as well as new holiday villages (villages 
de vacances) in southern France and Corsica, and new skiing resorts.44 
The tourist town La Grande Motte in Languedoc- Roussillon created a 
man- made landscape populated by ziggurats, while Port Grimaud at 
the Côte d’Azur experimented with traditional urban morphologies. 
Leisure was at the center of international debates among architects across 
the Iron Curtain, with reviews of the journal L’architecture d’aujourd’hui 
covering the facilities on the shores of the Mediterranean as well as 
those on the Black Sea coast.45 The debate about spaces of tourism cul-
minated in the congress on “architecture and leisure” organized by the 
Union internationale des architectes (UIA, International Union of Archi-
tects) in 1972 in the Bulgarian city of Varna.46 Duma zedier, a participant 
of several UIA congresses, argued that models of holiday accommoda-
tion will influence the preference for housing, a clear tendency in French 
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architectural culture since the 1950s, when holiday villages had become an 
occasion for experimenting with new housing typologies by architects 
such as Paul Chemetov, Pierre Riboulet, and the partnership Candilis- 
Josic- Woods.47 With tourist developments seen as fields of experimen-
tation for future society, Dumazedier extrapolated his findings twenty 
years ahead and speculated about “housing and leisure in 1985”: the kitchen 
becoming a poetic oeuvre (rather than a functional, laboratory unit); 
the replacement of the dining and living rooms by a multimedia “room 
of festivals and spectacles,” where inhabitants watch self- produced movies; 
and the transformation of bedrooms into multifunctional, personalized 
spaces.48

Leisure spaces thus seemed to be the field where new tendencies of 
the production of space were surfacing, and this is why they were the 
focus of several research studies by the ISU as well as several dissertations 
supervised by Lefebvre.49 These spaces, he argued, revealed a new division 
of labor emerging in Europe: that between the industrialized North 
and the perimeter of the Mediterranean, which became the space of non-
work, including holidays, convalescence, rest, and retirement.50 This 
argument was largely based on Gaviria’s research, and in particular his 
“Ecologic study of urban concentrations created in Spain during the 
last years as centers for tourism” (1973), commissioned by the March 
Foundation of the March Bank of Mallorca,51 for which Vers une archi-
tecture de la jouissance was written. Gaviria argued that the Mediterra-
nean coast of Spain and the Canary Islands had become, since the early 
1960s, a target of “neocolonial” urbanization by real- estate agents and 
tourist operators, mainly from industrialized countries in Europe. This 
urbanization was supported by the Francoist government seeking eco-
nomic gains and state- guided modernization, but also by the consolida-
tion of Spanish territory around the ideas of modern tourism.52 These 
processes were facilitated by new means of transportation, the develop-
ment of infrastructure, improved financial instruments, computer- aided 
data processing, and the tendency toward complete urbanization— as 
Lefebvre wrote in an introduction to one of Gaviria’s books.53

If spaces of leisure are part of the simultaneously homogeneous and 
fragmented “abstract space”— the product, instrument, means, and milieu 
of postwar capitalism— they also require a range of new conditions: 
besides being accessible by private and public transportation and offer-
ing inexpensive land and labor power, fiscal incentives, and flexibility of 
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regulations, they also need, in Gaviria’s mocking description, “few peo-
ple on the beach, fishermen fulfilling their decorative mission in the old 
harbor, and indigenous folk who are kind and forthcoming to tour-
ists.”54 While Lefebvre discussed the production of abstract space as pred-
icated upon the creative destruction of the peculiarity of places, the 
experience in Spain pointed at “quality space” characterized by ecologi-
cal, aesthetic, cultural, and historical values, which are necessary for the 
expansion of the leisure industry. In the words of Henri Raymond, 
Lefebvre’s long- time collaborator, the “users” of tourist facilities expect a 
“somewhere else,” a sphere beyond work. In a study about the French 
coast, Raymond argued that the sea and the beach are defined by sym-
bolic practices of urban users: as both nonurban (the rhythms of leisure 
are opposed to the rhythms of work) and preurban (they symbolize 
nature). In order to produce this opposition, all technical means of the 
urban society need to be employed; in other words, the sea and the 
beach need to be completely urbanized in order to maintain their per-
ceived, conceived, and lived opposition to urban space.55

For Lefebvre, spaces of leisure reveal the contradictions between 
abstract space and the possibility of its “other.” He argued that they are 
sites where “the existing mode of production produces both its worst 
and its best.”56 Writing in 1973, the year of the oil crisis, and reflecting 
upon the modeling of economic and population growth scenarios with 
finite global resources in The Limits to Growth (1972), he saw spaces  
of leisure as exemplifying the technological capacities to make nature 
available for collective enjoyment and the destruction of nature by this 
very technology.57 In his account, they are sites where the future is not 
yet decided and its various possibilities are taking shape; they share  
this potentiality with the street, the monument, but also the “urban” 
(the urban society) that, in a later text, Lefebvre would describe as  
“a sheaf of possibilities, the best and the worst.”58 Spaces of leisure  
are neither enclaves within the dominant mode of space production  
nor reflections of the interests of the dominant class; rather, they exac-
erbate the contradictions of the social totality, revealing the antagonistic 
forces operating within it. Spaces of leisure were for Lefebvre what  
the open- plan office was for Archizoom’s “No- Stop City” (1968– 71) or 
the Berlin Wall for Rem Koolhaas (1971): sites that condense the most 
extraordinary promises of modernity with the dangers of ultimate 
alienation.
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If for Marx the past repeats itself as a farce, for Lefebvre the future is 
announced in a grotesque. Like the spaces of suburban houses exam-
ined by the ISU as an ironic answer to the demand for a sphere be- 
yond work, in the tourist new towns the experience of the body beyond 
the division of labor is intermingled with its commodified images and 
fragmented gestures. The “total body” appears in a ridiculous, distorted, 
awkward form, as a part of  “vacationland festivals” that “caricaturize the 
appropriation and reappropriation of space.”59 While Mario Gaviria 
was never tired of pointing out how traditional urban festivals become 
commodified by the tourist industry in Spain, he also pursued extensive 
research on the old center in Pamplona, the “space of festival and sub-
version,” as a test case for the principles of the right to the city and the 
self- management of space by its residents.60 In this sense, rather than 
contrasting “utopias” and “realities” in urban planning,61 in Lefebvre’s 
account utopia permeates tourist urbanism. As with Walter Benjamin’s 
discovery that commodities convey the fantasy of social transformation 
in reified forms, the experience of spaces of leisure as detached from 
their conditions of possibility frees the references from their immediate 
context and reveals in the commodified images of the body, sun, and sea 
the promise of archaic symbols, at the same time illuminating the incom-
pleteness of the social order.62 Breaking away from the distribution of 
times and places that comes with the division of labor, in the landscapes 
of leisure “a pedagogy of space and time is beginning to take shape,” writes 
Lefebvre, inspired by Jean- Antheleme Brillat- Savarin’s egalitarian peda-
gogy of the sense of taste.63

The experience of spaces of leisure is hence not simply an instance of 
fetishism but conveys a hint of emancipation in the sense of overturning 
the social order that assigns groups to places of work and those of non-
work. In Lefebvre’s view, this overturning is at the core of every “urban 
revolution,” violent or not, including the 1936 electoral victory of the 
leftist Front Populaire, followed by the introduction of paid holidays 
that allowed for “the people of Paris and of France [to] discover nature, 
sea, mountains, and time that is available and free. They discover[ed] 
leisure and nonwork.”64 In this sense, spaces of leisure reveal a desire for 
another life and the anxiety never to live fully felt by those who are ready 
for it, and who have been ready for a long time. This anxiety, repressed 
in communist discourse, is what connects a worker locksmith writing in 
1841 in a working- class newspaper that he would like to become a painter 



 Introduction xxxiii

since, in spite of the respect for his profession, “he seems not to have 
found his vocation in hammering iron,” and the inhabitant of a new town 
interviewed by Lefebvre in 1960, who cannot wait to abandon the bore-
dom prevalent in Mourenx.65

negation: concrete utopia

Lefebvre’s theorizing of emancipation in terms of redrawing the borders 
that divide everyday life allows him to uncover the place of architectural 
work that, in his words, has been “forgotten” and “obliterated.”66 Within 
his general rethinking of Marxism, in Toward an Architecture of Enjoy-
ment Lefebvre qualifies his earlier theorizing of architecture as a mere 
result, or an intermediate, of economic and urban planning defined as a 
“projection” of social relationships onto the territory.67

The latter position was conveyed by his critical accounts of architec-
ture in many of his writings from the 1960s. For example, in Lefebvre’s 
paper on Mourenx (1960), architecture appears as a transmitter of the 
division of labor in the factories and the respective social hierarchies: 
the management personnel would live in detached houses, the supervi-
sors in towers, and the workers in blocks of flats. The doors and win-
dows of white facades become dots and lines within a system of signs 
that make the socioprofessional status of the inhabitants transparent and 
commands their behavior.68 Similarly, in his review of the new town in 
Furttal valley near Zurich (1961), Lefebvre saw architecture as reduced 
to one among many scales that are presumed to be vessels of precon-
ceived social morphologies: the spatial sequence from the apartment to 
the city is isomorphic with the nested hierarchy of social bodies, start-
ing with the family and ending with the urban community.69

The “forgetting and obliteration” of architecture as a self- sustained 
level of social practice in French postwar urbanization was a consequence, 
argued Lefebvre, of the principles of modernist architecture and func-
tionalist urbanism and, in particular, of the “discovery” made by avant- 
garde architects of the 1920s that “(social) space is a (social) product.”70 
While for late nineteenth- century psychologists and art historians, such 
as August Schmarsow, space was a result of a psychological process of 
associating the multiplicity of sensual impulses into an intentional object 
of aesthetic experience, the architects of the interwar period recognized 
in this labor of association a social and material process, rather than 
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restricting it to a psychological one.71 Read today, Lefebvre’s attribution 
to modern architecture of an “abstract” concept of space, at the same 
time homogeneous and fragmented, geometric, visual, and phallic, appears 
characteristic for 1960s French architectural polemics in which “Le Cor-
busier,” “Bauhaus,” “modernism,” and “machine for living” were often used 
interchangeably. This was only exacerbated by the Cold War discourse, 
evident in Lefebvre’s sources,72 that eclipsed “other” modernisms: those 
politically on the Left, geographically in the East, and formally heretic 
when measured according to Le Corbusier’s “five points of modern archi-
tecture.” In particular, this account did not reflect the multiplicity of the 
avant- gardes’ sociospatial imaginations that shared the discourse on 
“space” without a consensus concerning its meaning; these “spaces” were 
so diverse in their philosophical and artistic sources, images, and politi-
cal objectives that trying to find their common denominator seems to 
be an impossible task.73

Lefebvre suppressed this heterogeneity within his overarching argu-
ment about the redefinition of architecture in terms of space as the main 
contribution of the avant- gardes. He argued that this redefinition, which 
was launched as a progressive program of the production of a “second 
nature,” in the course of the 1930s began to facilitate the modernization 
of capitalism and the emergence of abstract space as a “concrete abstrac-
tion”: at the same time a universal medium of production, consump-
tion, and distribution; and a commodity, itself produced, consumed, and 
distributed.74 For Manfredo Tafuri, whose arguments informed Lefeb-
vre more than he would be willing to admit, this abstraction of space 
displayed the most advanced critical procedure that capitalism appro-
priated in order to displace its contradictions to a higher level of histori-
cal development. In the context of the debates on workerism in 1960s 
Italy, Tafuri might have seen the contribution of these avant- garde archi-
tects as confirming the workerist premise about the primacy of living 
labor over capital, both as a decisive element in the capitalist model of 
development and as a subversive political force.75 However, Lefebvre 
argued that the understanding of  “architecture as space” was followed 
by the subordination of the architectural project to urbanism and plan-
ning, and this resulted in the active forgetting of architecture deplored 
at the beginning of Toward an Architecture of Enjoyment. Accordingly, 
Walter Gropius’s vision of the architect “as a coordinator who would 
unify problems, proceeding from ‘a functional study of the house to that 
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of the street, from the street to the city, and finally to regional and national 
planning’” was reversed, wrote Lefebvre, and “structural planning sub-
jected lower degrees and levels to its own constraints.”76

The attempts to claim the concept of “architectural space” by post- 
war authors, from Bruno Zevi (Architecture as Space, 1948) to Christian 
Norberg- Schulz (Existence, Space, and Architecture, 1971), were a response 
to this subjugation and aimed at carving out a specific realm for archi-
tects.77 Yet if there is any specific space of architecture, it is “a sheet of 
white paper,” quipped Lefebvre in a 1972 debate with Tafuri; and in The 
Production of Space he argued that “[architects] raise the question of archi-
tecture’s ‘specificity’ because they want to establish that trade’s claim to 
legitimacy. Some of them then draw the conclusion that there are such 
things as ‘architectural space’ and ‘architectural production’ (specific, of 
course).”78 However, these attempts only exacerbate the crisis of archi-
tectural discipline. On the one hand, if  “architectural space” is one among 
many “spaces” produced by specific practices, their relationship reflects 
the power relations between their producers, and architecture is reduced 
to “one of the numerous socioeconomic products that were perpetuat-
ing the political status quo”— as it was put by the architect Bernard 
Tschumi in his 1975 reading of French urban sociology of the period.79 
On the other hand, if this “architectural space” is understood as some-
how encompassing all others, subscribing to the vision of the architect 
as a “man of synthesis” connecting partial practices into temporary assem-
blages, architecture’s disciplinary crisis is inevitable: since space is pro-
duced by many agents, architects arguably among the least influential, 
they will be held responsible for something they cannot control.80

Along these lines, Lefebvre’s discourse was extended by many around 
1968 in order to demonstrate the impotence of architects within the 
current social division of labor. A case in point was the discussion about 
“Architecture and Politics” organized in 1969 by the main French archi-
tectural journal, L’architecture d’aujourd’hui, with the participation of the 
architects Jean Deroche, Georges Loiseau, Jean Perrottet, and Pierre 
Riboulet and the editor- in- chief of the journal, Pierre Vago. Lefebvre’s 
vocabulary suffused the intervention of Riboulet, a member of the Atelier 
de Montrouge. Positioning himself as a critic of the profession, Riboulet 
declared architecture a “projection of the society and its mode of produc-
tion,” deploring the loss of the “use value” of the city taken over by its 
“exchange value” and demanding the “right to the city” for the subjugated 
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populations. Calling for a “political analysis of production of architecture” 
that would uncover architecture’s implication into the material processes 
of economic production and social reproduction, Riboulet concluded that 
in order to change architecture it is necessary to change its mode of produc-
tion.81 “It would be illusory,” he wrote in another text, “to imagine that archi-
tecture is done by architects.”82 While he admitted that the aesthetic 
concerns are specific for architecture, he refused to speculate about the pos-
sibilities of architecture after the social change since they are inconceivable 
with the conceptual and visual habitus of the current social regime; and 
hence he subscribed to the warning of Manfredo Tafuri not to anticipate 
an architecture for a “liberated society” but to introduce its class critique.83

In opposition to Tafuri— whose fierce critique of  “architectural ideol-
ogy” could hardly conceal his love for it— Lefebvre aimed at a different 
Marxist take on architecture. Toward an Architecture of Enjoyment and 
his later books open up a discussion of architecture not just as a “projec-
tion” of social relationships on the territory, but also as a medium by 
which the place of particular groups is defined, distinguished, and man-
ifested within the social totality, and hence a site where collective sub-
jectivities and their relative positions to capital and its various forms 
(financial, social, cultural) are negotiated. To envisage such reposition-
ing is the task of an architectural imagination, developed from within 
the “near” order of everyday appropriation of space, which Lefebvre con-
trasted with the “distant” order of urbanism.84

In a 1967 debate with the architects and urban planners Michel Eco-
chard and Jean Balladur, Lefebvre compared the “macrosociological” per-
spective of urbanism to the “microsociological” one of architecture, which 
takes its clues from the practices of habitation.85 The crux of this dis-
tinction is not the differentiation of scales, because just as architecture 
can be reduced to an instrument of urbanism, so is it also able to address 
a register stretching from furniture to gardens, parks, and landscape, 
writes Lefebvre.86 (This is also how he theorized habitation in his read-
ing of the ISU studies: as a practice reaching beyond the individual 
domicile toward the neighborhood and the urban territory.)87 Rather, 
architecture and urbanism are distinguished by different modes of imag-
ination: an opposition that comes to the fore in Lefebvre’s distinction 
between “concrete” and  “abstract” utopia.88 While abstract utopia embraces 
current urbanization protocols and extends them into the future, concrete 
utopia “begins with jouissance and seeks to conceive of a new space, which 
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can only be based on an architectural project.”89 Mixing admiration and 
sarcasm, Lefebvre illustrated abstract utopia with the example of the 
forest of Tronçais where Jean- Baptiste Colbert, the minister of Louis 
XIV, had oak trees planted in the year 1670 from which the French royal 
navy was to be built around 1900.90 Lefebvre had much less sympathy 
for the abstract utopias of the postwar period, which he approximated 
with a “perfect city” of technocrats who believe in a possibility of a co- 
herent and cohesive system of needs, services, and transportation.91 One 
cannot help recalling the images published in 1967 by Paris Match about 
“Paris in 20 years,” many of which became references in the architec-
tural debates and a pool of raw materials for the subversive collages of 
the Utopie Group. They presented some sixty projects within the 1965 
master plan of Paris showing the metropolitan territory extended by 
five new towns, connected by a rapid regional train network (RER), linked 
to large French cities (Le Havre, Orleans, Lyon, and Lille) by an “aéro-
train,” and embellished by the cultural center replacing the old market of 
Les Halles and by the “cybernetic tower” by Nicolas Schöffer paired with 
the Museum of the Twentieth Century designed by André Wogenscky 
based on sketches by Le Corbusier.92

Proposal for the development of the site of Les Halles in Paris into a cultural 
center with theaters, library, and an Olympic- size swimming pool. From Paris 
Match 951 (1967): unpaginated. Courtesy of Hachette Filipacchi Associés.



“Super Eiffel Tower of Paris in the year 1990,” designed by Nicolas Schöffer. 
From Paris Match 952 (1967): unpaginated. Courtesy of Hachette Filipacchi 
Associés.
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While abstract utopia is a “positive” extrapolation of the status quo, 
concrete utopia is “negative,” that is to say it contradicts the premises of 
the current social order: the everyday defined by the division of labor, 
economy of exchange, and the state as the primary agent of economic 
regulation and political subjectivity.93 This negativity is what Lefebvre 
found in the spaces of leisure that come with a hint of an everyday defined 
by nonwork rather than production, excess rather than accumulation, 
gift rather than exchange. But this was also the dynamics of habitation, 
studied by the ISU as a set of practices— sometimes material, some-
times discursive, sometimes imaginary— that appropriate everyday spaces 
by structuring them according to significant distinctions, in particular 
in opposition to the world of labor. While Lefebvre was among the first 
in France to show how everyday spaces become instrumental in capital-
ist reproduction, the studies by the ISU revealed to him that everyday 
habitation in the suburban house is lived “beyond” and “against” the rou-
tines of métro– boulot– dodo (commuting, working, sleeping).

Such understood practices of habitation are the starting point for 
Lefebvre’s rethinking of architectural imagination. Like habitation, which 
the ISU studied as experienced beyond its socioeconomic conditions of 
possibility, in Toward an Architecture of Enjoyment Lefebvre argues for  
a procedure that “suspends by means of thought,” literally “puts into 
parentheses,” the powers that “subordinate” the architect to the execution 
of a program defined on the level of urbanism and planning.94 He writes 
that only by postulating architecture’s “relative autonomy” is it possible 
to open up the architectural imagination rather than repeating that “there 
is nothing to be done, nothing to be thought, because everything is 
‘blocked,’ because ‘capitalism’ rules and co- opts everything, because the 
‘mode of production’ exists as system and totality, to be rejected or 
accepted in accordance with the principle of  ‘all or nothing.’”95 Lefeb- 
vre argues that this “parenthesizing” is a “dialectical reduction,” which 
contrasts with philosophical reductivism, and follows the procedure  
of Marx to “reduce in order to situate and restore.”96 Rather than “put-
ting everything into your system”— as Lefebvre polemically responded to 
Tafuri— he counted architecture among  “open” totalities, semiautonomous 
subsystems, and nonsynchronicities within French postwar society.97

The “negativity” of the architectural imagination is hence not a proj-
ect of an exception to capitalism, let alone resistance to it by architec-
tural means. The “parenthesizing” Lefebvre postulated is an attempt to 
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stake out a field of investigation for the architectural imagination, “to turn 
the world upside down using theory, the imaginary, and dream, to con-
tribute to its multiform practical transformation, without being restricted 
to a limited form (political, ‘cultural,’ ideological, and, therefore, dog-
matic).”98 What appears as a withdrawal from a political engagement 
opens up a possibility of a political practice, since after the parentheses 
are lifted, the products of this investigation— concepts, images— would 
reenter social practice as projects and “counterprojects.”99

Politics: architecture of habitation

The political dimension of Lefebvre’s definition of architecture by means 
of habitation and the possibilities for a recalibration of the practices of 
architects along this definition become evident when Toward an Archi-
tecture of Enjoyment is read together with the Common Program: the 
coalition between the French Communist Party (PCF) and the Social-
ist Party (PS) signed in June 1972, thus around the time Lefebvre was 
beginning his work on the manuscript. In the context of the politiciza-
tion of French urban sociology since the end of the 1960s and the intro-
duction of questions of the city and urbanization into French politics, 
the Program posited habitation as the core of a comprehensive political 
project.

Many sections of the Common Program followed the postulates that 
Lefebvre had laid out for the PCF in the mid- 1950s, and that had led to 
his suspension from the Party in 1958, followed by his exclusion. They 
entailed the demand of a collaboration among the Western European 
Left, learning from the Yugoslav experience of self- management, de- 
Stalinization, and a broad coalition of political actors gathered around 
the urban question.100 The rapprochement of Lefebvre and the PCF 
began in the early 1970s, but direct exchanges did not happen until after 
the end of the Common Program in 1978 and the ascent to power of the 
socialist candidate François Mitterrand in 1981 (“on the ruins of its own 
ideology,” as Lefebvre would comment).101

Without explicit references to Lefebvre’s writings, the Programme com-
mun de gouvernement du Parti communiste français et du Parti socialiste 
(27 juin 1972) (Common program of the government of the French Com-
munist Party and the Socialist Party, June 27, 1972) included chapters 
on “urbanism, housing, and social facilities,” “leisure,” “urban planning,” 
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and “democratic planning,” a concept that Lefebvre commented on in 
his 1961 review of Yugoslav planning.102 Based on the demand of nation-
alization of financial institutions and major industry groups, and broader 
income redistribution, the Program postulated a “new urbanism” that 
aimed at the reduction of inequalities caused by excessive urban growth 
and the satisfaction of social needs by hierarchized and coordinated dis-
tribution of social facilities: “an urbanism for the people and not for 
profit of monopolies.”103 This required social control of the land market 
and speeding up of the construction of affordable housing (to seven 
hundred thousand units per year), which would include state- subsidized 
housing and renovations, integrated with places of work and leisure facil-
ities. Under the broad concept of “advanced democracy,” the Program 
postulated inhabitants’ control over administrative councils of the pub-
lic offices of subsidized housing (Habitation à Loyer Modéré, HLM) in 
which representatives of the collectives and tenants should be granted  
a voting majority. Much attention was given to transportation, socially 
managed and subsidized by the state and enterprises, but also to envi-
ronmental issues, linking questions of ecological protection to the pro-
gramming of free time. In general, the Common Program aimed at 
ameliorating the “environment of [everyday] life” (cadre de vie) within a 
vision of  “unblocking” the human potential that is restrained in the cur-
rent society; in the words of a historian, a “socialism of abundance and 
human self- realization” rather than a socialism of accumulation and aus-
terity according to the Soviet model.104

The consequences of the Common Program for architecture and 
urbanism were advanced by two colloquia. The first (“Urbanisme mono-
poliste, urbanisme démocratique” [Monopolist urbanism, democratic 
urbanism], May 12– 13, 1973), held in Paris, developed the discussion be- 
yond repeating the commonplace that capitalist urbanization is moti-
vated by profit and the reproduction of labor power. It reinterpreted the 
discourse on the “pauperization” of workers— promoted by the PCF 
leader Maurice Thorez and clearly out of sync with the increase in liv-
ing standards in postwar France— into a “pauperization of time and 
space” caused by long commuting hours, minimal housing norms, and 
the absence of green spaces and playgrounds.105

The second colloquium “Pour un urbanisme . . .” (For an urban-
ism . . .) took place in the city of Grenoble (April 6– 7, 1974) on the invi-
tation of the socialist mayor, Hubert Dubedout. It was prepared by the 
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Party’s journal La nouvelle critique, which published its results.106 In con-
trast to the academic constituency of the previous debates, the colloquium 
gathered elected officials from many suburban municipalities and some 
working- class cities controlled by the PCF. Among the 1,200 partici-
pants were mayors from cities such as Le Havre, Dieppe, and Nanterre, 
elected officials, and Party functionaries, but also social scientists, archi-
tects, and planners active in France’s “red belts” as well as architectural 
historians and critics, such as Bernard Huet, Claude Schnaidt, or Ana-
tole Kopp.107 The poster for the conference, designed by the French col-
lective Grapus, linked the image of workers, evocative of Fernand Leger, 
with a photograph of students, by this conveying the main promise of 
the Common Program: solidarity between workers and intellectuals.

Lefebvre was absent from Grenoble, but many of his colleagues from 
the ISU were there, and so were his ideas. In particular, his discourse on 
habitation as a practice straddling all scales of urban reality was employed 
in order to discuss the controversies around the production of space in 
communist- controlled municipalities. Were they enclaves “in advance of 
the current mode of production,” where “millions of people live their 
everyday in rupture with the dominant ideology,” as some speakers asked 
in Grenoble?108 Or, as others argued, were they the last instances of 
municipal communism, increasingly obsolete in view of the limitations 
imposed on urban design by the central government and new regimes of 
financial regulation of housing and social facilities?109

These questions reflected the experience of “red” municipalities in 
France, such as Ivry, Aubervilliers, and Le Havre. But cities abroad were 
also reflected upon in Grenoble, in particular the decentralization of 
com munist- governed Bologna, which included, since 1956, the estab-
lishment of the district as the center of direct democracy, with broad 
participation of the inhabitants in decisions concerning planning, urban 
renewal, and housing policy.110 Introducing an issue of the Italian architec-
tural journal Parametro in 1977, Lefebvre stressed the constant negotia-
tion between various scales of governance in Bologna: the neighborhood, 
the city, the region; this negotiation took place in Bologna’s civic centers, 
the very nodes of political debate, decision making, and enjoyment.111 
This was a recurring theme in his texts, and in a discussion about the 
Paris Commune (1871), he argued that the urban problematic consists 
in finding spatial units that can be self- administered and self- managed 
in both economic and social terms.112



Poster for the colloquium “Pour un urbanisme . . .” (Grenoble, April 6– 7, 1974), 
which gathered officials, administrators, architects, planners, and sociologists to 
discuss the consequences of the Common Program for the production of urban 
space. Poster by Grapus. Archives Municipales d’Aubervilliers, France.  
Courtesy of Jean- Paul Bachollet.
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Scales of urban politics were heatedly debated during the colloquium, 
in reference to the ongoing research by Marxist urban sociologists and 
geographers. In particular, Manuel Castells and his team had been dem-
onstrating since the late 1960s that the urban region is the basic entity 
of capitalist production and reproduction, and hence the everyday life 
of inhabitants, fragmented into work, housing, leisure, and commuting, 
can be neither understood nor organized at the level of a neighborhood 
or a municipality.113 This was also the conclusion of the ISU research 
project on four suburban cities within the Parisian agglomeration: Argen-
teuil, Choisy- le- Roi, Suresnes, and Vitry- sur- Seine (1967). With the in- 
creased mobility of the population and the fact that the institutions 
that influenced the life of the inhabitants now operated on a larger scale, 
the authors concluded that the scale of the neighborhood “does not offer 
a sufficient basis for collective life.”114 Rather, they envisaged a network 
of architectural objects binding together an urban territory and offering 
reference points for the inhabitants.

The construction of urban space by means of an architecture of habi-
tation was the focus of the renovation of Ivry- sur- Seine, a communist- 
governed municipality in the agglomeration of Paris, one of the most 
discussed examples during the Grenoble colloquium. The project was 
presented as granting the working class and employees (constituting 72 
percent of the population of this municipality) the “right” to live and to 
work in the center of Ivry. (“To live in Paris is more and more a privi-
lege,” said Lefebvre at that time: a “privilege” that was denied to him in 
1990 when he was forced to leave his apartment on rue Rambuteau, fol-
lowed by his move to Navarrenx.)115 The renovation of the urban fabric 
in Ivry (since 1969), which included housing as well as public spaces, 
shops, and offices, was based on a close collaboration between the archi-
tects (René Gailhoustet and Jean Renaudie), the municipality, and the 
inhabitants— thus giving a hint of a different organization of architec-
tural labor, to be generalized after the means promised by the Common 
Program would be made available.116 This included rethinking the rela-
tionships between individual and team work, forms of remuneration, 
and the division of labor within the architectural office. In the perspec-
tive offered by the Common Program, the participants challenged the 
hierarchies between intellectual and manual labor and imagined an alli-
ance between architects, planners, and the working class— a postulate 
considered particularly urgent in view of the 1973 law on the architectural 
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profession, privileging large offices and resulting in the fragmentation of 
the design process.117

Renaudie argued for the participation of inhabitants in design decisions: 
not as “users” (utilisateurs) but as interlocutors capable of experimenting, 
judging, critiquing.118 Within the “new pedagogy” of the Common Pro-
gram expected to create material and cultural conditions for the trans-
formation of the society,119 an architectural project could be perceived 
as a pedagogical experience for all those involved and required popular 
intervention at the level of programming, design, and realization. Hence, 
architects were supposed to transform their traditional competences, 
technical and cultural, and to renegotiate the understanding of the pro-
fession. What was at stake was less a new type of specialization, let alone 
a vision of architects as “specialists in the forms of jouissance” as mused 
by Paul Chemetov, but, rather, bridging the cultural gap between the 
architectural project and the population: this was the lesson to be learned 
from the aborted experience of the Soviet avant- gardes of the 1920s, as 
the editors of La nouvelle critique argued.120 This pedagogical program 
might have motivated Lefebvre to postulate in Toward an Architecture of 
Enjoyment the employment by architects of a multiplicity of codes “with-
out privileging any of them,” in line with the recent discussions in the 
semiology of architecture and the city.121 It might not be necessary, at the 
beginning at least, to realize the vision of Marx and “to hunt in the morn-
ing, fish in the afternoon, rear cattle in the evening, criticize after din-
ner,”122 but everybody needs to be able to converse beyond their immediate 
professional interests.

The consequence of such pedagogy would be a radical change of the 
conditions of the architectural commission (commande) and its relation-
ship to the social demand (demande). Clues came from institutional 
analysis, in particular that of Georges Lapassade, Lefebvre’s colleague at 
Nanterre, and René Lourau, Lefebvre’s doctoral student. In the course 
of the 1960s, Lapassade and Lourau carried out several analyses of insti-
tutions (enterprises, hospitals, universities) that, while commissioned 
by the management of the institution in question, were developed, pri-
marily, as analyses of the commission itself, whether explicit or implicit. 
In contrast to the bureaucratized procedures of participation, which 
had become increasingly standardized in French urban planning during  
the 1960s,123 the analysts aimed at creating self- managed situations in 
which the organization of time and space of the institution was decided 
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together with every other aspect of the analytical situation, such as the 
schedule and the payment of the analysts (who thus accepted the risk of 
not being paid at all).124 In the words of Félix Guattari, an active partici-
pant in the debate, such analysis accounts for various discourses, not only 
theoretical ones but also those about everyday life and spatial relation-
ships, articulating them together, without homogenizing or unifying them, 
and making them “communicate transversally.”125 In this way, the ana-
lysts sought to “liberate the social energy in the group” and mobilize its 
collective activities, “to make it circulate and to furnish it with occasions 
of investment.”126

Intensity of social exchange was also the ambition of the project in 
Ivry, characterized by a great mixture of functions, diversity of housing 
typologies, and combination of ownership structures.127 In the view of 
Renaudie, the overlapping of dwellings and the visual contacts between 
the inhabitants were encouraging relationships between them and facil-
itated collective activities. Since each dwelling is different, no social norm 
or convention would emerge according to which individual uses of the 
apartments were to be judged; at the same time, the choice of the apart-
ment went with a sense of responsibility— speculated Renaudie.128

Without subscribing to this belief about an unmediated agency of 
architectural forms, Lefebvre described the architecture of Gailhoustet 
and Renaudie as preventing the isolation of an architectural object. Writ-
ing in 1984, six years after the end of the Common Program, he specu-
lated about an architecture of habitation that would open up everyday 
practices to social life and the urban society. Such architecture “treats 
space as an articulation of several levels: the organization of territory, 
the broadest level, that of the site; the urbanistic plan, that of the city; 
the architectural project, that of dwelling.”129 Architecture of habitation, 
argued Lefebvre, needs to stress the interconnections and relative auton-
omy of these levels, and this is why in Toward an Architecture of Enjoy-
ment he opposed both the isolation of the bourgeois apartment, mocked 
as a small city (with the kitchen as a shopping center, the dining room 
as a restaurant, and the balcony as park), and the dependency of the 
Existenzminimum housing on external facilities, necessarily limited by 
the current mode of production.130 Such understanding of habitation 
within the urban system implied a political program, that of urban self- 
management, as Henri Raymond pointed out in Grenoble.131 This sub-
scribed to Lefebvre’s reinterpretation of the “right to the city” during the 
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“Ivry! Centre ville” (1977), on the foreground the complex of housing, shops, and 
offices “Jeanne Hachette,” Ivry- sur- Seine, designed by René Gailhoustet and Jean 
Renaudie, 1969– 75. Poster by Grapus. Archives Municipales d’Aubervilliers, 
France. Courtesy of Jean- Paul Bachollet.
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1970s: not just the “right to dwelling” or the “right to social facilities” 
within the discussions about entitlements granted by the welfare state, 
but the “right to urban life” for those who inhabit, rather than for the 
global elite whose emergence Lefebvre sensed and whom he ironically 
called the “Olympians.”132

materiality: spaces of jouissance

“Cache- toi, objet” (object, hide yourself ). When during May 1968 this 
graffito appeared in the stairwell of the Sorbonne, the architect Jean 
Aubert of the Utopie Group took it personally, as an attack on design-
ers of objects: “we were the object, obviously.”133 The May uprisings 
originated at the campus of the university of Nanterre, and according to 
Lefebvre the university buildings were not only the site but also the tar-
get of the revolt.134 This hostility toward the architectural object associated 
with the reproduction of social relationships was a constant reference in 
Lefebvre’s work from this period, and it was reflected in much of the 
architectural experimentation around 1968. The possibility of an archi-
tectural practice that unleashes the flux of libidinal energy, rather than 
producing forms that ossify it, was sought by Constant Nieuwenhuys in 
his atmospheric New Babylon, drawn during his membership in the 
Internationale situationniste, and by Ricardo Bofill in the movie Esquizo 
(1970), which explored the production of space by means of transversal 
relationships between bodies, senses, emotions, and concepts.135 This 
commitment to the ephemeral, buoyant, temporary, mobile was conveyed 
by Lefebvre’s comments about the inflated structures of the Utopie Group, 
his account of the Montreal Expo 67, where the “everydayness was 
absorbed in festival,” and his praise for the reappropriation of Les Halles 
in Paris, diverted (détourné) into a site of  “permanent festival” during the 
three years before its demolition (1971).136

In these comments, Lefebvre seems to argue that the dynamics of the 
social production of space require a dissolution of architecture into a 
momentary enjoyment, a flash of desire, an ephemeral situation created 
by “activities of groups that are themselves ephemeral.”137 The conse-
quences of such questioning of the ontology of architecture can be seen 
in the work of the Centre d’études, de recherches et de formation insti-
tutionnelles (CERFI), an extra- academic network of researchers and polit-
ical activists, during its most active phase between the mid- 1960s and 
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the late 1970s, led by Félix Guattari and in exchange with Michel Fou-
cault.138 In spite of its polemics against Lefebvre,139 CERFI shared his 
basic argument that the city cannot be conceived as a specific typology 
of settlement. Rather, the members of CERFI were convinced that the 
city is a metaphor. “When one speaks of the city, one speaks about some-
thing else,” they wrote in the journal Recherches: about a process of gath-
ering of heterogeneous, productive chains, including the knowledge of 
functionaries, the tools of artisans, the writing of the scribe, the spec-
tacle of religion, exotic products, arms of the military apparatus, and so 
on.140 Like Lefebvre, the cerfistes launched a critique of the concept of 
need, and in their numerous research projects on the genealogy of col-
lective facilities since the eighteenth century they studied prisons, hos-
pitals, schools, and housing not as satisfying a preexisting “need” (security, 
health, education, shelter) but, rather, as instruments of normalization 
of the population and its distribution throughout the territory.141

To this fiction of  “need” CERFI opposed the reality of  “desire.” CERFI 
understood desire as a force working in the social and political domain, 
a flux between people and groups that is manifested in a negative way: 

Graffiti on the wall of the staircase of the Sorbonne in 1968. In Jean- Louis Violeau, 
Les architectes et mai 68 (Paris: Éditions Recherches, 2005), unpaginated.



Still from Esquizo, 1970. Directed by Ricardo Bofill. Photograph by Taller de 
Arquitectura. Archive of Ricardo Bofill/Taller de Arquitectura, Barcelona, 
Spain. Courtesy of Ricardo Bofill.
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as lapsus, revolt, refusal; but also as love, project, hope.142 Desire was at 
the center of the work of CERFI starting with the first research projects 
of the group in the late 1960s, focused on the architecture of psychiatric 
hospitals and departing from Guattari’s experience at the clinic of La 
Borde. Against the governmental proposal of gathering the patients of 
five Parisian new towns in one central psychiatric facility, the group rec-
ommended a network of smaller institutions and suggested reprogram-
ming the relationship between the staff and the patients rather than 
focusing on the buildings. In a later contribution to the programming  
of the psychiatric institutions in the new towns of Évry and Marne- la- 
Vallée, the authors argued that a generic apartment of five rooms and a 
kitchen would be all that needed to be said in terms of the architecture 
of the envisaged facility.143 It is this refusal to freeze the social dynamics 
by material forms that motivated CERFI to conceive public buildings or 
urban renewal projects as situations for the collective analysis of desire. 
In the introduction to the single published issue of the journal Parallèles, 
the editors called for an invention of “underground institutions” that 
would “reactivate the play of energies and collective knowledge,” and thus 
the only architecture to be longed for is that “sweated by the body, con-
tinually disseminated by gestures, glances, and contacts.”144

This view of architecture was conveyed by the most comprehensive 
engagement of CERFI: the rehabilitation of the Petit Seminaire (1975– 
86), a neighborhood in Marseille designed by the architectural partner-
ship Candilis- Josic- Woods (1958– 60). The researchers of CERFI- Sud 
(Marseille) mediated the process of redefining the boundary between 
private and public spaces, encouraged and sustained the speech of the 
inhabitants, and intervened on their behalf when the appointed techni-
cians opposed design decisions collectively taken by the inhabitants.145 
The result was a modification of the layout of the apartments and a dif-
ferentiation of the facades by means of decorative elements, which led 
both to their individuation and to the effacement of the original design, 
to the despair of architectural historians. Yet in retrospect, Anne Querrien, 
one of the leaders of CERFI, saw the failure of the project elsewhere:  
in the very fact of its ending and in the abandoning of the continuous 
programming of the social spaces in the neighborhood.146 The colorful 
facades, the enhanced floor plans, even the arch dividing two rooms 
demanded by a Roma family that caused so much controversy147 are all 
empty shells when they cease to spark interaction, debate, disagreement.
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The experiments of CERFI shared the basic premise of Lefebvre’s 
theory that social space is produced in social interaction. Yet they differed 
from it by contrasting this interaction with the material object, in partic- 
ular the architectural object, seen as alienating, reifying, commodifying. 
Lefebvre resisted the Sorbonne slogan (“cache- toi, objet”) from a mate-
rialist position and argued that material practices need to be analyzed 
as a part of the rhythmic continuum of the social production of space, 
including the slow rhythms of objects.148 Slow, that is, in relationship to 
the body, which is the criterion for the rhythmanalysis of space. In line 
with the research of CERFI, which discussed the body between the 
extremes of discipline and transgression— the bodies of patients in a 
mental hospital, workers in miners’ cities, or gay men cruising in the 
Jardin des Tuileries149— for Lefebvre the body is the very model of the 
production of space, at the same time material, experienced, repre-
sented, and imagined.

“To grasp a rhythm one needs to be grasped by it,” and this is why 
rhythmanalysis begins with the individual experience of the body to be 
extended toward “enveloping spaces,” “surroundings,” and “landscapes.”150 
Rhythmanalysis considers the body as an ensemble of rhythms travers-
ing it: “the rhythms of my life, of night and day, of my fatigue and activity, 
individual, biological, and cosmic.”151 This is not a return to a supposed 
primordial authenticity of the body, but rather an attempt at grasping 
its social production by studying an interference of rhythms, whether 
cyclical or linear, repetitive or differentiated, singular or aggregated. It is 
the body that is the source of jouissance: “the body accumulates energy 
in order to discharge them explosively, by squandering, by a game, by a 
bursting; . . . the body disposes of an excess of energy in a useless expen-
diture that produces jouissance.”152

This sense of orgasmic enjoyment, which is conveyed by jouissance in 
French, guided Lefebvre’s analysis of the events of Nanterre in May 1968 
and was captured in the title of his book about May: The Explosion: Marx-
ism and the French Revolution (1968).153 In direct relationship to Georges 
Bataille’s description of Paris by the dynamics of repulsion and attrac-
tion, marked by the extremes of the abattoir and the museum, Lefebvre 
analyzed the performance of an architectural object in the urban terri-
tory as a dialectics of dispersion and gathering.154 He argued that the 
“explosion” in Nanterre targeted the spatiotemporal distinctions on the 
campus, which were transformed into lived contradictions: between 
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work, housing, and leisure, private and public spheres, male and female 
students. “The university community in which the ‘function of living’ 
becomes specialized and reduced to a bare minimum (the habitat)— 
while traditional separations between boys and girls, and between work 
and leisure and privacy, are maintained— this community becomes the 
focus of sexual aspirations and rebellions.”155 In a TV interview shot in 
his office in Nanterre, Lefebvre pointed out the composition of slabs 
and towers around the green center adjoining the shantytown housing 
immigrants and argued that “in order to answer the question why it 
started here one should look outside the window.”156 For Lefebvre, the 
target of the revolt was less a particular building and more the equilib-
rium maintained between bodies, objects, activities, genders by the spa-
tial layout of the campus. This equilibrium, to Lefebvre, reflected the 
general design approach in postwar urbanism in which each element is 
defined by its difference from all others— just like, he argued, the Char-
ter of Athens conceptualized the city as a closed system of flows between 
production (work) and reproduction (housing and leisure).

Much of Lefebvre’s work since the 1960s was focused on debunking 
such understanding of society in terms of  “systems of differences” posed 
by structuralist theorists, which he saw as subscribing to the capitalist 
exchange economy and, in particular, the “form of value” that, in the words 
of Marx, is never assumed by an isolated commodity, “but only when 
placed in a value or exchange relation with another commodity of a dif-
ferent kind.”157 It was against this reduction to the form of value of all 
levels of French postwar society— functionalist urbanism, modernist 
architecture, consumer culture, state bureaucracy— that the term jouis-
sance was introduced in Lefebvre’s book. Rather than being a technical 
concept clearly defined and consistently used throughout the text, jouis-
sance is employed in order to lay out a broad field of investigation and is 
often used within and against a whole family of concepts such as bon-
heur, plaisir, volupté, and joie. The book is less a cumulative argument 
than a registration of a process of conceptual work in the course of which 
the relationships between jouissance, architectures, and spaces are approx-
imated by a range of specific disciplinary discourses. This open- ended 
character of jouissance in Lefebvre’s writings was conveyed in Donald 
Nicholson- Smith’s 1991 translation of The Production of Space, where 
such concepts as espace and architecture de la jouissance were rendered as 
“space of gratification,” “space of pleasure,” “space,” and “architecture of 
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enjoyment”;158 in this volume Robert Bononno prefers the latter in most 
contexts. This variation captures the ambiguity and richness of the French 
jouissance, meaning enjoyment in the sense of a legal or social entitle-
ment, pleasure, and, in particular, the pleasure of sexual climax, while 
the stress of the Dionysian, rather than Apollonian, character of jouis-
sance remains a challenge for the English translation.159

When opposed to the economy of exchange, jouissance stands in Lefeb-
vre’s text for transgression, expenditure, and excess: “jouissance . . . is merely 
a flash, a form of energy that is expended, wasted, destroying itself in 
the process.”160 This understanding of jouissance subscribed to the basic 
distinction in Lacanian psychoanalysis where jouissance is distinguished 
from both desire and pleasure: while desire is a fundamental lack, jouis-
sance is a bodily experience of the limit point when pleasure stops being 
pleasure; it is a painful pleasure: “jouissance is suffering,” writes Lacan.161 
In Toward an Architecture of Enjoyment this reference to psychoanalysis 
extends to Lefebvre’s revisiting of other discourses, often alluding to the 
polemics developed in his other books.162 He was inspired by the work 
of Roland Barthes, a close friend, and his description of the “text of bliss” 
(texte de jouissance) that “unsettles” the reader’s historical, cultural, and 
psychological assumptions, the consistency of his tastes, values, and mem-
ories, and brings to a crisis his relation with language.163 From anthropol-
ogy Lefebvre takes the understanding of places as charged with affects, 
but such allocations never exhaust the meaning of these particular places, 
which are “overencoded” as semiologists would argue. The history of 
architecture and urban history clarify these experiences by focusing on 
the appropriation of space that is in excess over every specific practice 
and pertains to material practices as much as to imaginary and concep-
tual ones. One of the conclusions from Lefebvre’s personal tour of West-
ern philosophy is that joy, happiness, and jouissance, necessarily entangled 
with pain, cannot be produced like things. Consequently, architecture 
can neither produce nor signify jouissance; whenever architects func-
tionalize the body in order to offer jouissance for consumption, they 
end up with such projects as the “center for sexual relaxation” by Nicolas 
Schöffer, which Lefebvre ridiculed as a fragment of a female body trans-
formed into a technocratic machine of pleasure.164

Jouissance is not an “architectural effect”;165 architecture can at best 
sustain jouissance experienced by the body, and this is what guides 
Lefeb vre through architectural precedence in Toward an Architecture of 
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Enjoyment. “I have always preserved a very strong sense of my own 
body,” he wrote, and many pages in the book can be read as a registra-
tion of his travels through spaces of jouissance.166 They included the 
visits to the Daisen- in temple in Kyoto, to the squares and palaces of 
Isfahan, and to the Alhambra and the Generalife gardens with Nicole,167 
but also oneiric journeys, triggered by images and texts by surrealist 
artists, science fiction novelists, and Renaissance writers, like François 
Rabelais and his description of the Abbey of Thelema, a community  
of people educated in pleasure, both carnal and intellectual.168 While 
authors describing “queer space” defined it by the urban solitude of cruis-
ing,169 Lefebvre is drawn to spaces where jouissance becomes a collec-
tive experience. This included an imaginary passage through the Baths 
of Diocletian in ancient Rome, seen as a “multifunctional architecture— 
polymorphous and polyvalent.” The sequence of rooms serving the cul-
tivation of body and spirit revealed a “space of jouissance” conveyed by 
the wealth of materials and finishing, architectural details, and works of 
art: a “luxury” from which “no one was excluded.”170 The baths prepared 
the body for an erotic experience, and Lefebvre goes on to describe the 
temples of Khajuraho in the Indian state of Madhya Pradesh and the 
caves of Ajanta in Maharashtra, “erotic cathedrals” as they were called by 
Octavio Paz.171 They represent the path toward divine love through the 
culture of the “total body” whose natural beauty is enhanced by splendid 
clothes and jewelry: a body that makes love, dances, makes music, and 
only rarely works.172 Lefebvre wrote that the reality of the body is that of 
neither an archaic past nor a future revolution, but the “now,” the lived ex- 
perience; in the words of Paz, “the body has never believed in progress; 
its religion is not the future but the present.”173 On this path, Lefebvre 
revisited reformist proposals of the late-eighteenth and early-nineteenth 
centuries: the Oikéma designed by Claude- Nicolas Ledoux as a part of 
the project of an ideal city in Chaux, and the project of the phalanstery 
by Charles Fourier, a “palace for the people” where different people would 
combine their passions and produce new constellations of love and labor.174 
(A photocopy of a phalanstery by Fourier was the only image attached to 
the manuscript.) Commenting on Fourier in a 1972 TV interview shot 
in the Palais- Royal in Paris, Lefebvre described the Palais as the model 
for the phalanstery: a place of theater, galleries, encounter, commerce, 
work, and leisure; he urged viewers to recognize in Fourier’s dreams a 
“society of jouissance” becoming possible.175



Photocopy of Fourier’s plan of a phalanstery, attached to Vers une architecture  
de la jouissance. Originally published in Charles Fourier, Le nouveau monde 
industriel et sociétaire: ou Invention du procédé d’industrie attrayante et naturelle 
distribuée en séries passionnées (Paris: Bossange père, 1829), 146. Archive of 
Mario Gaviria, Saragossa, Spain. Courtesy of Mario Gaviria.
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Toward an architecture

Time to wake up. In Toward an Architecture of Enjoyment Lefebvre con-
fessed that the popularity of Fourier makes him “suspicious”: Lefebvre 
is wary of Fourier’s productivist vision merging passion and labor; he 
reads Fourier’s combinatorics of passions as coming dangerously close to 
Barthes’s and Jean Baudrillard’s descriptions of consumption as a “commu-
nication” between signs.176 No less troubling is Lefebvre’s own ahistori-
cal narrative of the Roman thermae or temples in India, not accounting 
for the systemic violence on which these experiences were based, and 
his orientalist contrasts between the “West” and the “East” that haunt 
the book— in spite of his genuine admiration for non- European art. If 
these descriptions were in tune with the theorizing of the architectural 
experience conveyed by postwar phenomenology of architecture,177 they 
demonstrate, first of all, the limits to Lefebvre’s procedure of “parenthe-
sizing.” While this procedure allowed him to discover condensed energy 
where others saw dead labor, it is necessary to ask what happens when 
the “parentheses,” which protected Lefebvre’s argument, are lifted. In other 
words, how do we read Toward an Architecture of Enjoyment, an exercise 
in architectural imagination, together with The Production of Space, an 
analysis of space within the processes of capitalist reproduction, in 
which architects are assigned a restricted place?

Such reading needs to return to the status of Toward an Architecture 
of Enjoyment on the intellectual labor market: as a part of Gaviria’s 
research report commissioned by the March Foundation. This status  
of commissioned research was shared with most of Lefebvre’s empirical 
studies, which were commissioned by state planning institutions in France. 
Together with Gaviria, but also the members of CERFI and the institu-
tional analysis group, since the late 1960s Lefebvre developed a range of 
strategies to deal with this changed position of critique resulting from 
processes of its normalization and institutionalization within the mod-
ernizing governance and economic systems of Western Europe. Hence, 
Gaviria’s response to the research commission was a full- fledged cri-
tique of the capitalist production of tourist space, and the financing from 
the March Foundation was used to facilitate his activism against the 
construction of the highway at the Costa Blanca, a project in which the 
March Bank was an investor.178 As for CERFI, the members of the group 
argued that in the wake of May 1968 the division between professional 
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and militant life was intolerable. They strategically overidentified with 
capitalism and bureaucracy and accepted state research contracts in 
order “to use [this] money as an instrument and as a principle of reality 
that connects us to the real mechanisms of capitalist society.” Such “col-
lective analytical undertaking” was considered by the cerfistes to be the 
“new ingredient of the activist ideal, although this makes most leftist 
activists sneer.”179 Similarly, René Lourau and Georges Lapassade, when 
contracted to carry out an institutional analysis of private enterprises 
and public institutions, aimed at a collective re- creation of the crisis situ-
ations that had triggered the commission in the first place— a strategy 
that had a lot in common with Lefebvre’s “internal analysis” of the PCF 
in the mid- 1950s.180 Lefebvre’s own polemical style of writing, with con-
cepts constantly changing hands and ideological demarcation lines being 
shifted, responded to the incorporation of critical concepts into the 
increasingly self- critical French state planning discourse, including con-
cepts that he himself coined or shaped, such as “centrality,” “everyday 
life,” and “the right to the city.”181 In Toward an Architecture of Enjoyment 
this strategy resulted in his recourse to concepts that he took over from 
his opponents on the left and on the right: polemicizing with voices of 
imagined interlocutors and possible critics, mocking advertising discourse, 
and parodying the normalized jargon of urban sociologists, architects, 
and planners, which he introduced in quotation marks (“users,” “needs,” 
“participation”).

In other words, Lefebvre’s decision to speculate, against the advice of 
Manfredo Tafuri, about the possibility of an architectural imagination 
beyond the architects’ position in the division of labor was followed by 
him critically engaging with this division from within his own research 
commissions; this contrasted with Tafuri’s shunning from “the danger 
of entering into ‘progressive’ dialogue with the techniques for rational-
izing the contradictions of capital.”182 Evidently, the responses by Lefeb-
vre, CERFI, Lourau, and Lapassade cannot be repeated beyond their 
historical conjuncture, marked by the establishment of research contracts 
between French state institutions and its ideological opponents, an open-
ing whose limitations soon became apparent and led to an end by the 
mid- 1970s. (The seizure of CERFI’s issue of Recherches titled “Trois mil-
liards de pervers” [Three billion perverts, 1973], followed by the prose-
cution of Guattari in criminal court in 1974 are just some examples of 
the limits to this opening.)183 Yet what architectural practices can learn 
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from these experiences is how to formulate strategic interventions into 
processes of the production of space by responding to a specific com-
mission while questioning the division of intellectual labor that this com-
mission assumed. Read as a result and a notation of a co- opted research 
commission, Toward an Architecture of Enjoyment inspires us to rethink 
the place of architectural labor within the processes of spatial produc-
tion, and to renegotiate it.

This negotiation is facilitated by Lefebvre’s broad theorization of space 
in The Production of Space, which extends from material spaces to ways 
of use, representations, concepts, and experiences. Such perspective allows 
us to recognize architecture’s instrumentality as perceived individually 
and collectively, experienced, interpreted, contested, and appropriated. 
Within Lefebvre’s theory of space, architectural practices are to be con-
ceptualized as transversal, that is to say cutting across ontological cate-
gories and contributing to all stages of the production of space, from 
formulating a demand to the phases of research, programming, design-
ing, construction, and the continuous appropriation of buildings. Archi-
tects today contribute to these processes by mobilizing and aggregating 
spatial agents, activating or deactivating networks of resources, and ana-
lyzing their interrelations within the comprehensive system of the pro-
duction of space by an application of architectural tools of research, 
recording, visualizing, and mapping.184 Within the context of an antag-
onistic view of politics, Lefebvre’s ideas on self- management and the right 
to the city are developed into a discussion on urban citizenship, radical 
democracy, urban commons, reappropriation of collective facilities, and 
redistribution of resources.185 This perspective facilitates an extension of 
the traditional products of architectural labor toward research methods, 
program briefs, conventions of representation, educational tools, public 
pedagogy, regulatory proposals, and the reprogramming of buildings 
after their completion.

Architecture as space, again? A return to the modernist vision of 
architects as “producers of space”? The answer would be Lefebvre’s typi-
cal “no and yes.”

No, as far as this concept of space produced by multiple, heteroge-
neous, and often antagonistic practices has nothing to do with a mod-
ernist understanding of space as the privileged medium of architecture 
and a specific mode of aesthetic perception. As it was argued by Mary 
McLeod against the consolidation of the architectural star- system in 
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the 1990s, Lefebvre’s theory provides a powerful alternative not only to 
the “banality and mediocrity” of the generic built environment, but also 
to the modernist heroic discourse emulated by the neo- avant- garde.186

Yes, as far as Lefebvre believed in the progressive potential of the “dis-
covery” that “instead of carrying on with the creation of isolated objects, 
separated from each other in space, modern society allows for the cre-
ation of space itself.”187 After attributing, once again, this “discovery” to 
the Bauhaus architects and Le Corbusier, in a 1972 interview in Actuel, 
he proposed “rationalizing this intuition and introducing the notion of 
the production of space as a fundamental concept.” With the develop-
ment of productive forces in the twentieth century it is possible to “take 
on and control consciously new forms of space production rather than 
getting locked in the repetition of mass social housing and highways.”188 
In this sense, if the title of Vers une architecture de la jouissance appears 
at first glance as a polemical completion of Le Corbusier’s 1923 mani-
festo (Vers une architecture), it can also be read as unforgetting the archi-
tectural imagination of the modern movement, which reconnects the 
means offered by technological modernization to political goals.189

Yet another of Lefebvre’s definitions of jouissance as a “surplus” of use 
testifies to this complicated affinity with the ambitions of modern archi-
tecture.190 Indebted both to the Marxist opposition between “exchange 
value” and “use value,” as well as the juridical meaning of the French word 
jouissance as the “right to use,”191 in Vers une architecture de la jouissance 
“use” is understood as a range of practices that assemble senses, forms, 
bodies, and images. Rather than subscribing to the functionalist under-
standing of use as a saturation of an isolated need, Lefebvre follows a 
different, more clandestine discourse on use in modernist authors, from 
Ernst Bloch’s comments on “democratic luxury,” through Le Corbusier’s 
dialectics of architectural pleasure in Une maison— un palais (A house— a 
palace, 1928), to the understanding of luxury as an “excess in functional-
ity” in Swedish modernism and as a “broadening of experience” by Sieg-
fried Giedion.192 In the course of the 1970s, such reading of modern 
architecture would reverberate with several younger architects, who dis-
covered in this undercurrent a strategy for rescuing modern architec-
ture from its reduction to the building production of the postwar 
welfare state. Hence, Rem Koolhaas recalled that within the “deep and 
fundamental hostility against modernity” emerging in the 1970s, he felt 
that “the only way in which modernity could even be recuperated was 
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by insisting in a very progressive way about its other side, its popularity, 
its vulgarity, its hedonism.”193 And it was in the mid- 1970s, with the first 
indicators of the waning of the Western European welfare state, that a 
new generation of Italian and French architectural historians launched 
a series of research projects on architecture and social democracy in 
interwar Europe, focusing on “collective luxury” as social bond in French 
garden cities and as compensation for the Existenzminimum apartments 
in social- democratic municipalities in interwar Austria and Germany.194

With modern architecture being the kernel of the worldwide techno- 
cultural dispositif of global urbanization,195 the relevance of Toward an 
Architecture of Enjoyment today reaches far beyond discussions about 
the European welfare state and points to the centrality of jouissance in 
the social production of space. For architectural practices, this requires 
extending the struggles for the “right to the city” toward equal access not 
only to land, public transport, and infrastructure but also to spaces of 
education and enjoyment. From this perspective, equality in urban space 
is measured not by minimal standards everybody can afford but by 
aspirations everybody can share. The economy of social space, in this 
way, is an “economy of jouissance,” a use economy: rather than destroyed 
by its consumption, the use value of social space is enhanced by its 
intense, differentiated, and unpredictable use.196 There is no shortage of 
examples of such practices, many of which— both established and proven, 
as well as experimental and promising— were launched by municipalities 
in the Global South, making it evident that the geographies of authorita-
tive knowledge about processes of urbanization are being recalibrated.197 
Bypassing the dichotomy between generic architectural production and 
iconic buildings, these projects depart from an understanding of urban 
space as an economic, cultural, and political resource.198

In this sense, Toward an Architecture of Enjoyment must be read 
together not only with The Production of Space but also with current 
experiences in architecture and urban design, which share Lefebvre’s 
understanding that the paradigm of the production of space shifts from 
an “industrial” to an “urban” logic, that of habitation. To draw conse-
quences from this shift is, in Lefebvre’s words, architecture’s “implicit” 
commission, delivered in spite of what is expected and sometimes against 
it—much like Toward an Architecture of Enjoyment itself.
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