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ABSTRACT: ‘Preventive Landscapes’ aims to re-verify the degicactice compared to its effectiveness to
anticipate and put in order the development of bréeg. The design is drifting away, forced to ruteafa
territorial evolution that takes place without itglications; so it wants to rebuild its originalnfitions:
forecast, interpretation and management of becanfiaghat it happens it's necessary to replaceléisgn -
with new forms - in its new and unique field: tl@dlscape, the crossing between space, evidenkce tifrte
and immateriality of cultural processes. On thisn@aning of sense, the text aims to set up andopeopew
effective strategies that - up to date to new dlabatext, its tensions and its inertia - can permni ‘open’
and interacting control of transformations. An intlisée goal wants to re-address the design, a feirgge
instrument that is restricting itself to solve pehs and face deficiencies, towards a new progressi
tension. So that it will again be a suitable tawld contemporary reality that doesn’t permit aragis.
KEYWORDS: landscape, indeterminacy, to foresee, to control.

Today the objectivity of reality is increasinglybgect to debate when not merely subordinated to a
sensitive perception. The increasingly attentivectjration of correlated elements linking all emte, on
the one hand - a multiagent system transforming eamponent into complexity - and the multiplicatiof
perspectives, observers and observatories, ortlilee, geem to jeopardise every reinstatement tistes to
be collected by the giveness. At the same timdrdtgient errors occurring and apparent in variooslycts
of the human disciplines reveal the inadequachefypotheses underpinning them as well as, ingetty
circumstances, the unpredictability of the condiiothat concurred and continue to concur in the
surrounding context, as well as revealing the rieed more careful evaluation of the fundamentehmses
on which to construct a review not so much of theeirrent state but more in general of the appraache
adopted by the project and its underlying meanirggving aside the system to be adjusted it appbats
proceeding by means efrata corrige is no longer consented: it is a tool that hashean optimised in the
least given the reduction of available resourceseatly underway. We need to rethink our approacmes
base all future forecasts and all preliminary oiggiion of the future upon premises that are mpenaand
‘possible’ (that is, neither univocal nor definigly resolved) and described in as much detail asipke
(that is, complete and circumstantial); this meegthinking project possibilities and practices frohe
ground up. We must also remember that this issue, the quresfithe foundations on which management of
the future is to be based, will come into confliith the above.

The territory seems to offer us the most suitatdhd ffor testing the renewed ‘preventive’ role bkt
project of the future offering us an area whereniagological, social, political, technical, econeonand
environmental issues converge; at the same tinseighalso where the pressures in existence arenfist
strongly and where immediate measures for theitaboment are most pressing. At a time when therurba
population has overtaken the rural population atigical terms the fate of the two poles invohsskms
more uncertain than ever: the future organisatibthe city and of its counterpart is becoming marai
more problematical, beginning with the definitioh tbe condition of identity and otherness of theotw
entities. The conurbation of one pole and the dejabien of the other are already producing conseges
that are waiting for forecasts and guidance ratieem expectations or belated adjustments.

Leaving aside the economic crisis whose ‘territbdansequences we can already guess at (not fjust a
increase in abandoned sites - industrial, comnlearia above all residential, but also difficultias
managing sensitive contexts), this demographicirigrpoint is also accompanied by pressing political
issues (refused landscapes, from rubbish dumpsew forms of energy’, from certain infrastructures
civilian as well as military - to all those phydicdructures perceived by local populations asifpréodies
or dangerous or disturbing elements and requiregignification in order to acquire a shared meagning
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social issues (spaces of exclusion as well as spaife insecurity), anthropological questions
(individualisation that destroys the sense of comityy technology that develops at a faster pace tha
consolidated patterns of living) and, last but tesst, environmental matters, which can no longer b
dismissed as mere catastrophisms (in fact the sosrattributed to climactic changes in variousestific
circles represent a series of further areas ragupievention rather than cure).

Although Europe is hardly an emblematic place fi@se trends, and emergencies are making themselves
felt in a less equivocal manner in other contewts still need to develop a new type of ‘projecthable of
reacting in advance before situations evolve, alislo regard to issues that are less apparent. Thite the
urbanisation process in Europe does not requireningesponses in terms of its numbers (the pergeritas
dropped with respect to the past), the phenomewnes deed responses in terms of the new origints of i
actors whose presence within the bounds but ofterthe periphery of urban life leads to potentially
disintegrating needs and conflicts. So even ifradié the population is distributed uniformly withithe
continental boundaries and depopulation processesless incisive and restrictive than elsewhere,
management of the ‘natural’ or non-urbanised tayinevertheless requires certainly attention, fodye
constructed, open prospects. It is in the contéxthe territory - or of the ‘landscape’ - that weush
summarise and organise the complexity and instalifithe transformations that are already to semtent
underway, the questions and the discontinuitiesl #ue instrument capable of responding to the daicgy
of the future is based on their control, on reatisiheir project, and on developing a ‘pre-visiddt. better
the anticipated spatialisation of the solutionsrespnts the only vector capable of composing a less
problematic future. The purpose of the ‘pre-empstaategy’, of the ‘preventive landscapes projeistto
discard the logic that still eventually refers tdaptive re-use, rehabilitation, renewal, rethinkiog
mitigation and therefore waits for problems to arisubsequently in order to intervene in favour of
development that is truly preventive: capable avfiting for his mistake, capable of immediately eang
as a harbinger of its own necessary variations.

In its subsidiarity and on its various levels, otige territorial project turns back to its own dotpical
roots and therefore to a redefinition of its owigimal meaning as a harbinger and organiser offuhee
(aware of the unpredictability of the latter), iaghes with the oscillations of the reality on whit must
base its own pre-vision and of the infinite intetations of its indications produced by an increase
individuals; it clashes with the end of certaintpwnapparent in all ambits. All the phenomena regést
involve multiple correspondences and subjects witnslations that are differentiated when not
oppositional, making it extremely difficult to camet them towards a specification consenting thessary
projection. Their reduction, the basis for evergject, is a necessary operation and therefore dewetake
same errors produced by tlsabsequent approach process adopted so far. The interruption of linear
historical time, the end of the Deleuzian drift lemed by the Virilian incident andubstitute approach
implying that use becomes wear and tear and therefioandonment, all this requires new instruments s
that the refunctionalisation or redefinition of ma&y no longer represent the only inexorable cheicbe
made a posteriori. What is required above all is a phenomenologyt tkacapable of balancing re-
presentation of data and its re-production, oremgtto borrow Jean-Luc Nancy’s distinction, of urlicéng
reality and its sensitive interpretation. It is egsary to understand the subjectivity and relalismawithin a
design desiring to govern the complexity.

The landscape project, a project that is spatidl antural as well as physical and territorial, émgs
feasibility and durability upon the fact that iders the future while being ordered by it (thabigevolving
needs and values); it is capable of anticipatisgpiwn obsolescence and resolving it in the sante Tae
only landscape that can equip the contemporarydnvtot an effective encounter with the future and
construct a space not merely leaving it in a céonliof being ‘on hold’ is a ‘Preventive Landscape’.

Fig. 1-6. Guido Guidi,Bunker.
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The ‘Preventive Landscapealims at establishing the premises required to mestioe specific and
exclusive original function of projects; i.e., theole of predicting, interpreting and guiding thdure, by
placing it, after adjusting its ‘forms’, into a nawique possible realm, the realm of landscape,ishfaund
at the intersection between physicalness of spizae,evidence, and the immateriality of culturabgasses.

It also aims at putting forward effective strategiepdated according to the changed global coniesxt,
tensions and possible drifts, so as to obtain g®erb control, interactive and non-preclusive, otee
transformations. The ‘Preventive Landscape’ takesindeterminate as the backdrop and, at the samee t
field of action; i.e., as the context within whith operate, marked by the end of all certaintiesl as a
complex system where the project is called on topa its effective activity of evaluation and, teéore,
guidance. It explores ‘forms’ of its current disseation and seek the ‘reasons’ so as to reach its
understanding. From a sectorial perspective, thienerifies the logical consequences posed by the
contraposition between the ‘project’ - control agier of space intended as architecture, as wealltasand
territory planning, able to exert control througtnpiples and previsions - and the backdrop ‘adaiigch’

the project is now forced to operate, charactertsedinforeseeability and discontinuity. The ‘Preven
Landscapes’ are the outcome of the ‘new projeblg & take up, ahead of time, its possible cilities, the
changes in the real and its significance, the foamations in value and ability of both physicablagultural
contexts. The ‘Preventive Landscapes’ are spacdeipress a new strategy, able to optimise thmuress
and time available, overcome the widespread terydem@onsider project-making more and more as the
correction of erroneous approaches, thus betraisrayvn founding objective, looking at the pastrtanage
the present, rather than being projected towar futiuire.

If reality is difficult to define due to its relaity; if, after all, all this suggests the end @frtainty that
has been given as a precursor and, consequendlyfigll of curiosity represented by the relatiopshi
between order and chaos in physics, our aim isnt Where the undetermined is, what it is, and what
means, as well as how the project established hefbre it, towards what ‘dynamic state’ it evadvand
within what scenario, what the project is when pthdefore the uncertainty in its establishment and
development. Before the sense of the future ineaopbraneity (the continuously ‘expired’ present in
Cioran’s existential reflections, Augé’s ‘haltedfegent and ‘missed surprise’, Prigogine’'s entrdpite
between causality and casualness...), before hier atords, a subtraction of the future dimensioa,wish
to understand what possible space there is fofptiogject’, providing that it still exists. The diemsion of
time increasingly flattened against the currerheathan merely against the present (as in thaitiefis by
Husserl and Deleuze), and, therefore, the conddfom contemporaneity deprived of its projectivevpois
not the only one that undermines, from its etymigalgfoundations, the project. This is a secondaide
that intervenes and compromises it as an operdier ta exert control on the future. From Maxwell’s
discontinuity to René Thom's ‘catastrophes’, fromhBs principle of complementariness to Heisenkerg’
principle of indeterminacy, from the studies on am@ement systems and casualness as the self-organisi
element proposed by Henri Atlan, to Severino’s tepiwlogical observations on the relationship betwee
regulating elements and systemic anomalies, cortplard non-linearity ultimately threaten the pijle
of causality and determinism in physics as wella@e is no longer admitted, and becomes the fogndin
element of every reflection on the future. The gipte whereby - in the architectural as well ay enhd
territorial planning projects - fixed conditionsroespond to a predictable outcome is no longeairertith
respect to all this, the reactions, at least thamgaing from certain segments of our sector, haviaicdy
been ready to reframe codes that were too rigidveder, there is an evident gap between the poisgibfl
accepting the ‘chance’ of an Event City, just tontien an example, and the outcome of transformatibat
dramatically influence the territory and landscdf@ance’ - in our field; i.e., ‘urban and terrii@rphysics’,
represented by the variability of individual neealsd the pressure of their quantity, that cannot be
assimilated along definite directives and certaidiifering from a mere ‘event’ - compromises in e
potentially disruptive way the future of each pmbjevhich is increasingly often forced to run aftather
than be ahead. It is not a matter of projecting the future ‘forms’ that are flexible enough tacegt the
unpredictable, but one of projecting strategies thiee the unpredictable as their own guiding djpera.e.,
strategies that ‘permit’ their own crisis and salvi@ advance within their structure.

The context and aim of ‘Preventive Landscape’ mijare as follows: if the context in which
contemporaneity has chosen to operate is incrdgdigoming one that is merely “current”, if it msore
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and more weighed down by the irruption of chana taie unpredictable future, what can the evolufan
the project, the evolution of the project, be?

The key steps forming the rationale underlying erdgive Passages’ can be summarised in the
following points. 1) Crises - i.e., the momentdafcontinuity such as the one currently underwapally -
impose a revision of systems and processes aawell their organisation. Subsequently, they ddhimttat
the project’s fallibility (by now accepted), bugther, suggest the need of prevision and the éabesss of
determining its ‘tolerance.” The unavoidable opgntowards probable future crises must start from th
exact, upstream definition of the project’s ‘loadpacity. 2) Even though it is an increasingly freqju
practice it is useless to focus on the ‘post-’ wastrfocus on the ‘pre-': the waste of resourceslioitgn
every planning strategy of mere ‘reversibility’rie longer acceptable; rather than proceeding bynmeh
errata corrige we must adopt ‘prevention.’ 3) The project is exgrecing ontological difficulties with regard
to its own meaning: its crisis is more serious yodaen the difficulty of making previsions is inasengly
evident due to the indeterminacy of the surroundiogditions and in defining the foundation on whtoh
base the prevision of the future. 4) It is necgssarstart again by giving a new meaning to it,odtying
the ‘project’ in its original meaning, structuriitgas a system that can cope with crises by regatbgicting
them and is open to them. 5) At the same time wstranvisage decoding it by structuring it as aesyst
paying increasing attention to interpretation.t6% inecessary to consider the project in termaradscape (a
‘Preventive Landscape’ is a relational system fihedls, in physical and cultural space, witl time
variables; it is a system able to re-exist or eagin, also strengthened by the crises it haade hecause
they are implicit in its organisational process).
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Fig. 7-10. Damien HirstVoid.

The most suited way to conceive landscape projsaist to view them in terms of objects but in term
of partnerships. This requires the creation ofti@ahips among objects, space, and the meanitigeafew
entity, not only in its current context but alsorglation to the past and the future. The projberdfore
bridges the gap between what existed and beforetmakthg adjustments with what it foresees in tharti

It seems perfectly logical to incorporate Europkandscape Convention proposals with the hypothesis
of a project-process. It must, from the very stastablish a bond with its context (any entityjtd@ological
or not, including memory) and its evolution. Nowgsl@owever the project-process seems to have ktetac
not so much the future it had forecast or antiggabut a very different future from what was expdcthe
crisis of himself. Presently the project-processnse to have to imagine itself faced with transieratber
than modifications, both context and the projeslft Currently the bond, the connection, and tloeesthe
individual context of what is introduced in a tasry do not seem to be all the physical aspectsdfabut
rather the immateriality of time and its ever iragimgly fast acceleration. Today it seems necessdnok
at the process not as a reception or exclusioro@erthat leads to progressively adjust a systeemigrging
needs) but as a system of leave, or even wasteayTitdseems necessary to consider the process of
transformation of the territory as a ‘digestive ggss’. The digestive process first of all foresamsversion:
seems appropriate to deal not to redefine whajécted, but to anticipate the rejection of whatemg to
done, the waste that is about to be created, fmogePreventive Landscapes.
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