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Riassunto 
Il ruolo del progettista, dalla scala urbana a quella architettonica, può essere determinate nella promozione sia di stili di vita attivi 
che di scenari e ambienti in armonia con il benessere psicologico dell’essere umano, con la progettazione di quartieri, strade e 
spazi aperti ma anche nella realizzazione di edifici. Fulcro dell’articolo è il tema dello sviluppo sostenibile dell’ambiente 
antropizzato. Dalla sostenibilità di luoghi ed edifici spesso solo apparente, per tecnologie edilizie avanzate e rispetto delle 
normative, si impone una nuova ridefinizione di sostenibilità in architettura, con nuovi scenari e paradigmi. La nuova sensibilità 
progettuale richiede un ragionamento organico complessivo multiprospettico, ancorato anche alle recenti acquisizioni 
psicologiche in tema di salute e benessere, e di psicologia della sostenibilità e dello sviluppo sostenibile. 
 

Abstract 
The role of the designer, from the urban to the architectural scale, can be determined in the promotion of both active lifestyles 
and scenarios and environments in harmony with the psychological well-being of the human being, with the design of 
neighbourhoods, streets and open spaces but also in the construction of buildings. The focus of the article is the theme of 
sustainable development of the urbanised environment. From the often only apparent sustainability of places and buildings, to 
advanced building technologies and compliance with regulations, a new redefinition of sustainability in architecture is required, 
with new scenarios and paradigms. New design sensitivity requires overall organic multi-perspective reasoning, anchored also to 
the recent psychological acquisitions on health and well-being, and the psychology of sustainability and sustainable development. 
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Introduction 
  
The 21st century is characterized by complexity (Landy & Conte, 2016), acceleration (Rosa, 2013), change and globalization 
(Blustein, Kenny, Di Fabio, & Guichard, 2018), with insecurity, economic instability and continuous turbulence. In this 
framework the health and well-being of individuals seems particularly at risk (Di Fabio & Kenny, 2016b).  
Sustainability is an issue with a global impact and United Nations (2018) proposes the seventeen sustainable development 
goals as the main aims of the Agenda 2020-2030. In September 2015 at an historic UN Summit world leaders adopted the 
17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. These SDGs came officially 
in to force in 2016 with the Paris Agreement on climate that addresses the need to limit the rise of global temperatures. 
These sustainable development goals referred to: no poverty; zero hunger; good health and well-being; quality education; 
gender equality; clean water and sanitation; affordable and clean energy; decent work and economic growth; industry, 
innovation, and infrastructure; reduced inequalities; sustainable cities and communities; responsible consumption and 
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production; climate action; life below water; life on land; peace, justice and strong institutions; partnership for the goals 
(United Nations, 2018). These goals highlighted the relevance to increase the possibility of progress, facilitating the 
development of individuals, families and communities, for a sustainable development in a sustainable world. 
Good health and well-being represent a key sustainable development goal to reach good quality of life for everybody. The 
biopsychosocial model (Engel, 1977) in line with the definitions of health by World Health Organization (1947) pointed out 
the shift from health not simply considered as absence of illness but as optimal functioning. Actually, well-being is 
considered as a state of complete physical, mental, spiritual and social well-being rather than merely the absence of disease 
or infirmity” (World Health Organization, 1998; 2007). In the literature, following in details the review by Di Fabio (2014a; 
2016; 2017a; 2017b), it is possible to distinguish between two forms of well-being: hedonic well-being (Watson, Clark, & 
Tellegen, 1988) and eudaimonic well-being (Ryan & Decy, 2001; Waterman et al., 2010). Hedonic well-being comprises an 
affective evaluation in terms of positive and negative affects (Watson et al., 1988) and a cognitive evaluation in terms of 
life satisfaction (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985). Eudaimonic well-being concerns optimal functioning and self-
realization (Ryan & Decy, 2001), life meaning and purposefulness (Waterman et al., 2010), and positive functioning (Ryff, 
1989). 
Psychology of sustainability and sustainable development is a new research area enriching the perspective with critical 
contribution to promote health and well-being (Di Fabio, 2017a; 2017b) and it is interesting to study in depth it to consider 
implications for architectural research too. 
  
Psychology of sustainability and sustainable development 
  
Psychology of sustainability and sustainable development (Di Fabio, 2017a; 2017b; Di Fabio & Rosen, 2018) represents an 
innovative research area as recent contribution to the Sustainability Science (Rosen, 2009, 2013, 2017a, 2017b; Rosen & 
Abu Rukah, 2011; Rosen & Koohi-Fayegh, 2017; Dincer & Rosen; 2007; Komiyama, Takeuchi, Shiroyama, & Mino, 2011) 
and its trans-disciplinary configuration. The perspective of the Psychology of sustainability and sustainable development 
(Di Fabio, 2017a; 2017b) contributes to widen the concept of sustainability under many aspects, starting from not only 
seeing sustainability in terms of ecological and socio-economic environment (Brundtland Report, 1987) but also in terms 
of promotion of the well-being and quality of life of each human being. 
The traditional perspective on sustainable development (Brundtland Report, “Our Common Future”, 1987; Harris, 2003), 
centered on the 3 “E” of economy, equity, ecology, underlines the defence of the right of the future generations to enjoy the 
environment and natural resources as well as the current generations. In a psychological perspective sustainability is 
widened and it is viewed not only in terms of respect to the ecological and social environment but as psychological respect 
with the aim to promote well-being of all individuals and quality of life (Di Fabio, 2017b). Furthermore, the traditional 
definition of sustainability is centered on avoiding (exploitation, depletion, irreversible alteration) whereas an innovative 
definition of sustainability is centered on promoting (enrichment/equip, grow, flexible change, flourishing and well-being) 
(Di Fabio, 2017b).   
Psychology of sustainability and sustainable development (Di Fabio, 2017a) introduces a complex vision on projects 
relative to natural, personal, social and organizational environments, also including the built environment, asking for 
reflexivity, meaning, purpose, for a sustainable development and well-being of people in the environments (Di Fabio, 
2017a; 2017b). Following the author, in this new perspective, the construction and managing of a sustainable project is 
based not only on employing increasingly smaller amounts of resources but also on paying attention to regenerating 
resources. It is based on renewable resources, purifying and oxygenating processes, for the person and the environment 
and answers to the real construction of well-being with a process of regeneration (Di Fabio, 2017a; 2017b; Di Fabio & 
Rosen, 2018). In this framework a sustainable project is reachable, de-constructible, recoverable and includes oxygenating 
processes for promoting individual well-being for social well-being and sustainable development (Di Fabio, 2017b; Di Fabio 
& Rosen, 2018). 
In a psychological framework the sustainability of the project calls for processes of reflexivity (Di Fabio, 2014b; Guichard, 
2004; 2010) anchoring to the meaning in line with the innovative shift from motivational paradigm to meaning paradigm 
(Di Fabio & Blustein, 2016). In this perspective the meaningfulness plays a new and vital role for the real sustainability of 
a project (Di Fabio, 2017b). The projects are more sustainable if they are firmly rooted in a meaningful construction with 
coherence, direction, significance, and belonging (Di Fabio, 2017b; Di Fabio & Blustein, 2016). The meaning makes solid 
and really feasible every project increasing the person's involvement and the possibilities of the success and realization (Di 
Fabio, 2017b). 
Sustainability and sustainable development is related to authentic meanings for people, also underling the relevance of 
connections, meaning and purpose (Di Fabio & Blustein, 2016), psychological respect, care and connectedness included 
the natural environment (Di Fabio, 2018; Di Fabio & Rosen, 2018). 
  
Psychology of sustainability and sustainable development for well-being 
  
The acceptance of the extended definition of health not only centered on the absence of disease (World Health 
Organization, 1998, 2007) and of the distinction between hedonic well-being (Watson et al., 1988) and eudaimonic well-
being (Ryan & Decy, 2001; Waterman et al., 2010) introduced a focus on healthy people (Di Fabio, 2014; 2016; 2017a; 
2017b) as flourishing and resilient individuals and a focus on positive environment factors to promote health and well-
being in a positive primary preventive perspective (Di Fabio & Kenny, 2015; 2016a; Hage et al., 2007; Kenny & Hage, 
2009). This approach could be the reference for positive healthy societies and healthy cities, recognizing the relevance of 
designing healthy physical spaces sustaining well-being of people. 
Designing healthy physical spaces could be considered a promising action in a positive primary prevention perspective (Di 
Fabio & Kenny, 2015, 2016a; Hage et al., 2007; Kenny & Hage, 2009). This positive prevention perspective is focused on 
enhancing individual resources to deal with the challenges of the current post-modern era increasing well-being of 
individuals (Di Fabio & Kenny, 2015; 2016a; Hage et al., 2007; Kenny & Hage, 2009). There is a shift from a more 
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traditional perspective based on the elimination of risks to a more innovative perspective centered on promotion of 
development and growth of positive resources (Di Fabio & Kenny, 2015; 2016a; Di Fabio & Saklofske, 2014a; 2014b). 
In a positive primary preventive perspective the efforts to increase resources of individuals are fundamental aiming at 
building strengths (Di Fabio, 2016; Di Fabio, Kenny, & Claudius, 2016; Di Fabio, Kenny, & Minor, 2014). 
The psychology of sustainability and sustainable development in a psychological framework (Di Fabio, 2017a; 2017b) 
strengthens a positive primary preventive perspective (Di Fabio & Kenny, 2015; 2016a) and helps to promote well-being. 
In this perspective the meaningfulness has an essential role for sustainability and sustainable development (Di Fabio, 
2017a; 2017b; Di Fabio & Blustein, 2016), considering how it is possible to find meaning in light of many challenges, 
transitions and changes for reaching well-being. 
Psychology of sustainability and sustainable development (Di Fabio & Rosen, 2018) introduces a new awareness regarding 
the necessity to construct early and in a primary prevention framework attention and intervention for sustainable well-
being, considering details of meaning for individuals also in relation to the environment (Di Fabio, 2017a; 2017b; Di Fabio 
& Bucci, 2016; Di Fabio & Rosen, 2018). 
Challenges are inherently and first of all opportunities also in relation to designing healthy physical spaces sustaining well-
being of people (Di Fabio, 2017a; 2017b). The psychology of sustainability and sustainable development perspective 
represents a contribution to respond more and more adaptively in constructing opportunities for well-being coping with 
the challenging and changeable scenarios of the current post-modern era, also in relation to the environment and built 
environments. 
  
Architecture and sustainability 
  
Architecture, understood in its broadest and general connotation, is the synthesis of innumerable factors, first of all history, 
understood both as an evolutionary process and as the historical context in which it was born and developed. 
In the historical evolution of architecture and styles, from classical antiquity, to the Romanesque, to Gothic, through the 
Renaissance and the Baroque, up to the Modern, with the Bauhaus and international movements of the last century, it is 
clear that all styles of architectures communicate the spirit of the era expressed through its own architecture, from buildings 
to public spaces. 
The architectural forms, with the related construction techniques and materials used, as well as the result of the needs and 
technologies of the time, seek out the satisfaction of the primary human needs, such as the performance of daily activities 
in a favourable environment and shelter from the elements (Rossi, 1978), with, in parallel, the most spiritual and ritual 
activities coming up to the necessity of the demonstration of prosperity, strength and wealth of a community, through the 
construction of specialized architectures. 
A significant example can be found with the comparison between two images (Martek, Hosseini, Shrestha, Zavadskas, & 
Seaton, 2018): Stonehenge (United Kingdom) and the Marina Bay Sands Resort, in Singapore. Both structures represent 
an iconic expression of the architecture and the technique of the time. In relation to the sustainability of the building 
structure, it is natural to ask a question about these two images: which of the two structures represents a more sustainable 
solution? The answer to such a question can be given in analytical terms but only by defining models of analysis and 
reference parameters and taking into account that, although we have witnessed a continuous development of technologies, 
in most cases we tend to build using always the same technologies. This habit, almost a sort of mental laziness as habitus, 
involves in fact the exploitation of resources and the production of wastes in constant increase (UNEP, 2012). 
In a context showing a growing concern about the impact that humans can have on the environment, construction can be 
considered as the source of major environmental damage (Martek et al., 2018). The construction of buildings leads to the 
consumption of about a third of the resources available in terms of a sixth of fresh water used overall, a quarter of the wood 
used worldwide, and four-tenths of the other raw materials. The construction operations lead to the consumption of 50% 
of global energy resulting in the production of greenhouse gases in addition to 10% of energy consumed in the production 
of building materials; the initial construction and demolition of buildings generates 40% of all waste produced in the world 
(Martek et al., 2018). 
It is also true that in the general panorama of the construction world we are witnessing a growing attention to consumption, 
with a simultaneous research and application of studies for their evaluation and quantification both in technical and 
economic terms. In this context, it is evident that architecture and construction are suitable for the application of circular 
economy models and in particular for the circular supply chain, recovery and recycling and the extension of the product 
life; The starting point for applying such a circular model is certainly a design that is aware, first of all, of the life cycle of 
the constructions and of the materials that compose them (Van de Westerlo, Ketelaars, & Roders, 2011). 
Since the evolution of building performance measures has a long history, which has changed only recently, moving from 
concerns about financial performance and occupants’ health and safety to environmental performance (Martek et al., 
2018), today we are witnessing a growing interest also in the regulatory instruments towards these issues. This implies, as 
a consequence, an attention to research on the subject related to the determination of the instruments and parameters for 
the assessment of "green rating" and of sustainability in general. In relation to the numerous evaluation tools available, for 
a review see Martek et al. (2018), an important contribution offered by scientific research has been to promote changes 
and increase in the list of sustainability factors. This, in fact, has on the one hand encouraged strong competition among 
the numerous sustainability instruments offered, but on the other hand also a further boost for a further development of 
the research itself. 
Numerous authors have ventured into the study of the theme proposing, from time to time, innovative and increasingly 
articulated solutions, with reference to the fundamental notion of sustainability such as economic, environmental and 
social balance. For the assessment of the sustainability of projects and building products, in addition to the traditional 
economic, environmental and social objectives, the three phases of the life cycle of a project are also important: production 
and construction, employment and use and demolition and re-use. The sustainability performance thus turns into a 
cumulative performance of many decades of the building's existence (Martek et al., 2018; Rios, Chong, & Grau 2015; 
Salama, 2017). Measuring sustainability, also thanks to the application of the Value Analysis Method -AV- (Maffei, 1999), 
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horizontally ranges across the value chain, starting from raw materials, through their processing and transformation, the 
production of components, transportation, construction, use, maintenance, renovation, dismantling, demolition and 
recycling (Martek et al., 2018; Rios et al., 2015; Salama, 2017 Wastling, Charnley, & Moreno, 2018). It also spreads 
vertically, among the building sectors, from residential to commercial, from industrial to manufacturing, to oil, energy and 
transport, and in various sectors and other infrastructural domains, which each have their own sustainability criteria 
customized with accuracy. In summary, the evaluation tools are different depending on what they measure whereas the 
evaluation of their real scientific accuracy is very complex (Martek et al., 2018). 
It seems clear that sustainability is configured as a new paradigm of reference for architecture, which goes beyond the 
characteristics of the construction, where the design concept is an element directly connected to the real, effective and 
efficient measurement of sustainability itself, a new keystone of the sustainability project. The long-term impacts of the 
needs of present society, dictated by the contemporary global growth-oriented economy, should therefore be taken into 
consideration so that they do not compromise the needs of future generations. 
If we can already identify the key points of sustainability, both in its wider definition and more specifically in the narratives 
of design and architecture in general, such as Enviroment, Economics and Society or even Enviroment, Economics, 
Education and Equity, it is necessary to introduce a new pillar on which sustainability should be based: health, understood 
in its broadest sense in terms of well-being for optimal functioning. 
Welfare is conceived as a state of complete physical, mental, spiritual and social well-being rather than simply as the 
absence of illness or infirmity (World Health Organization, 1998; 2007). Well-being in its deep sense, which enriches the 
vision of sustainability, is articulated in hedonic and eudaimonic (Di Fabio, 2017a; 2017b). This new vision enriches urban 
and architectural planning and asks that these issues be declined operationally. This also means taking on an architectural 
and urban approach that responds to the principle of primary prevention, not only by reducing risks but by strengthening 
forces (Di Fabio & Kenny, 2015; 2016a; Hage et al., 2007; Kenny & Hage, 2009). The role of design, both architectural and 
urban, therefore returns to be fundamental and calls for new awareness and new preparation to respond to the new 
paradigm. 
Already starting from a generic definition of design, the role played in the creation of health and well-being is immediately 
clear. Architectural and urban planning can be defined as an iterative process able to identify forms, organizations and 
processes aimed at creating spaces, environments and dedicated artefacts in which man can perform specific activities - 
living, working, relaxing, caring, moving and standing still. A process able to identify also the distribution of uses and 
spaces and the way to use materials and technologies so as to create scenarios and images in which the human being 
associates a state of psychological and physical well-being (Santi, 2015; Wölfflin, 1946). 
These processes create and determine the "containers" in which the human functions are performed and consequently the 
latter must favour health and well-being in all their phases and components, from the design, construction and 
maintenance phase, to the choice of shapes, structures, materials, aesthetic finishes and technologies capable of being 
easily maintained and able to guarantee optimal functioning over time, responding to the new paradigm of sustainability 
also in terms of health and well-being, with new awareness and operational transferability of the coordinates of well-being 
not only hedonic but also eudaimonic. 
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