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I. Reformulations:
Space and Time > Space-Time > Space-Time-Information
Order is not control, but rather the capacity for relationships

Up to this point we have been occupied with the analysis 
and development of present-day urban processes and the 
associated dynamic structures, since they have been revealed 
rapidly, and in a relatively short amount of time, as the most 
obvious manifestation of a new “type” of organization – i.e., of 
ordering and, therefore of order – that is more complex and 
interactive, and which we are interested in highlighting here in 
order to understand the associated logical parameters – and 
configurations.

Indeed, the observation of present-day urban structures allows 
for intuiting, as has been pointed out by Alejandro Zaera, how 
“the chaotic behavior of current urban phenomena is part of a 
global process based on a reformulation of order, as opposed 
to its negation or its absence.”1

A process that alludes to plural and differential phenomena, 
whose multiple combinations can hardly be reduced to the 
“watchful” (stabilizing and prefiguring) old formulas associated 
with the traditional idea of order.2 
Only a new dynamic understanding of order – and the flexible 
“organization” associated with it (beyond the traditional formulas 
of “order=control”, “disorder=chaos”) can allow for truly 
effectively approaching the apparently “undisciplined” nature of 
the structures that are rapidly defining our environment today.
As Pablo Palazuelo would say, “Order does not necessarily 
imply ‘law’ – or control – but rather the capacity for 
relationships.”3 

6.1. Asian field maneuvers. Jumping moves (archive).

(ORDER-FORM-ORGANIZATION)
Dynamic Time, Informational Order: <In-Ex> Factors

 6 DISPOSITIONS 
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This idea of “order” as an internal organization (or contract), 
based on sequences of flexible relationships, rather than 
categorical ties, no longer has any connection to the old 
totalitarian, “absolute”, continuous and stable notion of classical 
“composition” or – as we have already commented – with the 
modern objectual conception of “position”, which is more 
relative, “distanced” and fragmented (but equally deterministic). 
On the contrary, it alludes to an open, and yet paradoxical, 
conception of the idea of order as a “disposition”: as an 
operative agency that has the capacity to encourage a high 
degree of “determined indeterminism” among multiple 
combinations; among stimuli and information that is “diverse” 
and “harmonized” at the same time.
As such, this new idea of order is ultimately intended to relate 
the definition and organization of space (the fundamental 
essence of architecture) with the recent – scientific, social, 
philosophical and (or) artistic – interpretation of our 
surroundings, of our space and time. Throughout the last 
century, this question experienced the transfer from a completely 
separate conception of “space” and “time” to the proclamation 
of the inseparable binomy “space-time”; now, we are faced with 
the new and decisive link between “space, time 
and information”.4

The theory of relativity brought an end to the dominant conception of an absolute time, 
situated “above” or “beyond” the observer, replacing it with a new, more relative and 
positional order, which nonetheless remained confident in a strict prediction of results.
6.2. “Space-time” diagram according to Einstein’s theory of relativity. 
(in Paul DAVIES, Simon & Schuster 1996).
6.3. “Space-time” diagram of events associated with the emission of pulses of light, 
according to Stephen Hawking,(Bantam Dell, New York 1988).

II. Deterministic Order

In Chapter 2 we pointed out how Sigfried Giedion’s 
paradigmatic essay from 1941, “Space, Time and Architecture” 
was perhaps the text that best reflected the tendency at the time 
toward an interaction among architecture, the arts and science. 
Thirty-six years earlier, Albert Einstein had published his “Theory 
of Relativity”, which has had such a great impact on our 
understanding of the universe, but also on the modern 
conception of positional space:5 the compact idea of a 
continuous and hierarchical universe made way for a more 
objective and fragmented vision (constructed on the basis of 
discontinuous experiences in “relative positions”) whose 
influence characterized a significant portion of modern thought 
and the subsequent disciplinary “tradition” during a large part of 
the second half of the 20th century.
The very term “space-time”, used by Giedion, took on 
intentionally explicit echoes that suggested a possible 
correlation between the new aesthetic experimentation and the 
new scientific theories of relativity.6

Those theories had put to rest the Aristotelian (and 
Newtonian) idea of an essential, metaphysical time – separate 
from space – by engaging both concepts definitively with 
one another: the measure of time depended, from that point 
forward, on a “position” in space and, as such, on the relative 
movement of the observer(s).
However, its foundation still rested on fundamentally linear 
causal and deterministic criteria.
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As Stephen Hawking wrote in his well-known text A Brief History 
of Time:7

“Both Aristotle and Newton believed in absolute time. That is, they 
believed that one could unambiguously measure the interval of time 
between two events, and that this time would be the same whoever 
measured it, provided they used a good clock.”
Time was completely separate from and independent of space. 
In the theory of relativity there is no unique absolute time, but instead 
each individual has his own personal measure of time that depends on 
where he is and how he is moving”.

This was confirmation of the substitution of a classical 
“totalitarian” order – continuous, homogeneous, compact and 
deterministic – for a new, more relative and discontinuous order, 
which was, however, no less confident in the strict – “rational” – 
control of the associated results and “form”. 
This transfer had a decisive effect (as we will see in the analysis 
further on) on a turning away from the historical “compositional” 
logic, based on the organic and “cohesive” continuity of form, 
toward a new “positional” logic that was more fragmented, 
though not any less deterministic, based on a hypothetical 
“coherent” correlation between elements that were both 
discontinuous and linked to one another at the same time.8 
This idea of a “deterministic” control was underlying in Einstein’s 
vision of the universe. 
Einstein himself never actually accepted the idea of a universe 
governed by chaos or chance – “God does not play dice” – but 
rather a universe governed by rules with the potential to be 
generalized, which implied the exact predictability of 
their results.9 
Whereas all of classical physics rested on deterministic models 
that the mathematician Laplace had proclaimed in the 18th 
century, relativist physics no longer relied on the Newtonian 
model of predictability, by which any system could be 
determined entirely – i.e., (pre)defined – based on its initial 

status and its “present” status (solving the right equations 
allowed for predicting future states and reconstructing past 
states in a practically unambiguous and linear manner).10

Until well into the 20th century, the notion of a deterministic 
model, associated with a linear model, influenced this 
“redundant” understanding of reality.11

Indeed, we continue to use basic scientific laws (which are still 
largely functional, like the law of gravitation and even the theory 
of relativity) which emerged from a linear and deterministic 
conception of the universe and which largely referred to 
reductive equations, whose most significant property was that of 
“additivity”: effectively, in a linear system the sum of two 
solutions would result in another solution necessarily derived 
from the addition or the simple sum of the previous solutions; the 
whole is precisely and necessarily the strict sum of the 
different parts.
The very “methodology” of linearity – or, if you prefer, of coherent 
additivity – is rooted in this capacity for analyzing, registering 
and/or (de-)composing reality by dividing it into the elementary 
“parts” of a single whole, which can ultimately be reproduced by 
this stable (re)construction of an original, initial, genuine and 
complete scenario; elements, fragments or pieces of a “whole” 
which, though it may not always be “cohesive” is coherent and 
which seems to contrast with the more slippery, uncertain and 
unstable “impurity” of our own environment today.12
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III. Dynamic Systems and Non-Linearity

The old Netwtonian paradigm and much of Einstein’s came 
up against the challenge of a more rapidly dynamic, changing 
and “slippery” universe – more restless, troubled and, in any 
case, heterogeneous – where most processes, including the 
ones that seemed most stable, tended to reveal themselves 
as extraordinarily undisciplined, associating their behavior 
with non-linear trajectories derived from their complex and 
definitively interactive character. 
In these dynamic processes, movements and – global – 
positions in space had to be combined with the influence 
of the –local – input of information associated with each 
particular event.  This exchange – or interaction – of 
information ended up affecting the whole to a considerable 
extent, continually modifying its trajectories.
The global (generic/general) system varies, in keeping with 
the variation – and accumulation – of specific information.
Dynamic systems theory consists in the study of these 
processes, not only of the flow of space-time, but also 
of information: 
in movement.

Systems that exhibit stable behavior across a wide spectrum and 
which, given an incidental variation, suddenly switch to 
completely new inertias and behavior.13 
The study of dynamic systems, related to flow analysis, chaos 
theory and the applications of quantum physics, has seen 
progressive development over the past 50 years due to the 
recent technological capacity of using computers for simulating 
(and calculating) trajectories with complex geometries 
associated with processes that are defined as random.14 

The Newtonian paradigm and much of Einstein’s are now faced with the evidence of a 
more dynamic and uncertain topological scenario as a result of its open and interactive 
nature.
6.4. Chaotic landscape of fractal self-similarity (A.ZAERA : “Orden desde el caos,” Exit no. 
1, 1994).
6.5. Epigenetic landscape. Open and indeterminate evolution of an event. (in Sanford 
KWINTER: “Landscapes of Change,” in Assemblage no. 19, 1992).
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Although the theories of uncertainty and their corollaries (non-
linearity, particle theory, indeterminism) emerged in the first third 
of the past century (with the hypotheses developed by Poincaré, 
Heisenber, Planck, etc.), it was not until well into the 20th 
century – the “recent” 1960s and 1970s – that computer 
technology allowed for approaching and precisely 
instrumentalizing the apparent unpredictability and 
“ungraspability” of trajectories that were fluctuating and highly 
irregular in their “outlines”, which seemed to swing between 
pure “chance” – the ambiguous frontier of fortune, 
haphazardness, contingency – and what is simply “vague”, in 
that it is open. 
Thirty years later, these dynamics would represent important 
implications in the field of architecture, the city and spatial 
design in general, opening it up to a less “definitive”, more 
flexible, heterogeneous and irregular conception of the very idea 
of “order” and form associated with it.15 
Dynamic simulations, then, allow for substituting the old (closed 
off) binding formulas of linear models with more elastic (open) 
formulations. 
Formulations, in effect, as opposed to formulas.
The observer/programmer defines initial situations, “induces” – 
or deduces – “directed” processes, and checks “partial” results 
based on the recording of various accumulated trajectories; but 
he or she refuses to determine a foretelling of a final (definitive, 
conclusive) “script” – and/or formalization – of the phenomenon 
and is often surprised by the intermediate results that are 
generated. 
The aim, thus, is to approach processes and take note of 
“testing protocols”, i.e., varied and variable combinations              
of results.16 
The protocols appear as “theorems” – as “summaries” as 
opposed to “proofs” – of certain combinatory rules and 
hypotheses and, at the same time, their possible evolutions. 
In other words, as both descriptions and simulations of certain 

(and “other”) possible open trajectories that are diagrammed – 
synthesized, recorded and/or mapped – into “evolving 
frameworks”. 

If the ultimate value of a linear equation is to give rise to a 
complete, definitive result laid out through portions – and 
proportion – that link cause and effect, then non-linear 
equations operate on the basis of iterations, feedback, and 
multi-scalar and irregular recycling, leading to resultants 
which are immediately propelled forward, in a fluctuating 
and helical, recursive and retroactive  of contingent 
trajectories that are both “singular” and “variable”, as well as 
“directed”, all at the same time.

6.6. Falling drops of water are studied carefully. Computational models allow for recognizing 
families of structures that are similar to one another, and always different (archive).
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IV. Protocols, Patterns

The properties of a non-linear dynamic system do not arise from 
random, totally disconnected accumulations, but rather from 
what is called “deterministic chaos” or “determined 
indeterminism”: a hybrid coupling of apparently contradictory 
terms, but which specifies the conditions for the production of 
certain phenomena that are undisciplined, yet not necessarily 
lacking in a certain internal, generic and contingent logic at the 
same time.
The behavior of this “determined indetermination” is 
“deterministic” to the extent that it is theoretically possible to 
express and synthesize hypothetical “ranges” of “options” and 
“decisions” into basic – and also evolving (like in Lorenz 
equations) – formulations and/or “instructions” and to resolve 
them in an effectively open manner.17 However, the 
indetermination of the trajectories that are generated arises 
because the system is sensitive to the variation and interaction of 
and between the specific “actions” that end up defining in and 
disrupting it at the same time: each information-alteration 
generates, effectively, a local action which results in changes to 
the global configuration.
Indeed, the dynamic – and reactive – logic of the system 
interacts both with itself and with the environment/medium in 
which it operates (with its own conditions and transformations) 
in a process of developmental spirals and loops in constant 
positive (retro)action, fluctuation and/or variation. In this process 
of folding, refolding and unfolding of the system, the local 
(individual) effects influence the global (general) configuration 
and evolution beyond the old rigid idea of “top-down” 
hierarchical cohesion, making way for multiple and simultaneous 
combinations. 
While non-linear formulations are often associated with 
“complexity”, they are not necessarily “complicated”. 
Complexity does not always imply complication. 

6.7. Detecting bunches or bundles of trajectories (in National Geographic, March 1978).
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They can also be generated based on simple devices that may 
be physical or intellectual (like certain mathematical or 
diagrammatic models). 
In its way, each device involves a certain basic number of 
triggers, rules, factors and instructions that end up producing 
complexity based on dynamic and evolving logics that are 
noticeably “chaotic”. 
Despite the apparent lack of definition of the system, the 
evolution of its trajectories are in accordance with a prior 
decision – or, better, a pattern of decisions: the ones provided 
by the device, the preparation and the “nature” of the adopted 
“formulation”, which vectorized the results but does not 
predetermine them.
The largest contribution of these dynamic and non-linear 
formulations is to propose a pseudo-deterministic model that 
leaves room for chance: a dimension of unpredictability, because 
it is multiple; randomness, because it is incidental; or, better yet, 
because it is “open”.
Although the system – in a global sense – associates is 
maneuvers with more or less recursive or generic trajectories – 
“trajectories of consensus”, “developmental forks”, “horizons of 
uncertainty” or “strange attractors”, like generative instructions 
and evolving decisions, nuclear criteria or operative patterns, 
which are inductive and generative at the same time, its specific 
movements (each of the combinations between individual events 
and global logics) elude what is strictly prefigured and stabilized: 
each protocol defines a configuration that is independent yet, 
nevertheless, “interconnected” to a whole series of others at the 
same time. 
The aim, then, like when it comes to solving a linear equation, is 
not so much understanding each episode as the “additive 
fragment of a finalistic whole” (which outlines a “final” resulting 
trajectory) ; rather, it is the global system itself that appears 
“synthesized” or “compressed” at each moment, at each of the 
different “dispositions” or generated trajectories: trajectories that 
can be contemplated as virtual “experience protocols”, i.e., as 
possible combinations of possible variable results.

These trajectories are not so much “demonstrations” as they are 
“summaries” of certain rules and combinatory hypotheses and, 
their possible evolutions, at the same time.18 

The study of dynamic systems introduces an inevitable 
factor of unbalance and instability, in sum, of irregularity in 
the conception of space and time; but also the acceptance 
of a possible induced “diversity”: in effect, the idea is not 
to propose absolute – singular, unambiguous, “exact” and 
invariable – results, but rather to enunciate and announce 
(formulate) “combinations” of results and conditions to 
generated according to “strategic criteria” or “protocols 
for action”.

This situation of virtual “oriented indetermination”, tied to 
movement and the exchange of plural energies – i.e., to an 
information process that is connected (global) and contingent 
(local) – appears to announce the transfer from mechanical time 
to interactive time and, as such, the transfer from an idea of 
“Pythagorean harmony”19 based on cohesion and permanence, 
to a more apparent and substantively irregular – synesthetic and 
interactive –20 universe, which can be correlated with the milieu 
conditions (heterogeneity and dynamism, dispersion and 
diffusion, diversity and simultaneity, fragmentation and 
arrhythmia, discontinuity and connectivity, relation and 
contingency, cross-breeding and mixture, artificiality and 
decoding, intrigue and paradox) pointed out in previous chapters 
as descriptive of scenarios that are emergent today.21

Thus, the 20th century seems to have come to a close, at the 
same time that chaos theories, the knowledge of non-linear 
systems, the logics of complexity and a new sensitivity toward 
dynamic processes were tending to generate, not only a 
multitude of experimental results, numeric simulations, 
mathematical theorems – both theoretical and empirical – but 
also a whole set of cultural and spatial research in parallel to the 
computer revolution, which have allowed for formulating new 
generative processes today, proposing other constructive 
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“equations”, simulating complex trajectories in space and 
addressing new authentically open “scenarios” with precision.22

Investigations conceived based on an idea of order, form, 
structure and organization that is less cohesive and less 
prefigured, less defined and less definitive, less pre-determined 
and more sensitive to an open, global and local interaction, to a 
less compact and strictly hierarchical, more “un-cohesive” and 
“un-subjected”, more irregular and differentiated expression of 
the individual and the general. 
A “type” of form and a type of “order” – a “type” of logic and a 
“type” of organization – that is more decidedly “consistent” than 
diligently “coherent”. 

6.8. An erratic path in search of food (archive). 
6.9. Scarcely persistent fractional Brownian flight (in B. MANDELBROT: Fractals: Form, 
Chance and Dimension, ed. W.H. Freeman & Company, London 1977).
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V. An Organic Order Rather than an Organicist One

Scientific studies have analyzed this paradigm shift and its 
relationship with evolving processes. 
Today, these investigations propose important contrasts 
between the mechanical relativist (“modern”) universe and the 
“reactive” and synesthetic – interactive and informational – 
indicated here as a descriptor of contemporary reality.23

– A mechanical system “produces” an object “in” space and “in” 
time, whereas in a dynamic and interactive systems “processes” 
trajectories “from” an information space-time: building up its 
evolutions based on each of the actions and the information that 
influence it; alluding to a “temporary development” – of change – 
that is implicit in the system itself. 
If a mechanical system pursues a “static stability” that is based 
on a closed equilibrium and pre-arranged and pre-established 
parameters of “control”. An interactive system proposes a 
dynamic stability, based on “open parameters” that are far 
from equilibrium. 
It does not show apparent “controllers of form” or pre-
established points. It works using “intercommunication” and 
mutual “co-responsibilization”.24 
– A mechanical system is “made up” of additive parts, each one 
is “juxtaposed” (or added) to all the others. 
A dynamic system, on the other hand, defines a topological and 
differential totality, where the parts whole, globality and locality, 
appear mutually implicated – interwoven and overlapping.
Whereas a mechanical system appears “made up” “as” and “by” 
a set of interconnecting cogs, an organically dynamic system is 
demonstrated as a “holistic” agency of intertwining pieces – or 
elements – in an interactive way in a virtual co-participatory 
network “contract”, associated with a virtual combinatory 
capacity: “option/decision/disposition”.

6.10. Notation of a fly’s flight during a particular period (t) (in Circo).
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VI. Informational Order / Informal Order: <In> Factors  

Classical space and modern “space-time” have been followed by 
an inform(ation)al space-time, which creates greater instability 
and indetermination in our understanding of the universe – 
greater informality – but which also allows for assimilating it to a 
great catalyst for impulses and demands in a possible interactive 
“co-participation” associated with global developmental 
frameworks. 
This dispositional characteristic of what is “informational” and 
“informal” – both terms are used interchangeably here – is 
interesting because of the similar and combined messages that 
it possesses: 
– reactivity in response to stimuli from combined, simultaneous   
information,
– the absence of a pre-existing “form” or “figuration”
– a failure to obey strict behavioral “codes”, or better yet,   
 exterior prefigured “disciplines” (substantial un-inhibition 
 and un-subjection)

Informality, as inform(ation)ality... 
Informality as the absence of “formality” or “formalism”. 
Information as a virtually “undisciplined” action (unpredictability, 
irregularity, un-prejudice). 
Informality26 as the (un-subjected) overlapping and simultaneity 
of events displayed in – and as – series of “shifting certainties”. 
Belonging to a logic that is “synchronic” and “diachronic” at the 
same time: “synchronic” because it is simultaneous, “diachronic” 
because it is disjunctive. 
Diverse and differential. 
Negotiated and singled out. 

A logic that is definitively more open, associated with a more 
informal/informational order, whose essential characteristics are 
associated with a determined – and decisive – conjunction of 

<in> factors, which are more or less evident and explicit in their 
developments:
1– Indetermination (uncertainty principle)
2– Instability (impermanence / inconstancy)
3– Incompletion (infinitude)
4– Individuality (intermission)
5– Intermittence (inter-cadence)
6– Interconnection (infrastructural immanence)
7– Impurity (indiscrimination)
8– Involvement (implication)
9– Immediacy (immersion)
10– Indiscipline (unpredictability)

6.11. Attractors (in BRIGGS John: Fractals: The Patterns of Chaos, ed Thames & Hudson 
Ltd., London 1992.
Graphic notation of a complex movement of non-linear evolutions.
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VII. Informal Order / Elastic Order

The study of nonlinear dynamic systems has revealed, 
increasingly rapidly, the possibility of considering another type of 
more open order, defined beyond the traditional idea of order as 
a closed control of processes.
A more “informal form” and a more “disordered order”, 
fundamental to the current understanding of scenarios 
(environments for coexistence) which – as we have been 
demonstrating – maximize their irregular effects due to an 
increase in the phenomena of mobility and exchange, and an 
increase in the degree of interaction between the different 
information that has an impact on them. 
This basic concept of order in flexible relationships, rather than 
categorical links, in heterogeneous structures rather than regular 
frameworks, has nothing to do with the former totalist notion of 
classical composition or with the modern dogmatic position, but 
with a more open and paradoxical conception of the very idea of 
order as a relational disposition: a flexible agency that is capable 
of favoring this hypothetical “indeterminate determination” 
among diverse and harmonized stimuli, characteristic of a new, 
more informal – in that it is informational – type of organization 
and the associated <in> factors: a high degree of interaction 
and exchange, uncertainty principle – indetermination, instability 
and inconstancy – infrastructural property – interconnection 
and intermission – individual capacity, a vocation for 
incompleteness – infinity – and, above all, a tendency for 
indiscipline that is directly associated with its operative virtual 
insubordination, it impurity, indiscrimination and unpredictability. 
This new “order-disorder”, then, associated with a new more 
informal form, translates the paradoxical conditions of the 
scenarios in which it acts (and from which are also derived the 
open parameters of the forms, structures and geometries – and/
or configurations – that bring it together) and which indicates, 
definitively, the open (as in informational) character of space – 
and logic – that we have been discussing.

6.12. David Seymour, Chim: “Tereska draws her home”.
Random scribbles according to spontaneous self-generated movements.
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VIII. Does New Science Equal New Architecture?

It is from this type of approach that we are interested in 
approaching the idea of – spatial – “form” as a hypothesis 
associated with the concept of dynamic “form(ul)ation” and its 
transformations at the turn of the century, beyond the criteria of 
binding order and pure or regular geometry, which characterized 
traditional architectural space. 

The transfer from the idea of classical composition to the 
subsequent modern idea of position and the current notion of 
contemporary disposition and its implicit consequences for 
the interpretation of the designs (in space) derived therefrom.

Despite the scientific progress in multiple spheres of knowledge 
and creation as a result of the understanding of complex 
phenomena, the field of architecture still mainly continues to rely 
on criteria of order based on elemental and cohesive concepts, 
pure geometries, reiterated series, and implicitly “rational” 
structures in that they are regular (inalterable and staunch in 
their fixed predetermination): in short, rigidly linear models.
Routine and disciplinary convention tend to favor the use of 
basic recognizable laws – which are repetitive, reiterated, 
continuous and predictable – as traditional formulas for action. 

6.13. D-Day. Normandy landing (archive). 
6.14. Description of the evolution from a regular geometric structure to an irregular system. 
Diagrams for the Chemnitz stadium (Kulka-Königs-Balmond, 1998).
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In fact, the customary acceptance of a “comfortable” linear 
operative responds – as the mathematician Peter Saunders aptly 
pointed out25 – to a cultural inertia based on shared experience; 
the experience fostered by those systems which were studied 
with the most intensity: generally the most regular and 
predictable ones, which were, precisely, linear.
The architectural translation of that procedural inertia, made up 
of “pre-established” conditions (predictable results, in that they 
are prefixed, prefigured) brought about the definition of “totalist 
and totalized” orders, laws, structures or organizations – 
balanced, finite, complete – based on the application of stable 
(i.e., stabilized) outlines – drawings, figures or formulas – that 
refer, in turn, to linear (additive) processes that rely on fixed, 
static, well-adjusted trajectories, i.e., on (com)positions: 
“cohesive compositions” or “relative positions”, which may be 
compact or fragmented, although in both cases they are 
essentially (pre)determined.

6.15. A group of fish as a dynamic system: a school in which the elements attract and repel 
one another at the same time in an open process of mutual interaction. 
6.16. Irving PENN, photographer: Fish Made of Fishes, New York, 1953. 
A series of fish as a closed composition, a “figure” – or an outline – in the form of a 
“superior” fish (in La Vanguardia Magazine, September 23, 2001).
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IX. Compositions. Space and Time

Speaking of composition means referring to what would have 
been a paradigmatic organization of a classical order. A ritual 
or hierarchical order, subject to an essentialist and stable – 
nearly metaphysical – conception of a space and a time that 
were still separate, as absolute, exact entities: “predictable” in 
their own “transcendent” evolution. 

Behind the “protological” idea of this willingly single and 
homogeneous – harmonious – “order” lies the confidence in a 
cohesive control of things and in their fundamental... and 
foundational... stability and their (regulated and regular(ized)) 
subordination to the stability, continuity and permanence of a 
pre-existing, preconceived and binding superior unit.
An essentially totalist and finalistic figure – or, better, figuration. 
Any of the different examples of classical order and architecture 
appear linked to structures that are organized as “complete 
entities”, which base their coherence on geometric systems of 
proportion and outline, through which each “component” 
appears as a “subject” that is essentially subordinate – subject, 
at the same time, to superior (pre)fixed – and prefigured – 
structures and to unifying regulated – and regulating – codified 
norms.
“Subject” codes and elements that allude to an absolute, 
hierarchical and compact idea of form, which is more 
“ceremonial” as it is “ritual” (evocative and formal) or 
homogeneous (cohesive and uniform); i.e., it is more 
“disciplined” precisely as it is more “composed”.

Confidence in a hierarchical and cohesive control of things – and their apparent 
stability – and subordination of each of the specific elements to superior figures 
and structures that are defined according to geometric criteria of proportion and 
outline, allude to compositional order that is more “disciplined” precisely as it is more 
composed in its forms and configurations.
6.17. Plan of a slave ship (Nantes Marine Museum). 
6.18. Plan of an urban palace. DURAND: Précis des leçons d’architecture.
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Although the relationships between each of the parts could be 
expressed numerically or arithmetically, their character is 
fundamentally geometric, almost morphological. 
Alberti’s well-known axiom – “beauty is that reasoned harmony 
of all the parts [...] so that nothing may be added, taken away” – 
expresses this idea of an organic unity – of support – based on a 
geometric organization/construction that is fundamentally 
Euclidean and essentially Pythagorean, “pure” and “harmonious”. 
As Stan Allen pointed out:26 

“The conventions of classical architecture dictate not only the proportions 
of individual elements but also the relationship between individual 
elements. Parts form ensembles which in turn form larger wholes. 
[...] Precise rules of axiality, symmetry, or formal sequence govern the 
organization of the whole.”

Classical or “compositional” order tend to arrange space using 
different connected elements that end up constituting a 
combined global “form” adapted to pre-existing outlines (and 
regulations). The search for regularity in the structure, and in the 
organization and distribution of the units, characterized this type 
of protological configuration – occasionally illuminist but also 
absolute and totalitarian –  that could be recognized in the 
“regulatory” intent to “codify” and “balance” an idea of form that 
is always understood as a formation that is recreated or 
reproduced: military organizations, stocking of things and beings 
(shipments of slaves, for example) or architectural orders (like 
linguistic norms). 
Classical compositional logic refers to a preferentially compact 
formal link between subjects, that also comply with a 
hypothetical global “formation” considered as a “parade” order 
and adapted to a series of recognizable and fixed (or virtually 
fixed) figures as a point of reference: distribution axes and lines 
of flight combine in a type or organization that is conceived as a 
“review situation” from a single, privileged exterior point 
of view.27 
The capacity for interconnection – for internal connection and 

Compositional logic orders space using elements that are subject to a compact formation 
in a “parade” order or in a situation of “review” and contemplated from a single exterior 
point of view.
6.19. Reproduction of a “marching order” created for Julius Caesar’s “square legion” and recreated 
by J. Thompson in his edition of Caesar’s Commentaries on the Gallic War, London 1712.
6.20. Thomas Styward: Army preparing for battle. 150 men in a quadrant proportion (“The 
Pathwaie to Martial Discipline.” The Huntington Library, California in Bau 013, 1995).
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communication – is based on an essentially “visual” 
determination that is what ultimately lends efficiency to 
the whole. 
The representation on which most of that type of compositional 
organization rests is that of a privileged and “axial” vision 
formulated based on a “frame” or an apparently stable set of 
“frames”, which take their maximum point of reference in lines of 
flight and a frontal view. 
 The organization in plane (2D) results in the most frequent and 
elemental form of order. It implies a linear system of hierarchical 
distribution constructed using outlines (regulating axes) where 
the notions of “symmetry” or “beginning and end” refer to an 
origin – “central”, radial or axial, virtual or real, but always 
referential: “the origin of everything”.28

From Aristotle’s Poetics classical buildings sought to reproduce 
“a world inside the world” subject to the metaphysical 
interpretation of a possible continuity with a certain, exact and 
complete, ideal of a “harmonious building” of things, i.e., with a 
desire for a single, stable totality, that is “limited and limiting”. 
A three-part – metaphysically trinitary – “whole”  with a 
beginning, a middle and an end, supported by this “ordered 
conjunction of parts” where each individual element is 
subordinated – as a part – of that “whole” and establishes a 
single coherence with it and in it, between one part and 
the others.29

The “classical” compositional order alludes to an order that is not only ritual, where the 
discipline itself refers back to the understanding of certain “behavioral norms” and a 
universal semantics based on reproducing a series of formal codes understood as a 
common grammar – or language.
6.21. Treatise on typologies as a catalog of “good offices”. 
DURAND: Précis des leçons d’architecture. 1819. 
6.22. Panopticon composition. Mazas prison. Paris, 19th century.

Previous page: 
The representation on which classical compositional organization rests is that of 
a privileged and “axial” vision formulated based on an apparently stable “frame” 
that takes its maximum point of reference in lines of flight. A “disciplined” space, in 
formation, related to the permanence of a possible absolute, unitary and ordering 
outline.
6.23. Parade at the Citadel military academy (in Colors no. 34, 1999).
6.24 (sides). Rue de Rivoli toward Place de la Concorde and toward the Louvre 
(in Sigfried GIEDION: Space, Time and Architecture, ed. Harvard University Press, 
Cambridge 1941).
6.25 (center). Florence, Uffizi Gallery. 
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X. Positions. Space-Time

The assumption of “relativity” – manifested simultaneously in art 
and the sciences at the beginning of the 20th century – 
introduced a new spatial, scientific and cultural paradigm, where 
the coherence “of” and “between” things no longer lay in their 
subordination to a central, hierarchical or dominant principle, but 
in their reciprocal positions – and manifestations. 
This implied the rejection of a privileged classic point of view, by 
situating all points of view on equal footing so that “the positions 
between things were as important as the things themselves”.30 
With the concept of relativity, there is no longer an intrinsic 
center; rather each “unity” is conceived as the center of a 
hypothetical order that is adequately distributed (or “positioned”) 
in space. 

Modern space – i.e., relativist space-time – implied the 
transfer from the hierarchical idea of static composition to 
the freer idea of relative position. The compact coherence of 
a continuous, hierarchical, absolute universe made way for 
a more fragmented idea of “discontinuous experiences in 
relative positions.”

An idea that – as we have stated before – ended up 
characterizing a large part of the conceptualization of space 
throughout the past century, substituting the idea of a separated 
space and time for the notion (no longer fixed, but still stable) of 
a referential “space-time”, linking both terms in a single concept 
that was more material than ideal, functional more than ritual, 
doctrinal more than symbolic (positional and positioned, 

Modern space implied the transfer from the hierarchical idea of static composition to 
the freer idea of relative position, yet it is still supported by the fixed and exact definition 
of pre-determined results derived from an overriding framework. It is worth comparing 
the rigid geometric abstraction of the actors who “pose” for Resnais in “Last Year at 
Marienbad” (1961) with the volumetric planimetry of complexes like Saint-Dié and their 
strict – and essentialist – positional workings.
6.25. A.Resnais: “Last Year at Marienbad,” 1961 (D. Parkinson, History of Film, ed. Thames & 
Hudson, 1995).
6.26. Le Corbusier: Reconstruction of Saint-Dié, 1946 (in Le Corbusier, ed. G.G., Barcelona, 1982).
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therefore “ideological”); a concept of architectural “space” that 
is ultimately a translation of a new social and cultural order that is 
freer but, nonetheless, no less strict and essentialist in its 
different manifestations.31

This new “multi-centric” reality was in no way intended to refer to 
an anarchical or “chaotic” ensemble, but rather a fragmented 
“whole” where the elements, although independent and spread 
out, still remain closely linked (one and the other, one to the 
other, and one with the other) by a superior cohesive “intention” 
or “framework” – or structure – that serves to ensure the fixed 
and stable definition of certain predictable, “prefigurable” and, 
therefore, “prefigured” results. 
In short, predetermined.
In this sense, the free plan introduced by the modern movement 
did not imply anarchy or a negation of order; rather it was 
configured, in turn, as another kind of technique of spatial 
position and composition – characteristic of the early 20th 
century – which appreciated the Cartesian coordinate system 
and, therefore, the functional correlations among spaces, more 
than their juxtaposition and alignment. 
Rejecting textural or constructive subjections or those 
associated with symbolic continuity, the pieces were ordered in 
response only to functional, plastic and/or typological needs, 
although they were rationalized with regard to their respective 
positions (and productions) and with respect to a specific 
referential planimetry.32

Perhaps the concept of “free plan” was the most distinctive contribution of the 
modern positional – and objectual – order, characterized by the discontinuous vertical 
“punctuation” of a fundamentally “horizontal” plane. Buildings and pillars, exterior and 
interior volumes, appear as independent objects that are “positioned” in the uninterrupted 
fluidity of an enveloping and continuous space. 
6.27. The vertical punctuation of Giacometti’s pieces stands in contrast to the white horizontal 
plane designed by Van Eyck for the Liège exhibition, 1951. 
6.28. Le Corbusier: Une nouvelle ville remplace une ancienne ville. Porte Molitor, 1930.
6.29. Cornelis van Eesteren and L. Georges Pineau. Quartier d’affaires pour une grande ville 
contemporaine. Paris, 1926 (in V.V. A.A. Visions urbanes, ed. CCCB and Electa, Madrid, 1994).
6.30. “Le plan libre, libéré de contraintes,” Le Corbusier, Palais du Gouverneur, Chandigargh, 1953. 
6.31. Frameworks of relative space-time and Le Corbusier: Dom-ino House.
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A conception that was intended to illustrate the transfer from a 
“compositional” relationship among things, to a more 
positional one. 
The horizontal and vertical planes and their relative coordinates, 
as basic elemental – “rational” – geometries, became the basic 
mechanisms for this abstract spatial definition based on the 
strength of the vertical vectors – volumes 3D – and their set 
organization on the horizontal plane.
Like a “blank canvas” where the object, the new subject, often 
appeared to be “posing” fixed in its relative and relativist 
position.
Indeed, a number of authors33 have pointed out the importance 
of overcoming the most figurative and iconic aspects of form and 
its substitution with this tendency toward a new “objectual” 
abstraction that is characteristic of modern architecture: in short, 
the transfer from a formal (and symbolic) fabric to a more 
functional (and material) “objectual” mechanism.
The idea of a binding position, and the associated typological 
dimension, proposed the two basic parameters of this new 
essentialist (reformulating and establishing, at the same time – 
fundamental and foundational) conception of the architectural 
object-type.
Thus, the relationship between the building-volume and the 
ground – deposited and/or posing i.e., positioned – defined the 
implanted nature of the object-type (supported on, cut out 
against, leaning toward, run aground on) and its reference to the 
possible predefined planimetric and dimensional framework.
And modern architectural research, and the neo-modern 
research that came after, moved within/between the limits of 
both concepts.

Both classical space and time and modern space-time 
manifested a readily apparent desire for substantive stability 
(or “false movement”) and inherent control that were more 
solemn or severe, more ceremonious or strict, but no less 
totalist and deterministic in their mutual desire for coherence.
And no less static in their intent toward fixation.

6.32. Dancing buildings. Manhattan’s architects perform, (in Rem KOOLHAAS: Delirious 
New York, ed. 010 Publishers, Rotterdam 1999). 
6.33. Kazimir Malevich: Suprematist decorations, city. Moscow, 1927 reconstruction.
The virtual compactness of classical binding composition is substituted in the modern 
productive mechanism with the autonomy of the built object, “set” and/or “posing” 
– positioned – against a more or less neutral background. It is worth comparing the 
“dance of skyscrapers” described by Rem Koolhaas in Delirious New York with the 
Suprematist pieces created by Kazimir Malevich for a new city.
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What was symbolic in one, is functional in the other; what was 
figurative then is structural now; what was compact there is spread 
out here. 
What was essential then, is material now. What was pure, is purist. 
Between the notion of classical composition and the modern idea 
of position, two models for the (com)position of architectural space 
can be distinguished: one is more static and one is more stable, 
proposed based on (classical) cohesion and continuity or based 
on (modern) fragmentation and discontinuity. 
In this sense, where the historical city – the traditional fabric – 
illustrated the paradigm of this “foundational continuity” that was 
characteristic of the classical ideal – the “center” as a radiating 
and nuclear reference point, the modern city – fragmented and 
peri-positioned – implied a forceful break with the old evocative 
and ritual space in the face of a new objectual and material logic 
linked to a greater mechanical and functional rationality in 
production. A materialist space, rather than a symbolic one; 
discontinuous and specialized though still precise in its 
manifestations.
A typological space, then, that was meant to substitute the 
apparent with the structural, the code with the type; the continuity 
of the (2D) plane with the correlation of (3D) volumes in relative 
positions. 
An essentially “abstract” scenario. Universal. 
More strict than ceremonious, more severe than solemn, more 
purist than pure. 
Probably because modern rigor was a substitute order (a new 
order) that was refined (abstract) and systematic (universal) but no 
less totalitarian and deterministic in its desire for coherence; in its 
inclination toward complete and unambiguous planimetries; toward 
a “static” vision of objects – and their establishment – in space.  
Fixed, “determined” and self-sufficient, but with hardly any capacity 
for adaptation, change, evolution or relation, which are today faced 
with the conditions inherent in a new kind of surrounding that are 
more anarchical, more exhaustive and undisciplined, which are 
difficult to adapt to the static and watchful patterns of orders that 
are overly strict and homogenizing.

The modern city implied the fracture of the old singular and compact space in the face 
of a new functional logic – and a new productive mechanism – that substituted the 
ritual with the typological; the continuity of the (2D) plane with the correlation of (3D) 
volumes in relative positions of implantation in space.
6.34. Ludwig Hilberseimer: Project for the new Berlin/Friedrichstadt, 1928. 
(in V.V. A.A. Visions urbanes, ed. CCCB and Electa, Madrid 1994). 
6.35. Margherita Spiluttini, Glasgow, 1993. “Fragmento”. (in Daidalos no. 50, 1993).
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XI. Dispositions: Space-Time-Information

We continue to use – in architecture as well – the remnants of 
this modern and determinist – (pre)determined – conception of 
the idea of order – positional, linear, essential – in the same way 
that, as we indicated earlier, we continue to use old scientific 
laws – the law of gravity or of relativity – which are still 
“functional” in general terms, but which are hardly operative 
when it comes to measuring the true complexity of the 
phenomena that we now know define our environment.34

We have already commented how the theories of complexity and 
the study of dynamic and interactive systems have introduced 
more permeability into our idea of order: the multiple open 
trajectories in and non-linear process of development are no 
longer “formalized” as absolute, invariable and unique results; 
rather they are “formulated” – “outlined” and “announced” – as 
relational processes that are intrinsically evolving. Processes 
that are translated into virtually dynamic configurations, as 
opposed to static ones, combinatory rather than positional, 
whose movements and maneuvers “synthesize” (“map”, 
“diagram”) their own (multiple) trajectories and their future (and 
potential) evolutions.35

Throughout the past century, we have witnessed the transfer 
from classical space and time – absolute, exact and regulated, 
but also apparently eternal, metaphysical and ritual (based on 
the “harmonious” aesthetics of evocation) – to a modern space-
time – more discontinuous and fractured, more relative and 
material (derived from mechanical, functional and 
productive rigor).
Against the traditional idea of order that had influenced the 
classical interpretation of space (based on the idea of 
composition as a hierarchical relationship, but also as a 
cohesive, closed off, predictable figuration between parts),36 
modern thought had presented an alternative “new order” 
associated with a relativist interpretation of space and time, 
based on spatial position as a freer, though no less strict – 

6.36. Ipanema beach, Río de Janeiro (archive).



260 261

measurable – link between objects.  Position as organization, 
but also as an unalterable, affiliative principle (in harmony with 
the “ideological” – dogmatic – moment of modern space-time) 
that is more fragmented, though no less deterministic. 

Contemporary space-time emerges, however, as a progressive 
unprejudiced and changeable landscape, open – as we 
have pointed out – to the global force of individuality and 
contingency, but also what is informational, infrastructural and 
elastically relational. 
A space-time of interconnected – and/or interconnectable – 
messages which possesses, in information and in its open 
capacity for interaction, a new dimensional vector. 
A combinatory and differential space-time-information; 
informational, then, rather than essential or material; digital 
rather than analog or mechanical; operative rather than ritual 
or functional; probably rather than regulated or exact; tactical 
rather than symbolic or dogmatic; changeable rather than 
“eternal” or fragmented; reactive rather than “evocative” or 
“autonomous”; interactive (simultaneous and multiple) rather 
than absolute or relative.
The contemporary paradigm shift, and the new idea of time 
associated therewith, favors the manifestation of this new 
– more elastic – “inform(ation)al” order, no longer based on 
compositions or on positions, but on dispositions; dispositions 
that are open to variation, to individuality and to diversity, but 
also to an exchange and an interaction that are both global 
and local at the same time.
Where modern space, in its day, implied the transfer from 
the idea of composition – as regulation – to that of position 
– as correlation – contemporary space today displays this 
new transfer from the idea of position to that of disposition: 
as an operative “decision/instruction”, but at the same time 
also as a possible combination of “negotiated” positions and 
information and as a dispositional “attitude” and “aptitude”.

6.37 Two fuzzy logic diagrams. In the world of chess, there seems to be the possibility of 
drawing a network of relationships; in the case of driving a car, a similar attempt rapidly 
evolves into an unbounded mass of possibilities (in L’Architecture d’Aujourd’hui no. 321, Un 
Studio, 1999). 
6.38. It is interesting to compare those diagrams with the frameworks for open clusters. 
Each one expresses a space-time combination whose interaction leads to another recursive 
combination, on a larger scale. 
6.39. Sequence of locations connected by underground veins. “Structural Trends of Gold 
Mines in the South Western United States” (archive Fisuras).
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A flexible and operative “negotiation” where the very idea of 
order as “stabilized control” has made way for a new more 
“unstably” relational understanding.
The contemporary capacity for connection and interaction 
between the physical and the virtual, i.e., for combining and 
processing multiple and differential scenarios, messages and 
information, lends a new importance to the idea of change as 
(inter)change (between layers of information) and, therefore 
introduces increased complexity (and impurity) into this 
progressive capacity for interaction between “codes”, messages 
and “demands”. 

In summary: if the object of classical composition was the 
(symbolic or metaphysical) reproduction of what came before, 
and if the object of modern position was the (functional) 
production of what was new, then the object of contemporary 
disposition is the (interactive) co-production of what is 
simultaneous, the real and the virtual. 
A process that illustrates the transfer from fabric to object and 
from object to relational milieu (or field). 
2D (compositional) plans and 3D (positional) volumes are bent 
and stretched into 4D topological surfaces and landscapes 
that fold, refold and unfold their trajectories in dynamic 
processes, rather than static events. 
From a predictable vision of the Universe, we have moved 
toward a measurable vision that is also differential, defined 
on the basis of complex trajectories with variable topologies 
and (the associated) more open, flexible and spontaneous 
configurations.
Dynamic configurations (trajectories) rather than static 
figurations (outlines).

Informational trajectories that can only be represented “as” and 
“from” maps of (possible) movements associated with 
processing and organization: open, evolving maps, adapted to 
distributive processes and virtually fluctuating, whose form – at 
any given moment – is that of an incomplete development, on 
stand-by, in an implicitly unstable balance. In process. 

6.40. Julio Carbó: Children cheering atop a fence in a refugee camp in the Balkans.
6.41. Woodstock, New York, 1969 (in 1960s: The Hutton Getty Picture Collection, ed. 
Könemann, 1998).
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The contemporary paradigm shift promotes a new type of “informal” – for 
“informational” – order, no longer based on closed compositions or positions, but on 
open dispositions: evolving trajectories – and multiple combinations of movements – 
adapted to flexible and generic logics, which are altered and modified as the impact of 
local – specific and contingent – information is expressed within the global structure 
and configurations. 
6.42. Open disposition of a group of children playing on a fence.
Manuel Gausa de Mas, photographer: Fence on Somorrostro beach, 1960.
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Trajectories that are actually or virtually evolving, as intermediate 
representations of other – multiple – movements, both before 
and after.
The notion of disposition as an open trajectory (configuration, 
distribution or unfolding, as the case may be) is especially apt 
when it comes to analyzing the heterogeneous structures that 
are derived from this idea of order. 
In this sense, we have felt it appropriate to use the word 
“disposition” here, due to its multiple suitable meanings:
– Disposition as an operative instruction and/or decision, a 

criteria for decision and organization.
– Disposition as a positional and informational configuration, as 

a combination of positions, or stances, oriented in space – 
which are actually and/or virtually evolving, derived from a 
strategy for processing stimuli and demands – i.e., as a 
(dynamic) “formulation” rather than a (static) “formation”.

– Disposition as a general “agreement” or “negotiation” between 
specific events and general structures (i.e., as organization or 
the “notion” of organization.”

– Disposition as “form” and as “order”, but also as “aptitude” 
(preparation for action) and “attitude” (mood with respect to 
action, to change). 

 An active and activating logic.
– Disposition, ultimately, as a contingent and systematic 

structure at the same time, defining fluctuating (spontaneous 
or “virtually spontaneous”) movements and events that are 
associated with synthetic formulations and evolving patterns – 
with generic “nuclear” criteria and specific “unfolding” 
movements – which are also adapted to concrete situations 
and/or surroundings.

Dispositions, then, understood as local/global informational 
trajectories: local declinations (answers) associated with global 
“systematics” (criteria) expressed as dynamic, flexible and 
adaptable configurations and intended to promote trans-scalar 
phenomena of recursiveness with the potential to bring 
contemporary design in tune with the recurring characteristics 

(and parameters) of the – meta-structural and meta-urban – 
space-time processes with which it is involved.
Dispositions, then, as adapted spatial structures, required to 
fluctuate, change, alter and quaver, and to express an open and 
vibratory character, in themselves, where the degree of 
complexity (i.e., of diversity) increases along with their ability to 
multiply or combine exchanges between levels – or layers – of 
movements and events. 
This alludes, as we anticipated in our analysis of the new urban 
structures, to a new concept of “order” (as an organization or a 
flexible contract) based on elastic and multiple relationships, 
rather than categorical links. 
A dispositional order that no longer has anything to do with the 
old totalitarian, “absolute”, continuous and stable notion of the 
classical “compositional” order, or with the more relative and 
fragmented modern idea of “positional” order, which is equally 
deterministic. Rather, it refers back to a more open and uncertain 
conception of the idea of order as an open disposition: as an 
operative (both flexible and vectorized) agency, made up of 
“diverse” – and not always harmonious – messages related to 
generic, abstract logics and specific, contingent stimuli. 

We could continue to assert how classical space and modern 
space-time have been replaced by an inform(ation)al space-
time with the potential to create greater instability and 
indetermination – greater informality – in our understanding 
of the universe but, at the same time, capable of relating it to 
a field of impulses and stimuli in a constant glocal interaction: 
in a constant situation of “suspense” between the predictable 
and the unexpected, the generic and the individual, what is 
controlled and what is distorted; again, the global and 
the local.
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If the paradigm of a static system is stability and coherence is its 
form (as part of a closed equilibrium and pre-established 
parameters of control), the nature of this possible dynamic order 
resides in this condition that is oriented and indeterminate at the 
same time, based on “open parameters” that are far from 
balanced.
The old compact, defensive and concentrating or fixed and static 
geometries make way now for others that are more disperse, 
dynamic and irregular (which translate a more impure, 
indeterminate and “informal” order) whose undisciplined and 
diffuse nature increases along with its capacity and freedom for 
movement – and shifting – and the degree of interaction among 
individual events and global logics. 
Our challenge, as architects, is to produce new dispositions for 
action adapted to – and in recurrence with – the stimuli that 
belong to this “new” paradoxical, global and local order in a 
constant situation of substantive “suspense” and “instability”. 

To conceive open dispositions – rather than predetermined 
figurations or forms, rather than closed off compositions 
or positions – associated with actually or virtually evolving 
processes referring, in turn, to precise logics of “option/
decision/instruction/combination” which are also sensitive to 
circumstances.

It is not merely a theoretical or cultural option (tied in with the 
assumption of a possible cross-cutting and multi-scalar reading 
of our milieu), but rather a purposeful action intended to favor a 
more positive reaction between virtually “interactive” process (in 
potential resonance and/or synergy). 
The concept of an open disposition, derived from the notion of 
disposition itself, is in turn introduced with its multiple and 
ambivalent connotation: as an instrument (processor), as a logic 
(strategic) as a decision (tactical), as a mechanism 
(restructuring) and as an operating system (generating, 
organizing and formalizing at the same time): as such, a receptive 
field and an emissive field within another host “field”. 

Disposition, then, as a strategic and tactical operation: a 
relational, reactive and reactivating (“reaction” and “activation” 
combined, interpreting in turn the term “reaction” as a cross 
between “relation and action”) trajectory intended to evolve in 
space, acting as a vehicle – and a link – between synchronous 
information and prompting – generating and producing – 
relationships and movements of exchange between energies, 
uses, programs, evens, scales and/or scenarios which are 
subject, by their very nature, to dynamic (i.e., open, evolving) 
processes.
We have already referred to this possible conception of design 
as a dynamic (or virtually dynamic) “operating system”; i.e., as an 
abstract program that is capable of evolving and transforming 
inside (an)other system(s) which are also actually or virtually 
dynamic.37 
In this sense, we prefer the term “disposition” to “system”.
Although we tend to talk about dispositions as systems that 
organize form, its definition allows for going further than the term 
“system” (related, at some points of the modern period, with the 
primacy of structure – as a global framework – or with the 
mechanical and reiterated repetition of production), bringing it 
closer to the concepts of combined infrastructure and 
infostructure, understood more as possible adaptable matrices 
of information and organization, rather than rigidly (pre)figured 
structures – or outlines. 
 



270 271

XII. Open Devices (Dispositifs) and/as Operating Systems

The ambivalence generated around those terms (“system” or  
“device” as a “dispositif”) emerges from its relative proximity to 
some of the concepts proposed, in its day, by Structuralism. 
This is not a mere coincidence; there are elements of 
Structuralism in this new point of view, but it is also overcome 
clearly and decisively, based on the assimilation of the idea of 
structure itself with the concept of a flexible and variable network 
– original and driving. 
The idea is not to propose strong frames – such as rigidly 
binding superstructures of production/seriation/connection – but 
rather flexible and adaptable assemblages (agencement is the 
term used by Deleuze) associated with informational 
organizations with the potential to process diverse and variable 
information – of an interactive nature – and to “bring them into 
agreement” in contracts and co-participatory movements: 
dispositifs as global, abstract instructions (logics or “criteria for 
decisions”, orders) and as local, i.e., concrete configurations 
(maneuvers or “decision making”, forms). 
Rather than “adherent systems” (the mechanical and strict union 
of components), we deal with “operating systems” (“processors” 
and “programmers” of information) associated with open logics 
(inductors and conductors of combined and combinatory 
processes) and “info”structural and “infra”structural patterns (as 
flexible matrices): synthetic trajectories (inductors) and evolving 
trajectories (generated and generative).
The term system is interesting, then, more as a logic of linkage, a 
pattern or an open, informational environment (a field of forces 
and maneuvers) rather than as a closed off design (a mechanism 
or an artifact).
We will refer to (open) dispositifs, rather than (closed) designs. 
– Dispositifs put forward based on (and as) virtual battle maps in 
a place, with the potential to fold, unfold and refold – strategic 
and tactical – movements and trajectories in a virtual “field of 
forces and maneuvers”; thus relating simultaneous information, 

tensions, and demands.
– Dispositifs put forward, also, as operating systems, with the 

ability to “process” data and demands, to synthesize stimuli 
and to diagnose responses. But with the ability to “activate” 
process, to generate form and to spark activity.

– Dispositifs that could be interpreted, then, as logics for action 
and relation, for reaction and activation at the same time – 
reactive – understood as active fields with the ability to 
synthesize conditions and information, to react with respect to 
a place and to cause it to react at the same time.

– Dispositifs, then, with the ability to resonate (to interact and 
attune) with the conditions and energies of the context (the 
data and the specific parameters – program, flow, magnitudes 
– but also the real, concrete, sensory scenarios, of action) and 
to transfer them, at the same time, beyond their own limits, not 
only toward other more qualitative “states”, but above all, 
toward other real and virtual conditions, scales and potentials.

– Dispositifs, ultimately, where the induced “logic of action” 
leads to concrete dispositions – trajectories – displayed as 
possible configurations of a virtually open process tied in with 
a hypothetical catalog of sequences and/of movements made 
up of variations, combinations and permutations – or 
perturbations – which are substantively inconclusive. 

– Dispositifs, finally, as instruments and as systems for arranging 
and mobilizing; as logics of decision (and decision making); as 
frameworks (and criteria) for organization; as guidelines (and 
as matrices) for relationships; as fields (and environments) for 
reaction: as (tactical) operatives and as (strategic) operations.
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Battle maps as “strategic dispositifs” and “open dispositifs” as battle maps. 
6.43. Landing in Okinawa.  Tactical disposition of U.S. troops (in Hans JACOBSEN and Hans 
DOLLINGER: Der Zweit Weltkrieg in Bildern und Dokumenten, ed. Kurt Desch. Munich, 
1963.)
6.44. MVRDV: Combinatory diagrams and urban matrix, Hornse Kwadrant Delft, 1996.
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XIII. Operations, Operators, Operatives

Each disposition generated in this way does not represent an 
essential, unique and univocal affirmation; rather it synthesizes a 
wide sequential range of other possible combinations that 
operate based on similar organizational and generative fabrics, 
folding, refolding and unfolding (3D) volumes and (2D) planes 
and in actually or virtually topological (4D) fields or landscapes, 
braiding, clustering, winding up, but also trimming, stamping or 
hollowing out space. 
In other words, arranging decisions (logics of decision) and 
distributions (trajectories of position) into contracts and/of 
spatial movements (i.e., into strategies of mobilization) 
understood as form(ul)ations – formations as configurations and 
formulas as instructions or proposals – referred to two overall 
“operating fields” which can be interpreted as scenarios for 
basic investigation and configurations. The following dynamics 
are found among them:
1– A scenario that prioritizes a certain “strategy of form” and that 

operates using essentially combinatory processes of 
organization, i.e., based on operations of arrangement and 
combination between information (groups of factors) regarding 
permutation (sequences of factors) and variation (evolutions of 
factors) which are preferably associated with coupled or linked 
and networked structures of movement.

2– A scenario that prioritizes a certain “genetics of form” 
(generative) that operates, fundamentally, based on 
morphogenic processes of development and processing, i.e., 
using evolving operations of fluctuation, mutation, variation 
and/or configuration which are preferably associated with 
topological structures of make-up.

– In the first case, this scenario mainly refers back to geometries 
of spatial combination and conjugation that arrange different 
and flexible strategies for networks, guidelines, twinning, 
stacking and/or “spatial unfolding”, taking its multiple (as a set) 
and sequential (rhythmic) condition to an extreme, in the form 
of preferably “articulated” structures. Thus promoting 

guidelines – and correlations – of movement. 
– In the second case, these scenarios refer to geometries of 

spatial evolution and mutation, which drive developmental 
processes associated with elastic strategies of fluctuation, 
which maximize their matrix-like condition of genesis and 
evolving induction, by way of preferably cast or shaped 
structures. 

Promoting patterns – or matrices – of movement. 
This could imply, then, that where so-called combinatory logics 
tend to favor the superposition of negotiated (or articulated) 
events in combinatory interwoven (or intertwining) structures 
associated with heterogeneous ensembles with established 
arrangements and developments, generative logics do so based 
on the development of fluctuating or networked structures, 
associated with variable ensembles of topological generation 
and development. 
Whereas in the first case, we would talk about data maps that 
are conjugated and combined based on variable sequences of 
events, in the second, we would talk about data maps that are 
processed and generated based on changing series of 
movements.
In both cases, we recognize a positive assumption of diversity 
(and the associated irregularity), which lies at the very foundation 
of those potentials.
1- On the one hand, the diversity (or irregularity) that we could 

call negotiated – or relational – and which alludes to combined 
strategic processes of articulation (and hybridization) between 
different families or systems of morphological or structural 
codes.

2- On the other, the diversity (or irregularity) that we could call 
genetic and which alludes to the possible variable 
development (or evolution) of the same evolving and/or 
infrastructural pattern (or family of patterns).

And, lastly, we could define a conjugated or shared diversity, 
which would bring together both at the same time, in a 
co-participatory manner.
These are parameters that allude to the irregular – “impure” – 
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nature of contemporary design, which has the potential to 
promote multiple interactions between diverse, distant or 
disparate – i.e., diachronic – tensions and demands, via linking 
dispositifs which are increasingly operative as they are 
increasingly more synthetic – i.e., synchronous.
The efforts of architectural research at the turn of the century 
tended to move between the two logics, exploring, maximizing 
and arranging their potentials in variable combinations, ultimately 
intended to celebrate and articulate both complexity and 
diversity at the same time.
If the aim of the classical labyrinth (metaphysical, absolute and 
exact) was to try to describe a single ritual path within a unitary, 
compact, essential and hierarchical line (a closed composition) 
and if the possible alternative of the modern labyrinth 
(mechanical, objective and precise) consisted in the fracture of 
this absolute drawing and its substitution for a discontinuous, 

fragmented, but no less stable set of pieces positioned in space 
(a functional position) whose object was to describe the 
planimetry of spaces that are (co-)relative, the contemporary 
labyrinth (interactive and differential) emphasized the multiple 
combinations, evolutions and bypasses in a wide range dynamic 
and irregular of “dispositional trajectories” that no longer 
emphasize the possibility of recognizing a unique “path” or a 
regulatory plan, but the very “generative process” that inspires 
those trajectories. 
Complexity in the contemporary labyrinth does not come from 
(classical) repetition or (modern) fracture, but from the dynamic 
processing and procedural (informational) dynamic apparatus of 
singular events which are also intertwined. 
Singular and systematic at the same time.43

Left: various evolving sequences. In most of the genetic dispositifs considered, there 
is an underlying idea of flexible order to the conception of a “topological” criteria for 
action.
6.45. Evolutionary genetics (in Arch + no. 119/120, 1993). 
6.46. Sequence and series as variations in a chain of forms: 23 pairs of chromosomes
6.47. Sequence and series. FOA: Yokohama Ferry Terminal, 1996.

Outline labyrinth (composition) Planimetry labyrinth Process labyrinth   
 (position) (disposition) 
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Various examples of open dispositifs and chains of events produced by combination and 
permutation on top of generative frameworks without an apparent scale.
6.48 and 6.49. MVRDV: Urban matrix, Hornse Kwadrant. Delft (The Netherlands), 1996. Map 
and general plan// 6.50 and 6.51. UN-studio/van Berkel&Bos. Study of a residential multi-
typology for Borneo-Sporenburg II. Amsterdam,1993. Plan and model of the whole // 6.52 
y 6.53. Eduardo Arroyo (NO. Mad Arquitectura)- S&Aa (Soriano-Palacios): Multi-program 
building. Bolzano, 1999. Plan and model of the whole.
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An example of an open disposition, with chains of event produced through deformation 
and fluctuation on the basis of “typological matrices”.
6.54. FOA: Virtual House, 1997. Generative process using a basic pattern.

An example of an open disposition, with chains of event produced through deformation 
and fluctuation on the basis of “typological matrices”.
6.55. Greg Lynn: design of animated genetic forms for the Cardiff Bay Opera House, 1998.
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XIV. Questions of Form

One of the central ideas behind this text is acknowledging a 
conceptual transformation, currently taking place, in the very 
idea of architectural “form”. 
A form associated with a paradoxically more “informal” order (in 
that it is informational), related to space-time processes and 
structures with a non-linear configuration (open dispositions).
Whereas, up to now we have been focused on the 
“characteristics” and structural patterns of these configurations 
– their internal movements – now, we will focus on working out 
their “character” – the “intrinsic qualities” – of this new type of 
formal generation that is understood as more “extraverted” both 
for its relational nature (capable of encouraging connection and 
correspondences between things and their demands) and its 
expansive nature (intended to promote multiple and intertwined 
scalar transfers – internally and externally), as well as for its more 
intrinsically expressive capacity (explaining and interpreting) and 
its more permeable and flexible condition (more inclined 
to diversity).
A more “open” form, precisely because it is more “extraverted”.
In this sense, the idea of form we are presenting could be 
understood as the expression of internal connections and 
external relationships. 
Of virtually dynamic formulations rather than inherently static 
formations.
Of infrastructural logics and meta-structural information. 
Of typologies and infology. 

6.56. UNSTUDIO/van Berkel&Bos: a network of topological deformation, 1996.
6.57. Cumulus Limbus: What does a cloud look like? (archive). 
6.58. Topological process from a sphere to a donut.
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A “form” that is directly linked to the relational and “reactive” 
capacity (relation, reaction and action) of the contemporary 
disposition, i.e., its “processing”, “conductive” and “formulative” 
capacity at the same time (“promoting and mediating”). 
A form that pays special attention to the expressive and 
uninhibited (un-subjected) manifestation of the very processes of 
interaction (among programs, actions, events and/or situations 
and effects) that are combined in it. 
A form in which this definitive drive for “expansion” and 
“movement” is underlying, displayed not only in a virtual 
surpassing of “limits” and “borders”, but in the possible 
induction/conduction of forces and tensions, demands and 
information, internally and externally, i.e., in the exteriorization 
(“outwards”) of the process that is triggered and in the “impact” 
(“inwards”) of the milieu in which it is inscribed.
This expectancy for change, this inherent restlessness, alludes 
to a more open condition in the architectural form discussed 
here, where an unsettling dialogue occurs, based on a difficult 
tension that, more or less intensely, combines the dynamic and 
the static, expansion and compression, spontaneity and 
systematization, evolution and seclusion, as states that are 
apparently cut off from one another but with are suddenly joined 
together in a new type of “spatial disposition”. 
Delving deeper into the analysis of generic patterns that are 
characteristic of the dynamic dispositions we have analyzed up 
to now helps promote the study of this new type of more 
animated structures, which operate along those boundaries and 
which “reconstruct the conventional opposition between 
figuration and abstraction”.
In all likelihood, this more informal form (in that it is informational), 
which is more apparently permeable, “relaxed” and spontaneous 
– more open and diversified (in that it is multiple and multiplied), 
allows for a better reconciliation of generative and combinatory 
logics in new mixed associations that can give way to 
unexpected connections between “genuine” images (derived 
from the form-formulation) and external images (added to the 
form-formulation). 

Possible “flexible contracts” between messages (or information 
layers) and trajectories (information processes) where episodic 
elements combine with structural aspects – the “inherent” image 
and the “borrowed” image – into a whole that is read 
simultaneously but which, nonetheless, always retains the 
immanence of a formulated pattern that can be recognized in a 
global definition. 
This overlapping between formulation processes, information 
layers and levels of expression do not refer, indeed, to the old 
ideas of “decoration” or “ornamentation” (like aesthetic 
cosmetics: formally complete and composed, coherent and 
adherent). Rather, they allude to the ability to combine 
simultaneous “messages” in a single dispositional structure: 
layers of reading and exchange which are discernible and 
independent – synchronic – though they are not necessarily 
stable or linked to the same dispositional structure. 
The rejection of an essential binding unity, in this implicit 
ambivalence, which is noticeable not only in the dynamic ability 
to create operative variations, alterations or distortions (intended 
to change and transform the “appearance”) but also in the ability 
to generate potential “cohabitation” between structures and 
codes that are “combined” in the same ensemble for 
development and appreciation, a new kind of organization that is 
more decidedly open to impurity. 
To an irregular intertwining between disjunctions.
To the expression of a spatial form that is more clearly inclined to 
be “one and many at the same time”. 
A case and a class at once.
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XV. Extraverted Form, Form “Toward”. <Ex> Factors

In this new idea of spatial form, and therefore of architecture, we 
intuit a more nervous and lively character, more agitated and 
restless, more impulsive and dissipated, more plural and 
dissimilar, more loose and flowing, more permeable and 
extensive, more relational and connective, more ambivalent and 
tolerant, more liberated and un-subjected – or relaxed – i.e., 
more direct (spontaneous) and mediating (empathic) – in short, 
more “extraverted”, because it is open and expressive – linked to 
its own <ex> factors (associated with extraversion):

1– Character: nervous (agitated) and restless (animated)
 > Excited and expectant form (excitement – expectation)
2–  Character: dissipated (impulsive) and plural (differential)
 > Expansive and extrusive form (expansion – extrusion)
3–  Character: permeable (loose) and transferor/conductor   
 (connective/conductive)
 > Exceptive and expeditive form (exception – expedition)
4–  Character: relational (synergic) and adapted (adaptable)
 > Expanded and extended form (expansion - extension)
5–  Character: ambivalent (impure/tolerant) and free (liberated,   
 un-subjected/un-embarrassed) 
>  Extrinsic and ex-centric form (externality and ex-centricity)
6–  Character: mediator (empathic) and direct (spontaneous)
>  Exteriorized and explicit form > Extraverted form    
 (exteriority-explicitness)

Ultimately, we talk about a “trans” form, on the limits of its own 
limit condition: a form that is “transmitter” and “transversalizing”; 
a form that is “in transit” with the potential to “transform” and 
“transfigure”, but also to “transfer” toward other states and 
situations.38

A form made up of formulations, rather than formations:
called on to generated complex processes using basic 
mechanisms. 
A form that is determined and indeterminate at the same time.

Precise and vague. Active and relational (reactive). 
Global and local (glocal). 
A form that extends beyond the moment (referring to other 
possible times).
Beyond context (referring to other possible places). 
Beyond limits (referring to other possible outlines).
Beyond codes (referring to other possible logics).
An ex-form (extraverted), that is excited and expectant; expansive 
and extrusive, exceptive and expeditious, expanded and 
extended, extrinsic an ex-centric; exteriorized (exulted) and 
explicit (expressive): that is, extraverted.

A form “toward” that is more open, i.e., more extraverted.
Nervous and agitated, restless and lively, impulsive and 
dissipated, plural and dissimilar, loose and flowing, permeable 
and extensive, conducive and connective, relational and 
adaptable, ambiguous and tolerant, liberated and relaxed.
A form that is more stimulating than elegant. Expressive.
Capable of communicating the interior movements – and 
tensions – that make it up (its topology) and of reacting to the 
exterior stimuli that make demands on it.

A new form, then, more extraverted for, precisely, more 
inform(ation)al.
– Called upon to respond to plural demands based on 
   multiple trajectories.
– To intermediate situations based on limit conditions.
– To static materializations based on dynamic formulations.
– To irregular configurations based on impure manifestations.
– To interactive fields based on reactive environments.
– To complex conditions based on flexible processes.
– To concrete figurations based on open logics.
– To contradictory scenarios based on unexpected relationships.
Called upon to bring together disparity and diversity with 
precision and flexibility.
A form – and an architecture – that is “brighter” because it is 
lively; dynamic and open; explicit and liberated; spontaneous and 
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stimulated (or stimulating).
Decidedly optimistic. 
Determined to interact with the world.
An extraverted form, that tends to replace mere functionality 
with stimulus. 
Passive composition with interaction.
Unity with diversity.
Conformation with information 
The austerity of compactness and severity with the complicity of 
“impurity”, of mixture and of crossbreeding. 
Of the informal, ultimately, because it is informational.

Various examples of experiments involving topological surfaces. 
6.59. T. FINK and Y.MAO: The 85 Ways to Tie a Tie, ed. Fourth Estate, London 1999. 
6.60. DILLER & SCOFIDIO: “Bad Press: Folding, Unfolding and Refolding,” (BAU no. 015, 1997). 
6.61. How to take off your suit vest without taking off your jacket. (in Fisuras 3 1/3, 1995).
6.62. Topological intrigue. (in S.BARR, Experiments in Topology, NY, ed. Dover, 1964).
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