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The Infra Space: What Happens When Architectures Kiss 

 

Architecture need not be framed by the sea in which it resides, but must instead create a frame 

for itself that both defines a finite moment for the building and for the city. The city must be 

subject to its architecture, that is to say architectural form must control the city. In order to reach 

such a state, architecture needs to be able to separate itself from the city, its organization, and its 

government or what Aureli refers to as the architecture’s “other” 

Aureli depicts this scene as an archipelago, islands within a sea, the islands being the 

architecture and the sea representing urbanization. The archipelago sets up the necessary 

conditions that allow us to understand and criticize architectural form in its true state because it 

is no longer being conformed to the needs of a city where politics are being struck down by its 

own economy. There is an intense relationship between what is framing and what is being 

framed. Aureli calls for a system where the architecture can create its own boundary, and this in 

turn modifies the sea where it lies. It is the tension that lies within the moment of contact 

between the sea and the architecture that I find most interesting. 
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Pier Aureli uses Cerda’s plan of Barcelona to mark the beginning of Urbanization. Source: 
Absolute Architecture by Pier Aureli  

Aureli refers to this as the infra space, the space that lies within the moment of contact 

between the sea and the island. Here is where I believe Sylvia Lavin is positioning herself as 

well. Although maybe too literal, I cannot help but compare the sea breaking against island rocks 

on the shore to the way Lavin speaks of kissing in architecture as a, “coming together of two 

similar but not identical surfaces”1. Perhaps a beach where the sand is able to change form when 

it meets the ocean waves is closer to Lavin’s explanation of, “surfaces that soften, flex, and 

deform when in contact… during which separation is inconceivable yet inevitable.”2 

Aureli takes great strides to inform us of how the current mindset of urbanization has been 

failing for some time now. Beginning with comparisons between Greece and Rome, Aureli 

explains how Rome’s profound desire for expansion and a perfect as well as infinite urban plan 

ultimately led to its destruction. He points out the comparison between polis and urbs where the 
                                                

1 Lavin, Silvia, Kissing Architecture, Princeton University Press, 2011 
2 Lavin, Silvia, Kissing Architecture, Princeton University Press, 2011 
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former, “can be described as an archipelago, not only because it took this geographical form, but 

also because the condition of insularity as a mode of relationships was its essential political 

form”1. The later Aureli describes as, “an insatiable network in which the empire’s diversity 

became an all-inclusive totality”2. Where polis aims to frame, urbs aims to maintain its infinite 

qualities. The action of framing and limiting actions is important because by doing so it allows 

for actions to reach a full potential rather than running endlessly and carelessly into nothingness. 

There are other advantages to this archipelago scenario. Because Aureli calls for an absolute 

architecture, the possibility of scenarios falling into dangerous modes of repetition no longer 

exists. Creating new objects for the sake of newness no longer becomes a priority. 

 
Aureli’s depiction of an Archipelago using Berlin’s green various green spaces and referring 

to it as a city within a city. Source: Pier Aureli 

                                                
1 Aureli, Pier, The Possibility of an Absolute Architecture, MIT Press, Cambridge, MA 2011, Page 5 
2 Aureli, Pier, The Possibility of an Absolute Architecture, MIT Press, Cambridge, MA 2011, Page 5 
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Within this archipelago scenario, confrontation between islands and the sea becomes key. 

There is a tension of attraction and separation that is constantly at play. It is within this tension 

where Aureli and Lavin should align. It’s as if Aureli is setting the stage for Lavin to act. Lavin 

agrees with Aureli when she explains that, “even if architecture’s cultural stasis is put at 

momentary risk by the potential infiltration of other agents that occurs when its bodily 

membranes are tested and pushed against, architecture can only become more resilient in the 

end”1. That is to say in Aureli’s perfect world, as the sea confronts the island there is bound to be 

change. However, it seems that up until now, the islands have been eroding away rather than 

standing strong within the brute force of the sea. Lavin begins to set up a series of examples that 

aims the moment where the sea breaks to the land.  

Frederick Kiesler’s Saks Fifth Avenue store window exemplifies the possibility that the 
exterior wall, when separated from the interior, can use multiple forms of engagement to connect 

itself with the urbanization of the city. Source: Kissing Architecture by Silvia Lavin 

                                                
1 Aureli, Pier, The Possibility of an Absolute Architecture, MIT Press, Cambridge, MA 2011, Page 23 
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Eventually Lavin brings up what she calls her third type of kissing architecture. This type 

of kiss calls for a semiautonomous state where the interior and exterior of a building are now 

separate and the interior is not a result of the exterior but requires an intent of design of its own. 

This play between outside and inside is able to give a building the ability to separate it from 

itself, which is what Aureli is calling for. “This surface [the exterior] is not obligated to express 

or manage architecture’s insides and is therefore able to refocus its energies and effects 

centripetally to project, emanate, and exude qualities that alchemically mix with the outside”1. At 

this moment, the building is both separate and yet directly tied to its outside. In Lavin’s 

explanation, the outside is not just a public space but also the city, its organization, its 

urbanization, the sea. Lavin uses Frederick Kiesler’s view of the shop window as an example of 

an exterior that “could produce new kinds of urban happenings that might begin or be catalyzed 

by the plane itself but that have their consequence elsewhere, out there”2. 

It is also important to understand here that by separating the inside from the exterior, you 

do not run the risk of creating what Aureli refers to as an iconic building. I always found Aureli 

attempting to draw a very fine line between what is iconic and what is not. How does one design 

a building that removes itself from the surroundings but does not reach the level that deems it 

iconic? Where is that line drawn? I believe Lavin does a fine job at defining that line by 

explaining that the interior is separately designed from the exterior. Because there is both 

separation [inside separated from outside] and connection [exterior effecting “out there”] the 

building cannot be seen as iconic because the definition of iconic is something that is completely 

and totally removed from all external conditions.  

                                                
1 Lavin, Silvia, Kissing Architecture, Princeton University Press, 2011, Page 37 
2 Lavin, Silvia, Kissing Architecture, Princeton University Press, 2011, Page 89 
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2GBX studio example of an interior created separately from its exterior. 

It is the above statement where I think our current studio project lies very nicely, within 

this boundary of separation and connection. In many cases, including mine, the exterior and 

interior are separate and yet very connected. The exterior of our object takes on a very blank, 

convex representation, yet the inside is the exact opposite in its design. Marcelo Spina is often 

heard referring to out theater spaces an elephant within a snake. Even though up until now our 

theater designs seem to be more about technique in how we use programs, they certainly warrant 

discussion on what political consequences our objects have based on the separation of inside to 

outside. There is without a doubt a moment of kissing within our designs as explained by Lavin 

whether we have realized it yet or not. It will be interesting to see how these projects play out 

and if they take on an iconic representation or if they manage to settle themselves within the 

infra space of separation to itself. 


