
I find it irresistible to move sliders in Grasshopper. If  there is a slider, I must move it. 
To see the relative changes in size, shape, density and complexity is half  the fun of  using 
such a program. Grasshopper––the algorithmic modeling plug-in for Rhinoceros––is 
now nearly as ubiquitous in architecture as the 3D CAD modelers themselves. First 
released in 2007 (coincidentally, a few months after the first iPhone was released), 
Grasshopper has quickly left its mark on the culture of  architecture and design. The 
harnessing of  parameters and the agency of  algorithms are both fundamental to the 
21st Century––akin to eating and sleeping, or to the pervasiveness of  the market. 
Grasshopper is design’s first response to a digital culture full of  Google AdSense, just-
in-time logistics, and high-speed algorithmic stock trading. And it is very exciting in this 
regard. Now, the whims of  architecture can gather data as fuel. Inputs and outputs can 
be calculated, even if  only roughly. Static objects are transformed by the variability of  
parametrics. And the crowd goes wild. 

My problem is that, despite my efforts, I cannot find the Half-Bake button. “Baking” 
in Grasshopper is that moment when the contingency of  relative sizes and speeds is 
fixed into place, making hard, “editable” geometry out of  otherwise elastic parameters. 
This effectively removes the speculative pleasure that the slider provides me. No longer 
is the range of  possibility a “range” at all. This is a sadly predictable response from 
architecture, whose obsession with solidity may long outlive its welcome. Baking is a 
way architects can falsely figure themselves into the variability of  the 21st Century––
taking vibrant, manipulable, ever-changing parametric ranges and freezing them into 
an instance, a formal trope. But in doing so, we neglect a far more volatile role that 
architecture already assumes in a digitally networked public.

Buildings are increasingly extensions of  larger urban, mega-regional, and global 
networks of  actors––both objects and subjects in blurry arrangements. They are 
also increasingly extensions of  smaller body, chemical, electrical, and molecular 
flows between various substances routed through them. Think of  logistical flows, 
transportation networks, cellular signals, and air-quality. Buildings are increasingly 
the site of  the formation of  digital publics in real-time. Bruno Latour and Albena 
Yaneva made the case in 2008 for seeing architecture as “a series of  transformations… 
transformed by its users, modified by all of  what happens inside and outside…”. Their 
essay argues for a different reading of  architecture, one much less static and stable, 
and much more susceptible to the being re-formed through the agency of  everything 
channelled through it. Interestingly, this is for them a problem of  representation, of  
how to draw buildings. When read with an irresponsible err, Give Me a Gun suggests 
that buildings themselves are nodes within networks––social, digital, informational, 
chemical, economical––and that, if  deployed convincingly, Grasshopper may be just 
they type of  photographic gun that the essay asks for.1

Architects, I’m afraid, will have to dispose of  the idea of  still forms, of  “baking” 
algorithms past medium-rare. It is overcooking that ruins the flavor of  otherwise 
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1. Latour and Yaneva use Marey’s 
‘photographic gun’ as a lens through 
which to look at architecture, arguing 
that architects need such a device for 
themselves. “…as a gull-in-a-flight in a 
complex and multiverse argumentative 
space, a building appears to be 
composed of  apertures and closures 
enabling, impeding and even changing 
the speed of  the free-floating actors, 
data and resources, links and opinions, 
which are all in orbit, in a network, and 
never within static enclosures…”
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incredible and inventive ways of  thinking about architecture and design in the space 
of  the contemporary, networked city. Architecture and the city are not nearly as 
distinguishable as we pretend they are. Sometimes, not only do they rely on one 
another, they are one another. Real-time, fast-moving forms of  urbanism spring up 
and dissipate within minutes. Not the silly “flash-mob” of  2005… these urbanisms 
are smarter and faster and much less obsessed with counting “real” bodies in “real” 
space. The process of  actualization2 is relentless in 21st Century urbanism, and it plays 
out at the scale of  architecture. Buildings are continually acting as nodes within digital 
urban networks. The smartphone and the built environment share a virtual space, built 
equally out of  concrete and microwaves, hardwares and softwares. As Amazon can 
attest, the technology of  21st Century market exchange does not sit wholeheartedly 
within architecture, but instead out-scales it and flows through it. Their distribution 
centers couple with transportation networks, logistical chains, and digital platforms 
to facilitate one of  the largest private economies on the earth. Benjamin Bratton 
argues that “architecture is now just one particular scale of  cloud hardware,” and that 
the parametric logistics of  Amazon warehouses are “a far more sophisticated spatial 
expression of  algorithmic design” than architecture has mustered on the envelope.3

This likely has less to do with integrating technology into architecture than it does with 
admitting all the ways that architecture is already complicit with technologically-driven 
forms of  socialization and urbanization in ways that it currently cannot account for. 
We can imagine ways that architecture can change to play nicer with faster networks: 
building materials that respond to environmental changes, buildings as images of  the 

information networks they 
channel, data infrastructure 
as spatial and tectonic 
conceit, buildings that contain 
and separate pockets of  
microwave-laden air. But 
even more important for 
contemporary architects is to 
come to terms with the ways 
architecture has changed in the 
imagination of  The People, 
in just the same ways as the 
city has. People implicitly find 
architecture in places they did 

not expect to find it, in scales they did not anticipate, and strewn out further than they 
could imagine. The elasticity of  architecture probably has less to do with its shape than 
with its connections, less with its objecthood than with its interfaciality. 

The problem then is how to resist the Bake command. How can architects maintain 
the contingency and vibrancy of  parametricism without defaulting to the intellectual 
vestiges of  the past (such as solidity, the scale of  the building, permanence, etc.)? 
Architecture needs a Half-Bake command for Grasshopper––a design function through 
which to maintain parametric variability while also manifesting material consequence. 
Half-baked owns up to the uncertainty of  actualization.4 The stability of  architecture 
is negligent of  all the contingent relational structures that course through it, whose 
participants are made both of  meat and of  data, and it is time for architecture to finally 
and thoroughly accept its role in the production of  a distinctly 21st Century space.

2. Instead of  the “real,” Deleuze and 
Guattari prefer to oppose the “actual” 
to the “virtual,” implicating an extended 
process of  “becoming” from the virtual 
(the realm of  possible outcomes) to 
the realm of  the physical present. 
Whereas the “real” and “virtual” is a 
binary condition, the “actual” suggests a 
complex relationship with the “virtual” 
where one is never fully separate or 
distinct from the other, nor fully fixed, 
but captured in a process of  re-
definition and re-representation: “The 
actual is not what we are but, rather, 
what we become, what we are in the 
process of  becoming–that is to say, the 
Other, our becoming-other.”
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