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This interrelationship is also 
methodological. Interdisciplinary 
research that combines qualita-
tive, quantitative, and speculative 
approaches is gaining ground. For 
instance, critical spatial practices 
(Rendell, 2006) challenge the neu-
trality of design and planning, in-
sisting instead on reflexivity, partic-
ipation, and embeddedness. Digital 
tools, ranging from GIS to urban 
simulations, now inform both ar-
chitectural and planning decisions, 
enabling new forms of cross-scalar 
analysis. At the same time, theories 
of assemblage (DeLanda, 2016) and 
actor-network (Latour, 2005) invite 
scholars and practitioners to trace 
spatial configurations not as fixed 
outcomes but as evolving, relational 
ecologies.

The implications extend beyond 
theory and technique. They touch 
on pedagogy, professional identity, 
and institutional structures. How 
might we educate spatial thinkers 
who are capable of navigating be-
tween scales and systems, without 
losing sight of material specificity or 
political consequence? What kind 
of collaborations become possible 
and necessary when architecture, 
planning, and design are positioned 
not hierarchically but relationally? 
How can academic journals foster 
a platform that sustains both disci-
plinary rigor and transdisciplinary 
experimentation?

These questions point to a broader 
epistemological shift: from discipli-
nary sovereignty to shared steward-
ship of space. As we move further 
into an era shaped by planetary 
pressures and spatial uncertainties, 
the interrelationship of architecture, 
planning, and design becomes not 
just a conceptual tool but a working 
necessity.

Let us then approach the spaces 
we study, inhabit, and imagine, not 
through isolated lenses, but through 
a mode of relational thinking that 
embraces complexity, invites plu-
ralism, and foregrounds the inter-
dependencies at the heart of spatial 
practice.

Enjoy our summer issue!
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Architecture, planning, and design 
have long developed in proximity, 
yet often in isolation. While each 
field brings its own logics, languag-
es, and epistemologies, the chal-
lenges facing the built environment 
today, such as climate transforma-
tion, socio-spatial inequality, tech-
nological saturation, and global 
urbanization, reveal the limitations 
of siloed thinking. The demand is 
clear: to cultivate deeper interrela-
tionships across domains that have 
too often been positioned apart.

The concept of interrelationship 
is not a call for disciplinary fusion 
but for meaningful dialogue. It rec-
ognizes the reciprocal shaping of 
space, society, and systems. Archi-
tecture gives form to intention and 
identity; planning governs tempo-
ral and spatial distribution; design, 
in its broadest sense, connects aes-
thetics, usability, and adaptability. 
Yet none of these practices occur in 
a vacuum. As Lefebvre (1991) as-
serted, space is socially produced; 
thus, it is always a product of inter-
secting forces that are material, reg-
ulatory, symbolic, and political.

Today’s spatial practitioners con-
front problems that are increasingly 
networked and non-linear. Urban 
resilience, for example, requires 
both design sensitivity to place 
and architectural form and plan-
ning foresight grounded in systems 
thinking and long-term governance 
(Ahern, 2011). Questions of justice 
in the built environment cannot be 
addressed solely through zoning re-
forms or formal typologies but must 
attend to affective, everyday, and 
infrastructural dimensions (Soja, 
2010; Rawes, 2013). Even sustaina-
bility, long treated as a design prob-
lem or a planning goal, increasingly 
demands integrated frameworks 
that bridge ecological thresholds, 
spatial equity, and material agency 
(Roggema, 2012).



  II

References
Ahern, J. (2011). From fail-safe 

to safe-to-fail: Sustainability and 
resilience in the new urban world. 
Landscape and Urban Planning, 
100(4), 341–343.

DeLanda, M. (2016). Assemblage 
Theory. Edinburgh: Edinburgh Uni-
versity Press.

Latour, B. (2005). Reassembling 
the Social: An Introduction to Ac-
tor-Network-Theory. Oxford: Ox-
ford University Press.

Lefebvre, H. (1991). The Produc-
tion of Space. Oxford: Blackwell.

Rawes, P. (Ed.). (2013). Rela-
tional Architectural Ecologies: Ar-
chitecture, Nature and Subjectivity. 
London: Routledge.

Rendell, J. (2006). Art and Archi-
tecture: A Place Between. London: 
I.B. Tauris.

Roggema, R. (Ed.). (2012). Sus-
tainable Urban Futures: An Integrat-
ed Approach to Urban Design, Plan-
ning and Management. Dordrecht: 
Springer.

Soja, E. W. (2010). Seeking Spatial 
Justice. Minneapolis: University of 
Minnesota Press.


