Read inrelation to Rosalind Krauss’s notion of the ‘expanded field’,

the practices of the Anarchitecture group open up important

questions about how architecture operates as a discipline.

Thefield and the table: Rosalind
Krauss’s ‘expanded field’ and
the Anarchitecture group

Stephen Walker

The Anarchitecture group emerged in the early 1970s
in New York. Although it has become somewhat
synonymous with the work of Gordon Matta-Clark, it
had a broad membership of equally significant
artists, including Laurie Anderson, Tina Girouard,
Carol Goodden, Suzanne Harris, Jene Highstein,
Bernard Kirschenbaun, Richard Landry and Richard
Nonas among others." Philip Ursprung’s recent
catalogue essay sets out some of the complexities
that accompany any attempt to understand the
group’s internal dynamic, and the problematic
conflation of'its collective activities to the work, or at
least to the ideas, of Matta-Clark.”

While mindful of Ursprung’s various
qualifications - and despite Mark Wigley’s wry
observation to the effect that with increasing
Anarchitectural evidence comes greater difficulty in
understanding the group’s interrelationships® - it is
seemingly a relatively straightforward art-historical
task to situate Anarchitecture within the New York arts
scene of the 1970s, particularly within the artistic
community of SoHo, or more particularly still within
the developments that took place in Greene Street or
in the collective Food restaurant.* It is also relatively
straightforward to demonstrate architecture’s
thoroughgoing role in the group’s interests, working
processes and collective output. Tina Girouard
recalled how:

Each person had his own area of interest. I was

interested in the idea of psychological scale in

architecture |...] The idea of the crossroads interested

Richard [Nonas] and Jene [Highstein| — where streets

met, what hallways do. Their interest in entranceways

of buildings influenced me - wanting to stop people

who were just passing through. Dicky [Landry| and

Suzie [Harris| dealt with the acoustics of space. Suzie

was teaching sensory awareness, and both of them

would try to diagnose the basic sound that any

room makes.?

And it is also fairly straightforward to trace the
return of such architectural adventures back into the
careers of each particular artist within the group.

Leaving these observations to one side, Iwant to
explore aspects of the ongoing difficulties that can
still be felt when attempting to account for their

contribution to the field of architecture more
broadly. Manoeuvring through the accepted ‘facts’
about Anarchitecture, it is less clear what they did as a
group: there was no clearly articulated collective goal
for Anarchitecture beyond its role as a forum for
individual artists to explore ideas and issues.
According to Tina Girouard, ‘We would sit around
tables at restaurants and bars throwing outideas’.
Although this was a throwaway remark, Anarchitecture
can be pulled back to a number of tables that Iwould
like to discuss here as a means of throwing out a few
ideas about what Anarchitecture might give back to
architecture (beyond the ‘anti-’). Reading their modus
operandi alongside the more explicit, roughly
contemporaneous, and far better known art-
historical method of Rosalind Krauss’s ‘expanded
field’, this article will introduce Anarchitecture’s own
catalogue of work, and compare their approach to
setting out a field for architecture with Krauss’s
broader project.

It will go on to compare these with other accepted
fields and related processes that set out to delimit the
education and practice of an architect, such as the
well-known account offered by Vitruvius, or the more
recent prescription of professional and regulatory
bodies such as the RIBA and ARB. It will suggest that
the implications of Anarchitecture’s ‘field’ not only
expose aspects of traditional architectural operations
that are not usually revealed to the uninitiated, but
that they also raise questions regarding the authority
of the discipline itself and the ways in which it
expects its products to be received and judged.

First tables: the invite and Krauss-Klein

Anarchitecture had one exhibition at 112 Greene Street,
New York City, which ran between 9 and 22 March
1974, and which was subsequently published in Flash
Artin June of that year. According to one of the
group’s members, Richard Nonas, ‘[t|he Anarchitecture
show was totally dull, the promise of Anarchitecture
never happened’.”

I'will discuss this totally dull show in the next
section. Here, it is worth making a few introductory
remarks about the Anarchitecture group by dwelling
on the invitation to that show [1].Itis our first
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ralists involved in mapping operations within the human sciences.* By means ot
this logical expansion a set of binaries is transformed into a quaternary field which
both mirrors the original opposition and at the same time opens it. It becomes a
logically expanded field which looks like this:
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* The dimensions of this structure may be analyzed as follows: 1) there are two relationships of

pure contradiction which are termed axes (and further differentiated into the complex axis and the
neuter axis) and are designated by the solid arrows (see diagram); 2) there are two relationships of
contradiction, expressed as involution, which are called schemas and are designated by the double
arrows; and 3) there are two relationships of implication which are called deixes and are designated by
the broken arrows.

For a discussion of the Klein group, see Marc Barbut, “On the Meaning of the Word ‘Structure’
in Mathematics,”” in Michael Lane, ed., Introduction to Structuralism, New York, Basic Books, 1970;
for an application of the Piaget group, see A.-]J. Greimas and F. Rastier, “The Interaction of Semiotic
Constraints,” Yale French Studies, no. 41 (1968), 86-105.
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1 TheAnarchitecture
Invitation, March
1974

2 Asnapshotofthe
Klein diagram from
Rosalind Krauss’s
‘Expanded Field’
essay, first published
1978. Reproduced
here from p. 283 of
her collection The
Originality of the
Avant-Garde and
Other Modernist
Myths (Cambridge
MA: MIT Press, 1985)

3 Gordon Matta-
Clark’s invitation to
LizaBear, c.1973
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encounter with the table (or more precisely with the
table cloth), and enjoys an uncanny resemblance to
the Klein diagram around which Rosalind Krauss set
out her well known 1978 essay ‘Sculpture in the
Expanded Field’ [2]. Like the Anarchitecture table,
Krauss’s essay extends an invitation to reconsider - to
situate - contemporary art practice (more precisely,
the convention of sculpture) in ways that ‘think the
complex’,” making the leap to embrace the
previously prohibited terms of architecture and
landscape. Whereas in the traditional accounts she
criticises, sculpture had been defined negatively (as
that which was neither architecture nor landscape,
represented diagrammatically as a ‘neuter axis’),
Krauss borrows the operations of the Klein diagram,
also known as the Semiotic Square, to set out a wider
range of possible definitions for work that had
previously to be classified simply as ‘sculpture’. This
process is accomplished by reflecting and inverting
the neither/nor categories of the neuter axis to
produce a ‘complex’ axis, here defined between
‘architecture’ and ‘landscape’.

Now while this does explicitly take work,
sculpture, beyond medium specificity thanks to the
logical expansion of the field, it is accomplished not
just with an increase in complexity, but for Krauss
with an increase in the complexity of logic. The
crucial move away from a simple neuter axis is
important for Krauss-Klein because it expands the
dimensions of the classificatory system away from
previous binary arguments (which defined sculpture
as that which could not be classified as architecture
or landscape). As she suggests: ‘The expanded field is
thus generated by problematising the set of
oppositions between which the modernist category
of sculpture is suspended.”” With this development
away from the neuter axis, there appear three other
categories which Krauss refers to as the periphery of
the expanded field.

Like tablecloths in general, Krauss’s expanded field
remains finite, and in polite society is charged with
providing a laundered surface that can cover, in her
words, ‘a heterogeneity’.” For their part,
Anarchitecture were concerned with any such attempts
to cover heterogeneous stuff over, or to reduce
“wonderful” chaos’ of the world to a polite surface
or bounded field:

A PRIMARY ARCHITECTURAL FAILING A SYSTEMATIZED CONSISTANT

APPROACH TO A WORLD OF TOTAL ‘WONDERFUL’ CHAOS™*
Coincidentally, Matta-Clark wrote to Liza Bear (of
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Avalanche magazine) about the forthcoming
Anarchitecture show in terms that would position
Anarchitecture on the Neuter axis of Krauss’s Klein
table: ‘A catalogue of [Anarchitecture’s] neither art
nor architectural living spaces will be shown in New
York late this winter.’ But then he adds ‘FOR MORE INFO
ON UNCLEAN NON-SMART ARTS DROP IN ANY TIME’ [3]."*

Rather than announcing a move up the Klein
Diagram to the complex axis, this personal
invitation reaches beyond the periphery of logic that
bounds Krauss’s expanded field. It anticipates Anne
M. Wagner’s disquiet at the difference between
Krauss’s ‘logically expanded’ work and its messy
parent text: Gene Youngblood and Buckminster
Fuller’s book on expanded cinema, which runs
through with bodies, minds and ‘expanded
consciousness’. Wagner complains that Krauss ‘does
not speak of consciousness or viewers or experiences.
She never mentions wombs. For her, there are only
logics, makers, and forms’.”

Anarchitecture would similarly have been horrified
with any suggestion that their unclean non-smart
arts could be neatly positioned in such an expanded
field. Unlike Krauss, whose field system employed a
‘logical expansion’, Anarchitecture’s interest rested in
the ‘total “wonderful” chaos’ of the world, and how
this opened on to the illogical or inexplicable -
rather than with attempts to cover over
heterogeneous stuff, and to reduce it to a simply
bounded category.

The broad motivation behind their various
challenges was to expand not the field of
classification but the possibilities for human
experience, an expansion altogether different from
Krauss’s move ‘up’ from the neuter axis. They
endeavoured to point out the limitations of what is
usually taken for granted, to encourage spatial
experimentation and exploration. As Matta-Clark
expressed this to Liza Bear, ‘The group’s architectural
aim was [...| about something other than the
established architectural vocabulary, without getting
fixed onto anything too formal.”** Anarchitecture
emphasised that this did not require any alteration
in human faculties, but rather involved exercising all
one’s faculties (looking under the tablecloth):

ANARCHITECTURE ATTEMPTS TO SOLVE NO PROBLEM BUT TO

REJOICE IN AN INFORMED WELL INTENNDED CELEBRATION OF

CONDITIONS THAT BEST DESCRIBE AND LOCATE A PLACE [...] THE

WAY OF THIS CELEBRATION IS NOT AS MUCH CHANGING ONES LIFE

AS EXERCISING ONES LIFE>

Second tables: the ‘totally dull show’ and Vitruvius

Moving on from the invitation to the dull show itself,

we get a second (open) table. During an interview

with Joan Simon, Tina Girouard explained how:
We determined that there was no end product to what we
were doing. Even when we had an Anarchitecture
exhibition at 112 Greene Street, we hung it anonymously.
We standardised the size of things, and showed them only
in photographic form - even if they were drawings. We
also had a list of 50 ways of saying and spelling
Anarchitecture.”

This seems to touch a nerve regarding the problem of

defining architecture. Although Krauss seems fairly
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RIBA Validation Criteria at Parts 1,2 and 3

GC1 GC2 GC3 GC4 GC5 GCé GC7 GC8 GC9 GC10 GC11
The General Ability to Adequate Knowledg | Adequate L ding Ur ing | L ding | Understanding | Adequate The Adequate
Criteria at part | create knowledge | e of the knowledge of the of the of the methods | of the ge of y k dge of
1 and part 2: architectural of the fine arts of urban relationship profession of of structural physical design skills to | the
designs that histories asan design, between people | architecture investigation design, problems and meet building industries,
satisfy both and influence planning and | and buildings, andtheroleof | and constructional | technologies users’ organisation,
aesthetic and | theories of | onthe the skills and between the architect in | preparation of and and the function | requirements regulations
technical architectur | quality of involved in buildings and society, in the brief for a engineering of buildings so within the and
requirements e and the architectur | the planning | their particular in design project | problems as to provide constraints procedures
related al design process environment, preparing associated them with imposed by involved in
arts, andthe needto | briefs that take with building internal cost factors translating
technologi relate buildings account of design conditions of and building design
es and and the spaces social factors comfort and regulations concepts into
human between them to protection buildings and
sciences human needs against the integrating
and scale climate plans into
overall
planning
The Graduate GA1  With regard to meeting the eleven General Criteria at parts 1 and 2 above, the part 1 will be awarded to students who have:
Attributes for 1 ability to generate design proposals using jing of a body of . some at the current boundaries of professional practice and the academic discipline of
part 1 architecture;
2 ablllty to apply a range of communication methods and media to present design proposals clearly and effectively;
3 ding of the ive materials, processes and techniques that apply to architectural desngn and building constmcuon
4 ability to I evidence, arg; and assumpti in order to make and present sound j within a relating to architectural culture, theory and
design;
5 knowledge of the context of the architect and the construction industry, and the professional lities needed for making in and unp circt ces; and
6 ability to identify individual learning needs and understand the personal responsibility required for further professional education.
The Graduate GA2 With regard to meeting the eleven General Criteria at parts 1 and 2 above, the part 2 will be awarded to students who have:
Attributes for 1 ability to g¢ design prop: showing g of current rral issues, originality in the of subject kr ge and, where p to test
part2 new hypotheses and speculations;
2 ability to and apply a compr range of visual, oral and written media to test, analyse, critically appraise and explain design proposals;
3 ability to evaluate materials, processes and techniques that apply to complex architectural designs and building construction, and to integrate these into practicable design
proposals;
4 critical ur ing of how kr ge is advanced through research to produce clear, logically argued and original written work relating to architectural culture, theory and design;
5 understanding of the context of the architect and the construction industry, including the 's role in the p of proc and building production, and under
legislation;
6 problem solving skills, professional judgement, and ability to take the initiative and make appropri isi in plex and unp I and
7 ability to identify individual learning needs and understand the personal responsibility required to prepare for qualification as an architect.
The PC1 PC2 PC3 PCa PC5
Professional Professionalism Clients, Legal Practice and | Building
Criteria at part users and | framework | management | procurement R l B A \mj
3 delivery of | and
services processes Architects Registration Board

comfortable with ‘Architecture’ as a clearly bounded
category, Mark Cousins has described architecture as
a ‘weak’ discipline, in contrast to ‘strong’ disciplines
such as the physical sciences, with their clear
concern for objects (and he also includes law here).
Weak disciplines include architecture and
psychoanalysis: ‘the elements of the [weak] practice’,
he writes, ‘neither authorise nor constitute the
practice as such’.” Putting this another way, we could
say that the subject of architecture does not coincide

Stephen Walker | The field and the table

with its object, or that there’s an unstable
relationship between the discipline of architecture
and both its field and its products. The dull show
enacts this disquieting suggestion that architecture
is unstable, weak in Cousins’ sense: it also suggests
that Anarchitecture is not ‘not-architecture’ but
actually part of it.

The exhibition - and the resulting, more uniform,
spread in Flash Art [4] - enacts an age-old architectural
gathering of other-disciplinary elements, and works
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to undermine attempts to maintain architecture’s
hard-boundary by demonstrating architecture’s own
bastard disciplinary make up, which can still be
exemplified by the Vitruvian shopping list of what an
architect should be schooled in. Vitruvius’s opening
chapter discusses the education of the architect, and
draws a clear distinction between the subject of
architecture and the axioms that give it significance
as a subject of study. Architects need to ‘be educated,
skilful with the pencil, instructed in geometry, know
much history, have followed the philosophers with
attention, understand music, have some knowledge
of medicine, know the opinions of the jurists, and be
acquainted with astronomy and the theory of the
heavens’.”® Vitruvius’s axioms are clearly still present
in contemporary prescriptions for architectural
education such as the far more extensive Criteria of
the UK’s Architects’ Registration Board (ARB) and
Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA), which can
be conveniently tabulated [5].”

While it is worth observing that none of the
Anarchitecture entries would immediately be read as
‘Architecture’ (save perhaps for the Phallus of Delos,

c. 300BCE, purely because it is an antiquity), the
Vitruvian categories are sufficiently baggy to
accommodate the Anarchitecture show. The dull show
(re)enacts the simple demonstration of gathering,
and homogenising, disparate elements in much the
same way as the Vitruvian or ARB/RIBA criteria
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6 Gordon Matta-Clark,
aerogramme to ‘The
Meeting’, posted
from Amsterdam, 7
December1973

The Anarchitecture
exhibition based on
itsrepresentationin
Flash Art, June 1974

RIBA Validation

Criteriaat Parts1,2 7 TheCrystal Cue, from
and 3 (effective from the Anarchitecture
September 2011) exhibition, March
tabulated by the 1974 (anonymous,
author but attributed to

Laurie Anderson)

establish axioms by gathering expertise from a wide
range of disciplines and interests. Weather, decay,
drawing, geometry, history, astronomy,
construction, engineering, organisation and so on
are unified here through common size and through
the medium of photography. Within this unified
approach, there are devices to undermine the
apparent concord. The recycling of ideas from the
natural and cultural worlds is acknowledged by the
repetition of images. Meanwhile, these very images
are being flattened into one component. The
assumption of an axiomatic definition of
architecture is undermined through the provision of
thirty-three alternative spellings of Anarchitecture.
Further exploration of the content of
Anarchitecture’s criteria demonstrates a more complex
involvement of axiomatic issues that again parallels
and parodies the intentions and themes of Vitruvius
or the ARB/RIBA. Of the endless permutations
available within the dull show, there are several that
explore the discipline’s claim for authority by
presenting alternative plays on architecture’s origin
myths, ranging from Biblical claims through
Renaissance genius to Modernism’s machinic
approach. While the latter are manifest obliquely in
the photographs of bizarre train crashes, moving
houses, and other shots that didn’t make it into the
Flash Art spread - such as Matta-Clark’s photographs
documenting the construction of the World Trade
Center - several examples of the Anarchitecture
group’s correspondence reveal direct sweeps against
Modernism’s tabula rasa approach, machinic
determinism, and so on. However ambivalent they
were toward the purity of medium or the role of
function, they consistently criticised Modernism'’s
attempts at systematisation. While admitting thata

Thefield and thetable | Stephen Walker
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particular work could be interesting and valuable, to
raise the particular to a general law was nothing
short of ‘organized monopoly’.” In the case of
architecture, the consequence of this monopoly
which was of most concern was the underlying
tendency towards systematisation ‘inherent in the
machine tradition’, rather than the (superficial)
formalist approach to architectural design often
associated with it. In an aerogramme [6] sent by
Matta-Clark to ‘THE MEETING’, for example, he suggests
theyinclude an entry for:
A MACHINE FOR NOT LIVING |[...] WITH AN EXTRACT FROM
CORBUSIER’S VERSO UN ARCHI[TECTURE| SHOWING THE VIRGIN
MACHINE HE WANTS US ALL TO LIVE IN. A FEW NEWSPAPER PHOTOS OF
CLASSIC PLANE-TRAIN-AUTO-BUILDING CRASHES — CALL IT TABLE RASE
~ A CLEAN SWEEP.”
The Anarchitectural entry entitled The Crystal Cue [7]
(Which Philip Ursprung accredits to Laurie Anderson)
gently parodies Alberti - and more broadly the
schema that positions the architect as a relay within
an annular economy that links the architect to
genius, to nature and ultimately to God:
[...] itis a cold dark night in 1450. L. B. Alberti, who had
not yet become a famous architect, is tending his sheep. It
is winter. Alberti holds a blank blueprint in his hands.
Slowly it begins to snow. The white flakes land on the dark
blueprint. ‘La divina revelazinone! cries Alberti, The
centrally planned church! .*
Although the profession would clearly pass off this
reading as laughable, if we take Anarchitecture
seriously, and the field at face value, what the dull
show provides is a table of architectural elements
that is as faithful to Vitruvian demands - though less
exhaustive - as the current RIBA/ARB criteria
governing architectural education. Unlike the RIBA/
ARB and other guardians of the discipline,
Anarchitecture come clean about, and indeed draw
attention to, the instability of the connections
between these various elements that make up their
field. This is offered to the audience, and to those
subjected to architecture, inviting and exhorting
them to get involved ‘exercising their life’ and
sorting these elements out.

Third tables: at the table/under the tablecloth

This dull show takes us under the homogenising
disciplinary tablecloth to our third table.
Coincidentally perhaps, the way the various
participants of Anarchitecture met, round the table [8],
enacts the way in which the discipline of architecture
invites many participants to its own table, gathering
together a variety of skills from other disciplines
while passing them off as its own. If we recall Mark
Cousins’ assertion, the Anarchitecture group enacts
the ‘weakness’ of Architecture’s boundaries: there is
room at the table for many varied participants.

Their projects were both governed by, and
simultaneously redeployed, the discipline of
architecture, and operated by demonstrating aspects
of indiscipline that could be observed and enjoyed
on and around architecture’s working surface.
Anarchitecture - itself constitutionally multiple and
shifting, and equally applicable to the group, the
exhibition and the magazine spread - demonstrates

Stephen Walker | The field and the table

and enacts the gap that exists between disciplined
architecture (or perhaps more accurately the
profession, the guardians of architectural
knowledge, parodied by the elements displayed in
the dull show) and what might be referred to as
expanded architecture in Anarchitecture’s, rather than
Krauss’s, sense. The difference between these two
positions is also illustrated more directly by Sarah
Wigglesworth’s series of table drawings [9], where
the actions of people and mess that undermine the
apparent stability of architectural order are
documented according to the conventions assumed
by orthographic drawing, associated almost
exclusively with that order. Here, the dirty real
contests the transcendent ideal. Anarchitecture is all
these tables: both-and, not either/or.

In common with many disciplines, the profession
has wanted to police who is actually invited to the
table, and (thereby) to control what constitutes
‘architecture’. Despite the vicissitudes of the style
debates, the discipline has consistently attempted to
retain the authority and criteria for architectural
judgement, to keep them for itself and at its own
table, well beyond the reach of outsiders or
gatecrashers.

When the Anarchitecture group first sat around the
table, architecture wasn’t particularly on their
minds: Richard Nonas explained the emergence of
architecture into the group’s consciousness,
emphasising that it was their interest in paradox
that led them to architecture, and only subsequently
to the realisation that architecture was not simply
one discipline among many, but that it in fact
assumed a general condition:

Architecture did not start out being the main point for any

of us, even for Gordon. But we soon realized [...] that

architecture could be used to symbolize all the hard-shelled
cultural reality we meant to push against, and not just
building or ‘architecture’ itself. That was the context in
which Gordon came up with the term Anarchitecture. And
that, perhaps, suggests the meaning we all gave it.**
There are two aspects of this observation that
warrant further discussion, both relating to
architecture’s provision of all hard-shells. As
Anarchitecture quickly discovered, architecture could
-indeed should - be associated not only with the
construction of buildings and the hard-shell of our
physical surroundings, but with the more pervasive
control of how culture operates and is valued or
judged, a non-physical hard-shell that exercised as
much control over our movements and behaviour as
the built environment. Nonas’s realisation shouldn’t
really have come as much of a surprise. Since
antiquity, architecture has set itself up both asa
collector of other disciplines and as a measure or
regulator of these other fields. Catherine Ingraham
has closely observed this particular behavioural trait
of the discipline, which extends beyond the practical
realm of construction and building to develop and
deploy ‘the technique and artistry of division in
places other than its proper precinct’.** At the very
beginning of Vitruvius’s treatise, he asserts that ‘it is
by [the architect’s] judgement that all work done by
the other arts is put to the test’.” Nonas repeats this
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assumed truism: not only does the architect assume
an Archimedean, quasi-divine viewpoint on the
world when designing, but the discipline of
architecture sets itself up in a similarly unassailable
location from where it can issue judgement and put
all other disciplines to the test.

But, as Nonas hints, and as the Anarchitecture group
endeavoured to demonstrate, architecture’s hard-
shell is not all it seems, and there is no shared idea of
precisely what constitutes architecture, of what
bounds its field. Mark Cousins’ work, introduced
earlier, can help get behind these appearances.
Exploring the distinction between ‘strong’ and
‘weak’ disciplines, he emphasises that these terms
are not valorised, but simply a reflection of the
differences that exist between different fields. One
important consequence of Cousins’ distinction
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8 Members of the 9 Sarah Wigglesworth,

Anarchitecture Group Dining Table (Before,
meeting around During and After
Meal),1988

Richard Nonas’s
table: (left to right)

Suzanne Harris 10 Definitions of

Anarchitecture, from

Jeffrey Lew and )
Gordon Matta-Clark, thi{?)r.la.rchl:\:ctul:
1973 exhibition, Marc|

1974

concerns the disciplinary boundary. The boundaries
of the former are certain, their interior is precise and
visible, and judgements are made only in reference to
what is already inside the discipline. In contrast,
‘weak’ disciplines enjoy a confusing or uncertain
boundary between inside and out, and there is no
shared idea of precisely what constitutes them as
each person (or subject) enters the process regarding
the object of knowledge.** Despite the assumption of
the hard-shell, there are as many kinds of
architecture as you want there to be [10].

Anarchitecture’s preferred method was to point this
confusion out, to provide physical examples of the
‘weakness’ of architectural discipline. In so doing,
they accidentally took up position at architecture’s
table, where they were effectively participants who
didn’t obey the rules of architecture. This brings us
to our final table.

Fourthtable: Le Bateleur, the Juggler

Iwould like to borrow the final table from the
allegorical figure of the Bateleur, who can stand in for
Anarchitecture’s behaviour at Architecture’s table. The
Bateleur enjoyed an awkward relationship with the
social and natural worlds. The name itself was
somewhat double edged: while usually called Juggler
or Conjurer in English, it can also translate as
‘buffoon’ [11]. It is interesting to note that when this
Tarot figure emerged in the fifteenth century, it was
as part of a system of (astrologically-based) social
analysis and commentary, where the Bateleur held a
peripheral and unstable, nomadic position and, as
such, the card was effectively a commentary on man
as an actor of different roles, with little or no identity
of his own. Frequently criticised for remaining
unaware of mystery and meaning in life, ‘his living’,
according to Charles Zika, ‘and by virtue of that his
identity, is premised on the manipulation of reality by
the use of trickery, illusion and falsehood’.”” Such
criticisms relied on a framework that valorised the
celestial over the mundane, stasis over change - the
kind of values that remain evident in the behaviour

Thefield and thetable | Stephen Walker
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of those in charge of architecture’s own table. The
ambivalence towards the Bateleur’s manipulation was
projected through the objects on the table - in
fifteenth- and sixteenth-century representations, the
Bateleur has on his table very prominent balls or
coins, along with two or three cups, accompanied by
other small objects for doing tricks - which
allegorise the celestial spheres and hint at its higher
status, but the Bateleur could not, or preferred not to,
grasp this, and instead looked down to secular,
mundane reality.

Discussing Anarchitecture’s approach in an
interview, Matta-Clark drew on a linguistic analogy to
explain how the group explored architectural issues
indirectly and incorrectly, through a process that
was like ‘juggling with syntax’, not unlike the
Bateleur’s wilful juggling with mundane
paraphernalia that could enjoy elevated meaning if
only the correct rules and aspirations were followed.
Repeating Anarchitecture’s interest in areas that would
be considered ‘peripheral’ (to redeploy Krauss’s term)
to proper architecture, he pointed to the group’s
determination to contest the definitions and
valuation of architecture:

Most of the things that I have done that have
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Pack)
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definitions, c.1974

‘architectural’ implications are really about non-
architecture [...] anarchitecture [...] We were thinking
about metaphoric voids, gaps, left-over spaces, places that
were not developed [...] metaphoric in the sense that their
interest or value wasn't in their possible use [... We
approached them)] on a functional level that was so
absurd as to ridicule the idea of function [...] It's like
juggling with syntax or disintegrating some kind of
established sequence of parts.”
As Richard Nonas emphasised, the group used the
strength of architecture’s own internal paradox to
upset the authority it usually claimed, reinforced by
reference to the importance of function and use-
value. Anarchitecture was explicitly not an attempt to
replace existing cultural norms with another equally
rigid system, but rather to raise questions regarding
- or to juggle with - what was usually accepted as
normal. If we recall the dull show, they used the
elements of architecture to question the axiomatic
framework of the discipline - the field - and its
relationship to ‘reality’.

Without getting dragged into a discussion of the
Bateleur per se, an allegorical parallel can be forced
between his table and that of the Anarchitecture
group, which in turn can reflect on the discipline of



architecture. The Anarchitecture table gives back to
architecture a picture of its own working: it is the
return of the repressed.

Anarchitecture came to architecture accidentally,
taking it both as an exemplar of, and as a metaphor
for, ‘cultural stasis’. Like the Bateleur, Anarchitecture
were peripheral to the conventional discipline of
architecture. They didn’t belong at architecture’s
table, yet their juggling can call architecture’s own
version of ‘reality’ into question by exposing what
the disciplinary tablecloth usually covers over [9].
Depending on where you're allowed to sit,
someone’s trickery, illusion and falsehood can be
another’s freedom and authority. Anarchitecture’s
working position and process around the table
enacted architectural method but, simultaneously,
altered architecture’s origin myth and refused the
establishment and maintenance of disciplinary
axioms which were set up to appear natural and
unchanging while actually hiding the
machinations of various interested parties. Instead
of subscribing to the myth of architecture’s divine
sanction (recall Anarchitecture’s parody of Alberti’s
divina revelazione) they offered a mundane, secular
orientation for the discipline.

This understanding of the work of the architect
and the role of architecture would be at odds with
accepted disciplinary positions at the time, where
formal stasis was expected of both the objects of
architecture (and ‘fine’ art) and the ideal, prior
model (located in the mind of the artist or architect)
from which the object was produced and against
which it would be judged. On this traditional
account, the ‘work’ of the discipline would be
encountered in the establishment of this prior
model (akin to Alberti’s snowflake moment) rather
than in a finished piece.

Anarchitecture’s suggestion that ‘work’ might
occupy a different location, and that it might be
ongoing, challenged the traditional conception and
priority of form. By contesting architectural or
cultural values from within, from around the table,
cultural ‘propriety’ is affronted (at least from a
certain point of view where it is traditionally
deployed by polite disciplines such as architecture or
aesthetics). One of the more recent defence
mechanisms deployed by those parties interested in
maintaining architecture’s conceit was to insist on
the reduction of architectural value to the
measurable, the logical or functional. One of
Anarchitecture’s complaints against this situation was
that such areduction devalued the individual sense
of space:

ALL MEASURE IS AN ADMINISTRATIVE (FUNCIIONAL) PART A

CONVIENIENT FRA|C|TION OF WHATEVER CONSTANT |...]

MEASUREMENT WILL ALWAYS BE A FU[N]|CTION OF SOME RULE AND

ARE JUST NOT AS IMPORTANT AS THE SENSE OF SPACE. WHEN A

MEASUREMENT DOESN'T WORK |...| A MORE INTIMATE NOTION OF

SPACE BEGININGS.

Krauss’s work intended to expand the possible
understanding (if not the experience) of sculpture,
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working back from encounters with sculpture that
proved difficult to categorise according to existing
definitions in order to expand the disciplinary field
in which sculpture could be located. But for
Anarchitecture, this kind of expansion simply didn’t go
far enough, tied back as it ultimately was to the
logical. They stressed:

ANARCHITECTURE IS A SEARCH FOR QUALITIES BEYOND THE RULE. A

CLOSER AWARENESS OF ALL THE SENSES.

Miwon Kwon'’s essay cited earlier takes Krauss to task
for being too prescriptive, too bound by the rules of
logic. Without rejecting Krauss’s efforts to expand the
field, Kwon dwells on ‘the way in which [the artist
Jessica] Stockholder’s practice fails to fit into Krauss’
schema’, and argues, in a way anticipated by
Anarchitecture, that this failure ‘is of interest and
significance’.* Kwon takes seriously less ‘logical’
modes, ‘QUALITIES BEYOND THE RULE’, and her conclusion
looks to the possible co-existence of various different
modalities of space engaged by artworks such as those
produced by Stockholder. Without acknowledging
the obvious debt to Lefebvre (other than a nod to
debates that took place between ‘critics and artists of
the generation following Abstract Expressionism’**)
Kwon identifies three types of space -
representational or mimetic space; abstract, or sublime
space; and literal, or lived space - and argues that, in
contrast to her predecessors’ obligation to operate in
only one of these categories, ‘[Stockholder’s] work
sustains a multiple spatiality in which the viewer can
simultaneously experience several different types of
spaces. Moreover, the quality of these different types
of spaces oscillates, so that what looks from one view
to be arepresentational or pictorial space [...] isin
another instance actual, embodied space.’*

Bringing this back, finally, to Anarchitecture’s
activities: while at the table, they chose to look down
rather than up, rather like the Bateleur. They offered
to support not pure but dirty experience; experience
that can juggle with the full - illogical - range of
stuff already on architecture’s working surface. This
offers an alternative to the narrow logic of Krauss’s
claim that ‘{Western] culture had not before been able
to think the complex’.* The complex had always been
there: it has been the disciplining of architecture that
has actively overlooked it or tidied it away from sight.
By pointing to the existence of this complexity,
Anarchitecture operated by expanding not the field of
logical classification, but the modality and location of
disciplinary axioms that predicate architectural
practice and experience.

They extended an invitation to architecture’s table -
even under architecture’s tablecloth - and expanded
what might be accepted behaviour at that table.

To undertake this, Anarchitecture readily, actively,
sacrificed any claim to a neatly bounded
disciplinary identity:

ANARCHITECTURE————— WORKING IN SEVERAL DIMENTIONS

MAKING THE DISCUSSIONS THE SHOW AND THE WORK — KEEPING IT

AN ONGOING OPEN PROCESS NOT FINISHING JUST KEEPING GOING AND

STARTING OVER & OVER®

Thefield and thetable | Stephen Walker

- 201

355



arq - vol15 - no4 - 20m

theory

Notes
1. Tina Girouard recalls: ‘The

“Anarchitecture” group was about
ten people - Laurie Anderson,
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Jene Highstein, Bernie
Kirschenbaun, Dicky Landry,
Richard Nonas, Gordon, myself,
and others from time to time. We
would sit around tables at
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ideas. Then we formalised it a bit:
we met about once a week or so,
over a two-year period, usually at
Richard Nonas’s though we’d
move around from studio to
studio [..] We determined that
there was no end product to what
we were doing [...] The meetings
were mental exercises - mental
aerobics. We were always all
focusing on our own works |...]
Come to think of it, Food
restaurant [1971-73] was a result,
with four or five owners being
Anarchitecture members [...|’ Tina
Girouard, interviewed by Joan
Simon, in Mary Jane Jacob (ed.),
Gordon Matta-Clark: A Retrospective
(Chicago: MoCA, 1985), p. 121.

. Philip Ursprung, ‘Anarchitecture:
Gordon Matta-Clark and the Legacy
of the 1970¢’, in Laurie Anderson et
al., Laurie Anderson, Trisha Brown,
Gordon Matta-Clark: Pioneers of the
Downtown Scene, New York 1970s
(New York/ London: Prestel/
Barbican Art Gallery, 2011), pp.
133-41.

. ‘[...] the question raised in the
ongoing research on Anarchitecture
is one that deepens as the amount
of evidence increases’. Mark
Wigley, ‘Anarchitectures: The
Forensics of Explanation,’ in Log
(Winter 2009), p. 128, cited in
Ursprung, ‘Anarchitecture’, p. 137.

. At the collaborative ‘restaurant’
project, Food (Prince Street, NY,
1971-73), the object of art (or
cooking) enjoyed a similar
ambiguity, expanding its remit
beyond ‘proper’ definitions or
clear end product. For a bigger
helping, see Klauss Bussmann and
Markus Miiller (eds), Food (New
York: White Columns Gallery,
2000).

. Tina Girouard, interviewed by Joan
Simon, in Jacob, Gordon Matta-
Clark, p.121.

. The general argument here
remains valid in other countries,
which enjoy their own version of
the RIBA/ARB professional and
regulatory bodies.

. Richard Nonas to Richard
Armstrong, 14 October 1980, in
Corinne Diserens and Maria
Casanova (ed), Gordon Matta-Clark
(Valencia: IVAM Centre Julio
Gonzalez, 1993), p. 398.
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#1236, Anarchitecture Period c. 1973.
Estate of Gordon Matta-Clark, on
deposit at the Canadian Centre for
Architecture, Montreal (hereafter
EGMC). All of Matta-Clark’s notes
included here are cited verbatim.
Gordon Matta-Clark, Notecard to
Liza Bear, Anarchitecture Period,
1973. Avalanche archives.

.Anne M. Wagner, ‘Splitting and

Doubling: Gordon Matta-Clark and
the Body of Sculpture’, in Grey
Room, 14, Winter (2004), p. 31.
Anarchitecture would probably
agree with Wagner’s imploration
to ‘Say No to arrows, vectors and
grids. Ibid. For another article
that takes Krauss’s ‘logical
expansion’ to task for forgetting
the stuff under the table, see
Miwon Kwon, ‘Promiscuity of
Space: Some Thoughts on Jessica
Stockholder’s Scenographic
Compositions’, in Grey Room, 18,
Winter (2005).

Gordon Matta-Clark, to Liza Bear,
Avalanche (December 1974), . 34.
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Notecard (EGMC, c. 1974).
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Simon, in Jacobs, Gordon Matta-
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Mark Cousins, ‘Building an
Architect’, in Jonathan Hill (ed.),
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Architect and the User (London,
Routledge, 1998), p. 21.

. Vitruvius, The Ten Books of

Architecture [c. 1BCE], trans. by
Morris Hicky Morgan [1914] (New
York: Dover Publications, 1960),
pp.5-6.

‘With regard to meeting the eleven
General Criteria [...] the part 1 will
be awarded to students who have:
1. ability to generate design
proposals using understanding of
abody of knowledge, some at the
current boundaries of professional
practice and the academic
discipline of architecture; 2. ability
to apply a range of
communication methods and
media to present design proposals
clearly and effectively; 3.
understanding of the alternative
materials, processes and
techniques that apply to
architectural design and building
construction; 4. ability to evaluate
evidence, arguments and
assumptions in order to make and
present sound judgments within a
structured discourse relating to
architectural culture, theory and
design; 5. knowledge of the
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context of the architect and the
construction industry, and the
professional qualities needed for
decision making in complex and
unpredictable circumstances; and
6. ability to identify individual
learning needs and understand
the personal responsibility
required for further professional
education.’ RIBA Validation Criteria
atpart 1 and part 2 (revised
validation criteria, effective from 1
September 2011. These criteria are
jointly maintained by the RIBA
and Architects Registration Board
(ARB)). The Graduate Attributes
here are only for Part 1. There is a
longer list of Graduate Attributes
set out for Part 2 and five separate
categories of Professional Criteria
for Part 3 respectively. The Criteria
that these replaced - the ARB
Criteria for Education: Prescription of
Qualifications - were written in a
form far closer to Vitruvius’s
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clauses (fourteen, thirty-three and
forty-four clauses at Parts 1, 2 and
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.‘[...] the tendency is to have one
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- organized monopoly.’ Gordon
Matta-Clark, Articles & Documents
1942-76, (EGMC, 1973).
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1973, item 15, Articles & Documents
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Casanova, Gordon Matta-Clark,

p- 374. Other relevant passages
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Anarchitecture was more or less
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our ‘group’ and the show that we
were working toward, and it was
Gordon who came up with the
final form of that name. We were
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ways to describe or even just think
about - what we were trying to do
asindividual artists and as a
group. We knew we wanted to
emphasize - to work with - the
way different familiar ideas were
in conflict with each other, to
search for physical examples of
cultural paradox (that is what
many of the photos and drawings
in the final exhibition ended up
being). And we knew that we didn’t
want to do it in words (even when
we had to use them) but spatially
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familiar cultural paradoxes were
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trying to communicate in our own
different ways. The name we
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