doi: 10.5505/itujfa.2019.28190

ITU A|Z « Vol 16 No 1 « March 2019 « 29-42

Architecture: Distinguished or
ordinary network agents in the
field of its representation

Burcin BASYAZICI", Belkis ULUOGLU?

! basyazici@itu.edu.tr « Department of Architecture, Faculty of Architecture,
Istanbul Technical University, Istanbul, Turkey

? uluoglub@itu.edu.tr « Department of Architecture, Faculty of Architecture,
Istanbul Technical University, Istanbul, Turkey

Received: March 2018 « Final Acceptance: October 2018

Abstract

This study will focus on the representation of Architecture with a capital A by
questioning the phenomenon of ordinariness, starting with the question of where
in the representations of Architecture can we trace the phenomenon of ordinari-
ness?

The paper goes on to disclose the paradoxical relationship between distinguish-
edness and ordinariness. Bourdieus concepts of habitus and field are specified as
methodological tools to analyze this paradox within the following two themes (i)
the representation of architecture and architects as related to the social classes
to which they belong (habitus) and (ii) the influence of architectural institutions
and their network agents on architecture as they are socially represented (field).
The concept of habitus, will help us to understand the social mechanisms of ar-
chitecture and architects as distinguished and/or ordinary phenomena, while the
concept of field will help us to analyze the operative principles of representational
mechanisms.

The field of architectural institutions (as understood of Bourdieusian term) de-
scriptive phrases stated by the institutional actors will be taken as major data to
examine this paradoxical mechanism. They will be represented by network maps
to discuss which mechanisms structure the representational field of Architecture
with a capital A whether as a distinguished and/or ordinary phenomenon.

Keywords
Architecture with a capital A, Representational mechanisms of architecture,
Habitus, Field, Ordinariness.
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1. Introduction

Representation of architecture as
a mechanism is a vast topic to be dis-
cussed that includes architectural de-
sign, architectural object, architectural
concept and even architects. In time,
these mechanisms have been operated
by intermediary firms, actors, insti-
tutions, the media, architects and in
some cases the architectural object it-
self. Whenever the definition of archi-
tecture has changed, its representation
has also extended its limits. However,
one phrase is used exceptionally that
differentiated from all. It is called “Ar-
chitecture with a capital A”, Architec-
ture for the purposes and remainder of
this article. This phrase seeks to struc-
ture an architectural field where Archi-
tecture and architecture are separated
from each other. It is a contemporary
phrase that refers both to distinguished
buildings and revolutionary definitions
of profession, while architecture (with
small a) is left to refer merely to ordi-
nary buildings in which most of the
population live and work. We find Ar-
chitecture in the historiography of ar-
chitecture, in books on the subject and
in architectural magazines but general-
ly not in everyday life.

This binary statement in which Ar-
chitecture is simultaneously defined
and circumscribed, inevitably deter-
mines the knowledge and the epis-
temology of the field. Therefore, the
representation mechanisms of Archi-
tecture become inherently different
from the representation of architecture
which is placed outside the field of in-
terest, and therefore from its knowl-
edge. Hence, so-called distinguished
buildings and architects have become
separated from ordinary buildings and
architects.

This study starts with the question of
“where in the representations of Archi-
tecture can we trace the phenomenon
of ordinariness?” It may be thought
that the phenomenon of ordinariness
can only appear in the absence of rep-
resentation mechanisms, and therefore
‘the representation of ordinariness’ is
an oxymoronic phrase. Here, howev-
er, it is useful to recall the example of
the avant-garde movement which crit-
icized the aesthetic taste of elites and
the noble representation of art and ar-

gued that the ordinariness of an every-
day object could raze the image of art
as a distinguished phenomenon to the
ground. Duchamp’s urinal (Fountain)
is accepted as the major example of
this protest with, as Baudrillard states,
Duchamp turning ordinariness into a
special occasion by exhibiting the uri-
nal as an art object (Nouvel, Baudril-
lard, 2011). The question provoked by
Duchamp’s work is then, can the urinal
remain ordinary once it has caused a
revolution in art? A similar question
can be asked concerning architecture;
even the phenomenon of ordinariness,
when defamiliarized, could act as a dis-
course to gentrify the representation of
Architecture. This is what we mean by
the paradox of Architecture which we
explore in this study.

It is proposed that the operative and
marketing principles of representa-
tional mechanisms in architecture have
caused that paradox and turned ordi-
nariness into a distinguished phenom-
enon. To analyze the operative princi-
ples of representation mechanisms and
their actors, it is important to under-
stand who creates these mechanisms
and how they operate in Architecture.
Bourdieu’s concepts of habitus and
field help us to understand the under-
lying motivation behind the process
by referring to cultural capital, institu-
tional representation, and to their ac-
tors as network agents. To discuss these
concepts, the structure of the article is
constructed as (i) the representation of
architecture and architects as related to
the social classes to which they belong,
by referring to the concept of habitus,
and (ii) the influence of architectural
institutions and their network agents
on architecture as they are socially rep-
resented, by referring to the concept of
field.

2. Habitus, field and their network
agents

Habitus and field are core concepts
of Bourdieu and applicable to many
professions related to social represen-
tation, including architecture. These
concepts are also founding ideas with-
in the field of Cultural Studies and, are
frequently used to isolate and analyze
cultural tendencies and the consump-
tion features of social classes. Accord-
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ing to Bourdieu, class conflict and the
dynamics of power are based on the
relationships between social classes,
which are conditioned by the rela-
tive distribution of capital (Bourdieu,
1986). The concept of capital includes
economic capital, social capital and
cultural capital in Bourdieus theory.
This study mainly focuses on cultural
capital which Bourdieu identifies as
including educational qualifications,
informal interpersonal relationships
and abilities, lifestyles and cultural
tastes. When cultural capital cooper-
ates with economic and social capital,
it frequently comes in three forms, as
embodied, objectified, and institu-
tionalized (Bourdieu, 1986). The in-
stitutionalized form of cultural capital
which is taken as the major theoretical
case for this study, refers to hierarchi-
cally institutionalized forms of educa-
tional and cultural institutions.

Habitus refers to basic cultural ten-
dencies of individuals and or social
agents which help to guide their behav-
iors in society. It is not an innate ability;
it is a structure and structured struc-
ture (Bourdieu, 1977) that is largely
inherited from the social class to which
the individual belongs (Swartz, 2011).
The concept of taste is representative of
this “structuring structure’, and inher-
ited trace revealing the social pattern
of classes rather than an idiosyncratic
pattern emerging from the individ-
ual actor, and its effectiveness con-
ditions the symbolic values between
classes (Lury, 2011; Bourdieu, 1985).
Bourdieu mostly emphasized the role
of education in structuring a habitus
when understanding the relation be-
tween cultural capital, social classes
and cultural tastes. According to him,
education systems tend to promote the
children of high classes and lead them
on to success, as a cyclical mechanism
which works to reinforce existing class
structures. Thus, educational institu-
tions formalize class distinction, cul-
tural capital and habitus (Grennfell,
2008; Bourdieu, 1986).

Moving on to professions, not only
educational institutions but also all
types of institutionalization help to
identify the field of a profession, and
DiMaggio, who also refers to Bour-
dieu’s concepts, has argued that the re-
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lationship between institutionalization
and cultural capital is at its most visi-
ble within the art industry. DiMaggio
determines the effects of institutional-
ization on art by focusing on museum
institutions, and calling out the most
significant of them as ‘field-wide pro-
fessional organizations. This type of
organization, according to DiMaggio
shapes the cultural taste of the habitus
they focalize and sets the institutions
and their actors as the referees of the
field (DiMaggio, 1991).

In Bourdieusian terms, field cor-
responds to unique and distinct are-
nas upon which all forms of practices
play out. Each field has its particular
set of rules, epistemology and forms
of capital according to its genre. Field
structures the habitus while habitus
structures the field. Habitus helps to
connect fields to each other and the
enterprisers of habitus regulate the
continuity of fields. Hence, the cul-
tural capital of habitus constitutes the
borders of the field and the network
agents develop their individual strate-
gies to the benefit of the class to which
they belong. Practice is the whole of
the relations between habitus, field
and forms of capital (Swartz, 2011) as
Bourdieu (1986: 5.101) equated as;
[(habitus) (capital)] + field = practice

From this point of view, architecture
has its own field(s) and a particular
habitus structures that field. By refer-
ring to Bourdieu’s discourse on educa-
tion and institutional form of cultur-
al capital, and DiMaggios field-wide
professional organization, the gentri-
fying architectural mechanisms are
determined as architectural schools,
institutions and their award mecha-
nisms, architectural biennials and their
representation in media platforms. To
discuss the paradoxical relationship
between the phenomenon of distinc-
tiveness and ordinariness in the field of
Architecture, we must first understand
how institutions and field-wide profes-
sional organizations effect and/or con-
struct this paradox.

Institutionalization has a kind of
paradoxical relationship in itself. Ac-
cording to institutional critique the-
ories, cultural institutions have the
power to exploit every antagonist con-
cept against themselves. Daniel Buren

Architecture: Distinguished or ordinary network agents in the field of its representation



32

argues that, if institutional critique
plays a part in institutions, this dilutes
the power of critique and destroys the
effects of antagonist concepts (Graw,
2016). David Harvey also elaborated
on this paradox, stating that these in-
stitutions deliberately create a dilem-
ma concerning the uniqueness of the
cultural object. Upper-class individ-
uals and their habitus tend to expect
uniqueness and aesthetic pleasure from
a cultural event and/or object; howev-
er, institutions are much more inter-
ested in an object’s market value while
representing them as an elite occasion.
The more institutions commercialize
culture, the more the culture is deterio-
rated, but at the same time, institutions
increase culture’s visibility and access.
Therefore, cultural institutions need
some discursive moves to deal with
cultural capital, economic capital and
symbolic capital simultaneously (Har-
vey, 2013).

When the topic is Architecture and
its representational field, operative
principles and marketing strategies of
architectural institutions could be the
starting points, and we can follow a
similar pattern to that of Bourdieu and
DiMaggio. Thus, architectural institu-
tions, their representative principles
and (st)architects as related to the so-
cial classes to which they belong, will
all be interpreted as allies of the field.

3. Habitus of architects and field of
architecture

To follow Bourdieu’s methodolo-
gy, firstly it is important to discuss the
habitus of architects. The reputable
definition of architects’ dates back to
the origin of architecture. From the
iconic edifices of Ancient Egypt up
until today, architecture has been es-
tablished as one of the most honorable
professions and architects publicly ac-
cepted as influential persons (Kostof,
1977). According to Jean Nouvel, ar-
chitects have perceived themselves a
God-like figure for centuries and only
recently they have dreaded only los-
ing that power (Nouvel, Baudrillard,
2011). Even as the roles of architects
have changed throughout the ages,
their representation as distinguished
identities has not. Once, they were
second only to the King of Egypt, then

they were honored as eminent persons
building for nobles in the Renaissance,
and later they became the saviors and
the founders of the new world in Mod-
ernism (Kostof, 1977; Karatani 1995).
However, Modernism could be inter-
preted as the first breaking point in
the field. As the related habitus of ar-
chitecture has changed, borders of the
field have also widened. Architects as
actors in the field, started to design for
the everyday population. However, it
is important to emphasize that even
as the related habitus of architecture
changed, the habitus of architects was
still covered by the high class of society.
The image of the profession was still
prestigious and the cost of an architec-
tural education was still expensive. For
this reason, architects have historical-
ly been and continued to be the chil-
dren of elites, graduating from highly
ranked architectural schools (Johnson,
1994).

Before Modernism, the field of ar-
chitecture matched up with the habitus.
In Modernism, the field of architecture
collided with the new habitus of the
society. According to Modernist archi-
tects, architectural products should be
involved in mass production and this
was the only possible way that archi-
tecture could help create a new world
which served for all social classes. As a
consequence, with Modernism the rep-
resentation of architecture attained a
greater prestige, and architects attained
a greater sense of social duty than at
any other time in the field’s history. The
field of architecture represented itself
as emanating from the habitus of the
middle and lower social classes while
its actors and products remained dis-
tinguished. This can be interpreted as
the first paradox of distinguished and/
or ordinary representation of architec-
ture and representational field of it.

Between Modernism and the con-
temporary world of architecture, the
field of Architecture has evolved. As
Harvey argues, capitalist and post cap-
italist production systems and media
institutions have consolidated the mar-
keting strategies of cultural objects. A
cultural event or object has turned to
a sign of high culture and the habitus
of high culture demands to have it reg-
istered in a distinguished and unique
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way. Hence, the product is represented
and commercialized by elite events such
as festivals, certification programs, etc.
with the help of institutions that have
sponsored them (Harvey, 2013). The
representational mechanism of Archi-
tecture which has also been accepted as
one of cultural occasions, has also wid-
ened. A complex network of relations
including institutions, media, PR agen-
cies, the advertising sector, the fashion
sector etc. have all contributed to the
representational field of it.

Today, the distinguished represen-
tation of Architecture generally relates
to distinguished representation of ar-
chitects who are supported by archi-
tectural institutions. Indeed, some
of the contemporary architects have
even a unique denotation as Starchi-
tects. While the Starchitects and their
architectural works do not correspond
to the most sizeable part of the profes-
sion, however, we can argue that the
phenomenon of Architecture is rep-
resented most cogently by them. Fur-
ther, it is possible to suggest that a new
epistemology of architecture is also
being generated, in part by the repre-
sentation of Starchitects (Basyazici,
Uluoglu, 2017). According to Sklair,
Starchitects are also a kind of by-prod-
uct of institutionalization and market-
ing mechanisms (Sklair, 2005). If some
architectural institutions constitute the
main mechanism of representational
field of Architecture, Starchitects are
the main actors in that field. They are
the agents of these networks and de-
termine the borders of the field. Their
position in representation mechanisms
also makes them pioneer actors in dis-
cussing the paradoxical portrayal of
architecture as a distinguished and/or
ordinary phenomenon. However, it is
important to locate wherein and how
they act as network agents in the field
of Architecture. Are they the agents of
architectural institutions or only skill-
ful architects? More importantly, how
do they represent Architecture and
how do they deal with the phenome-
non of ordinariness?

To understand these questions, and
drawing on Bourdieu, DiMaggio and
Harvey; the concept of the institution-
alization mechanism should be under-
stood as the cornerstone of the field.
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4. The field of architectural
institutions and their operative
principles

Architectural institutions could be
grouped in many different ways ac-
cording to the scope of the research.
Here, we have grouped them according
to their gentrifying mechanisms of ar-
chitecture and their effects on the field
of Architecture. Architectural schools
are related to this field through their
effective discourses on architectur-
al epistemology and their prestigious
images in terms of academic ranking.
They help us only to understand the
habitus of network agents (architects
in this case) and their representations
while other institutional mechanisms
help us to interpret the operative prin-
ciples in the field.

Complementing the effect of edu-
cation and educational institutions on
architecture, one of the main actors
in the field is the award-giving mech-
anisms. There are many world institu-
tions that award architectural prizes,
however, for the purpose of this study,
the reputation, prominence and the
fame of an award was considered cru-
cial to understanding the effect field-
wide. Therefore, the most prestigious
award in architecture, the Pritzker Ar-
chitecture Prize, awarded by the Hyatt
Foundation is determined as one case
of the study.

4.1. The Pritzker Architecture Prize

The Pritzker Architecture Prize is
bestowed by the Hyatt Foundation and
is accepted as the “the Nobel Prize in
architecture” (Britannica, 2018). It
was inaugurated by Jay Pritzker, the
founder of the Hyatt Foundation, and
his wife, in order to compensate for
the absence of architecture within the
Nobel Prize categories (Mun-Delsalle,
2017). Since 1979, the foundation has
annually honored an architect “whose
works demonstrates a combination of
those qualities of talent, vision, and
commitment, for his/her contribution
to the profession” (Pritzker Architec-
ture Prize, 2017). Pritzker laureates are
understood to have received the high-
est honor in the profession.

To analyze the influence of the Pritz-
ker Architecture Prize on architecture
as it is socially represented, it is im-
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portant firstly to rethink the habitus
and practices of the Hyatt Foundation.
According to Forbes Magazine, the
Pritzker family is one of the richest
families in the USA (Britannica, 2017).
In addition to creating the Pritzker Ar-
chitecture Prize and the Hyatt Founda-
tion, they have supported many civil
society initiatives and founded several
educational and cultural institutions.
The jury of the Pritzker Architecture
Prize includes architects, experts and
businessmen form a variety of fields
including art, education and technol-
ogy. However, the social standing of
the jury is striking in terms of its cul-
tural habitus. Architect jury members
are generally one of the Starchitects
and previous or future laureates of the
prize, while the experts and/or busi-
nessmen occupy to a similarly high-
browed habitus. For example, the direc-
tors of the National Gallery of Art and
the National Gallery of Great Britain,
the chairman of the IBM Corporation,
Lord Rothschild, the deans of Harvard
University Department of Architecture
have at various time participated in
and chaired the jury. Another matter
of debate is the laureates; are they al-
ready a Starchitect when they are given
the Pritzker Architecture Prize or does
the prize itself help to establish them as
Starchitect? It is an open question and
there is not a certain answer. However,
it is significant that today all Pritzker
laureates are known as Starchitects.
The presentation of the medal is
another representational mechanism
of the prize. The ceremony is always
held in a significant global landmark
in order to “reinforce the importance
of the built environment” (The Pritzker
Architecture Prize, 2018). It is an invi-
tation-only ceremony and attended by
jury members, mayors of the chosen
cities, members of the international
press, businessmen, academics, chairs
of art galleries and museums, members
of the Hyatt Foundation, the Pritzker
Family and on occasion, the President
and Prime Minister of the host coun-
try. The chairman of the Hyatt Foun-
dation announces the winner and the
recipient gives an acceptance speech.
The ceremony is one of the most em-
inent and newsworthy events of the
architectural calendar, and recently

has been broadcast live on the Internet
and on TV. This prestige and attention
awarded to the prize ceremony itself
suggests that not merely architects and
Architecture but also the Pritzker Ar-
chitecture Prize is celebrated and con-
secrated via the event.

Another institutional mechanism
that works to consecrate the represen-
tation of architecture, and which also
intersects with the Pritzker Architec-
ture Prize is the Venice Architecture
Biennale, our second case study.

4.2. Venice Architecture Biennale

As with award mechanisms, cultur-
al institutions could also be grouped
in many different ways according to
the scope of the research. The Venice
Architecture Biennale, here, is deter-
mined as the second case that gentri-
fies the field of Architecture, due to its
public recognition and focus on con-
tentious topics in the world of architec-
ture.

The Venice Biennale is self-declared
as “one of the most prestigious cultural
institutions in the world for over 120
years” by the biennale foundation (La
Biennale di Venezia, 2018). And Paolo
Baratta, its current president, having
served between 2000-2004 and sub-
sequently again since 2008, recently
called the Venice Architecture Bien-
nale “the most important event in the
world for Architecture” (OMA, 2017).
The Venice Architecture Biennale has
been part of the Venice Biennale since
1980. It has been successively curated
by architects chosen by the president
of the architecture biennial and by the
biennial foundation. Since its incep-
tion, it has been accepted as the major
architectural event for contemporary
discussion in the world. However, the
architecture or Architecture, which has
been represented there is also one of
the major questions considered in this
article.

The institutional history of the Bien-
nale is significant. In the beginning, the
Venice Biennale was a state-run event
financially supported by Italian gov-
ernment. All the curators and pavilions
were also Italian. In 2004, the Biennale
transformed into a foundation and has
been supported by both private inves-
tors and the government ever since (La
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Figure 1. Habitus of Starchitects in the field of architecture.

Biennale di Venezia, 2017). Although
the existence of financial supporters
has liberated the scope of the Biennale,
it is believed that they also exercise
influence over the design and repre-
sentation of the national pavilions and
even the curators. Nevertheless, it can
be interpreted as a win-win situation;
while the marketing strategies match
with the cultural representation of the
private corporations, the curators and
participants also enrich their pavil-
ions with their financial support (Stal-
labrass, 2016).

The Venice Architecture Biennale
has a parallel historiography in terms
of institutional background. First five
biennales were curated by Italian ar-
chitects and they were also only state-
run events. The sixth biennale, which
was curated by Hans Hollein, was the
first biennale curated by a non-Italian
architect. The curators of the National
Pavilions are generally selected by a na-
tional jury of the relevant country, but
curators have the right to invite inde-
pendent architects themselves. Nota-
bly, the majority of these independent
architects are recognized Starchitects,
most of whom have already received
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the Pritzker award. This prompts a fur-
ther question; is the Venice Architec-
ture Biennale monopolized by Starchi-
tects, or does the institution seek to use
those architects for its own purpose?
This brings us again the field of archi-
tectural institutions and their relation
with the habitus of high culture.

The diagram below displays the field
of intersection between The Pritzker
Architecture Prize and Venice Archi-
tecture Biennale as two main institu-
tional arenas, and their network agents
as Starchitects. Following Bourdieu,
and examining the habitus and the
field of Architecture, architectural
schools (as another gentrifying insti-
tution) and the professional relations
between Starchitects are also attached
to the diagram.

This diagram shows both the field
and habitus of architects as they oper-
ate within the most prestigious repre-
sentation mechanisms of Architecture.
It is seen that the Venice Architecture
Biennale and Pritzker Architecture
Prize are cross-populated with familiar
architects. They are the network agents
of these two institutions. While those
architects are generally in contact with
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most prestigious architectural schools
of the world, they are also related
with each other as partners, mentors
or employers-employees. To be more
precise, the habitus of architects who
represent Architecture is structured by
high-ranking architectural schools and
the professional relationships of net-
work agents. Their social class back-
ground here is unimportant; rather, in
terms of the field of architecture, their
social and cultural habitus refers to a
high-level representation.

The arenas where they work their
“magic” and represent their archi-
tecture - the Venice Architecture
Biennale and the Pritzker Architec-
ture Prize in this case- is the field of
Architecture. This field also prompts
questions surrounding power, such as;
Who represents Who? Is this a mutu-
al relationship wherein both field and
network agents represent themselves
reciprocally? Or are those architects in
fact by-products of these two architec-
tural institutions? Finally, what do they
represent and what does it take to affect
change in architecture?

To deepen these questions, the ar-
chitectural discussions initiated by
the Venice Architecture Biennale
should be taken into consideration.
The themes of the biennales could be
taken as focal points of architectural
problems, and also as related to how
the curators define architecture and
architectural problems in the world
and what they represent as architec-
ture. In order to approach these issues,
this study groups the themes into three
main headings; architecture as a con-
temporary event that also evolves with
its history (Group 1); architecture as
a dominant and leading event in con-
temporary life (Group 2); and, archi-

tecture as an interdisciplinary event
that is related to social problems and
everyday man (Group 3).

5. The paradoxical nature of the field
of architecture

The third group of themes in the
Venice Architecture Biennale can help
us discuss the paradoxical nature of the
field of Architecture. We will focus on
12" biennale; “People meet in Archi-
tecture’, 14" biennale; “Fundamentals”
and 15™ biennale “Reporting from the
Front”, which were curated by Kazuyo
Sejima, Rem Koolhaas and Alejandro
Aravena respectively, in order to un-
derstand this paradox.

The common focal point of these
biennales is that architecture is de-
fined as a mundane event rather than
a spectacle occasion within a differ-
ent context. While Sejima emphasized
the relation between architecture and
common people, Koolhaas criticized
the spectacle image of architecture and
proposed a rethinking of its fundamen-
tal elements. Finally, Aravena “pitched
activism against starchitecture” as The
Guardian mentioned, and viewed ar-
chitecture as a tool to contribute to the
life of the lower classes, as he empha-
sized in Pritzker Architecture Prize ac-
ceptance speech. These themes caused
some unconventional discussions for
the Venice Architecture Biennale and
sparked debates in architectural world
by igniting the fuse of the paradox.
While all three curators are Pritzker
Architecture Prize awarded architects,
they foregrounded the architecture of
the mundane in the most spectacular
architectural showcase in the world. It
is important to highlight that what it
is called architectural world here also
contains the distinguished field of Ar-
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VENICE
ARCHITECTURE
BIENNIALS IN
NETWORK;

SPECTACLE OR
MUNDANE

CURATORS, THEMES AND
LEADING DISCUSSIONS

For too long, architecture has been
the playing of speculators — not just
property developers but city fathers
commissioning signature museums as
part of their global branding
strategies. Buildings are not for
portfolios, nor are they simply for
architects to express  themselves.
Sejima reminds us they are for
people: people with inner lives, who
aren't simply units of flow.

The Guardian (2010) @—————

“He is the archistar! He is the origin of the archistar. He
was there at the beginning ... He is the archistar and now
he is the curator star. He's killed all the archistars, and
now he is going [to be the] single curator star.”

Peter Eisenman, Dezeen (2014)

“Giving architects a statistical idea of the role of the citizen
in the world is not useful, it's not indicative of the beauty of
the biennale, which is about artistic culture. Sejima’s show
will certainly be more interesting. It will be a return to the
duty of the biennale, which is to manifest what is happening
in the culture of the world."Portoghesi; On Display

37

“If the 2008 biennale was, as
Baratta wrote, ‘joyfully pessimistic’,
Sejima’s swaps nihilism with an
upbeat playfulness. Many of the
exhibits are interested more in

2010)  ephemera,  experience and

architectural media

“Rem Koolhaas presents the Biennale as la fine [the end]:
‘The end of my career, the end of my hegemony, the end of
my mythology, the end of everything, the end of architecture”

Peter Eisenman, Dezeen (2014)

“Aravena’s call for the biennale is beneficial and humble,
it is much more modest than the previous one”
Peter Eisenman, xoxodigital (2015)

e ———

“There's something really brilliant about taking over the

@ Lhe presence of the Past (1980)
Architecture in Islamic Countries (1982)
@ Forty Architects for the 90s (1991)
@ Less Aesthetics, More Ethics (2000)
@ Next (2002)
@ Metamorph (2004)
@ Progetto Venezia (1985)

Hendrik Petrus Berlage; Drawings
@® Sensing the Future;

The Architecture as Seismograph (1996)
@ People Meet in Architecture (2010) g— |

impermanence than in bombast,

bling and lucre.”

|———@ The Architects Journal (2010)
“The idea is to help people relate to
architecture, help architecture relate to
people and help people relate to
themselves.” Kazujo Sejima, Openning

—®Speech (2012)

“The architects are called upon prevalently

to create awe-inspiring buildings and the

"ordinary" is going astray”

Paolo Baratta, Openning Speech (2014)

oinL

Central Pavilion and basing an exhibition on |

architecture without any architecture in sight”
Deyan Sudjic; Dezeen (2014) O

BRI IEIER | @Paoclo Portoghesi
Y N (©Francesco Dal Co
supported by government and @®Massimiliano Furksas
private investors G)Deyan Sudjic
@Kurt W. Forster

Aldo Rossi F

Hans Hollein &
Kazuyo Sejima H
Rem Koolhaas !
‘{Alejandro Aravena

@ Reporting from the Front (2016) @
@ cities, Architecture and Society

@ Out There: Architecture Beyond Building (2008)
@ common Ground

(2014)
“This time it will be about
architecture, not architects”
Rem Koolhaas, Fundamental
Catalogue (2014)

“The Chilean architect pitches activism
against starchitecture in his central
pavilion and uncovers the architect’s role
in drone warefare - leaving Richard
Rogers and Renzo Piano distinctly out of
place” The Guardian (2016)

“rather that architects
meet in architecture”

“There are many battles that need to be won in
order to improve the quality of the built
D environment and consequently people’s quality of
life"Alejandro Aravena, Reporting From the
Front Catalogue (2016)

“This Biennale intends to react once again to the
gap between architecture and civil society, which
@in recent decades has transformed architecture

architectural schools

“I've been depicted as this kind of villain,
as this fascist.”

award mechanisms
The Pritzker Architecture Prize

®Richard Burdett

Patrik Schumacher

@ Aaron Betsky

Patrik The (2018) @

Unfortunately all the prizes given by the last
architecture biennale where motivated by this
misguided  political  correctness.  STOP
political correctness in architecture! And yet,
architecture is not a I'art pour I'art discipline.
Architecture is NOT ART although FORM is
our specific contribution to the evolution of
world society.

®David Chipperfield

“What they do not provide, on the whole, are forms, images, or
spatial sequences that excite or delight. Too often, the exhibition
reminds us that such pleasure in place is still something we seem
to only be able to construct for the wealthy. There has to be a way
in“which reinvention and the opening of social possibilities
partakes of beauty.” Aaron Betsky, _

.

Architect Magazine (2016)

architectural media

into spectacle on the one hand, yet made it
dispensable on the other."
Paolo Baratta, la bienale di Venezia (2016)

“The PC takeover of architecture is complete:
Pritzker Prize mutates into a prize for
itarian work ... al

is replaced by the demonstration of noble
intentions” ... "I hope Alejandro's biennale is
NOT going to be yet another biennale
primarily driven by ~curator's left-leaning
politics and political correctness ... where
moral  concern  trumps  architectural
excellence and innovation and where housing
for the poor trumps all other urgent
architectural concerns ”

Patrik (2014) &

@ 12th Venice Architecture Biennale_Kazuyo Sejima
(O 14th Venice Architecture Biennale_Rem Koolhaas

@ 15th Venice Architecture Biennale_Alejandro Aravena

EIHCETTETNNECTER How to Rebuild Architecture” NY Times (2014)

“The New York Times Versus Architecture” Aaron Betsky, Architect

“Is architecture as guileless as Aravena's
biennale suggests?"Mimi Zeiger, Dezeen (2014) @&——

Patrik (2016) ——

(2014) O

“It is clearly connected to a surge of interest in history, communitarianism and
vernacular architecture that helped shape recent biennales by Kazuyo Sejima

“If [architects] have some influence over large budgets, it is
developers or politicians who usually make the real

Venice Architecture Biennale
EESEE Architect who Won Pritzker Prize

Architect in the intersection of

(2010), David Chipperfield (2012) and Rem Koolhaas (2014). Looking back it has
become clear that 2010 marked a turning point, a shift away from the often
glossy or futuristic biennales of the 1990s and 2000s by directors including Kurt

Forster and Aaron Betsky.” Los Angelas Times (2016) @—— |

enice Architecture Biennale and Pritzker Prize

Figure 3. Discussions on architecture; spectacle or ordinary.

chitecture. Discussions concerning
other fields of architecture generally
don’t take place in architectural media
and therefore cannot reach large mass-
es. For this reason, architectural media
as a further formation is also implicat-
ed in the network of the field of Archi-
tecture. Architectural media acts as a
legal entity, rather than a natural entity
like Starchitects and does not have an
organizational structure like architec-
tural institutions. Nevertheless, as a le-
gal entity, it acts to make other entities
visible and contributes to the structure
of the field. The network map of the
phenomenal paradox for the field of
Architecture that is represented by the
Pritzker Architecture Prize and Ven-
ice Architecture Biennale is illustrated
above;

The diagram focuses on 12™, 14™ and
15" Venice Architecture Biennales as
these are the events that have provoked
fundamental discussions on what the
explicit aim of architecture should be,
be it a spectacle or a mundane occa-
sion. Some critiques also mentioned
that some curators have been awarded
the Pritzker Architecture Prize. While
Patrik Schumacher, who took over the
Zaha Hadid Architects, questioned the

decisions. At best, an architect can be like a jockey on a
horse. Often, he or she is more like the groom, who puls nice
plaits in its mane and tail.” Rowan Moore,

The Observer (2016)

political correctness of Rem Koolhaas
and Alejandro Aravena (Schumacher,
2014; 2016), Peter Eisenman (2014)
declared the Koolhaas curated bien-
nale as the end of Koolhaas™ architec-
tural career and declared Koolhaas as
an archistar who are going to be the
single curator star. Paolo Baratta, the
president of 14™ Venice Architecture
Biennale, discussed Koolhaas curated
biennale in the following terms: “ar-
chitects are called upon prevalently
awe-inspiring buildings and the ordi-
nary is going to astray” (OMA, 2017).
Indeed, Koolhaas occupies a contro-
versial position in this debate, as at the
same time as celebrating ordinariness
he has a history of spectacular build-
ings in third world countries, designed
for Prada and proposed that buildings
ought to be visited as museums. In the
same year as the 14" biennale, a debate
on architecture as spectacle or mun-
dane occasion also taking place among
Aaron Betsky (the curator of 11™ Ven-
ice Architecture Biennale), Steven
Bingler and Martin C. Pedersen in the
columns of Architect Magazine and the
New York Times. While Bingler and
Pedersen (2014) proposed ordinari-
ness in architecture to communicate
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with common people, Betsky (2014)
argued against them and claimed that
architecture has always been a specta-
cle event rather than a building, which
is why it is called architecture.

Sejima curated biennale has been
generally honored in discussions for
its modest approaches. However, Kurt
Forster issued a cautionary note, ar-
guing that while the “People Meet in
Architecture” biennale was gracious
in intent, target group of the Venice
Architecture Biennale, meant that it
registered rather like “architects meet
in architecture” (Forster, 2010). Ara-
vena curated biennale occupies a more
significant position in this field, how-
ever, as his definition and suggestions
for architecture are still being argued
out in the architectural media. Schum-
acher (2016) criticized Aravena to be
ringing in the changes for Architecture
by promoting a humanitarian architec-
ture with both the Pritzker Architec-
ture Prize and the Venice Architecture
Biennale. Nevertheless, his intent was
met with criticism from some com-
mentators who questioned whether
Aravenas definition of architecture
had been unduly influenced by inter-
ested developers and politicians, Row-
en Moore (2016) said. Similarly, the
journalist Mimi Zeiger (2016) asked
“Is architecture as guileless as Aravena’s
biennale suggests?” Betsky (2016),
however, considered the debate from a
different angle, arguing that Aravena’s
biennale showed that the beauty and
pleasure of architecture can only be
possible to construct for the wealthy. In
case of Aravena, it seems that he doesn't
have a kind of paradoxical relationship
between his theoretical approaches
and practical career like Koolhas. Yet
Aravena is also a Pritzker award win-
ner, has been chosen as a member of
the Pritzker Architecture Prize jury for
eight years and is an instructor at Har-
vard’s Faculty of Architecture.

These are leading opinions of archi-
tects and/or architecture critics who
are depicted in this network map. Fol-
lowing opinions for the 14™ and 15®
biennales and curators’ Pritzker award
in many articles or reader columns
abound in the architectural media. This
platform shows that the phenomenon
of ordinariness could be interpreted

as apprehending a loss of power for
the distinguished representation of Ar-
chitecture, which has historically been
taken for granted by some architects
(Baudrillard, 2011). Rather, it also sug-
gests that even being mundane and/or
ordinary can be a representation tool
in the field of Architecture. It presents
a kind of network for the phenomenon
of ordinariness that shows who rep-
resents ordinariness, with whom and
where.

6. Conclusion

This study discusses the represen-
tational mechanisms of Architecture
by referring to Bourdieu’s concepts of
habitus and field. In order to define the
field of Architecture, it is important to
discuss the representational field of ar-
chitectural institutions and the habitus
of those architects who participate in
these institutions. While every archi-
tectural institution has its own mech-
anism to represent architecture, some
undoubtedly hold greater sway over
the field than others. The Pritzker Ar-
chitecture Prize and the Venice Archi-
tecture Biennale have been studied as
major cases representing Architecture
due to their significance and influence
on the field. Although these two cas-
es share neither a common aim nor
scope, intentionally or not both cas-
es are instrumental in the construc-
tion of the field of Architecture. As
we have seen, the Pritzker family has
created the most prestigious medal in
the profession in order to honor the
achievements of living architects in a
spectacular ceremony. In case the of
the Venice Architecture Biennale, it
cannot be proposed that Venice Archi-
tecture Biennale acts as a gentrifying
agent for the representation of archi-
tecture in prima facie; however, as we
have seen before, due to its esteemed
standing in the world of architecture,
may have undertaken every theme and
curator involved in the biennale as part
of a gentrifying process.

At this juncture, the distinguished
field of these organizations in their
definitive context is also important as
it leads us to the habitus of architects.
The Pritzker family and Hyatt Foun-
dation are firmly located in the field of
wealthy institutions while habitus of
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the family also belongs to high culture.
Hence, even if they are not an archi-
tectural institution, the high-cultured
habitus of family and the jury members
that they choose also define the field
of the Pritzker Architecture Prize as
one of high status and prestige. This is
borne out by the fact that despite there
being many institutional awards, none
of them are named as the most respect-
ed medal in the profession except the
Pritzker Architecture Prize.

The Venice Architectural Biennale
could be interpreted in two ways: the
field of the sponsorship networks and
the field and habitus of the biennale’s
curators. The financial support of the
Italian government, which is itself an
institution of major kind, helps to de-
fine the Biennale as an Italian occasion:
Being the sole funder at its founding,
it meant that the Biennale has always
been seen as part of an act celebrating
the Italian artistic culture. However,
with the participation of private inves-
tors, the biennale also became a part of
the marketing arena for those compa-
nies and other cultural institutions that
have gone on to help build the cultural
capital the Venice Architecture Bien-
nale has today. At the same time, those
companies and institutions undoubt-
edly capitalize their association with
the Venice Architecture Biennale for
their corporate image. As for the bien-
nale’s curators, they have always been
selected from among the most notable
architects in the world, whose reputa-
tion and contribution to the profession
is globally recognized. They are the
provokers of the most important dis-
cussions that determine the key topics
of the architectural discourse as they
are the leaders in the field of Architec-
ture. Hence, if we ask the question “is
it architecture or Architecture that is
exhibited in Venice’, the answer to be
expected must be Architecture, despite
contrary claims implied by themes of
the recent biennales.

This study overlaps these two dis-
tinguished representation mechanisms
to understand the field of Architecture
via two network maps. These network
maps show that some architects take
place in both events, or that those
events use those architects in their own
self-representation. Following Bour-
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dieu and Di Maggio, the architects at
the intersection point of the two events
are understood as network agents,
as they are present at both occasions
and thus help form the social context
in which the field operates. We have
shown that they are representative of
a high-cultured habitus in architecture
with their educational background and
professional relations with each other.

Upon these grounds, then, we
would expect the phenomenon of or-
dinariness to have no representative
place within Architecture. However,
the 12th, 14th and 15th biennales did
attempt to problematize Architecture’s
privileged positioning. Their limit-
ed success in terms of critical recep-
tion suggested that “the war” against
Starchitecture. Our intention is not to
argue that ordinariness is not possible
because architecture gentrifies every
phenomenon as such. Ordinary and
functional buildings can be seen ev-
erywhere and contain an aesthetic val-
ue in themselves. Rather, the fact that
we entitle these buildings as ordinary,
mundane or common demonstrates
that they do not belong to the field of
Architecture. These are the buildings
not mentioned in architectural books
or magazines, not known all around
the world and they are not designed by
Starchitects. Koolhaas and Aravena’s
attempt to provoke a critical conversa-
tion about ordinariness in architecture,
however, perhaps suggests that Archi-
tecture’s privileged position is ripe for
its destabilization.

Koolhaas and Aravena share com-
mon and unique positions in this field.
First and foremost, both architects
demonstrate paradoxes inherent with-
in their relative positions and their ar-
tistic approaches; and, both turned or-
dinariness into a cause celebre via their
association with the Venice Architec-
ture Biennale. Can their attempts be
likened to Duchamp’s urinal as he at-
tempted to unmask this paradox at the
heart of the art industry? Perhaps, but
our study suggests rather that the two
share more in common with Walter
Benjamin’s assessment of Baudelaire as
a secret agent of his social class, criti-
cism of the class to which he belonged
(Benjamin, 2006). Koolhaas and Ara-
vena could also be interpreted as secret
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agents of their habitus in the field of
Architecture.

Recalling David Harvey’s argument,
cultural institutions function by turn-
ing ordinary things and events into
distinguished ones by attributing noble
meanings to them, even if economic
interests are absent and the process is
not intentional (Harvey, 2013). Thus,
in raising the question of ordinariness,
the Venice Architecture Biennale ini-
tiates structuring of a field, following
Harvey, regarding whether the ordi-
nary can exist in Architecture. In this
way, since those biennales which have
brought the ordinary on stage, and
with the intervention of the Pritzker
awarded Starchitects, the phenomenon
of ordinariness has become a discus-
sion topic worldwide.

Returning to our original question,
“where in the representations of Archi-
tecture can we trace the phenomenon
of ordinariness?”, our study has sug-
gested that the answer we must expect
is, within distinguished architectural
institutions. However, the notion of
ordinariness as a mindset, which takes
place in representations of Architec-
ture within its present field, cannot be
identified as the ordinary in ontologi-
cal terms. Ordinariness itself becomes
a distinguished ordinariness once all
the eyes are on it. While the ordinary
is in essence still located in the field
of architecture (with a small a), ordi-
nary becomes extra-ordinary when it is
found located within the field of Archi-
tecture. The epistemological tendencies
of high-cultured habitus in the field of
Architecture turns the unconventional
nature of ordinariness to a cause cele-
bre via conventional methodologies.
While its inclusion is expected to de-
construct and problematize the distin-
guished field of Architecture, ordinari-
ness in fact lies to incorporate into the
field and thus turns out to be another
of Architecture’s lodestars. Leading
approaches with leading actors turn
epistemology of architecture into a vi-
cious circle and inevitably construct a
paradoxical field. This study shows that
the phenomenon of ordinariness has a
potential power of resistance when in-
cluded within the field of Architecture.
It needs another habitus of actors and
structural mechanisms of field to do

this. Within its present position, it is
not possible to represent ordinariness
thru the representation tools of Ar-
chitecture and it cannot be conceptu-
alized within the field of Architectural
discourse. It needs a different method-
ology which is expected to have the po-
tential of creating an alternative theory.

This study is intended to be a first
step towards seeking an alternative
methodology to deal with phenomena
which are outside of the conventional in
Architecture; or rather, outside of con-
ventions of Architecture. We believe
that this will open the way to a fertile
ground to explore and re-problematize
the profession and its episteme.
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