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Architecture and Choreography

Architecture and Choreography: Collaborations in Dance, Space and Time examines the field of archi-choreographic experiments—unique interdisciplinary encounters and performed events generated through collaborations between architects and choreographers.

Forty case studies spanning four decades give evidence of the range of motivations for embarking on these creative endeavors and diverse conceptual underpinnings, generative methods, objects of inquiry, and outcomes. Architecture and Choreography builds histories and theories through which to examine these works, the contexts within, and processes through which the works emerged and the critical questions they raise about ways to work together, sites and citations, ethics and equity, control and agency. Three themes frame pairs of chapters. The first addresses disciplinarity through works that critically reflect upon their discipline’s tools, techniques and conventions juxtaposed against projects that cite or use other art forms and cultural phenomena as source material. The second interrogates space and the role of spatial dispositifs, institutions and sites, and their hidden and not-so-hidden conditions, as conceptual drivers and structures to subvert, trouble, unsettle, remember. The third asks who and what dances, finding a spectrum from mobilized architectural bodies to more-than-human cybarcorps. Modes of collaboration and the temporalities and life cycles of projects inform bookending chapters.

Architecture and Choreography offers vital lessons not only for architects and choreographers but also for students and practitioners across design and performance fields.

Beth M. Weinstein, PhD, is an architect focusing on sites of intersection between the spatial and performative, working across scales from the drawing board to urban spaces and landscapes, to render invisible conditions sensible. She is Associate Professor of Architecture and Chair of Object and Spatial Design (BA DAP) at the University of Arizona in Tucson, Arizona, USA.
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Cover image: Dance of collaborations in space and time. X axis: time, in 5-year intervals (above); Y axis: geographic place of premiere by time zone, from Pacific (USA) below to Australian Eastern above, with Central European expanded (France, Benelux, Scandinavia, Italy, Germany). Dashed lines chart recurring architectural practices; dots: choreographers. Drawing: Beth Weinstein.
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Archi-Choreographic Experiments

Why a book about architecture plus choreography? What do these disciplines or their spatial practitioners have or create in common? Why examine the result of such an equation? This book theorizes and historicizes a field of practice that occurs at their encounter and asks, “What motivates architects and choreographers to embark on collaborations producing dance-space-times?” How do such collaborations unfold? What kinds of experiments do they afford? Finally, what larger questions appear in constellations linking projects?

In this book, I characterize creative projects that emerge through dialogues between architects and choreographers and result in performances of spaces and bodies in time as archi-choreographic experiments. These collaborations entangle architecture’s spatial practices and conceptual, technical and representational concerns with choreographic thinking and dance’s distinct forms of embodied, spatial, temporal and kinetic research.

I examine archi-choreographic experiments from the perspective of an architect whose first practice in and with space was through dance training and dance-making. I have largely substituted drawing instruments for dance gear but have steadfastly followed a hunch, leading me to investigate the myriad ways these two spatial practices—architectural and choreographic—share forms of knowing and offer mutually enriching methods to approach creative practice. As an emerging architect at a time when academic architecture studios were testing ideas at full scale, in material and embodied reality, I co-founded a(d+V)u2z with three classmates—Francisco de Almeida, Scott DeVere and Zaini Zainul. We sought opportunities to “construct ideas”1 about ways of perceiving and knowing bodies, space and time through conceptually driven installations. Two early installations—Broadway Mapping and Body Mapping (1988)—opened the door to a collaboration with choreographer Gus Solomons jr, who had studied architecture at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) and had been a member of the Merce Cunningham Dance Company (MCDC). Many of our interests aligned. Titled Site Line (1989), our architectural intervention for Solomons Company/Dance’s new work (commissioned by Danspace Project in St. Mark’s Church in-the-Bowery) aimed to divide the dance space and interrupt viewers’ sightlines.2 By splitting the nave/dance floor along its axis, the linear structure we built distributed the audience on two sides and partitioned the perceptually available performance. The work for six dancers unfolded within and flanking the modular aluminum structure, framing, containing and obscuring movement. The structure also supported stiff and stretchy textile materials that invited dancers to produce sounds and play with shadows and to engage with fixed and pivoting panels. The architecture of Site Line operated both as performer and (what we would now call) as a dispositif—a set-up of conditions or constraints.

The collaborative process for Site Line involved conversations about generative methods, language and aesthetic references and spatial and choreographic structures. It entailed attending work sessions and rehearsals, testing, building, installing and performing. It began to reveal what I had intuited from spatial, embodied and kinesthetic knowledge: the conjunction of architecture + choreography was vibrant with potential, for thinking-designing bodies, space and time in relation to one another and in the moment. In this time-space, where architectural and choreographic practices come together, the liveness of sketching with bodies unsettles drawing’s slow unfolding of ideas; creating space between bodies as building material along with seemingly inert matter invites unanticipated generative and iterative processes and design decisions. Since the Site Line collaboration, I have repeatedly shaken up and troubled my architectural practices through archi-choreographic experiments. These include a series of projects with a former member of Solomons Company/Dance, Douglas Nielsen, A Fragile Stability (2007),3 COUNTdown (2008)4 and an Evening of Dance (2011). The latter was performed within the space of The Collaborative Legacy of Merce Cunningham exhibition, which I curated at the University of Arizona.5 My research for this homage to the influential American choreographer Merce Cunningham and his unique approach to collaboration brought to the fore my questioning of what architects had to learn from collaborations with choreographers and vice versa. How could practices be expanded through thinking bodies, space and time together? This book examines these questions and defines an expanded field of archi-choreographic experimentations with its forms of practice-based research, protagonists and projects. It uncovers questions of disciplinarity, spaces, bodies and temporalities that arise through these collaborative encounters.

Within the domain of architecture, archi-choreographic experiments are generally categorized as exceptions, atypical as a result of their ephemerality, low budgets and non-normative programs. As such, they tend to be marginalized in architects’ bodies of work. They are also under-studied and marginalized in discourse. They form the topic of scattered articles, one edited volume and a single monograph on one choreographer’s collaborations.6 Noteworthy exhibitions, such as Move, Choreographing You (London, 2011)7 and Danser sa vie (Paris, 2011),8 have helped to reveal and situate choreographic thinking in relation to other spatial discourses and suggest a more expansive and varied field. Yet, the unusual challenges archi-choreographic projects pose—including speed of development, portability and prioritizing construction of ideas—make them prime opportunities for questioning assumptions (of permanence, stability or utility) and for experimentation (and failure). Thus, while archi-choreographic works hover at the edges of the architectural discipline and practice, architects frequently regard these as touchstones—as transformative and dear. Architects Jeremy Till and Tatiana Schneider argue that, where opportunities at the center of practice are found wanting, the center “no longer has the right or power to define (and thereby suppress) the margins.”9 Citing theorist bell hooks, they continue, “There is latent strength in the margins which are spaces of ‘radical openness.’”10 Archi-choreographic experiments, in relation to their non-centrality, their diminutive sizes, budgets and visibility, are disproportionately important for pushing and opening the boundaries of practice. This book features 40 such projects, selected from a far deeper pool, and makes evident that archi-choreographic experiments are not uncommon but merely overlooked and under-theorized. Architecture and Choreography builds bridges across this void.



Field of Cross-Pollination

To map a field of practice and production that encompasses the architectural and the choreographic, I draw upon Rosalind Krauss’s seminal 1979 article “Sculpture in the Expanded Field” and its often cited and altered diagram of the expanded field.11 Krauss’s illustration articulates emergent and (then) yet-to-be-named modes of practice and things produced in an expanded field. The other-than-sculptural works fall outside one box whose corners she names architecture and not architecture, landscape and not landscape. Passing through these corners, she dots in a second, rotated quadrilateral, intersecting at four new points, at which she situates works interrogating locations of production, their relation to ground and surroundings and their leveraging of extra-disciplinary (i.e., architectural rather than sculptural) materials, methods and practices. Architect and critic Jane Rendell, in Art and Architecture: A Place Between, builds upon Krauss’s theoretical scaffold to explore contemporary practices that fall outside or shuttle between art and architecture—practices that adopt the methods of the other discipline to expand the tools, techniques and territory of inquiry. Krauss and Rendell both explore works that push the edges of disciplines, of what is central, inside and emerging in the borderlands of disciplines. While Krauss studies works that are largely authored by individuals, Rendell addresses practices that are often collaborative and interdisciplinary—a topic to which I return later.


[image: The exhibit explores a diverse range of practices, including architectural and choreographic elements, within an expanded field of interdisciplinary experiments.]
Figure 0.1. Expanded field of archi-choreographic experiments. Drawing: Beth Weinstein.

Following Krauss’s lead, I diagram a field at the intersection, and beyond the bounds, of the architectural and the choreographic, defining vectors of practice and poles of interest within the field. I circumscribe a field (already an archi-choreographic act) within, as well as around and beyond, four quadrant points— architectural praxis, choreographic praxis, architectured space and choreographed body—with the gradient of spatial praxes unfolding on the X-axis and the spectrum between praxis and artifact/object on the Y (Figure 0.1).

A primary concern of this research is the process of developing work in collaboration; thus, as unfolding, emergent, states of becoming, I diagram different types of investigations as zones of movement or vectors. The disciplinary positionality of the initiating author-artist(s) or question defines a line’s point of origin; the (extra-)disciplinary points of interest orient the vector’s trajectory. For instance, site-specific experiments unfold along vectors departing from choreographic praxis pointed towards architectural facts (Chapter 3); disciplinary critiques move in a zone between modes of praxis (Chapter 1); those assemblages I call cybarcorps (cybernetic architecture corporealities) emerge in the zone between bodies and spaces (Chapter 6). While collaborations between architects and choreographers are the focus of this book, in surveying the field of architecture plus choreography, I encounter many solo probes in addition to collaborative acts. Investigations include architects researching about dances or choreographic methods to inform architectural questions, or the inverse—choreographers drawing upon spatial concepts, architectural methods or architectures as generative or transformative—most without dialogue, consultation or collaboration with practitioners in the other discipline. These might be called acts of inspiration, citation, translation or appropriation. Distinctions between solo and interdisciplinary endeavors aside for the moment, I call attention to the range of ideas or objects drawn upon and methods of working with these in the broader field.



In-Forming and Formed Inspirations

I offer examples of two common approaches to speculation within the broader field, typically from a single discipline’s vantage point. The first approach I refer to as in-forming; its generative process draws upon methods or ideas that are in-formation, which suggest open-ended ways to approach a topic. These investigations float towards the praxis end of the diagram. The second is developed in response to specific artifacts; such projects draw inspiration from or deeply investigate actual spaces or dances that exist as things in the world. These I refer to as formed, gravitating towards the object/artifact side (see Chapter 2).

Choreographic tools, techniques and graphic notation systems, as well as the movement languages of different dance genres, regularly spark the architectural imagination. For instance, sixteenth-century pageantry scores, Oskar Schlemmer’s Gesture Dance diagram (1926), Rudolph Laban’s Labanotation system (1926–28), Lucinda Childs’s track drawings (i.e., Radial Courses, 1976) and other dance scores appear in the literal margins of Bernard Tschumi’s Illustrated Index of the Manhattan Transcripts (1983)12 and evidence movement and the event coming to the fore. The generative methods of choreographers Merce Cunningham,13 William Forsythe14 and Wayne McGregor15 serve architects, not merely as sources of inspiration but also as precedents for forming processes and generating forms in response to complex information. In the context of the Synchronous Objects research project, discussed in Chapter 1, architect Stephen Turk interpreted Forsythe’s One Flat Thing, reproduced (OFTr) and newly generated choreographic scripts, scores or codes, developed by colleagues and project leads Maria Palazzi and Norah Zuniga Shaw, to inform digital fabrication processes and combinations of the produced objects into mutable architectural installations.16 A more recent Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology (RMIT) workshop between architects, designers, dancers and other artists focused on notation, its practice and interpretation.17

These methods can in-form a great deal more than form; they can produce layered worlds. For example, in his book Hip-Hop Architecture, Sekou Cooke celebrates graffiti graphics, beats and breaks and hip-hop culture broadly as “related and relatable” to architecture and specific urban environments.18 Using performance discourse, Cooke goes beyond asking what Hip-Hop Architecture is, to ask what it can do.19 This emphasis on the doing draws upon Tschumi, David Leatherbarrow and others who theorize architecture as event and through performance20 and echoes theater and performance scholar Elin Diamond’s statement that performance is both a doing and the thing done—a praxis, event and artifacts.21 The performative event is a liminal time and space, as articulated by Victor Turner, Jon McKenzie and others;22 a laboratory for constructing ideas.23 In addition to formal, material and technological performances, architectural performances can rehearse propositions of a social, political and cultural nature.24 Increasing cross-overs between architecture and performance studies facilitate studying space and its production as performance.25 Thus, understood through J.L. Austin’s theory of performative speech acts,26 utterances through graffiti graphics and hip-hop movements call into being the new social as well as spatial conditions that they name.

Returning to in-forming zones and vectors, architect-theorist Steven Spier and others examine works, such as Forsythe’s, to uncover parallels between modes of architectural and choreographic representation, identifying potentials for conceptual technology transfers.27 Others employ bodily performances as means to analyze architectural space.28 Theorists outside architecture and choreography examine how choreographic potentials (i.e., within Synchronous Objects) can serve as metamodels for or parallels to emergent, computationally generated architectures and urbanisms, such as those of François Roche’s practices New Territories / R&Sie(n).29 The above exemplify moving choreographic thinking—centered on the impetus to and organization of movement—across disciplinary terrains and exemplify investigations at the in-forming end of the spectrum.

Choreographic artifacts, as formed things, are also studied as sources for generating architectural form. One such work by dECOi (Mark Goulthorpe et al.) takes Forsythe’s complex choreographies to “experiment with new techniques of creative formal production.”30 Studying a particular Forsythe duet, dECOi extrapolated the temporally transforming space in between. This “negative trace” served as the input shaping the geometric frames constituting the 20-meter installation titled Ether/I (1996).31 Investigations mapping dances, observed live or studied through photographic stills following nineteenth-century chronophotographic techniques of Eadweard Muybridge and Etienne-Jules Marey, are now frequent practices in foundation studios and other pedagogical exercises.32 Diagramming and mapping dynamic processes defamiliarize and build skills working with complex information and generating models integrating internal and external forces, flows, temporal transformations and responsiveness. These methods gained prominence under the influence of Peter Eisenman, Bernard Tschumi, Daniel Libeskind, Zaha Hadid and others, rising in parallel with computational and parametric design tools. These mapping and modeling methods aim to produce “abstract machines” that can generate novel spatial complexes, often with formally exuberant results.33 Yet a common pitfall, whether in academia or practice, is that they can result in stiff over-simplifications, tailoring spatial volumes to mapped bodies, as a glove to a hand, but without the responsiveness of either. The challenge of such methods is retaining diverse dynamics and performances.

In addition to drawing upon choreographic thinking, generative and representational methods and produced artifacts, architects also adopt dance-practitioners’ exercises to heighten embodied awareness of place as an extension of site/spatial analysis.34 Workshops, such as those instigated by Frances Bronet, introduce dance practices (and dancers, too) into architects’ studio-practice, including structured or contact improvisation and (un)making ephemeral spaces through movement.35 Other experiments explore the body-space fit, or mis-fit as the case may be.36 As the examples are vast, I offer just these few so as to now consider how choreographers and dance practitioners investigate architectural practices and products to inform their work.

In western traditions, choros as the circle of dance and choreography as dance-writing or movement inscription have been inextricably linked to khora as a spatial vessel and matrix of emergence, the situated place and architectural space in which choros and choreography were inscribed.37 Relations between performed events and their sites and spaces have been extensively theorized in recent decades from architectural38 and theater studies perspectives.39 From a choreographic and dance studies perspective, theories and practices of site-specific and site-generative dance, specifically, are well established (see Chapter 3).40 To these could be added site-critical. In a critical-political framework, Arabella Stanger reads the socio-political through dance’s spatial ordering and hierarchies.41 The dispositif (discussed in Chapter 4) offers another lens through which to read dance-space relations politically.

As with the architectural probes into choreography and dance discussed previously, many choreographic practices have been conducted with an architecture, albeit not with an architect. Merce Cunningham and Lucinda Childs—whose works are presented as case studies at the end of this introduction—are two choreographers who independently interrogated space before doing so in dialogue with an architect. Cunningham challenged dance’s obeyance of frontality and centrality in stage space, affirming that “[t]here are no fixed points in space.”42 He took dance off stage and created Events (1964–) in galleries surrounded by other artworks, transforming how contemporary dance was performed and experienced.43 Lucinda Childs’s Street Dance (1964), witnessed from a second-story window, blurred the legibility between dance and urban action. Her contemporary, choreographer Trisha Brown, also emerged in downtown New York dance collectives,44 taking the rooftops and facades of her industrial loft neighborhood as sites upon which to explore distributed and gravitationally rotated dances (1970–71). These are just a few historic examples. Choreographers continue to turn to built environments—from the territorial to the city and its infrastructures, to public spaces and institutions’ interiors, down to doorframes—for physical and conceptual material from which to construct dances.

At a large scale, French choreographer Julie Desprairies conducts research on and in modernist urban utopias (Villeurbanne, France) and major public institutions (Rennes Central Library) to create promenade performances that “render visible the movement of places.”45 Dancers “measure and apprehend space, its scale, circulation, materials, programs.” They translate the architecture’s rhythm through physical interaction with its properties or “reading” the composition of its elements such as doors, balconies and gutters as a score.46 Canadian-born Noémie Lafrance has explored architectural space, scale and typology, as well as the undulating geometries of structures designed by compatriot Frank O Gehry. For instance, she choreographed a complex counter-weight aerial dance (Rapture, 2008) on the titanium skin of the Gehry-designed Fisher Center (Bard College). Working at the opposite scale, Austrian Willi Dorner explores the limits and un-comfortable misfits between brightly clad bodies and everyday building-streetscape interfaces.47 In contrast, German choreographer Sasha Waltz’s works engage with prominent edifices, referring to these as dialogues. Working with civic structures and cultural institutions, such as Daniel Libeskind’s still-empty Jewish Museum Berlin (Dialog 99/11, 1999), Waltz and her interdisciplinary team listened closely to the zigzags and voids, giving them opportunity to speak and guide how and where to be (dancing and spectating) bodies.48

Just as performance refers to both a doing (verb) and thing done (noun), several choreographers investigate building not only as site/thing/noun but also as a performance—building as verb (see Chapters 1 and 5). These include acts of building and tasks engaged with building materials and assemblies as choreographic matter. Dating back to the Judson Dance Theatre, Yvonne Rainer tasked dancers with displacing and stacking plywood, sheet metal and other standard materials as primary actions in Parts of Some Sextets (1965) and Carriage Discreetness (1966). More recently, James Batchelor’s Metasystems (2014–17) took its vocabulary from laborers’ task-based movements observed in an adjacent construction site. Yve Laris Cohen explored ambiguities between dance moves, maintenance tasks and construction labor, between set design, installation and (dis)functional architectures. In works such as Coda (2012), Cohen installed a sprung floor on a wall, rendering it useless. In his installation and performance Studio/Theater (2022), he re-assembled and suspended the salvaged technical grid from the fire-damaged Doris Duke Theater within the Museum of Modern Art (MoMA). Others who have studied architecture, from Gus Solomons jr to Joanna Kotze, integrate architectural drawing, material constructing as well as bodily space-shaping into their choreographic practices (Kotze, One Shot, 2012; Find Yourself Here, 2015).



Co-Habitations

History reveals that despite the wealth of projects realized without explicitly collaborative interdisciplinary dialogues, many punctual if not sustained cross-pollinating conversations have occurred between architects and choreographers, with several arising under a shared roof between spouses and between siblings. Among the most significant alliances is the seven-decades-long cross-influence of American landscape architect and urban designer Lawrence Halprin (1916–2009) and dancer-choreographer Anna Halprin (1920–2021). Urbanist and landscape architect Alison Bick Hirsch notes that their creative relationship was “at times deliberately collaborative … and at times simply mutually symbiotic, with each benefitting and expanding from exposure to the other’s medium and method.” At other times, however, it was “competitive and inequitable.”49 Several scholars have well documented their individual creative lives and their mutually beneficial exposure to and expansion of one another’s spatial design and choreographic practices.50 I therefore focus on just a few salient points of mutual influence.

In the early 1940s, Bauhaus pedagogies integrating art, design, building and stage (Bau und Bühne) migrated with Walter Gropius, Marcel Breuer and Laszlo Moholy-Nagy to Harvard’s Graduate School of Design.51 Their experimental methods not only influenced their design student Lawrence’s trajectory, but Anna also attended lectures and integrated environmental concerns into her own practice. She developed dance pedagogies (for Lawrence’s architecture and design classmates), blending tasks that construct space, its inhabitation and exploration.52 These collaborative, spatial and embodied methods reappeared years later in Experiments in Environment (see later).

While architecture and design approaches influenced Anna’s methods, scores of all sorts captured Lawrence’s imagination. He explored notational practices, drawing from influences in Anna’s dance and performance world—Labanotation and scores by composers John Cage and Morton Subotnick. Conceptually, scores offered a novel approach to design, open to human and environmental inputs. They afforded open-ended generative practices, such as task-oriented and structured improvisation, which, by the late 1950s, were workshopped within East Coast circles through Robert Dunn’s teaching53 and, in the West, on Anna’s dance deck.54 This led Lawrence to develop a unique graphic language he called Motation, which incorporated serial frames and multiple information types and viewpoints.55 Unlike plans and sections conceived to “delineate static objects,” Motation integrates embodied perception, in movement, through space and time.56 Lawrence continued to explore scoring over many years, compiling found graphic notation types and documenting these alongside his applications of scores to urban and landscape design projects. These appeared, accompanied by scores and images of Anna’s performances, in his seminal 1972 publication, The RSVP Cycles—an acronym for Resources, Scores, Valuaction, Performance.57 Notably, his collaborations and exchanges with Anna “structured the RSVP Cycles” as “a creative approach meant to guide the development of both his formal designs and his participatory process.”58

Lawrence and Anna iteratively tested and adapted the RSVP cycles in the Experiments in Environment workshops (1966–71). The intention of these multi-day and multi-site laboratories—which involved 40 creative practitioners, educators and psychologists—was to “investigate ‘theories and approaches leading to integrated, cross-professional creativity.’”59 During the same period, the Halprins explored the potential of RSVP separately—Lawrence through community engagements related to contentious urban renewal projects and Anna in her workshops with marginalized African American, elderly and ailing communities. Lawrence’s application of the RSVP cycles, Hirsch asserts, was a gesture towards open, participatory processes, yet always in tension with an underlying will to control the outcomes. The openness of RSVP was more fully realized in Anna’s activist work. As dance historian Janice Ross notes, from the get-go, Anna “discovered that everybody, every body, has a dance—both children and adults, dancers and non-dancers … [she] never called her group of performers a dance company; instead, she had a dancers’ workshop where everyone generated material for performance.”60

In his built work and publications, Lawrence argued for the relatedness between choreography and the design of gardens and urban spaces;61 these contributions remain influential in design practice and academia today.62 While Lawrence’s outputs have overshadowed Anna’s own writing, drawing, notation, performance and community practice, Anna Halprin’s contributions to discourse linking bodies and environments have received recognition in recent exhibitions, publications and performances.63 Within the archi-choreographic field, the Halprins not only explored a spectrum of cross-disciplinary practices but also interrogated the site-specific, embodied and diverse bodies, distributed authorship and participatory practices.

Another notable case of archi-choreographic cross-pollination transpired between two French siblings—architect Claude Parent (1923–2016) and dancer Nicole Parent (1927–2021). Claude Parent is best known for his speculative architectures and theories disseminated in Vivre à L’Oblique (Living on the Oblique, 1965),64 co-authored with urbanist-philosopher Paul Virilio with whom he co-founded the Architecture Principe group in 1966. In Architecture Principe: 1966 and 1996, Virilio asserts that “the standard of measurement of space, whether it be Vitruvian man or the ‘Modulor,’ it is always… a profoundly static being, never an energetic one. The human at the basis of architectonics is never a dancer.”65 But, for Claude Parent, whose dancing sibling he regularly observed from the theater wings (coulisses) during his architecture studies, moving bodies were integral to his spatial consciousness.66

When Nicole Parent moved away from performing to establish a dance school and gymnastic studio in Neuilly sur Seine, she engaged Claude to fit out the space—a small basement garage, approximately three meters below the street level.67 Nicole later recalled that Claude was already exploring ideas of the oblique and the disequilibrium of the inclined plane; it was not necessary to instruct him about bodies in movement or the ergonomics of dance. He had ideas of his own, and she gave him “carte blanche.”68

Architecture Principe’s intention was “starting from the moving body, to make full use of gravity’s energy in the three temporal dimensions of physical movement, taking advantage … of the surface of inclined planes.”69 For his sister’s studio, Claude’s intervention ramped down from the street and halfway back up again, creating fixed intermediate platforms and adjustable inclined surfaces, in response to which Nicole developed an entire workout regime, called L’Inclipan. In her 1972 publication of the same name, Nicole models each step of the gymnastics regimes—walking, reclining, folding and lifting, stretching and inverting.70 At the same time, over one quarter of the book firmly situates the inclipan and oblique gymnastics within a larger theory of Living on the Oblique, citing Claude’s early manifestoes.


Spaces are determined or delimited by the unfolding of practicable floors. Outside just as in the interior, the support is the constitutive element.

We are obliged to abandon the elementary logic of spatial partitioning … the oblique function supposes a hypothesis from the start … [t]he physiological is directly involved in effect at the level of motricity and tactility.71



Linking his theories directly to this design and its related corporeal practice, Claude writes, “The inclipan is one of the essential links of this passage, of this adaptation to a new way of living in cities different from those that we know.”72 In addition to these excerpts, Nicole’s publication consistently tied her practice to that of her brother. Architectural drawings, diagrams and photographs of two other projects he realized—the transformation of France’s Pavilion for the 35th Venice Biennale of Art (1970) and an “oblique apartment” for the painter Bellaguet (1971)—make evident that the exchange and expansion of archi-choreographic ideas were mutually beneficial.


[image: A visual representation of the spatial layout of a performance venue.]
Figure 0.2. Isometric drawing of the space of Available Light (1983), Lucinda Childs and Frank O Gehry, in The Temporary Contemporary, The Museum of Contemporary Art (MOCA), Los Angeles. Drawing: James J Richardson.

In addition to these exchanges between partners and siblings, several others transpired on stage and in classrooms and/or seeded affinities for collaborations. Among these are architect Juergen Riehm and choreographer Jody Oberfelder’s collaboration on Plane Perspective (1988) and choreographer Shelley Lasica’s work with then-partner, architect Roger Wood, on Character X and other works. Architect Christopher Haas’s alliance with a dancer introduced him to the dance world and to Alonzo King, with whom he collaborated on Triangle of the Squinches (2011; Chapter 5). Two siblings, architect Rachel Sara and dancer Alice Sara, iteratively collaborated on building pedagogical workshops that draw from architectural theories and embodied practices to develop a “trans-ontology between architecture and dance.”73 Brother of architect Jennifer Siegal, choreographer Richard Siegal has created several dance-works in collaboration with designers and architects, including Alexander Kada, François Roche (Civic Mimic, 2011; Chapter 4) and Didier Faustino (The World to Darkness and to Me, 2013; Chapter 5).



Experimental Nature of Collaboration

The preceding overview makes evident that there is a history of architects and choreographers not merely being inspired by the other’s field of practice. Some have deeply researched how the other works and/or their artifacts; others still have collaborated as professionals: in one-off projects and in multi-project series. At the heart of Architecture and Choreography is an investigation of collaborations and the processes, products and larger questions these raise. Interested in the discoveries made via dialogues with difference, I zero in on what emerges through projects I call events of encounter—the singular or initial collaboration.

To further define the event of encounter, I draw upon dance and performance scholar Andre Lepecki’s reflection that the “events [that] concepts express are specific encounters … [these are] problematic fields resulting from particular encounters between singularities populating specific situations. Thus, the zone of presence of a concept defines the contours of a problem.”74 In this situation, we can understand that latent concepts irrupt as events, as performances of space and bodies in time, contingent upon the overlapping of particular zones of inquiry, intersections of specific vectors, time-contingent entanglements of actors, contexts, terms and intentions articulated. Architecture and Choreography does not investigate long-term partnerships or well-established patterns of practice but rather the awkward and exciting coming to understand what one practitioner can create in common with another.

Norah Zuniga Shaw observes that her collaborations generally begin over coffee as “an opportunity for discourse and to build a system of exchange … But quickly the [email] discussion gains momentum and substance and we both find we can’t resist a reply.”75 The ethics and politics of collaboration become apparent as potential partners ask what the I (as individuals) and the We (of the new group) seek through the alliance and how to establish the what and how of the endeavor. Zuniga Shaw ponders, “Are there areas of agreement between differing working methods? Can we understand each other? ‘Are you friend or foe? Can we trust the Other?’”76 Of his collaboration on Available Light with Lucinda Childs and composer John Adams, Frank O Gehry remarked on the difficulty of the task, of not merely working well together with new acquaintances, without confrontations, but also doing so while “searching for something … something that none of us would have done alone. That is the essence of collaboration. When you agree to collaborate, you agree to jump off a cliff holding hands with everyone”; its success is contingent on “the resourcefulness of each [to] ensure that you all land on your feet.”77 Time invested to build trust was essential for that leap. Jane Rendell remarks that

interdisciplinary projects are … both ethical and political—interdisciplinary work is difficult—not only critically and intellectually, but also emotionally and psychically. In demanding that we exchange what we know for what we don’t know, and give up the safety of competence for the dangers of inability, the transformational experience of interdisciplinary work produces a potentially destabilizing engagement with dominant power structures allowing the emergence of new and often uncertain forms of knowledge.78



Collaborations, participatory projects and all genres of working together in unfamiliar conditions, contexts and relations can be forms of “artificial hell,”79 “cross bench practices”80 primed for antagonism but also agonistic honing of practices and optimal for unexpected discoveries. Collaborations destabilize and decenter. Akin to Parent’s oblique, the act of collaborating sets new things in motion. Moving in the margins, to return to bell hooks’s term, offers new perspectives and differed and differing space-times of critical reflection. As hooks asserts, the margin is a “site of resistance—a location of radical openness and possibility,”81 a place for developing new insights, skills that ultimately shift or expand modes of practice. And there are myriad modes of collaborating.



Modes of Collaborating: Collage or Gesamtkunstwerk

The collaborations examined in this book exemplify modes of co-creation ranging from ones aspiring to thoroughly integrated works, or Gesamtkunstwerks, to ones generated through independent processes whose outcomes are then collaged. The two projects discussed next illustrate these differing approaches that are consciously pursued for aesthetic and philosophical reasons.

As curator/commissioner of LA MOCA’s Stages of Performance, Julie Lazar paired emerging architect Frank O Gehry with avant-garde choreographer Lucinda Childs for the inaugural project (Available Light 1983) (Figure 0.2). Lazar’s intention was to commission interdisciplinary works in which the collaborators would not simply collage separately developed elements. Rather, she

proposed the development of a more direct interaction between the individual artists from each discipline … to create a performance that enabled the audience to see the underlying forms of each individual’s work, in the context of a completely integral artwork.82



While Gehry’s work explores spatial complexities, often in juxtaposition, Childs’s work, essayist Susan Sontag remarked, is an “avoidance of cliché and anything disjunctive, fragmented.”83 Childs’s dances “organize patterns symmetrically, movement contrapuntally,” dance critic Sally Banes noted.84 Such an attention to pattern, relation and synthesis held promise of the trio’s creating a Gesamtkunstwerk—a total or integrated work of art, as coined by German composer and director Richard Wagner.85 That parts fit together and are synthesized and reinforce one another or some higher order result from conscious decisions. As presented in the second case study description at the conclusion of this chapter, Available Light exemplifies an encounter, between strangers (Childs, Gehry and composer John Adams), and a creative process characterized by their investment in becoming familiar with one another’s work generally, and with each person’s contribution specifically, to generate a fully synthesized performance. Today such synthesis is expected, a norm of collaborative processes and products. The synthesis is as much a conscious decision as taking the position to free the elements from one another—independent, co-existing, non-hierarchical. Lazar’s commission, as we shall see, was a direct critique of Merce Cunningham’s mode of collaboration.


[image: A visual representation of the spatial arrangement of the performance venue during specific parts of the show.]
Figure 0.3a–b. Isometric drawings of the space of Nearly Ninety during Part I and III (2009), Merce Cunningham and Benedetta Tagliabue—EMBT Architects, in the Brooklyn Academy of Music (BAM), Brooklyn. Drawing: Cristobal Flores.

Merce Cunningham’s collage approach was the outcome of one “key discovery” that he attributed to John Cage. Cage

didn’t like the idea of one art supporting another or one art depending on another. He liked the idea of independence and wondered if there were another way we could work separately to produce a work of music and dance.86



When first working without music, Cunningham stated, “it was difficult for me to do …. but at the same time there was marvelous excitement … it was very clear that this was a different way to act: not being dependent on the music but being equal to it.”87 Dance, music, lighting, costumes and environment were independently developed. Dance shared a defined space and time with sound by composers such as Cage, David Tudor and David Behrman and designed elements by Robert Rauschenberg and Jasper Johns, among others. This method not only allowed the individual artists to work freely within a limited set of constraints (time frames and stage dimensions) but also exemplified what theater and dance scholar Roger Copeland defines as a collage aesthetic:


[image: A visual representation of how the performance space was configured during Part IV of the event.]
Figure 0.3c. Isometric drawing of the space of Nearly Ninety, Part IV (2009), Merce Cunningham and Benedetta Tagliabue—EMBT Architects, in the Brooklyn Academy of Music (BAM), Brooklyn. Drawing: Cristobal Flores.


In the performing arts, collage is arguably the chief alternative to—indeed the very antithesis of—Wagner’s theory and practice of the Gesamtkunstwerk. Unlike the Gesamtkunstwerk, which exemplifies a hunger for wholeness, collage appeals to an age that has come to distrust claims of closure, ‘unity,’ and fixed boundaries.88



Copeland expanded this idea of the collage to include Cunningham’s assembly of dance excerpts as Events in museums and gallery spaces and his exploration with video and computer technologies as tools to fragment “finished” works, opening to continuous potential.89 Ironically, art critic Calvin Tomkins viewed Cunningham’s method as a pursuit of “a true synthesis of the arts,” impacting “the development of twentieth-century art.” While typically the separately developed sound, set and dance “come together only during the final rehearsals … curiously enough,” Tomkins observed, “this seemingly ‘blind’ form of collaboration does not engender catastrophes.”90 Cunningham’s circle of collaborators in the early years (1953–80) was deeply familiar of one another’s conceptual approaches and modes of practice; much could go unsaid within a shared milieu of creative practice.91 In contrast, in his collaboration on Nearly Ninety, discussed in the case studies later, his dance shared space and time with designs by people he never met before (Figure 0.3).



Methodology

Archi-choreographic experiments have arisen from collaborations aspiring towards Gesamtkunstwerk, from ones cultivating independence through collage and ones relating in other ways altogether. In this book, I map the field of archi-choreographic experiments through 40 case studies of works created over nearly four decades, selected from projects by established, emerging and critical architectural practices made in collaboration with choreographers who are similarly advancing practice and discourse in dance-making. While seeking potential case studies from across the globe, interdisciplinary collaborations with designed elements prove to be most common, highly promoted and well documented in affluent economies with supportive cultures. As a result, the majority of projects and thus candidates for inclusion were created or presented within urban centers in the USA (New York, Chicago, San Francisco), Western Europe (London, Paris, Frankfurt), Japan, Australia and Aotearoa-New Zealand. These are also cities and regions where I have spent significant time and have built networks in architectural and choreographic communities. While I have endeavored to include works from all continents and contacted practitioners in various parts of Central or South America, Africa, Asia and the Middle East, those geographic regions are woefully underrepresented or entirely absent from this volume. This lacuna points towards the need for continued research, and conceivably additional methods, to identify if and how collaborations are occurring in these contexts, the nature of the projects and the conditions that support and/or hinder them.

This book builds upon my research for and curating of The Collaborative Legacy of Merce Cunningham exhibition (2011–13).92 For Architecture and Choreography, I identified over 60 projects created through collaborations between architects and choreographers, expanded from the 8 included in the exhibition.
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		Figure 1.11 Milled furniture blocks, installed, Stephen Turk et al., Synchronous Objects (2009). Photo courtesy of Stephen Turk



		Figure 1.12a Video-still, The Dance Interface: An Interactive Interface for Exploring Synchronous Objects, Maria Palazzi, Norah Zuniga Shaw et al., Synchronous Objects (2009). Courtesy of Maria Palazzi (OSU) and Forsythe Productions



		Figure 1.12b Gallery installation view, including cuing scores (Palazzi and Zuniga Shaw), milled blocks (Turk), and projected and screen based video and interactive media, Maria Palazzi, Norah Zuniga Shaw, Stephen Turk et al., Synchronous Objects (2009). Image courtesy of Maria Palazzi (OSU) and Forsythe Productions



		Figure 1.12c Milled furniture blocks, installed, Stephen Turk et al., Synchronous Objects (2009). Photo courtesy of Stephen Turk



		Figure 1.12d Digital model of milled furniture blocks, installed, Stephen Turk et al., Synchronous Objects (2009). Image courtesy Stephen Turk



		Figure 1.12e Conceptual digital studies relating dancer-table relations, entablature figures and milled furniture blocks, Stephen Turk et al., Synchronous Objects (2009). Image courtesy of Stephen Turk



		Figure 2.1 Isometric drawing of the space of Anatomy of Sensation (2011), Wayne McGregor and John Pawson. Drawing: Estefanía Peña Pesqueira



		Figure 2.2 Isometric drawing of the space of Multiplicity. Forms of Silence and Emptiness (1999), Nacho Duato and Jaafar Chalabi. Drawing: Estefanía Peña Pesqueira



		Figure 2.3 Isometric drawing of the space of Silent Collisions (2003), Frédéric Flamand and Thom Mayne (Morphosis). Drawing: Estefanía Peña Pesqueira



		Figure 2.4 Isometric view of the space of ChoLon (2000), Kota Yamazaki and Toyo Ito. Drawing: Estefanía Peña Pesqueira



		Figure 2.5 Isometric view of the space of Origami (2006), Phillip Adams and Büro. Drawing: Estefanía Peña Pesqueira



		Figure 2.6 Isometric view of the space of Tomorrow (2013), Phillip Adams and Matthew Bird. Drawing: Estefanía Peña Pesqueira



		Figure 2.7 Performance view, performed by Paris Opera Ballet, Wayne McGregor and John Pawson, Anatomy of Sensation (2011). Photo: Richard Davies



		Figure 2.8a Performance view, performed by Paris Opera Ballet, showing dancers Marie-Agnès Gillot and Audric Bezard; Wayne McGregor and John Pawson, Anatomy of Sensation (2011). Photo: Ann Ray, courtesy of the Opéra de Paris



		Figure 2.8b Performance view with moiré screen, performed by Paris Opera Ballet, Wayne McGregor and John Pawson, Anatomy of Sensation (2011). Photo: Richard Davies



		Figure 2.8c Digital study models, triptych and lighting modulation, John Pawson, Anatomy of Sensation (2011)



		Figure 2.8d Performance view with prison projection, performed by Paris Opera Ballet, Wayne McGregor and John Pawson, Anatomy of Sensation (2011). Photo: Ann Ray, courtesy of the Opéra de Paris



		Figure 2.8e Digital study models with tubular furniture element (left) and projected light (right), John Pawson, Anatomy of Sensation (2011)



		Figure 2.9 Performance view, performed by the Compañía Nacional de Danza (CND), Nacho Duato and Jaafar Chalabi, Multiplicity. Forms of Silence and Emptiness (1999). Photo: Fernando Marcos



		Figure 2.10a–b Performance views, performed by Staatsballet Berlin (2015), Nacho Duato and Jaafar Chalabi, Multiplicity. Forms of Silence and Emptiness (1999). Photos: Fernando Marcos/Staatsballet Berlin



		Figure 2.10c Performance view, performed by the CND, Nacho Duato and Jaafar Chalabi, Multiplicity. Forms of Silence and Emptiness (1999). Photo: Fernando Marcos



		Figure 2.10d–e Performance views, performed by Staatsballet Berlin (2015), Nacho Duato and Jaafar Chalabi, Multiplicity. Forms of Silence and Emptiness (1999). Photos: Fernando Marcos/Staatsballet Berlin



		Figure 2.11 Performance view, city of Tamara, performed by Charleroi/Danses, Frédéric Flamand and Thom Mayne (Morphosis), Silent Collisions (2003). Photo: © Pino Pipitone



		Figure 2.12a Physical study models for Silent Collisions showing three cities/scenes, Thom Mayne and Morphosis, Silent Collisions (2003). Photos: Courtesy of Morphosis



		Figure 2.12b Performance view, city of Marozia, performed by Charleroi/Danses, Frédéric Flamand and Thom Mayne (Morphosis), Silent Collisions (2003). Photo: © Pino Pipitone



		Figure 2.12c Performance view, city of Tamara, performed by Charleroi/Danses, Frédéric Flamand and Thom Mayne (Morphosis), Silent Collisions (2003). Photo: © Pino Pipitone



		Figure 2.13 Rehearsal view, Part III: the mangrove, performed by rosy co., Kota Yamazaki and Toyo Ito & Associates, Architects (TIAA), ChoLon (2001). Photo: Makoto Yokomizo, courtesy of aat+mya/Toyo Ito & Associates, Architects (TIAA)



		Figure 2.14a–b Performance views, Part II: night in the empty city, performed by rosy co., Kota Yamazaki and Toyo Ito & Associates, Architects (TIAA), ChoLon (2001). Stills from video, courtesy of Kota Yamazaki



		Figure 2.14c–e Performance views, Part III: the mangrove, performed by rosy co., Kota Yamazaki and Toyo Ito & Associates, Architects (TIAA), ChoLon (2001). Stills from video, courtesy of Kota Yamazaki



		Figure 2.15 Performance view with dancers Clair Peters and Carlee Mellow, Phillip Adams (BalletLab) and Büro, Origami (2006). Photo: Jeff Busby, courtesy of BalletLab



		Figure 2.16a Origami detail, Phillip Adams (BalletLab) and Büro, Origami (2006). Photo: Dianna Snape, courtesy of Büro/BalletLab



		Figure 2.16b–c Performance views, performed by BalletLab, Phillip Adams (BalletLab) and Büro, Origami (2006). Photos: Jeff Busby, courtesy of BalletLab



		Figure 2.16d–e Performance views, performed by BalletLab, Phillip Adams (BalletLab) and Büro, Origami (2006). Photos: Jeff Busby, courtesy of BalletLab



		Figure 2.17 Performance view with dancer Matthew Day, Phillip Adams (BalletLab) and Matthew Bird, Tomorrow (2013). Photo: Peter Bennetts, courtesy of BalletLab



		Figure 2.18a Mojave Desert Installation with motorbike intruder, research for Tomorrow (2013), Phillip Adams (BalletLab) and Matthew Bird. Video Still: Matthew Bird, courtesy of Studiobird



		Figure 2.18b Planet Goff drawing for Tomorrow (2013), Matthew Bird. Courtesy of Studiobird



		Figure 2.18c Performance view with dancers Phillip Adams, Deanne Butterworth and Rennie McDougall; Phillip Adams (BalletLab) and Matthew Bird, Tomorrow (2013). Photo: Peter Bennetts, courtesy of BalletLab



		Figure 2.18d Pre-performance view, Phillip Adams (BalletLab) and Matthew Bird, Tomorrow (2013). Photo: Peter Bennetts, courtesy of BalletLab



		Figure 2.18e Performance view with dancers Phillip Adams, Deanne Butterworth, Matthew Day and Rennie McDougall; Phillip Adams (BalletLab) and Matthew Bird, Tomorrow (2013). Photo: Peter Bennetts, courtesy of BalletLab



		Figure 3.1 Isometric drawing of the space of We Know How To Order (2015), Asher Waldron/South Shore Drill Team and Bryony Roberts. Drawing: Estefanía Peña Pesqueira



		Figure 3.2 Isometric drawing of the space of Corpo Estraneo (2016), Melissa Lohman and Bryony Roberts. Drawing: Estefanía Peña Pesqueira



		Figure 3.3 Isometric drawing of the space of Out of Place (2012), Sharon Mansur and Ronit Eisenbach. Drawing: Estefanía Peña Pesqueira



		Figure 3.4 Isometric drawing of the space of Tongues of Stone (2011), Carol Brown and Dorita Hannah. Drawing: Estefanía Peña Pesqueira



		Figure 3.5 Isometric drawing of the space of Indigenous geometries (2019), Tanya Lukin Linklater and Tiffany Shaw-Collinge. Drawing: Estefanía Peña Pesqueira



		Figure 3.6 Isometric drawings of the spaces of Hombres en Circulo en el Hechizo del Tiempo (1999), La Vitrina and Rodrigo Tísi. Drawing: Estefanía Peña Pesqueira



		Figure 3.7 Performance view with the South Shore Drill Team; Bryony Roberts, Asher Waldron and the South Shore Drill Team, We Know How To Order (2015), CAB. Photo: Andrew Bruah



		Figure 3.8a Performance view with the South Shore Drill Team (SSDT); Bryony Roberts, Asher Waldron and the SSDT, We Know How To Order (2015), CAB. Photo: Andrew Bruah



		Figure 3.8b Performance view looking west, with the SSDT; Bryony Roberts, Asher Waldron and the SSDT, We Know How To Order (2015), CAB. Still from Video: Winterbeach Productions



		Figure 3.8c Score, Bryony Roberts, We Know How To Order (2015)



		Figure 3.8d Performance view with the SSDT; Bryony Roberts, Asher Waldron and the SSDT, We Know How To Order (2015), CAB. Photo: Andrew Bruah



		Figure 3.8e Proposal sketch, Bryony Roberts, We Know How To Order (2015)



		Figure 3.9 2009 workshop view with Procne (above), Philomel and dancers (below); Carol Brown and Dorita Hannah, Tongues of Stone (2011). Photo: Lauren Skogstad



		Figure 3.10a–d Performance views; top left, Procne at underground station; top right, Furies; lower left, Sloshy Woman; lower right, sisters Philomela and Procne; Carol Brown and Dorita Hannah, Tongues of Stone (2011). All photos: © Christophe Canato / Copyright Agency. Licensed by Artists Rights Society (ARS), New York, 2023



		Figure 3.10e Performance view with River Runners; Carol Brown and Dorita Hannah, Tongues of Stone (2011). Photo: © Christophe Canato / Copyright Agency. Licensed by Artists Rights Society (ARS), New York, 2023



		Figure 3.10f 2009 workshop view of ensemble; Carol Brown and Dorita Hannah, Tongues of Stone (2011). Photo: Lauren Skogstad



		Figure 3.11 Performance view from Pulpit, Sharon Mansur and Ronit Eisenbach, Out of Place (2012). Photo: Zachary Z Handler



		Figure 3.12a–c Performance views; top, connection/separation with Mansur pulling float; center, rope play; below, at water’s edge; Sharon Mansur and Ronit Eisenbach, Out of Place (2012). All photos: Zachary Z Handler



		Figure 3.12d Night view of glowing floats on Lake Anne, Sharon Mansur and Ronit Eisenbach, Out of Place (2012). Photo: Charlotte Geary



		Figure 3.12e Study of floats and ropes, hybrid drawing-montage, Ronit Eisenbach, Out of Place (2012). Courtesy of Ronit Eisenbach



		Figure 3.12f Floats and ropes: fabrication, in situ, night and day; Ronit Eisenbach, Out of Place (2012). Photos: left, Michael Fischer; center and right, Zachary Z Handler



		Figure 3.13 Site-specific performance rehearsal documentation with dancer Ceinwen Gobert; Tanya Lukin Linklater, A song, a felt structure: We are putting ourselves back together again (2019), … and other such stories, CAB. Photo: Courtesy of the artists and Catriona Jeffries



		Figure 3.14a–b Site-specific performance rehearsal documentation with dancers Ivanie Aubin-Malo, Ceinwen Gobert and musician Laura Ortman; Tanya Lukin Linklater, A song, a felt structure… (2019), … and other such stories, CAB. Photos: Courtesy of the artists and Catriona Jeffries



		Figure 3.14c View of the fabrication process by AllKinds Studio, Tanya Lukin Linklater and Tiffany Shaw-Collinge, Indigenous geometries (2019). Photo: AllKinds Studio, courtesy of the artists and Catriona Jeffries



		Figure 3.14d Installation view, Tanya Lukin Linklater and Tiffany Shaw-Collinge, Indigenous geometries (2019), My mind is with the weather, Oakville Galleries, CA. Photo: Courtesy of the artists and Catriona Jeffries



		Figure 3.14e Installation view (detail), Tanya Lukin Linklater and Tiffany Shaw-Collinge, Indigenous geometries (2019), My mind is with the weather, Oakville Galleries, CA. Photo: Courtesy of the artists and Catriona Jeffries



		Figure 3.15 Performance view (2013), La Vitrina, Rodrigo Tísi et al., Hombres en Círculo Durante el Hechizo del Tiempo (1999). Still from 2013 video: Sergio Palominos and Suiyen Kong, courtesy of La Vitrina



		Figure 3.16a Performance view with live feed projection (1999), La Vitrina, Rodrigo Tísi et al., Hombres en Círculo Durante el Hechizo del Tiempo (1999). Photo: Rodrigo Tisí



		Figure 3.16b–c Performance for camera on site (by Francisca Lizana), La Vitrina, Rodrigo Tísi et al., Hombres en Círculo Durante el Hechizo del Tiempo (1999). Photos: Rodrigo Tisí



		Figure 3.16d–f Performance views (2013), La Vitrina, Rodrigo Tísi et al., Hombres en Círculo Durante el Hechizo del Tiempo (1999). Stills from 2013 video: Sergio Palominos and Suiyen Kong, courtesy of La Vitrina



		Figure 3.17 Montage of choreographic plan over performance view, Bryony Roberts and Melissa Lohman, Corpo Estraneo (2016). Photo: Bryony Roberts



		Figure 3.18a Choreographic plans, Bryony Roberts, Corpo Estraneo (2016)



		Figure 3.18b Performance view, Bryony Roberts and Melissa Lohman, Corpo Estraneo (2016). Photo: Antonio Convista



		Figure 3.18c Performance view, Bryony Roberts and Melissa Lohman, Corpo Estraneo (2016). Photo: Claudia Pajewski



		Figure 3.18d–e Performance views, Bryony Roberts and Melissa Lohman, Corpo Estraneo (2016). Photos: Bryony Roberts



		Figure 4.1a–b Isometric drawings of the space of Triptych 0811 (2012); left, closed; right, open; Ella Fiskum and Serge von Arx. Drawings: Cristobal Flores



		Figure 4.2a–b Isometric drawings of the space of Spillout! (2006); left, context; right, detail; Ellen Sinopoli and Frances Bronet. Drawings: Cristobal Flores



		Figure 4.3 Isometric drawing of the space of Civic Mimic (2011), Richard Siegal, François Roche et al. Drawing: James J Richardson, Cristobal Flores



		Figure 4.4a–c Isometric drawings of the space of SHIKAKU (above); center, Part I; below, Part II (2004); Jo Kanamori and Tsuyoshi Tane. Drawings: Cristobal Flores



		Figure 4.5a–c Isometric drawings of the spaces of The Future of Work (2000) (above); center, Body/Work; below, Body/Work/Leisure (2000–02); Frédéric Flamand and Ateliers Jean Nouvel. Drawings: Di Lê, Cristobal Flores



		Figure 4.6a–c Isometric drawings of the space of the Bockenheimer Depot (2003–05); above, prioritizing public space; center, balancing public and performance space; below, prioritizing performance space; William Forsythe, Nikolaus Hirsch and Michel Müller. Drawings: James J Richardson, Cristobal Flores



		Figure 4.7 Performance view with Silas Henriksen (2013); Ella Fiskum and Serge von Arx, Triptych 0811 (2012). Photo: Serge von Arx



		Figure 4.8a Performance view with Ella Fiskum; Ella Fiskum and Serge von Arx, Triptych 0811 (2012). Still from Video: Nikolai Høgseth, courtesy of Ella Fiskum



		Figure 4.8b Performance views with Silas Henriksen; Ella Fiskum and Serge von Arx, Triptych 0811 (2012). Photo: Serge von Arx



		Figure 4.8c Performance view with Ella Fiskum and Ronni Le Tekrø; Ella Fiskum and Serge von Arx, Triptych 0811 (2012). Photo: Serge von Arx



		Figure 4.8d Performance view with, from left, Ella Fiskum, Svetlana Bednenko, Magnus Myhr and Ronni Le Tekrø; Ella Fiskum and Serge von Arx, Triptych 0811 (2012). Photo: Serge von Arx



		Figure 4.8e Performance view with Ella Fiskum and Ronni Le Tekrø; Ella Fiskum and Serge von Arx, Triptych 0811 (2012). Photo: Serge von Arx



		Figure 4.9 Performance view, extending beyond the structure, Ellen Sinopoli and Frances Bronet, Spillout! (2006). Photo: Gary Gold



		Figure 4.10a Performance view, performing inside, outside and elasticity, Ellen Sinopoli and Frances Bronet, Spillout! (2006). Photo: Gary Gold



		Figure 4.10b Performance view, extension and shadow-play, Ellen Sinopoli and Frances Bronet, Spillout! (2006). Photo: Gary Gold



		Figure 4.10c–d Performance views, Ellen Sinopoli and Frances Bronet, Spillout! (2006). Photos: Ellen Sinopoli Dance Company



		Figure 4.11 Performance view with Charleroi/Danses, Frédéric Flamand (Charleroi/Danses) and Jean Nouvel (Ateliers Jean Nouvel), Body/Work (2001). Photo: © Pino Pipitone



		Figure 4.12a–b Above, developed section of the arena; below, schematic plan drawing of the arena with projections, Ateliers Jean Nouvel, The Future of Work (2000). Courtesy of AJN



		Figure 4.12c Performance view with Charleroi/Danses, Frédéric Flamand and AJN, Body/Work/Leisure (2001–02). Photo: © Pino Pipitone.



		Figure 4.12d Performance view, Frédéric Flamand (with Charleroi/Danses) and AJN, The Future of Work (2000), EXPO2000. Photo: © Philippe Ruault



		Figure 4.12e Conceptual drawing-montage, Frédéric Flamand, The Future of Work (2000). Courtesy of Frédéric Flamand



		Figure 4.13 Performance view, Part I, Jo Kanamori and Tsuyoshi Tane, SHIKAKU (2004). Photo: Kishin Shinoyama



		Figure 4.14a Architectural model with scale figures, Tsuyoshi Tane, SHIKAKU (2004). Courtesy of Tsuyoshi Tane



		Figure 4.14b Conceptual design drawing, Tsuyoshi Tane, SHIKAKU (2004). Courtesy of Tsuyoshi Tane



		Figure 4.14c Performance view, Part I, Jo Kanamori and Tsuyoshi Tane, SHIKAKU (2004). Photo courtesy of Tsuyoshi Tane



		Figure 4.14d–e Performance views, Part II (above); Part I (below); Jo Kanamori and Tsuyoshi Tane, SHIKAKU (2004). Photos: Kishin Shinoyama



		Figure 4.15 Performance view, dancing above elevated platform, Richard Siegal, François Roche et al., Civic Mimic (2011). Photo: Hillary Goidell



		Figure 4.16a Performance view, flexing structure, Richard Siegal, François Roche et al., Civic Mimic (2011). Photo: Hillary Goidell



		Figure 4.16b Chaillot performance view, play among diners, Richard Siegal, François Roche et al., Civic Mimic (2011). Photo: New-Territories / R&Sie(n)



		Figure 4.16c Performance view, dancing under structure, Richard Siegal, François Roche et al., Civic Mimic (2011). Photo: Hillary Goidell



		Figure 4.16d Performance view, flexing structure, Richard Siegal, François Roche et al., Civic Mimic (2011). Photo: Hillary Goidell



		Figure 4.16e Digital plan view with dancers and diners, François Roche, R&Sie(n), Civic Mimic (2011). Courtesy of New-Territories / R&Sie(n)



		Figure 4.17 Performance space interior, William Forsythe, Nikolaus Hirsch and Michel Müller, Bockenheimer Depot (2003). Photo: Nikolaus Hirsch / Michel Müller



		Figure 4.18a Activated space: lectures, performances, concerts, workshops, lounging, meals, playtime; William Forsythe, Nikolaus Hirsch, Michel Müller et al., Bockenheimer Depot (2003–05). Photos: Nikolaus Hirsch / Michel Müller



		Figure 4.18b Above, modular furniture elements, elevation drawings and photographs of elements in situ; below, diagram of spatial configurations; Nikolaus Hirsch and Michel Müller, Bockenheimer Depot (2003). Photos: Nikolaus Hirsch / Michel Müller



		Figure 4.18c Performance space interior, William Forsythe, Nikolaus Hirsch and Michel Müller, Bockenheimer Depot (2003). Photo: Nikolaus Hirsch / Michel Müller



		Figure 4.18d–e Performance views of Wear (2004), William Forsythe (choreography, stage, lighting and costumes), in Bockenheimer Depot. Photos: Nikolaus Hirsch / Michel Müller



		Figure 5.1 Isometric drawing of the space of The World Upside Down (1990), Elisa Monte and TWBTA. Drawing: Di Lê, Cristobal Flores



		Figure 5.2 Isometric drawing of the space of Cover Boy (2011), Tere O’Connor and APTUM. Drawing: Di Lê, Cristobal Flores



		Figure 5.3 Isometric drawing of the space of California (2003), John Jasperse and Ammar Eloueini. Drawing: Di Lê, Cristobal Flores



		Figure 5.4 Isometric drawing of the space of The Truth 25x/Second (2010), Frédéric Flamand and Ai Weiwei. Drawing: Cristobal Flores



		Figure 5.5 Isometric drawing of the space of Triangle of the Squinches (2011), Alonzo King and Christopher Haas. Drawing: Cristobal Flores



		Figure 5.6 Isometric drawing of the space of The World to the Darkness and to Me (2013), Richard Siegal and Didier Faustino. Drawing: Cristobal Flores



		Figure 5.7 Performance view, Elisa Monte, TWBTA, et al., The World Upside Down (1990). Photo: Michael Moran, courtesy of TWBTA



		Figure 5.8a Sketches of performing design, marker on paper, TWBTA, The World Upside Down (1990). Courtesy of TWBTA



		Figure 5.8b–c Performance views, Elisa Monte, TWBTA, et al., The World Upside Down (1990). Photos: Michael Moran, courtesy of TWBTA



		Figure 5.8d Annotated scene studies using TWBTA model, Elisa Monte, The World Upside Down (1990). Courtesy of TWBTA



		Figure 5.8e Performance view, Elisa Monte, TWBTA, et al., The World Upside Down (1990). Photo: Michael Moran, courtesy of TWBTA



		Figure 5.9 Performance view, Tere O’Connor and APTUM, Cover Boy (2011). Photo: © 2023 Julieta Cervantes, courtesy of Tere O’Connor/APTUM



		Figure 5.10a Performance view, Tere O’Connor and APTUM, Cover Boy (2011). Photo: © 2023 Julieta Cervantes, courtesy of Tere O’Connor/APTUM



		Figure 5.10b Canopy, installed and viewed from above, APTUM, Cover Boy (2011). Photo: APTUM



		Figure 5.10c Performance view, Tere O’Connor and APTUM, Cover Boy (2011). Photo: © 2023 Julieta Cervantes, courtesy of Tere O’Connor/APTUM



		Figure 5.10d–e Above, detailed physical model; below, proof of concept physical model of canopy; APTUM, Cover Boy (2011). Courtesy of APTUM



		Figure 5.10f Digital drawing of canopy concept, fabrication and performance, APTUM, Cover Boy (2011). Courtesy of APTUM



		Figure 5.11 Performance view, Frédéric Flamand and Ai Weiwei, The Truth 25x/Second (2010). Photo: © Pino Pipitone



		Figure 5.12a Performance view, Frédéric Flamand and Ai Weiwei, The Truth 25x/Second (2010). Photo: © Pino Pipitone



		Figure 5.12b Performance view with live video feed, Frédéric Flamand and Ai Weiwei, The Truth 25x/Second (2010). Photo: © Pino Pipitone



		Figure 5.12c Performance view, with live-feed and pre-recorded video, Frédéric Flamand and Ai Weiwei, The Truth 25x/Second (2010). Photo: © Pino Pipitone



		Figure 5.12d Study model of performance environment (2009), Ai Weiwei Studio, The Truth 25x/Second (2010). Photo: Courtesy of Ai Weiwei Studio



		Figure 5.13 Performance view, John Jasperse and Ammar Eloueini, California (2003). Photo: © MCA Chicago, courtesy of John Jasperse



		Figure 5.14a–b Performance views, John Jasperse and Ammar Eloueini, California (2003). Photos: © MCA Chicago, courtesy of John Jasperse



		Figure 5.14c Performance view, John Jasperse and Ammar Eloueini, California (2003). Photo: © MCA Chicago, courtesy of John Jasperse



		Figure 5.14d Unfolded digital drawing of set, Ammar Eloueini/Digit-all Studio, California (2003). Courtesy of Ammar Eloueini/Digit-all Studio



		Figure 5.14e Disassembled set packed for transport, John Jasperse and Ammar Eloueini, California (2003). Photo: courtesy of Ammar Eloueini/Digit-all Studio



		Figure 5.15 Performance view, Part II, Alonzo King (Lines Ballet) and Christopher Haas, Triangle of the Squinches (2011). Photo: © RJ Muna



		Figure 5.16a–b Performance views, Part I (above); Part II (below); Alonzo King (Lines Ballet) and Christopher Haas, Triangle of the Squinches (2011). Photos: © Angela Sterling



		Figure 5.16c Performance view, Part I, Alonzo King (Lines Ballet) and Christopher Haas, Triangle of the Squinches (2011). Photo: © Angela Sterling



		Figure 5.16d Physical study models, above and center, with elastic; below with corrugated board, Christopher Haas, Triangle of the Squinches (2011). Photo: Christopher Haas



		Figure 5.17 Performance view with canopy above dancers, Richard Siegal and Didier Fiúza Faustino, The World to the Darkness and to Me (2013). Photo: © Thomas Aurin



		Figure 5.18a Performance view with lowered canopy and dancers, Richard Siegal and Didier Fiúza Faustino, The World to the Darkness and to Me (2013). Photo: Tilo Stengel



		Figure 5.18b Design drawing of the “flying carpet/canopy,” Didier Fiúza Faustino (Mésarchitecture), The World to the Darkness and to Me (2013). Courtesy of Mésarchitecture



		Figure 5.18c Performance view with audience-volunteers on stage, Richard Siegal and Didier Fiúza Faustino, The World to the Darkness and to Me (2013). Photo: Tilo Stengel



		Figure 5.18d Performance view with canopy above dancers, Richard Siegal and Didier Fiúza Faustino, The World to the Darkness and to Me (2013). Photo: © Thomas Aurin



		Figure 5.18e Performance view with grounded canopy and dancers, Richard Siegal and Didier Fiúza Faustino, The World to the Darkness and to Me (2013). Photo: Tilo Stengel



		Figure 6.1 Performance view, Jonah Bokaer and Harrison Atelier (HAt), Anchises (2010). Photo: courtesy of HAt



		Figure 6.2a–b Performance views, Jonah Bokaer and HAt, Anchises (2010). Photos: Ben Louis Nicholas, courtesy of HAt



		Figure 6.2c, e Dramaturgical structure story board, ink on paper, HAt, Anchise (2010). Courtesy of HAt



		Figure 6.2d Performance view, Jonah Bokaer and HAt, Anchises (2010). Photo: HAt



		Figure 6.3 Performance view with cubes as supports, Alito Alessi (DanceAbility), Frances Bronet et al., Don’t Leave Me (2013). Photo: Michael Kevin Daly



		Figure 6.4a Performance view with towers, Alito Alessi (DanceAbility), Frances Bronet et al., Don’t Leave Me (2013). Photo: Michael Kevin Daly



		Figure 6.4b Performance view, Alito Alessi, Frances Bronet et al., Don’t Leave Me (2013). Photo: Michael Kevin Daly



		Figure 6.4c Performance view with cubes as wall, Alito Alessi, Frances Bronet et al., Don’t Leave Me (2013). Photo: Michael Kevin Daly



		Figure 6.4d Performance view with cubes as extensions, Alito Alessi, Frances Bronet et al., Don’t Leave Me (2013). Photo: Michael Kevin Daly



		Figure 6.4e Performance view with large, rotated cube, Alito Alessi, Frances Bronet et al., Don’t Leave Me (2013). Photo: Michael Kevin Daly



		Figure 6.5 Performance view, Part II, Kota Yamazaki and SO-IL, OQ (2015). Photo: Tim Trumble, courtesy of Kota Yamazaki



		Figure 6.6a Photos of physical model testing un-weighted and two differing weighted states, SO-IL, OQ (2015). Courtesy of SO-IL



		Figure 6.6b Architectural section drawings, un-weighted and weighted states, SO-IL, OQ (2015). Courtesy of SO-IL



		Figure 6.6c Performance view, Part I, Kota Yamazaki and SO-IL, OQ (2015). Photo: Tim Trumble, courtesy of Kota Yamazaki



		Figure 6.6d–e Performance views, Part I (above); Part II (below); Kota Yamazaki and SO-IL, OQ (2015). Photos: Tim Trumble, courtesy of Kota Yamazaki



		Figure 6.6e Performance view, Part II, Kota Yamazaki and SO-IL, OQ (2015). Photo: Tim Trumble, courtesy of Kota Yamazaki



		Figure 6.7 Performance view at Carnegie Mellon University, Grisha Coleman, John Oduroe et al., echo::system ActionStation#2—The Desert (2008). Photo: Tim Frieze, courtesy of Grisha Coleman and John Oduroe



		Figure 6.8a–c Performance views at CMU; with sky circle (left); with audience (below); Grisha Coleman, John Oduroe et al., echo::system ActionStation#2—The Desert (2008). Photos: Tim Frieze, courtesy of Grisha Coleman and John Oduroe



		Figure 6.8d Performance view at YBCA, Grisha Coleman, John Oduroe et al., treadmill dreamtime running in place (2016). Photo: Robbie Sweeny



		Figure 6.8e Performance views at YBCA showing mudmen with treadmills, Grisha Coleman, John Oduroe et al., treadmill dreamtime running in place (2016). Photo: John Oduroe



		Figure 6.9 Performance view, Silas Riener, Harrison Atelier (HAt) et al., Veal (2013). Still from video: Nic Petry / Dancing Camera, courtesy of HAt



		Figure 6.10a–b Performance views; above left, veal bagpipes; below left, blastocyte harp; right, red tide; Silas Riener, Harrison Atelier (HAt) et al., Veal (2013). Photos: Ben Louis Nicholas, courtesy of HAt



		Figure 6.10c Design and fabrication of harp and bagpipe elements, HAt, Veal (2013). Photo: HAt, courtesy of HAt



		Figure 6.10d Performance view, Silas Riener, Harrison Atelier (HAt) et al., Veal (2013). Photo: Ben Louis Nicholas, courtesy of HAt



		Figure 6.10e Sketch of scenographic objects and dramaturgical arc, ink on paper, HAt, Veal (2013). Courtesy of HAt



		Figure 6.11 Performance view, Part III, Jonah Bokaer, Diller Scofidio + Renfro (DS+R) et al., Late Nights on Air (2018). Photo: Timothy Schenk, courtesy of DS+R



		Figure 6.12a Performance view, Part II, Jonah Bokaer, DS+R et al., Late Nights on Air (2018). Photo: Timothy Schenk, courtesy of DS+R



		Figure 6.12b Performance view with UR-10, Jonah Bokaer, DS+R et al., Late Nights on Air (2018). Photo: Timothy Schenk, courtesy of DS+R



		Figure 6.12c Performance view, Part II, with dancers Jonah Bokaer, Laura Gutierrez, James Koroni, Wendell Gray II, James McGinn, Zoltan Gresco, Szabi Pataki and Sara Procopio; Zalman Kelber (piano), Angela Chun and Jennifer Chun (violin); Jonah Bokaer, DS+R et al., Late Nights on Air (2018). Photo: Timothy Schenk, courtesy of DS+R



		Figure 6.12d–e Performance views with UR-10, Jonah Bokaer, DS+R et al., Late Nights on Air (2018). Photos: Timothy Schenk, courtesy of DS+R



		Figure 7.1 Isometric view of the space of Available Light (2015), Lucinda Childs and Frank O Gehry, Walt Disney Concert Hall, Los Angeles, CA. Drawing: Cristobal Flores



		Figure 7.2 Isometric view of the space of Deep Blue Sea (2021), Bill T Jones/Arnie Zane Company, Diller Scofidio + Renfro (DS+R) et al., Park Avenue Armory, NYC, NY. Drawing: Cristobal Flores



		Figure 7.3 Performance view in the Walt Disney Concert Hall, Lucinda Childs, Frank O Gehry (Gehry Partners) and John Adams, Available Light (2015). Photo: Craig T Mathew, courtesy of the Los Angeles Philharmonic Association



		Figure 7.4a–b Performance views in the Walt Disney Concert Hall, Lucinda Childs, Frank O Gehry (Gehry Partners) and John Adams, Available Light (2015). Photos: Craig T Mathew, courtesy of the Los Angeles Philharmonic Association



		Figure 7.4c Performance view in the Walt Disney Concert Hall, Lucinda Childs, Frank O Gehry (Gehry Partners) and John Adams, Available Light (2015). Photo: Craig T Mathew, courtesy of the Los Angeles Philharmonic Association



		Figure 7.4d Physical study model, Gehry Partners, Available Light (2015). © Frank O Gehry; courtesy of Gehry Partners, LLP



		Figure 7.5 Rehearsal view with the company and community participants, Bill T Jones/Arnie Zane Company, Diller Scofidio + Renfro (DS+R) et al., Deep Blue Sea (2020), Park Avenue Armory. Photo: Ike Edeani



		Figure 7.6a Performance view with Bill T Jones; Bill T Jones/Arnie Zane Company, DS+R, et al., Deep Blue Sea (2021), Park Avenue Armory. Photo: Brett Beyer, courtesy of DS+R



		Figure 7.6b Performance view with the company and community participants; Bill T Jones/Arnie Zane Company, DS+R, et al., Deep Blue Sea (2021), Park Avenue Armory. Photo: Stephanie Berger Photography, courtesy of Park Avenue Armory



		Figure 7.6c Performance view with the company; Bill T Jones/Arnie Zane Company, DS+R, et al., Deep Blue Sea (2021), Park Avenue Armory. Photo: Brett Beyer, courtesy of DS+R



		Figure 7.6d–e Performance views with the company, Bill T Jones/Arnie Zane Company, DS+R, et al., Deep Blue Sea (2021), Park Avenue Armory. Photos: Brett Beyer, courtesy of DS+R
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