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ABSTRACT

The relationship between participation and architecture has been discussed for more
than fifty years, along with human-oriented design approaches. Scientists from the
field of architecture and other related disciplines have been tackling the concept of
participatory architecture and its various aspects through several methods and
theories. This thesis aims to present a model by setting forth multiple dimensions of
participatory architecture. The purpose of this model is to evaluate participatory
architecture, making use of a multi-dimensional perspective to participatory
architecture practices.

Individuals need to have a certain level of say in the emergence of the place where
they spend their daily lives, state their ideas and requests, and experience the space
they use to take ownership of the area and establish a bond. It is an accepted fact
that the user exists not as a subject but as an object within the architectural product
produced in conventional architecture and construction processes. However,
architectural figures, groups, and collectives also produce products applying
alternative models contrary to these processes. Architectural forms that offer
examples by adopting understandings that incorporate users through various tactics,

methods and designs can be seen in different geographies.

This thesis study focuses on the projects that incorporate users in processes through
alternative architectural products. The thesis study model searches for the potentials,
opportunities, and threats in participatory architecture. In this context, the
theoretical and practical background of the literature research was carried out
primarily to understand the concept of participation and its dimensions related to
architecture. The inferences made here reveal the multiple dimensions of
participatory architecture. These dimensions are levels and processes, players and

participation techniques.

The study addresses the applied processes conducted by the Solidarity Architecture

Exhibition Groups (SAEX) that have compiled alternative architecture practices
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employed in Turkey in recent years. Conducted by quantitative techniques, the
thesis uses a summative evaluation methodology. It builds a three-stage model for
method of analysis. Participation ladder analysis (1), stakeholder typology analysis
(2) and participatory technigques analysis (3) have helped interpret the architecture
activities carried out with participants. In light of the evaluation, this thesis
discusses the issue of participatory architecture using various observations made in
the processes. This discussion describes a guiding method for participatory
architecture. Data collected from primary and secondary sources are tested using a
structured evaluation form to carry out the analysis. The structured evaluation form
IS a systematic examination that questions the existence of the specified parameters.
The resulting findings provide information about the strengths and weaknesses of
participatory architecture and its place in the Turkish world of architecture. The
participant discusses architecture in the light of various inferences observed in the
evaluation processes. This discussion describes a guiding participatory method of

architecture.

Chapter 1 provides detailed information on the problems, hypothesis, research
questions, aims of the research, the scope of the research, and the methods used to
conduct the research. Chapter 2 describes the concept of participation and its
relations with architecture as a profession based on theoretical and practical studies.
Chapter 3 describes the methodology of the study, the level and process
relationship, players and participation methods described as multiple dimensions of
participation are classified based on references from the literature. A new analysis
model is introduced according to this classification. In line with the parameters
determined by the three-stage analysis method, data collection criteria from primary
and secondary sources related to the production of SAEX groups determined as case
studies are specified within the scope of the study. Chapter 4 focuses on the data
collected in 28 projects of the SAEx groups in line with the parameters determined
in the previous chapter and various findings collected applying the three-stage
analysis method. The results obtained are based on these findings. The last chapter
discusses the relationship between participation and architecture, first in SAEx and
then in Turkey and the global context, in the light of findings and results.
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OZET

Katilim ve mimarlik iligkisi, insan odakli tasarim yaklasimlar ile birlikte yarim asr1
askin bir siiredir tartisitlmaktadir. Katilimer mimarlik; mimarhik ve ilgili
disiplinlerden bilim insanlar1 tarafindan c¢esitli yontem ve teoriler ile farkli
boyutlariyla ele alinmaktadir. Tez ¢aligmasi katilimec1 mimarhigin ¢oklu boyutlarini
tanimlayarak bir model ortaya koymay1 hedefler. Bu model, katilimci mimarlik

pratiklerine belirli bakis acis1 getirerek degerlendirme yapmayi amaglamistir.

Bireyin, gilindelik yasantisin1 gecirdigi mekanin ortaya cikis siirecinde belirli bir
diizeyde soz sahibi olmasi, fikir ve talep beyan etmesi ve deneyimlemesi kullandig:
mekani sahiplenmesi ve bag kurmasi a¢isindan énemlidir. Alisilagelmis mimarlik ve
insa siireclerinde kullanicinin, 6zne olarak degil, iiretilen mimarlik {iriinii igerisinde
nesne olarak var oldugu kabul edilmis bir gergekliktir. Ancak bu siireglerin aksine
alternatif modeller ile iretimler gerceklestiren mimarlik figiirleri, gruplar ve
kolektifleri de bulunmaktadir. Cesitli taktik, yontem ve kurgular ile kullaniciy1 dahil
eden anlayislar1 benimseyerek Ornekler veren mimarlik bigimleri farkli

cografyalarda belirir.

Tez calismasi alternatif mimarlik iiretimleri ile katilimciyr siireclere dahil eden
caligmalara odaklanir. Ortaya koydugu model ile katilimc1 mimarlik siireglerinin
icinde barindirdig1 potansiyelleri, imkanlar1 ve tehditleri aramay1 hedeflemistir. Bu
baglamda oncelikle katilim kavrami ve mimarlik ile iligkili boyutlarin1 anlamaya
yonelik literatiir arastirmasi yapilmis, teorik ve pratik arka plani okunmustur.
Buradan yapilan ¢ikarimlar ile katilimc1 mimarligin ¢oklu boyutlart ortaya konmus
ve degerlendirme parametreleri belirlenmistir. Bu boyutlar diizey and siireg iliskisi,

aktorler ve katilim teknikleridir.

Calisma, Tiirkiye’de son yillarda yapilan alternatif mimarlik pratiklerini bir araya
getiren Dayanisma Mimarlhigr Sergisi gruplarmin yliriittiigi uygulamali siiregleri
degerlendirme modelinde ele alir. Niceliksel yontemler ile yiiriitillen c¢aligmada

ozetleyici bir degerlendirme metodolojisi kullanilmistir. Ug¢ asamali bir analiz
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yontemi modeli olusturur. Katilim diizey analizi (1), paydas tipoloji analizi (2) ve
katilim teknikleri analizi (3) ile siireclerde katilimcilar ile yiiriitilen mimarlik
faaliyetleri yorumlanmistir. Analiz ¢alismasin1 yapmak adina birincil ve ikincil
kaynaklardan toplanan bilgiler, yapilandirilmis degerlendirme formu ile sinanir.
Yapilandirilmis  degerlendirme formu belirlenen parametrelerinin = varligini
sorgulayan sistematik bir inceleme striiktiiriidiir. Ortaya cikan bulgular, bizlere
katilimcr mimarligin giliglii ve zayif yonleri ile Tiirkiye mimarlik ortamindaki yeri
hakkinda cesitli bilgiler verir. Katilime1 mimarlik meselesini, degerlendirme
1s181nda, siireclerde gozlemlenen ¢esitli ¢ikarimlar ile tartisir. Bu tartisma yol

gosterici bir katilimc1 mimarlik yontemi tarifler.

Tez galismasinin birinci boliimiinde problem, hipotez, arastirma sorusu, kavramsal
cergevesi, tezin amaci, hedefi, kapsami ve arastirma yontemi ile ilgili agiklamalara
yer verilmistir. Ikinci boliim teorik ve pratik arka planda katilm kavrami ve
mimarlik eylemi ile olan iliskisini tarifler. Ugiincii boliimde ¢alismanin metodolojisi
tariflenmistir. Katilimciligin ¢coklu boyutlari olarak tariflenen diizey ve siireg iliskisi,
aktorler ve katilim yontemleri literatiirden atiflar ile smiflandirilmistir. Bu
siiflandirmadan yeni bir analiz modeli ortaya konmustur. Uc¢ asamali analiz
yontemi ile belirlenen parametreler dogrultusunda ¢alisma kapsaminda alan
caligmasi olarak belirlenen Dayanisma Mimarlig1 Sergisi gruplariin liretimlerine
iliskin birincil ve ikincil kaynaklardan veri toplama kriterleri belirtilmistir.
Dordiincii boliimde ise bir onceki boliimde belirlenen parametreler dogrultusunda
gruplara ait 28 projeden veriler toplanmis ve ii¢ asamali analiz yontemi ile ¢esitli
bulgular edinilmistir. Bu bulgular ile sonuglar elde edilmistir. Son bdliimde ise
bulgular ve sonuglar 151831nda 6nce gruplar 6zelinde ve Tiirkiye ile kiiresel dlgekte

katilim ve mimarlik iligkisi tartisilmistir.
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1. CHAPTER
INTRODUCTION

In democracies, individuals have the right to have a say on the characteristics of
spaces where they live. After the year 2000, urban and spatial movements
considerably accelerated, particularly in developing countries that base their
economy on the construction and related sectors such as Turkey. These movements
consider users (citizens) an object. These architectural products that replace users as
a subject emerge due to the abstract and non-abstract production of various experts
as per the decisions of authorities, administrative units and investors. In public or
private sphere, users are expected to conduct their daily activities in a space that is
an already finished product. This brings along spaces and urban pieces which do not

meet the demands of users who do not feel they belong there.

It is possible for users to have a say on the spatial issues targeting their needs. Users
can play a role in the production of spaces thanks to the opportunities offered by the
relationship between the concept of participation and architecture. Working with the
user as the subject in architectural production makes the overall process more
meaningful. Understanding users; using their demands as an input to the design
process conducted in accordance with their needs, desires and dreams; and getting
feedback and views from them help create spaces that users can experience with a

sense of ownership.

Reducing the issue of participation in architecture processes to a narrow framework

such as a mere statement of opinion by users would not be the right approach. The



issue should be addressed from a broad perspective, with its multiple dimensions
and layers. In this context, this thesis aims to explore the relationship between the
concept of participation and architecture and present a model that will guide the
potential future studies though several conclusions. In line with this objective, it is
necessary to set forth, at the outset, the multiple dimensions of the relationship
between participation and architecture and establish a conceptual framework to

evaluate and discuss the model.

1.1. Hypothesis of the study

This thesis has been shaped based on the hypothesis “A systematic examination of
participatory architectural production with all of its components is possible with a
multi-dimensional evaluation model”. Therefore, some research questions were used
to determine the different dimensions to be covered by this thesis and structure it to

present an evaluation based on several case studies.

1.2. Research Questions

The thesis study follows a systematic approach by looking for answers to the below

mentioned questions.

« What kind of a model can we use to evaluate products of participatory

architecture?

» Which criteria and parameters are decisive in the participatory architecture

evaluation model?



» How can the evaluation model be analyzed as per the applied participatory

architecture studies, with its parameters?

* In light of the outcomes, what kind of a roadmap can the model describe for us

in terms of participatory architecture production?

1.3. Conceptual Framework of the study

The right approach would be to lay out the basic concepts first and build the
interactions between them to evaluate the relationship between participation and
architecture. According to Jenkins (2010), all comparative or evaluation studies
require the completion of some kind of an analytical framework with key concepts
to structure the study. In this context, the following questions can be considered as

key concepts in a study on the relationship between architecture and participation:

» What is understood by participation?

« How is this conceived of in the context of the architecture process? (Jenkins,

2010)

A framework needs to be identified to seek the answers to these questions. The way
in which participatory architecture is addressed can vary from a methodological
point of view. The triggers and the way in which production processes emerge, can
differ. In addition, the number of participants can be lower or higher. All of these
are possible. These possibilities give way to unique processes. What is of the
essence here is to organize processes while certain dimensions are lacking without

asking these questions and evaluate.



In dictionaries, the word participation is generally defined as the act of “taking part
in” an event or activity. But who are the three different types of “participants” in

architecture processes? Jenkins (2010) defines them as follows:

« the architect and other design professionals,
 the client who commissions the building,

« the users of the building and -the general public who are exposed to the building

in some form or other.

Thus, it is generally acceptable that the architect and other professionals play an
active role in architecture processes. Client participation is also considered normal
in some processes. However, a process of more extended participation is obviously
necessary. Thus, the following question should be asked: “how can different
participants participate?” Jenkins (2010) defines the forms of participation in these

three extended categories:

« Providing information, which is basically a one-way flow, from the professional
to the client, user group or wider public.

« Consultation, which is essentially a two-way flow between professionals and
clients, users and the wider public.

« Some form of negotiated/shared decision-making between professionals and
clients, users and the wider public.

How can wider forms of social participation be envisaged within the architecture
process? As defined in the Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA) Plan of
Work, processes can be simplified as ‘related to the design stages’, ‘related to the

construction stage’, ‘related to the post-completion stage’. These initial definitions



by Jenkins allow a three-dimensional analytical framework (for e.g. see Fig. 1.1) to

be created (Jenkins, 2010).

« The nature of the participant; client, user and wider public,

« The form of participation; information, consultation and decision-making

Stages of the architectural process; design, construction and post-completion.

Inform \. \\
\ ~
\
Consult \\ \\
Decide \' \\
T~
Design
Construction \ \\
Post completion
Client User Public

Figure 1.1: 3D Analytical Framework of participation in architecture (Jenkins, 2010)

However, as shown in the figure, an over-simplified framework carries certain risks.
Therefore, the analytical framework should allow mapping to adjust to different
situations. Jenkins (2010) defines the other key concepts to be evaluated in different

contexts, as follows:

« different philosophical bases for participation as the basis for understanding
value judgements,

 the role of ‘supply’ and ‘demand’ in participation,



the relationship between process and product,

the way value is determined,

the link between participation and different building types,

the differences between participatory ‘techniques’ and ‘tools’.

The connections between the theories developed with different perspectives on the
relationship between participation and architecture define the conceptual framework
in different stages. The evolution of different aspects of participatory architecture
and the potential developments in the field define new production models for us.
These models are diverse. Diversity enriches the environment of architecture. In
addition, an environment of multi-stakeholder architectural production emerges as

an alternative way of production.

The level-process relationship based on Arnstein’s ladder theory seeking to identify
the level of participation constitutes the first stage of the conceptual framework.
Stage 1 seeks to identify a level in Arnstein’s (1969) ladder for four phases
(decision making, design, implementation and use) of the process that are defined in
the applied participatory architecture studies conducted by the groups on which this

thesis focuses.

Afrassiabi (1985) and van Randen (1985) define the actors of participatory
architecture. The involvement of stakeholders and the relationships they build add
value to architectural activities. The role played by the user in the process and the
position and the approach of the designer must be explored. Contributions of

administrative units and supporting actors to the process on different levels create a



multi-stakeholder environment of architectural production. Thesis explores at length
the involvement of different actors that it defines on a large scale to observe the
network to which the practice of applied participatory architecture expands.
Analyzing the involvement of other stakeholders and their relationships with
designers and users as main actors, this step is defined as Stage 2 in the conceptual

framework.

Every participatory architecture process is unique. It is necessary to plan the process
and establish a program and an organizational chart to conduct a healthy process of
applied participatory architecture production. Stakeholders involved in the process
have different roles. Their level of knowledge, skill and contribution differs. The
architecture process requires a certain level of knowledge and background. The
relationship to be built with stakeholders who have never experienced this process
(users) actually attaches a great deal of responsibility to other stakeholders such as

designers and administrative units.

It is necessary to obtain quantitative data on the user and the target group, organize
meetings to understand them and seek ways to communicate. Design collaboration
techniques and strategies help establish communication between professionals and
users. It is only possible to speak the same language and cover some ground if a
strong channel of communication is established in an environment of trust.
Technical collaboration, especially in the decision-making and implementation
phases of the process, constitutes a solid step towards construction. Designers and

experts from engineering disciplines are required to turn ideas in mind to concrete



steps. Other steps needed to meet financial and economic requirements necessitate
the involvement of different experts and supporters. Communication between these
stakeholders and users through information-sharing activities and feedback in
different phases points the process in a certain direction. Stage 3 is a method
incorporated into evaluation to question various methods, techniques and strategies
in this process whose focal point is the user while all stakeholders participate in the

organization at certain levels.
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Figure 1.2: Map of relationships between concepts

Based on these definitions, this thesis

» Explores different theories generated on the relationship between participation
and architecture,

« Seeks the relationship between the levels and processes of participatory
architecture,

» Discusses the role of the architect, the user element and the public aspect and
observes the existence of a relationship between the architect and other actors,

» Questions the use of participation techniques and methods.



1.4. Aim of the study

This thesis study aims to investigate and evaluate the forms of relationship
established between the phenomenon of participation and the action of architecture
in various dimensions. Architecture and its processes require complex and long-
lasting actions. Different players participate in these actions at certain levels in
different processes. Individuals who are users in the process, from the decision-
making processes to implementing the act of building, which is a professional
endeavor, are ignored and not included in the process. However, when the
relationship between participation and architecture is taken together, the user
becomes part of the process at a certain level, actively or passively. At this point,
one of the purposes of the thesis study is to understand the level of involvement of
the users. It is very important to understand the origins of events in the context of

place and to observe the triggering elements in small-scale and collective initiatives.

The players of architectural processes are diverse and demonstrate a heterogeneous
distribution. Individuals who design, guide, approve, undertake, support, and use the
work in various processes and forms are involved. Another goal of the thesis study
is to look for relationships between players at this point. The existence and roles of
the user, designer and guiding public, which are the subjects focused on, should be
examined in the light of participation and architectural relationship. It also aims to

identify secondary stakeholders who encourage, facilitate and support.

There is a language difference between expert groups who are professionals under

normal circumstances and users who do not have any opinions or dreams about
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architectural production methods. There may be differences between the perspective
of the society and the perspective developed by experts who make public, design,
technical and socio-economic valuations with a wider approach during the decision-
making phase. It should be underlined that there is a need to follow a path in which
the interests of the society are taken into consideration at this point. The architecture
itself requires its own language and skills, especially in the design process. The act
of designing that takes place in the mind and pen of the expert is usually an
individual, subjective and technical process. In addition, the application phase is a
special, closed, complex and risky area of specialty that requires know-how
accumulation. It is necessary to develop various methods, tactics, games and
activities to involve the individual who is a user in these processes. Thus, by finding
a common language, designs can be developed in line with various ideas and
decisions supported by strong communication, and these can be applied together
with the user. The aim is to understand the technigues by examining the studies

made in the literature and presenting a form of inquiry in the model.

The parameters, criteria and concepts related to participatory architecture should be
defined to evaluate this production. The main objective is to set forth the multi-
dimensional layers of participation and architecture based on some inferences drawn
from theoretical and applied studies. The conceptual framework determined by
multi-dimensional layers presents an Evaluation Model for Participatory
Architecture (EMPArch). The EMPArch was applied to the projects included in the

Solidarity Architecture Exhibition (SAEX) and discussed within fieldwork. A multi-
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layered evaluation of participatory architecture studies led to the relative general

results.

1.5. Scopes of the study

The objectives of this thesis are:

« To set forth the concepts analyzing the relationship between participation and
architecture,

« Todraw a certain evaluation model framework based on these concepts,
measure the levels of participation and link the levels to processes,

« To observe stakeholders and relationship networks,

» To analyze participation techniques in architecture.

1.6. Content of the study

Uzer underlines that Hamdi describes the role played by informality in urban life
through the gradually increasing superiority of small-scale projects over large-scale
ones. He states that the bottom-up impact of self-organizing systems are effective in
creating larger and more meaningful changes (Hamdi, 2013 as cited in Uzer, 2017).
Within this context, the scope of this thesis covers the products of local-scale
participatory architecture that are self-triggering and self-organizing, the theories
that feed the concepts related to evaluation and some applied studies. It defines
certain concepts by drawing inferences from the discourses on theories. It aims to
make an evaluation through the model presented by the framework drawn by the
concepts. This model is limited to the examination and evaluation of 28 projects

produced by Architecture for All, Assembly of Architects, Historic Yedikule
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Gardens, Another Kind of Workshop, Kuzguncuk Gardens, Duzce Hope Studio and
Plankton Project who have brought together their products produced with various
scales, stakeholders and techniques in different spaces in Turkey with a collective
consciousness under the name of Solidarity Architecture Exhibition; and the

discussion of the project-specific and generic results.
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Figure 1.3: Content diagram of the study

The second part of the thesis study examines the concept of participation and its
relationship with architecture. In this context, Chapter 2 first discusses the action of
architecture and the place of the designer, user and public, who are the fundamental
players of the action of architecture. Lefebvre's theory on the place is explained

based on the user-designer dimension (Lefebvre, 1974). This chapter also includes
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opinions and discourses on the concept of participation. Skeptical approaches to the
concept of participation and the concept of participation in the current architectural
environment are conveyed from a critical point of view. The relationship of the
concept of participation with architecture is examined within its environment
through examples of historical development and relationship with practice.
Theoretical and practical discourses and productions are used in the Literature
Review section. Finally, the methods and models developed for evaluating

participatory architecture are explained.

Chapter 3 focuses on the model EMPArch created for participatory architecture
analysis. The methodological operation of this model is described. A systematic
method of analyzing data collected from primary and secondary sources is
developed. Levels and processes are defined as multiple dimensions of participation,
and players and participation techniques are explained. After explaining the general
structure of the dimensions described in this section and their classification in the
literature, it is stated how the dimensions are handled in the model and how they
work. In line with this method, a scoring system is developed consisting of
Exists/Does not exist (exists (2), partially exists (1) and does not exist (0)) for the

comparison of project data through a structured evaluation form.

Chapter 4 focuses on an evaluation made using EMPArch model through SAEX
groups. The project, which constitutes examples of applied participatory
architecture produced by the groups, is analyzed in accordance with the three-stage

parameters defined in Chapter 3. For this analysis, various groups were contacted,
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information was obtained by e-mail, and these groups were asked to fill out the
structured information form. a workshop was also observed. Thus, primary
resources were collected. In addition, the book of Solidarity Architecture Exhibition
(2017), web and social media pages of the groups and various articles were used as
secondary sources. Various findings were obtained as a result of the analysis studies

carried out on the collected data.

The thesis study discusses the place of the phenomenon of participation through the
results of the findings of Chapter 5 primarily in the SAEX groups and in the
architectural environment of Turkey. Moreover, it also offers foresight by
discussing the relationship between the conventional forms of architecture and the
user as a subject on a global scale through level and process, players and techniques,
which are defined as dimensions of architecture. This foresight offers us guidance in

the studies to be carried out on participatory architecture.

1.7. Significance of the study

A literature review in light of scientific data shows us the contribution of many
theoretical and applied studies on participation and architecture to the academic
environment. The evaluation model presented through the conceptual framework of
the thesis which is fed by currently valid theories set forth in the past and the
inferences drawn from implementation will set an example for future studies on
participatory architecture within its original structure proposal. The original
evaluating model and the criteria within can play a guiding role for the planning and

organization of future participatory architecture studies.
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1.8. Research Methodology

The evaluation model presented through the conceptual framework of the thesis
which is supported by theories that maintain their relevance today and interferences
drawn from implementation sets forth a model which consists three-stage research
analysis. The research analysis is made up of a level analysis investigating the level
or participation and the existence of participatory processes in the first stage; an
actor analysis questioning the diversity of stakeholders involved in the process in
the second stage and a method analysis exploring the participation techniques and
approaches used in the study in the third stage. The thesis was conducted with a
quantitative method. It was conducted in the form of an evaluation research as
observed in literature. The case studies were evaluated based on certain standards

and criteria from a summative evaluation perspective.
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Figure 1.4: Research methodology of the study
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The first part of the thesis study explained the hypothesis, research quesitions,
conceptual framework, aim, scope, content, and research method. In this context,
Chapter 1 defined the evaluation dimensions of participation which relations with
architecture on conceptual framework. Furthermore, on introduction part, thesis

clarified the target of research in general.

2. CHAPTER
PARTICIPATION CONCEPT

According to Cornwall (2002) participation does not occur in void. It is affected and
shaped by a series of social and contextual factors. The social and historical context
of participation as well as its relationship with politics and today’s urban
reconstruction strategies are affected and shaped by each other. Cornwall (2002)
defines participation “as a contextualized practice”. Within this context, this thesis
is in a quest where it questions and evaluates the holistic relationship between
today’s dynamics social, economic, cultural and technological dynamics and
architecture. In this quest, the right approach would be to first understand the issue
of participation and the related concepts and then to evaluate and comment on it at
the intersection of architecture. Therefore, the concept of participation needs to be

elaborated.

Individuals’ right to make their voices heard by getting involved in certain networks
is among their most basic rights. The Turkish Language Association (TDK) defines
the concept of participation as “the act of participating and joining and

stakeholdership” (S6zliik, 2005). In addition, the word participate in Turkish
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(katilma) comes from the same root as the concept of participation (katilim) and it is
defined as “the process of entering into a social situation through communication or
common actions, joining” (Sozliik, 2005). In English, the word “participation” is
derived from the root “part-"" and it means being a part of something or sharing. In
the social sciences dictionary, the concept of participation is explained as
“contribution of people who will directly or indirectly be affected by a decision, to
one, more or all of the processes of preparing, ripening, taking and implementing

that decision, in line with their abilities” (Demir & Acar, 1992).

Thinking of participation within the context of users’ daily life will help us better
understand how the issue of participation is conceptualized. As Cornwall puts it,
understanding participation as a contextualized practice requires positioning it as per
true political, social, cultural and historical factors and understanding approaches
that determine the places where participation occurs (Cornwall, 2002). The concept
cannot be detached from the cultural and social values of the society in the place

where participation occurs.

The concept of participation is a not a one-way but a mutual and/or multi-
dimensional action that is created by establishing relationships among individuals in
a society. The act of participating is an existential situation. It is a shadow of an
individual’s existence. An individual, consciously or unconsciously, joins or
participates in numerous activities and relationship networks in their daily life

(Hacialibeyoglu, 2013). Electing local or central governments or taking decisions in
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line with certain ideas in a neighborhood or a building can mean participating in a

consensus or objection.

von Busch (2018) states that participation in architecture and urban planning was
generally permitted to happen in a small space left by decision-makers as an air
pocket so that citizens can play. In this context, we encounter the use of
participation as a political tool, as a tokenist way to which the authority resorts to

maintain its dominance.

Participation is not a practice that is demanded by only those who have a real say on
architecture in urban areas. Participation also attracts politicians’ fantasies and
hopes (White, 1996; as cited in Cornwall, 2008). In today’s politics, participation
discourses are an important tool used for driving politicians forward in the political

Scene.

There are some interconnected reasons behind why politicians in national and local
governments and users/participants think that participation is necessary. The fact
that both governments and users/participants think that participation is necessary,

has inter-connected reasons. These reasons are as follows:

1. Participation is considered a way for increasing the transparency of democratic
institutions by directly engaging the society in the decisions that affect their daily

lives (Beetham et al., 2008).
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2. It is believed that engaging the individuals of a society in decision-making
processes and bringing them together around a common interest will empower them

and help build unity in a society (Foot, 2009).

3. Participation is considered a tool to improve public services and provide efficient

services to meet the needs of the society (Duffy, 2007).

4. Participation is associated with a series of personal benefits for individual
participants ranging from the satisfaction of being engaged in an activity to an
increase in leadership and learning skills, from personal development to a boost in

self-respect (Popay et al., 2007).

In this context, participation is associated with “a society with social justice,
efficient public services and confident citizens ” (Beetham et al., 2008) and

considered as the manifestation of active citizenship (Brannan et al., 2006).

The concept of participation exists in various dimensions, scales and types in the
daily life of an individual in a society. Ok defines the concept of participation as the
contributions we make to the environment where we spend our daily life at the
micro-level and as the active support or the opposing view to the decisions of
central and local governments at the macro-level (Ok, 1985, as cited in
Hacialibeyoglu, 2013). Participation is the ensemble of the dialectical relationships
of a positive or negative, supporting or opposing nature that an individual builds
with their environment in various ways. It occurs in various dimensions and scales

as spontaneous reactions in daily life or organized behaviors (Hacialibeyoglu,
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2017). The dimensions and scales of participation are associated with the size of

interaction networks established in daily life.

Participation as an organized behavior is considered as a control mechanism for the
activities of public and private sectors with an active civil society and solidarity (De
Tocqueville, 2000). Participation also develops the links and the collective norms
that build social capital. Through solidarity, individuals have the potential to, in a
way, guide and manage the activities of public and private sectors by reaching a

common ground with their approvals or opposing views.

These direct or indirect behaviors can range from engaging in an activity to
witnessing an event and approving a discourse. Activities such as supporting,
listening to and watching second and third parties taking actions in daily life and the
impact created on these individuals are actually the effects of participation, as well
(Hacialibeyoglu, 2013). Communication established by individuals with their
environment of daily activity can be considered as the epicenter of participation in a

way.

There are many drivers that shape participation today and potentially in the future.
These drivers connect, overlap and affect each other and include political, social,
economic, environmental and technological drivers (Brodie et al., 2009). Drivers
can connect with each other only through communication between individuals and
societies. The language of communication builds several interaction networks, and

these networks lead to many social results.
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Gilchrist (2004) states that anthropological studies show that community
organizations exist in all human societies and studies on humans and other advanced
primates prove that we have a common tendency to socialize as an instinct and a
desire to connect and cooperate with others. The interest in organized life has a rich
history in political philosophy. De Tocqueville (2000) says that the civilization
would be in danger if people had not made it a habit to form organizations in daily
life. It is a sort of a defense mechanism for societies to reach a consensus and

support such consensus.

Participation also defines a series of consciously organized behaviors in daily life.
This can be described as convening, cooperating and acting together for a certain
purpose. Membership to organizations with representation power such as
associations, chambers, unions and institutions can help increase the impact and
power when the individual level of impact and power of sanction is low. Individuals
can also participate in independent civil movements and units on a voluntary basis
as activists, without being a member of any organization. The power created by
consensus and pluralism can yield results affecting the masses at macro-level
though actions at micro-level. In this context, participation is an integrative concept
while the concept that brings this integrality together is communication
(Hacialibeyoglu, 2013). In fact, the first contact between architecture and
participation occurs in this integrative framework. Spatial interventions and small-
scale practices conducted via networks established through communication and
micro-actions give the society the courage to have an active say on the spaces of

their life.
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Sanoff (2000) defines the concept of participation as the exchange of important
values through events and interactions in a society. The environment created by the
decisions of administrative units, experts and contractors which constitute a small
group as compared to the society (urban users), has a great impact on its users. In
this context, the concept of participation presents itself as an opportunity in
producing and shaping cities and urban spaces used by the society. This opportunity
can be seized by designing a changing and evolving communication process rather
than a linear process among actors (Sanoff, 2000). Therefore, the concepts related to

the relationship between participation, design and architecture must be addressed.

2.1. Act of Architecture

Architecture is mainly associated with designing a space. It is shaped by
individuals’ needs for shelter and protection. Thus, individuals are actually the main
actors of the architectural activity. Individuals’ demands, needs and dreams are
ideally shaped by the geographical and physical conditions of their environment and
social, cultural and economic circumstances. Each relationship is shaped in a
different way between the individual, the architect and other stakeholders; they,
then, give birth to several definitions, ways of operation and considerations. These
considerations address the abstract and non-abstract dimensions of the architectural

product through various interactions.

The act of architecture inherently builds a strong connection with many disciplines
and concepts. The architectural product becomes visible through its networks of

interaction and the connections it builds. Jenkins (2010) defines the relationship
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among design and production areas, government, environmental psychology,

planning and transformation and the related clusters (for e.g. see Fig. 2.1).
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Figure 2.1: Areas of possible literatures of relevance (Jenkins, 2010)

Giiney and Yiirekli state that architecture is not a closed system with its buildings
and structures. Developments in the world of science and thought reveal that
architecture is an open and self-referential system. In terms of the way of
communication, architecture evolves in parallel with the studies in the field of
ontology. They underline that architecture is not merely a system; it is an
asymmetrical process of communication established with “the others” in that
moment (Giiney & Yiirekli, 2011). Therefore, it is likely to encounter some
implications of existential doctrine in the field of architecture. We can see the
manifestation of Heidegger’s philosophical views in the field of architecture in the

work titled Genius Loci by Norberg-Schulz. Here, architecture is defined as an act
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that brings out the existing spirit of nature and turns it into a place out of a piece of
land (Norberg-Schulz, 1984). An individual who does the act of architecture in light
of the conceptual data develops ideas through the doctrines of nature. These ideas
guide them toward the production of a new layer in nature. The user has a place,
larger or smaller depending on different views, in the production of this layer
because the user integrates with the product as it comes into being and the space

becomes a place of experience.

The architectonic structure of architecture does not stand on a path that goes
towards the non-existence of a system of internal contrasts such as fullness-
emptiness, interior-exterior, thickness-thinness, light-shadow; it turns towards their
existence. In this context, architecture’s way of existence and method of production
turns towards an ideal. This ideal is, in fact, an objective that individuals and
societies set for themselves. This objective is also produced and implemented by
individuals themselves. Architecture is actually an act that is directly associated
with human beings, coming to existence by their doing. Jenkins (2010) states that
new knowledge is now produced with a focus on the concept of participation (for
e.g. see Fig. 2.2) thanks to various disciplines that investigate the dynamics, habits
of use and needs in individuals’ daily lives and designers’ efforts to develop new
methods between processes and building types. He underlines that there are methods
designed in the same way as the architectural practice produced by Henry Sanoff in

the academic domain.
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This thesis examines the relationship between the act of architecture and
participation. At this point, a precious reference would be to look at Fathy (2010)
and his theory. His theory is about a life-long quest for local architecture engaging
users as actors, in the poverty-stricken village of Gourna in Egypt. Fathy gathered
the society around a purpose. He produced low-cost buildings with traditional
construction methods and local materials. He encouraged users to learn about,
become conscious of and use construction and building techniques. Making use of a
method that brings into focus the one-on-one relationship between the act of
architecture and users, he defined his work in New Gourna as an open, experimental
construction site. He tried to produce new typologies related to the village with the
use of traditional methods and architectural elements and use mud-brick elements

associated with Egyptian architecture.



26

Figure 2.3: Gouache of New Gourna houses, 1946. Originary image: Aga Khan Trust for
Culture, Photo: Gary Otte (URL1)

Envisaging to relocate the village with the aim of protecting to the extent possible
the monuments in archaeological sites unconsciously damaged by local users, the
“New Gourna” project was conducted between 1946 and 1953. “Old Gourna” was
turned into public space taking into account the demands and desires of the local
people. Statistical studies were used to set forth the quantitative and qualitative
information about the users in “New Gourna” with a participatory principle. The
project was designed in a flexible way to personalize houses based on users’
characteristics, habits, preferences and tendencies. Implementing all of these designs
with traditional building techniques and local materials gave way to a unique project

in terms of both participatory architecture and locality.
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Figure 2.4: Village of New Gourna in 1948. Originary image: Rare books and special

collections library, American University in Cairo (URL2).

Affected by many parameters, the act of architecture inherently takes place on
various scales based on the designer’s approach and language. Here, the
responsibilities distributed in the organizational chart of the act and the end targets
are decisive. The architect who is a stakeholder plays a big role in designing the
organizational chart and distributing responsibilities, and more importantly, in
approaching the product to emerge from many aspects. At this point, it is necessary

to analyze the role assumed by the architect.

2.1.1. The Role of Architect

Architects, planners, designers, managers and engineers take on great
responsibilities in individuals’ daily lives through their actions and practices. The
duty of architects and other experts is to design safe and healthy spaces where
individuals can carry on living. However, architects and other experts can produce

in line with other actors’ interests, ignoring individuals’ lives because of political,
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economic and ideological concerns. This has caused a lack of ownership and a

problem of communication between users and spaces.

The role of architects in the processes of design, planning and implementation is
undoubtedly very valuable. Here, we can define the experts from other disciplines of
design who generate ideas on various scales and produce functional products in line
with the set criteria as designers rather than architects assuming that this group bears

similarities with architects in terms of their roles.

It is not always possible for individuals to realize their needs related to the space
that they experience in their daily lives, claim their rights and communicate with
experts. Here, designers’ observation and analysis skills can help raise awareness
among individuals. In addition, administrative units and authorities need to support
individuals in building their physical built environments with a sense of
responsibility at various urban and spatial scales; take steps towards solving the
problems by playing a conciliating role, and encourage the society (Bulut, 2016). It
is possible to increase the level of awareness with a sense of solidarity, through
communication networks established within the society. Parameters such as socio-
cultural values, economic factors and education levels are directly associated with

the level of awareness and the efforts of claiming rights.

A common language between designers and individuals as users can only be
developed by creating an environment of mutual trust and willingness through the
use of various methods and technical and tactical tools under the moderation and

mentorship of designers. In order to provide such an environment, the
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communication channels between designers with a high level of know-how and
users with demands must always actively and dynamically function and all

stakeholders must be guided towards a common goal.

The role of the expert is to facilitate decision-taking for the society in line with its
desires in a well-planned process. This facilitating role includes enabling them to
come together and explore the ways of taking a decision. Several techniques can be
used for the organization of the desired changes in daily life. In this way, individuals

grasp the situation, their options and what needs to be done (Sanoff, 2006).

Professionals’ recommendations must be organized in a way that is acceptable and
interesting to individuals (Faga, 2006, as cited in Bulut, 2016). The duty of an
expert starts before the process starts. The expert must consciously come together
with the people in a serious process of public participation. The expert must well

know, analyze and understand the desires of individuals making up the society.

The expert needs to inform the society on how to participate in a meaningful way
and what kind of power they have in the decision-making process. People can be
encouraged to participate in this way (Sanoff, 2006). This will also increase

participation in future participatory architecture studies.

The participatory architecture-based design approach allows experts and users to be
in interaction. Thanks to this interaction, their needs and desires can be identified in
a correct way. Decisions are taken collectively under the coordination of the expert.

The process of executing decisions is organized with the active participation of all
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actors and the facilitating role of the expert in the processes of design, planning and
implementation. The expert acts as a mentor and adapts the participating actors to
the process of design with the correct design tools and methods. As experts
approach the product to emerge from the perspective of a certain target group, it is

necessary to analyze the user factor here.

2.1.2. User Factor on Design Process

Ever since the times when the act of design was conducted professionally by
architects and other experts, buildings that were diversified in function especially
after the industrial revolution have been shaped with the stylistic interpretations of
architects with their unique characteristics. Here, the user is an object that moves in
a limited way within the boundaries of a clearing found in a finished agricultural
product. As a matter of fact, users must have the right to have a say and present their
views on the space in which they will exist with their needs and demands. This is

the only way that users can feel they belong to a space.

Individuals who design, transform and adhere to and expand their own living space
in line with their needs are defined as users within the object produced with
standardization that came with the industrial revolution. These design processes that
detached individuals from the process of production and defined them as mere users
started to be questioned as of the second half of the 20th century as human-oriented
design processes and approaches than engage users in production came to the
forefront (Sander, 2009). Clearly, there have been shifts between the user as the

subject and the architectural product as an object in different points in time. In a
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construction environment where the user is ignored, the architectural product itself

becomes the subject.

In general, individuals making up the society have limited or little if any experience
and background about the physical built environment. But this should not mean that
individuals cannot have a say in the development of their physical environment
because individuals use, experience and add value to the physical built environment.
Without a doubt, individuals will feel they belong more to an environment if they
experience the process of development of that physical built environment that meet
their demands in line with their own ideas. It is a social responsibility to reveal
individuals’ needs and desires of which they are not aware and manage their

demands.

The place of individuals as users in the production of spaces has become a topic of
discussion in new design disciplines. Similarly, citizens’ right to have a say on the
relative urban arrangements related to the use of cities is a topic of discussion.
Harvey states that urban rights add up to some collective power and underlines that
urban rights should be considered as a collective, social element rather than
individual decisions (Harvey, 2003). Individuals cannot make sense of or own up to

the spaces that are produced through certain decisions without their knowledge.

In today’s consumer society dating back to the industrial revolution, it is common
and acceptable for individuals that end-users acquire a ready-to-use product in
return for a certain price in line with supply and demand and use and consume this

product for a certain period of time. In line with their living and spatial rights and
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thanks to awareness-raising activities in a society, it is likely that users’
communication and connection with a space will become stronger when users are
involved in the production process of that space. It is critical to understand the
concept of dual space set forth by Lefebvre (1974) to understand the notion of space
in a process structured in the expert’s mind where users are in the focal point as the
subject and have a say on the environment to host their living dynamics. He
describes the space on the mind of the expert who designs and the space where the

user lives as abstract space and concrete space, respectively.

2.1.3. Lefebvre’s Theory of Space

As a result of globalization, the borders in the world became thinner leading to the
development of many currents of thought. Many philosophers started to discuss
daily life following the 1968 Revolution. Lefebvre (1974) set forth some theories on
the urban concept. According to Lefebvre, the decision mechanism is in the hands
of experts who ignore user preferences. The responsibility of taking a decision on
building the physical environment is transferred from governments to experts such
as architects and designers. The power belongs to experts (Lefebvre, 1974). Experts
may seem like they can manage everything; however, they analyze the city based on
their own expert opinions and they are concerned with functional issues. On the
other hand, users’ (true owners of a city) right to have a say is limited. Here, the

conflict between democracy and representation is underlined.

Lefebvre & Gaviria (1970) states that in the capitalist production of social space,

dominated space would be the experienced space and the representational spaces.
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Daily life spaces are relegated to the background. On the other hand, the abstract
space would be the dominant space of experts. Urban daily life is where the stakes
of a revolutionary struggle are found. But this domination of space stems primarily
from the domination related to the social relationships of capitalist productions.
Each urban space is a political product. Because they are produced based on public
policies. Urban policies reflect a specific development vision desired by national or
local governments. Concrete spaces are ready-to-use spaces where we live and

where our needs are met.

Lefebvre (1974) conceptualizes space in three categories: Perceived space,
conceived space and lived space. This conceptualization in three groups have some
interpenetrating, ambiguous spaces that cannot be divided with clear borders. The
right approach would be shaping these ambiguous spaces with participatory multi-
stakeholder processes and addressing them in line with citizens’ demands, needs and
desires rather than turning them translucent according to the views of a certain

group of experts.

Perceived space is about a material space that can be empirically observed. It allows
for directly experiencing the space through spatial practices. It covers buildings,
structures, living and working spaces. Perceived space is concerned with planning,
implementing and practice. There is a strong connection between perceived space

and conceived space (Bavilolyaei, 2018).

Conceived space is the representation of space. It is on the minds of architects and

experts. It is an abstract, conceptualized space. These abstractions play an important
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role in the daily social practices of individuals who are the users. Abstract space is
the most dominant version of spatial production methods that exist today. Lefebvre
explains conceived space as “the space of the capital”. The approach to conceived
space is based on the ideology and the rhetoric of the existing political power and it

functions according to the economic circumstances of the time (Ghulyan, 2017).

Lived space is the processed version of perceived and conceived space. It represents
the real spatial experience of individuals who are the users, in their daily lives. They
are social spaces that are directly experienced. Lived space represents not only a
scene where social life occurs but also a complementing element to social life.
Social relationships and lived space strongly interlock in daily life (Bavilolyaei,
2018). Lived space does not need the calculations or spatial practices of the political
power, decision-making mechanisms and designers. Conceived space has a certain
technical language that is generated by experts and this language might differ.
Similarly, lived space has symbols and imagery generated by citizens who are the
users. Lived space is dynamic and open to changes. Quantitative characteristics of
the space gain importance in the concept of lived space, in addition to qualitative

characteristics.

2.1.4. Dimension of Public Administration on Participatory Architecture

Even though the concept of participation differs in form according to time and
place, it somehow sustained its importance in planning studies. An urban product
may be a process that a planner decides on and conceives based on scientific data

using various techniques and met by the society as a finished product. The
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participation approach can also envision the participation of individuals from all

segments of the society and the completion of the project through joint decisions.

We can make sense of the public dimension of participatory planning and
architecture using in the UK such as Community Technical Aid Centres. The
method of engaging the society in urban planning and architecture activities through
participation previously observed in the North of Europe and USA was
implemented in the UK in 1960s. Even though some participatory policies were
adapted and structured according to the cultural values of the society and then put
into trial, they were not successful until 1980s. In 1980s, with the contributions and
the support of the Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA) and the government,
several methods were developed to engage individuals in the design process of
spaces that they will use in the future. Local governments took on responsibilities in
including the users in the process and, in this way, participation was adopted as a
vital necessity (Baba, 2009). The role assumed by local administrations actually
describes a participatory model that has a top-down design. It is safe to say that the
local practices that adopt the methods established in line with the “plan of work” set

forth periodically by RIBA conduct an appropriate process.

In 1968, the rules and regulations that allowed citizens to participate in urban design
practices made user participation an integral part of urban design. According to
Banfield, adopted as a governance responsibility, the concept of participation is a
part of citizens’ daily life as much as a daily task in London (Banfield, 1960, as

cited in Baba, 2009). In the 1968 urban planning, the administration in London gave
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the citizens the right to choose by providing them with different alternatives. In this

context, the 1968 participation model of London was designed with five principles:

1 The project must be communicated to citizens through adequate information-
sharing methods. Information-sharing methods must be identified based on the data
on the region.

2 Citizens must be provided with an adequate number of alternatives within
the project.

3 User participation must be included in the project budget in terms of time
and cost.
4 Citizens must be trained on which parts and issues of the project they can

intervene in. This is critical to produce constructive results.

5 Views of citizens must be evaluated by an independent board; the necessary
revisions must be conveyed to the administration (Baba, 2009).

At this point, policies and attitudes adopted by administrative units are decisive. The
ideals above can help conduct a transparent process with rational and good
intentions in line with certain principles and establish communication networks with
user groups through necessary organizations. However, the principles laid out are
open to manipulation with tokenistic approaches, for political reasons. There could
be behaviors giving the impression that citizens have been consulted. Citizens could
also be given promises within the scope of an election campaign or a populist
approach through polls and surveys for identifying their demands. Realization of
such promises is directly related to the political stance and tendencies of

administrative units.

According to Firidin participation must involve public actors. However, it is quiet
challenging to engage all public actors in the process (Firidin, 2009). Involvement

of local actors directly connected to and associated with the issue ensure the right
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governance of the process. Macro-level regulations and permits are managed by

central administrations.

There are some basic roles to be played by the public sector in participatory
planning and design processes. The first one is to meet the needs and demands of
the residents of a city and neighborhood. The public sector must support the
fulfillment of infrastructure and transport needs and individuals’ basic needs. It must
take on roles such as encouraging people to participate and removing the barriers
that prevent them from participating especially in decision-making and planning. It
must inspire trust by playing a planned, active role from the beginning until the end
of the processes while taking part in various communication networks in line with

the transparency principle.

There are participation activities that refer to public decision-making mechanisms as
participating in other general social responsibilities such as elections and voluntary
work. The kind of participation that aims to facilitate active citizenship is called
public participation. Public participation activities include the participation of a
great number of experts in public decision-making processes. Another participation
model is community participation and is related to community development
activities and organizations. This model is defined as an ensemble of bottom-top
approaches initiated and conducted by social service experts or directly by users for

the purpose of affecting or correcting social policies (Bavilolyaei, 2018).
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2.2. Literature Review

Literature review was carried out with a perspective analyzing the concept of
participation and the relationship between participation and architecture. Discourse
and implementation methods built on the theories set forth, stated and referred to in
the books, articles and thesis studies on the relationship between participation and
architecture were investigated. Concepts such as the history of the relationship
between participation and architecture, today’s participatory architecture, objectives,
levels, actors, methods, scales and the evaluation dimension of participation were
also investigated. In addition, views of experts including architects, urbanologists,
sociologists and political scientists and their studies on the concept of participation

were consulted.

2.2.1. Theoretical Studies on Literature

The book titled Architecture, Participation and Society (2009) examining the issue
of participation and its relationship with architecture in a certain conceptual
framework was analyzed (Jenkins & Forsyth, 2009). The book titled Architecture
and Participation (2005) consulted Giancarlo de Carlo’s article called Architecture’s
Public (2005) and Jeremy Till’s article called The Negotiation of Hope (2005) as
sources that interpreted the issue of participation and architecture from different
perspectives (Jones et al., 2005). The model developed by Day & Parnell (2003)
presents a step by step, practical guide for conducting a joint design action. This
study which constituted a distinctive recommendation and set an example with its

creative narration and statements was examined in this thesis.
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Arnstein’s (1969) book titled “A Ladder of Citizen Participation”, her study
defining the levels of participation and his views were consulted as she is one of the
pioneers of the participatory architecture movement. Hacialibeyoglu’s (2013) thesis
titled “A model proposal for user participation in architectural design process” and
his article generated based on this thesis titled “Design Model with User
Participation in Architecture” (Hacialibeyoglu, 2017) served as inspiring sources for
this thesis. Hacialibeyoglu’s statements especially on the stages that participatory
architecture went through and on the related concepts were consulted for

architectural processes.

Articles of van Randen (1985) and Afrassiabi (1985) were referred to from the
Design coalition team: Proceedings of the International Design Participation
Conference (DPC,'85), Eindhoven, 22-24 April 1985, related to the actors of
participatory architecture were analyzed and interpreted for the evaluation model.
The participation methods developed and implemented with experimental
techniques by Sanoff (2000, 2005, 2008) were examined and utilized. The theories
and methods that were examined are conceptual approaches addressing different
dimensions of participatory architecture. These approaches contributed to the
establishment of a conceptual framework for the thesis. In light of the theories
interpreted within the conceptual framework, EMParch was set forth and a three-

stage evaluation method was proposed.

Doctoral dissertations addressing participatory architecture and studies contributing

to these dissertations in the system of the Higher Education Board were examined.
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In her doctoral dissertation titled “Consideration of high-rise buildings on
globalization process under the context of user-environment relations a proposal of
user participation model for Istanbul-Levent”, Baba (2009) tackled participatory
architecture models in three different metropolitans. She conducted a user-oriented
process in Istanbul-Levent and presented results through surveys and data collection
studies. In her doctoral dissertation titled “Flexible planning approaches in house
design and the participation of inhabitants in the process of house design”, Ustiin
(2000) addressed the concepts of housing and flexibility through a process of
participatory design. Conducted through survey analyses, the dissertation included a
field study in Eskisehir. In his doctoral dissertation titled “A model proposal for user
participation in architectural design process”, Hacialibeyoglu (2013) addressed
participatory architecture processes and developed a system of analysis. He used
certain case studies to examine this system of analysis and finalize the study. In her
doctoral dissertation titled “Evaluation of user participation approaches through
architectural design and application processes”, Bavilolyaei (2018) used several
case studies to examine the concept of tokenism based on discourses developed

through theories of participation.

The case study-based evaluation proposal set forth in the article titled Community
Design (Re)Examined (2005) by Francis, (2005), the structure built on participation
and evaluation in the article named An Evaluative Framework for Community-
based Design by Rios (2006), the proposal on evaluation research set forth by
Neuman (2000), and (Rowe & Frewer, 2004) discourse on evaluating participation

guided the model in this thesis. The article titled “The Techniques of Participatory
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Design for Inclusive Public Space Provision in Kampung Kota of Surakarta” by
Kusumaningdyah & Purnamasari (2018) is a strong reference source for
participatory architecture evaluation research with the systematic analysis method it

presents.

2.2.2. Practical Studies on Literature

Studies conducted in alternative architecture quests by leading and entrepreneurial
architects such as Fathy and Kroll with different theoretical infrastructures and
diverse stakeholders were consulted as they lay the foundation for the
implementation element of participatory architecture. Therefore, in a world where
architecture perspectives and scales have been changing and the way of operation
has been diversified in the past 20 years, this thesis touches upon the studies of die
Baupilotten (URL3) and Urban Think Tank (URL4) that moved their university
architecture studios outdoors; the participatory processes of offices targeting
qualified production such as Elemental (URLD5), Tyin Tegnestue (URL6) and

Atelier Bow-Wow (URLY7).
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Figure 2.5: TYIN Tegnestue Architects, Klong Toey Community Lantern, Bangkok,
Thailand, 2011 (URLS) (edited by author, 2022).

The studies turning towards a new participatory architecture movement produced by
groups such as Atelier d'architecture autogérée (URL9). There are, of course,
several valuable individualistic, collective, official and academic initiatives that

base their practice on the relationship between participation and architecture.
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Figure 2.6: Atelier D’ Architecture Autogeree, Ecobox, Quartier la Chapelle, Paris, France,
2001-2005 (URL10).

In addition, groups working on cities and spaces with the support of universities and
institutes with a holistic approach comprising training, practice and cooperation

were analyzed as part of an up-to-date approach. These groups that adopt the
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principle of generating livable spaces through spatial interventions on various scales
in cities play an important role in strengthening connections between the designer
and the society. Interaction networks are built on serious issues such as climate
problems, inequalities, epidemics, etc. through local governments and organizations,

which leads to a practice where we get out of university studios and rather approach

the entire city as a studio while presenting solution proposals.

Figure 2.7: Elemental, Quinta Monroy, lquique, Chile, 2003 (URL11)

The thesis investigated the studios and laboratories established within the Urban
Laboratory (URL12) department of University College London, the Regional and
Urban Planning (URL13) department of London School of Economics and the Rural
Studio (URL14) of Auburn University and academies where the issues of training,
practice and participation are discussed with their multiple dimensions. In this
context, the relative studies question the priority fields (feminist cities, globalizing
urbanisms, wasteland etc.) and their relationships related to urban issues from a
multi-disciplinary, critical, creative and collaborative perspective. It was observed

that the Regional and Urban Planning department of London School of Economics
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conducted studies that expanded to a large, global network of local government

relationships and experienced urban research and practices on different scales.

[

Figure 2.8: Rural Studio, Faunsdale Community Center, Faunsdale, Alabama, USA, 2017.
Transforming one of the oldest building in the historical downtown into a new community
center (URL15)

In Turkey, participatory architecture discussed and practiced by many architects or
architectural groups. As an example of this, Bektas (1982) emphasized Cengiz
Bektas Architectural Workshop’s practices such as Edirne S.S. Yeni Cumhuriyet

Neighborhood S. Social Insurants Building Cooperative in 1973.
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Figure 2.9: Cengiz Bektas, An example to social housing problem in Turkey: Edirne
Cumhuriyet District Research and Approach, Binevler, Edirne, Turkey, 1978 (URL16)
(edited by author, 2022).

Furthermore Cavdar (1982) discussed United Architects Architectural Office
practice; Izmit Reformist Residential District Project (for e.g. see Fig. 2.10, Fig.

2.11, and Fig. 2.12) related with theory of Open Building by Habraken (1972).

Ok hane kalks grapleiyla topla soyle Hane hatkiyls konutta wyleyi

Figure 2.10: U

nited Architects Architectural Office, Meeting with Users, 1zmit Reformist
Residential District Project, Kocaeli, Turkey, 1978 (URL17) (edited by author, 2022).
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Ozel yiris ¢oziimieriyle bir konut grubu maketi Atolyede, biyik digekte bir konut moket
Figure 2.11: United Architects Architectural Office, Models of Residences, 1zmit Reformist
Residential District Project, Kocaeli, Turkey, 1978 (URL18) (edited by author, 2022).
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Figure 2.12: United Architects Architectural Office, Plans of Residences, Izmit Reformist
Residential District Project, Kocaeli, Turkey, 1978 (URL19) (edited by author, 2022)

Additionally Yiicel (1982) mentioned public participation in the process of the

physical environment creation.

2.2.3. Participatory Architecture Theory

In the general sense, the main purpose of individual participation is to inform and
raise awareness among the people, measure the reaction of individuals who make up

the society in relation with the proposed action and seek the optimum solutions to
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the problems for the interest of the community to be affected by the decision
(Creighton, 1996; Sanoff, 2000, as cited in Bulut, 2016). The purpose is also to
produce higher quality public decisions that will create a peaceful atmosphere when
the society is involved in the decision-making processes. If individuals who make
up the society are involved in the process, they attach more importance to the
decisions and take more ownership of the process (Sanoff, 2000). The awareness
and experience gained by the society through experiencing together are an important
opportunity for administrations in terms of benefiting from individuals in the
decision-making processes. Then, considering that participation is a political
concept, administrators can create a useful environment to sustain their power by

engaging individuals in the relative processes.

The user-centered design approach putting individuals at the heart of the production
process and considering them as the subject emerged in the United States of
America in 1970s, in light of the data mentioned above. In addition, co-design ideas
engaging users in the production process were developed in Europe. Sanders and
Stappers evaluated (for e.g. see Fig. 2.13) user-centered design approaches (Sanders

& Stappers, 2008).
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Figure 2.13: The current landscape of human-centered design research as practiced in the

design and development of products and services (Sanders&Stappers, 2008)

When participation is defined as an environment where information is produced
collectively, two dimensions of participation come forward: tool and method. The
social, cultural and economic context enabling the act of participation and
stakeholders’ way of addressing the issue shape these two dimensions in the
process. Conceptualizing participation in architectural practices help simplify an act

that is inherently complex.

Sanoff (2006) underlines that professionals designing the participatory process
should approach participation through the questions set forth by Wulz (1986) to
conceptualize it (Wulz, 1986, as cited in Sanoff, 2006). This conceptualization can

be realized with the questions who, what, where, how and when.

« Who are the users to participate?
» What should be included in participation?

« Where should the path of participation take us?
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» How should individuals be included?

* When in the process is participation required?

Participation is a complex process. An effective process of participation requires
rigorous design. It is necessary to well analyze and study the individuals in the focus
group at the outset. Methods such as community surveys, review boards, advisory
boards, task forces, neighborhood and community meetings, public hearings and

public information are successful examples in literature.

Sanoff summarizes participation theories and practices:

* There is no “best solution” to design problems. Each problem has alternative

solutions (Peattie, 1968; Sanoff, 1990).

» Decisions of actors that are not included in the design discipline are not always
worse than decisions of experts (Rittel, 1972; Sanoff, 1990).

» The design of the process must be transparent and as open to all actors as
possible (Rittel, 1972; Sanoff, 1990).

« All actors must convene in panel discussions. Thus, they can exchange ideas
and produce common results. This is a continuous and variable process with no
end. It must be well managed, evaluated and collectively revised in line with
the needs to emerge (Sanoff, 1990).

Burns (1979) divides participation into four categories: Awareness, Perception,
Decision-making and Implementation. Awareness means exploring the area of
production. Perception requires grasping the realities and understanding the social,
cultural and economic circumstances of the area of production. Decision-making

describes the establishment of a program for the process. Finally, implementation
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suggests that individuals are completely engaged in implementation through these
three stages and take on responsibilities along with experts and that the results are

observed to draw lessons.

De Carlo (2005) describes the practice of participation as “participation in action”.
Each stage within the process is actually a part of the operation. Each stage is a part
of design and, beyond this, the use is a stage of the operation. At this point, the
experimental process takes us towards obtaining results through endless possibilities
rather than a fixed architectural production method. Here, an architectural vision
must be in interaction with individuals’ way of self-representation to meet their own
needs (Tan, 2008). Active communication channels must allow an experience with

practical, critical and solution-oriented mutual improvements.

According to De Carlo (2005), the four parameters that can be defined as scale, time
period, project scope and diversity of actors are associated with ideology-based
pragmatical criticisms against the participant practice. The infrastructural operation
and multi-layered design of large-scale projects can negatively affect the
participatory architecture processes on top of complicating communication between
groups and individuals. Therefore, De Carlo defines participation as a “decision-
making mechanism” in order to resist to criticisms (Tan, 2008). The setbacks
stemming from the complex nature of the design and implementation processes

negatively affect the user.

De Carlo (2005) describes two main factors that prevent participatory practices:

reluctance and fears of actors. Tan (2008) describes the obstacles before the
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realization of participatory practices caused by these factors, based on four

stakeholder groups:

« Local administrations are against such a practice because it causes conflicts, or
the intervention affects future programs,

« Public administrations are against such a practice because it prevents
bureaucratic mobilization,

« Academia is against it because the entire educational curriculum and practice
must be revised accordingly,

» Professionals are against it because it multiplies responsibility and makes it
multi-layered; transfers design from a private area of practice to a social field,;
discloses professional confidentiality.

2.2.4. Skepticism: Participation

There are also those who argue that the concept of participation entails some
potential threats and therefore requires a skeptical attitude. In this context, Miessen
(2011) underlines that participatory approaches need collaboration. However, he
also states that this is likely to produce results serving the objectives of the authority
that holds the absolute power. Collaboration mentioned here requires bringing
together individuals’ areas of action and the authority’s objectives around a
common denominator. Accepting the options presented by the authority without

any objection turns the scale in favor of the authority.

He states that participation can be realized to a certain extent and the system can
function with activities where citizens can directly include their own knowledge in
the process. Participation can be achieved in projects that are not so large in scale
and in public areas where people can grasp the layers. However, participation

becomes difficult in complex and large-scale processes where it is challenging to
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grasp the layers (Jones et al., 2005). Thus, adopting a realistic perspective towards
the society playing a role in the decision-making processes of large-scale, high-

budget and multi-stakeholders projects would be the pragmatical approach.

In his books titled “The Nightmare of Participation (2011)”, “The Violence of
Participation (2007)” and “Did Someone Say Participate? An Atlas of Spatial
Practice (Miessen & Basar, 2006)”, questions the concept of participation (Miessen,
2007, 2011; Miessen & Basar, 2006). He underlines that the concept of participation
entails traps and potential deadlocks. He also states that the concept is brought
forward as a soft method of politics and is politically marketed based on other
idealized concepts such as negotiation, inclusiveness and democratic decision-
making in times of elections and crisis and accepted without questioning by

individuals (Miessen, 2011).

The emphasis of democracy on equal citizenship, public opinion and freedom of
choice exists in an uneasy relationship with the scientific expert’s rational and
computational spirit. This uneasiness in the field of design usually results in
ignoring users’ knowledge, desires and demands (Fisher, 2000). While regulation
requirements, field problems and technical difficulties encountered in developing
architectural products make the processes complex as it is, the existence of
demanding users and new stakeholders can carry the risk of bringing the processes
to a deadlock. This is why, the authority, contractors and designers hesitate in

engaging new stakeholders in the process.
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A problem in participation is related to the transparency of the communication
channels to be established between experts and non-experts. Experts have to play a
dominant role in the process based on the terminology, professional drawing codes
and language that they have to use as required. In architecture, it is impossible to
achieve the idealized version of full participation. For this to happen, each actor has
to have fully open communication channels and a complete set of knowledge.
However, the codes of the tools that are used, the contracts, the superiority of the
expert’s knowledge level and the power of the authority account for a challenging
process (Till, 2005). Architecture’s social responsibility towards the society is to
hear, understand and meet the demands of the society, at least to a certain extent.
Therefore, architecture needs to adopt an attitude of empathy, at least at a basic

level.

According to Maier, participants sometimes prefer not to show willingness to
participate or “not to participate” in collaboration between actors for different and
complicated reasons (Maier, 2001 as cited in Bavilolyaei, 2018). Here, the public

sector and experts should play an encouraging, promoting and motivating role.

Since participants are not aware of the negative circumstances in practice in some
participatory architecture processes, these processes are conducted in an unrealistic
and unclear way. Therefore, it is critical to be aware of the different architectural
production tools and techniques. It must be clearly understood how to create and
adapt the practice as it continues. Most importantly, the overall objectives of

participation must be understood by defining a basic system of values and dominant
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institutions/individuals with a clear approach (Jenkins & Forsyth, 2009). All
individuals cannot equally participate in a process. Thus, everyone should assume

and fulfill responsibilities at different levels.

In the architectural practice, there is a concept that can be defined as a threat
between the ideal and the reality. Architects hold on to a perfect model in practice.
They try to get closer to its simplified and idealized version; the Vitruvian Triad:
commaodity, firmness and delight. However, this triad moves away from the reality,
given the problems and political issues in the world. The architect’s expertise can be
defined as a different language skill. Individuals’ communication language is highly
different than that of experts. These communication channels running on different
codes must be adapted to each other to make use of experts’ knowledge and
understand users’ demands and engaging them in production processes. It is,
therefore, important for them to meet in the same frequency (Till, 2005). At this
point, methods and techniques to be developed by experts to design the
communication language play a critical role. The communication language must
lead to an act of design that is specific to a target group and reveals and defines their

wills and desires.

2.3. Relationship Between Participation and Architecture

We encounter the concept of participation in human studies and research in several
science disciplines as a multi-dimensional area of action. The way that these
disciplines address the concept of participation, their perspectives 