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"Architectural history cannot be evaluated through 
criticism; one can only look at the causes and results." 

Behcet Dnsal (M. Arch., later Professor of 
Architectural History). Mimari Tarihine Dair, 
Mimarlik, 1948(4). 

"When I returned from Germany in 1945 - after 
finishing my education there - I decided to write 
architectural criticisms in Mimarlik. However the edi
tors rejected my first and only article on the subject by 
saying that: 'criticism would alienate the few practising 
architects'. Thereafter I never tried my hand at writing 
critical articles again. Later I heard that others willing 
to do so were also discouraged during the following 
decade. It is a pity, because we could have established 
a tradition of criticism." 
- Orhan Alsac (architect, Head of the Turkish Build

ing Research Institute). During a discussion on the 
results of 'Ankara City Hall Competition', June 
1986. 

During the last competition hearings (colloquium) the 
chairman of the jury was nearly begging for questions. 
Similarly during the colloquium of the rentable hous
ing competition the number of jury members ex
ceeded that of the audience." 
- Hasan Ozbay (M. Arch., Deputy Secretary Gener

al, Chamber of Turkish Architects). Mimarlik, 
1983(7). 

" ... I cannot understand what your (critical) approach 
is. We expect judgements at the end of such a (critic
al) study. This is also what the society expects ... " 

Gungor Kaftanci (An old guard and a prolific 
architect). During a discussion of Atilla Yucel's 
paper on 'the critical dimension in architecture'. 
Mimarlik, 85(5-6). 

"We didn't have enough time to prepare our criticism 
of (response to) the jury's critical reports on our en
tries." 

Tamer Basbug (A young and well established 
architect). During a discussion on the results of 
'Ankara Inter-City Bus Terminal Competition, 
June 1985. 

"Today one has to produce a piece (of architecture) 
that one believes is better than the one that is going to 
be criticised. If you don't like my building, build a 
better one." 

Ragip Buluc (A young and well established 
architect). Interview. Mimarlik, 1987(2). 

Problem in general 
As the above quotations show, Turkish architects and 
academicians have come a long way in dealing with 
criticism in their field; from negating its use to a 
situation where there is a positive need to define 
conflicting attitudes to criticism and evaluation, and 
where even criticism of the critic is required. Tension 
between the 'architect' and the critic normally arises 
due to preoccupational differences. 

However there is as yet no theoretically comprehen
sive study or position declaration by professionals on 
such issues of criticism. The critically minded but in
frequent contributions to architectural journals are 
mainly on criticism of the social context or the client 
(architecture not possible without a good social sys
tem), and criticism of the building'S relation to its 
historical or vernacular context (not appropriate for its 
context). Books by people like Ozer (1964) and Kor
tan (1971, 1974) mainly deal with issues related to the 
present architectural scene and criticise model infiltra
tions or acculturation of our architecture by the exter
nal influences (critique of authenticity/plagerism). 

Books on Turkish architects and magazine articles 
presenting case studies take the utmost care to avoid 
criticisms or evaluation. A reader of such publications 
is left in a position where it is impossible to make basic 
human judgements on the presented material. 

Since they are not recorded; lively critical jury discus
sions during both teaching and post-competition ex
changes do not formally contribute to architectural 

1 This paper was distributed to participants prior to 
Dr. Pamir's contribution in Session III. 
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development. However such oral criticism is at the 
core of architecture and is the main stimulus for its 
internal dynamics. 

This lack of a holistic and integrated critical approach 
to architecture may not be unique to Turkey. Accord
ing to information gathered from MIMAR (the interna
tional magazine) the situation in other developing 
countries - mainly Eastern - is not dissimilar. One 
does not find many Third World critical contributions 
to the magazine. Generally the material submitted is 
either self-explanatory and visual or highly descriptive 
which is of course necessary for the first steps towards 
a clear communication between sub-regions of the 
environment to be covered. 

Critical pieces in MIMAR were provided by western 
architectural journalists like Brian Brace Taylor (nos: 
6, 13, 19,22), Bernard Huet (nos: 10,23), and Sherban 
Cantacuzino (nos: 2, 4) with proper intentioned, well 
prepared arguments and clearly showing the ways of 
looking at architectural environments. We must 
however also underline Bokhari's criticism of El
Wakil's work (no: 1) and Ben Miled on Santelli (no: 2) 
as positive beginnings. 

Criticisms by Oleg Grabar (no:18) and Ahmet Gul
gonen (no: 14) are also noteworthy for their wider 
implications for writing on architectural discourse. 
Theoretical contributions by Correa (no: 5), Arkoun 
(no: 8) and Kuban (no: 9) created alternative contexts 
within which one can develop critical frameworks. 

Critical Mentality 

However this intellectual discourse did not have a 
rewarding response. Apart from Engin Yen ai's and 
Gulgonen's warnings requiring scholarly building 
appraisals (no: 5), Khosla's requests for more theore
tical articles (no: 6) and letters (no: 12) on Bernard 
Huets's criticism of the Baghdad Mosque competition 
(no: 11) (positive response to the criticism) there were 
no attempts at critical assessment of positions, build
ings or profiled architects. The readership survey re
sults of 1985 (no: 20) did not include responses request
ing either a more critical approach in general or more 
specifically critical articles in the journal. 

Since most non-critical cultures do not have 
architectural journals or in some cases effective 
architectural societies it obviously becomes difficult to 
make a research based analyses of the problem. In 
any case the problem does not lie just with rapid 
modernisation and cultural discontinuities but also 
with conflicts embedded in tradition. 

Critical versus non-critical mentalities 

The following are a few assumptions on the differ
ences between the critical and non-critical mentalities 
and their contextual properties. The assumptions try 
to establish norm dimensions and then offer contents 
of criticism for both cultures. 

Non-critical Mentality 

Construal of 
Basic Orders 

Man is at the centre of conceptualisation 
activities. Meta-authority and 'Nature' are 
in dialectical relations with man, forming a 
context for human spiritual and 
technological activities. Environmental 
control comes from within (man). 

Meta-authority is at the centre of 
conceptualisation activities. 'Man' and 
'Nature' are subordinate to this higher 
level which from time to time leads to 
fatalism. Environmental control comes 
from external sources to man. 

Construal of 
the other 
Culture 

Relations to 
Knowledge 
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Non-critical cultures can be controlled and 
criticised. Uses of criticism on non-critical 
mentality is reflective of self-esteem which 
helps the formation of an ideology of: "We 
are the core culture, they as periphery 
should change their construal due to our 
criticisms and control patterns. 

Belief that: 'Knowledge is power' in 
everyday relations brings a development of 
knowledge about everyday transactions 
which is taken as dialectical between 
man-environment relations. 'Planning' and 
'design' activities are prime achievements 
of man as well as rational thinking and 

Construal of critical cultures by 
non-critical mentality is mediated by the 
construal of their self identity by the 
orders of critical cultures. Critical 
cultures can be criticised for their 
intervention in non-critical contexts. 
However such ideological core effects on 
the peripheral cultures cannot be 
controlled. 

Knowledge does not lead to or represent 
power for man in direct everyday 
transactions with the environment. It 
helps in man's interpretation of spiritual 
orders and their relations with everyday 
contexts. Interpretation ofthe core 
knowledge for new situations is seen as 



Growth and 
Control on 
Knowledge 

Status of 
Criticism 

Architectural 
Criticism 

Shortcomings 
of the Present 
Situation in 
Architectural 
Criticism 

Critical Mentality 

experimentation. This supports the 
tendency of doing research for knowledge. 
Alternative research orientations are 
supported for alternatives of knowledge. 

Growth of knowledge depends and is 
controlled by a critical attitude towards its 
acquisition, processing and functioning. 
This is effective at least in its neutralising 
attitudes of authoritarianism (in most of 
the cases). Seeking significant, valid and 
reliable knowledge for all alternative 
construals of man-environment relations. 
Constant change of theoretical framework 
and content is the trend 

Criticism is socially accepted and organised 
for different types of human endeavour. 
For some activity even an epistemology of 
critical thinking is valid. Reflexive and 
constructive criticism flourishes. Creates 
an open system where crisis situation 
occurs due to unresolved conflicts based 
on such criticism. 

Already exists both within a traditional 
context of criticism and as an entity by 
itself. A dialectical development of 
architectural criticism takes place due to 
the interaction of such work by 
practitioners and theoreticians. 
Architectural movements and groups are a 
normal originator of such criticism as are 
professional critics and academic 
evaluators. Public response is imminent. 
Critics have power. 

Lack of coherent inter-relation between 
human judgement, building appraisal 
and architectural criticism. 

Due to the lack of input from building 
appraisals, criticism conceptualisation 
tends to change not because of scientific 
findings (and through understanding of 
buildings) but trendy external shifts in 
philosophy and human sciences. 

Though critics sometime influence the 
judgement of the lay public this results 
in a misinformed attitude that creates a 
back-lash for architecture. 
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Non-critical Mentality 

the main formal knowing activity. 
Alternative research orientations are not 
supported. 

Growth of knowledge is checked by its 
relationship (even when it is opposing it) 
with the central authority. Authoritarian 
and authority supporting knowledge has 
primacy. New requirements on 
conceptualisation of modernity and 
change is answered via transfer of 
knowledge from critical cultures which 
opens the possibility of a great influx of 
conflicting knowledge. This happens with 
a reduced control of validity and 
reliability of such knowledge and without 
any theoretical studies. 

High status of obedient behaviour 
reduces the status of criticism. Criticism 
is restricted to external influences to the 
system and to the system's behaviour 
under such influences. Not reflexive or 
constructive for future development. 
May keep away unwanted intrusions 
from the environment. Crisis situation is 
due to conflict between authoritarian 
system and effective external influences. 
Criticism may be taken as an activity 
external to the system. 

Architectural criticism as a tradition does 
not exist. Architects are not willing for 
such a development to take place. 
Practitioners want to dominate the 
theoretical conceptual approach and 
argue that they can only believe in a critic 
who can build better than themselves. 
Apart from a regional-foreign identity 
debate there is no conceptual 
architectural frame for criticism that 
accommodates critics or academics' 
response. There are no critics. 

It's whole non-development attitude 
and its situation at the moment. 

Doesn't use its potential critical 
mentality to offer alternative 
frameworks of architectural criticism 
for a holistic outlook. (Isn't using 
understanding and interpretation of 
traditional constructs to place reason 
and communication in their right 
place for evaluative and critical 
research.) 
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Critical Mentality 

Sometimes critics misinform other 
architects. 

Non-critical Mentality 

Critics' attitudes have changed from 'a 
bicycle shed is a building but not 
architecture' to 'architecture as a 
decorated shed' within only a decade 
without finding a good context for 
dialectical argumentation. 

Critical attitude at the moment is highly 
pre-occupied, with western modem 
architecture, its problems and counter 
proposals. 

There is no critical framework for 
evaluating architectural critics or 
criticism. 

This comparison of two cultural contexts shows us that 
although the critical culture is encouraging architectu
ral criticism the shortcomings of the already de
veloped approaches are not multi-dimensional, and 
do not depend on facts for some of their arguments. 
They are not covering universal issues for most of the 
time and do not encourage the multi-model response 
of the interested groups. This highlights a need for a 
search for a more universal, more factually responsive 
and multi-modallmulti-dimensional critical mentality, 
in architectural criticism. 

Understanding a reflexive, multi-model construal of 
architectural criticism 

The first step is to define what we mean by 
architectural criticism above and beyond previous 
understandings of it as; 

feedback for architectural practice; 

deriving theoretical continuities from architectural 
hlstory (including informed judgements appropri
ate to the study of historic texts); 

conceptualising architectural frameworks from 
case studies; 

diachronic and synchronic studies of architectural 
types; 

existential responses (probably partially refle
xive) to particular humanised places; 

searching for good architecture that can become a 
precedent for future use. 

What should be the parameters of a critical approach? 

Firstly it is a reflexive construal of the system of 
constraints produced by the man-environment rela
tionship under study-revealed by the design product 
and its implications. Secondly it is a reflexive construal 
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of the system of constraints produced by the 
architect's position in the man-environment rela
tionship under study - revealed by the design act and 
its implications. 

Thirdly it is a reflexive construal of the system of 
constraints produced by the construals of both the 
man-environment relations and the architect's posi
tion in the man-environment relation revealed by the 
criticising act. 

The first two are about the content of criticism the last 
is about the style of criticism. 

Content of criticism is construed as 'reconstructions'. 
It should be based on objective date, it must explain 
the type of knowledge that is considered correct in 
architectural activity and must refer to particular 
cases. The style of criticism can be construed as 'de
constructions'. It should be based on experimental 
data - oriented towards removing the distortions of 
experience - it must deal with unveiling the ideology
(ies) of conditions and must refer to a more general 
system of rules. 

'Reconstructive criticism' could change architects' be
haviour by establishing rules implicit in the related 
man-environment systems. The architect mayor may 
not follow such an increase of content in the 'rules'. 

'Deconstructive criticism' on the other hand is a form 
of oppositional thinking which reveals false rela
tionships, identities or ideologies in man-environment 
interactions. This definitely asks for a change in prac
tice and is based on the discourse of its relations with 
'reconstructive criticism'. 

Change in practice can only occur if there are oompet
ing theories and if the output of reconstructive critic
ism requires a choice between competing theories. 
That means deconstructive criticism is a case of a valid 
alternative construal which helps to increase our con
strual complexity. 



Through criticism one systematically searches for 
one's own or another's misjudgements of architecture, 
mistakes in building appraisals and false premises 
within architectural criticism itself. Misjudgements of 
architecture by the lay public and mistakes in building 
appraisals do not give rise to large research program
mes or their revision. However recognition of false 
premises of architectural criticism would require such 
changes. 

The issues raised in the last paragraph should be 
further analysed for a clear understanding of their 
interrelationships. 

Deconstructions of human judgement, building 
appraisal and architectural criticism 

Human Judgement: Researchers trying to establish a 
continuum of judgement by using the 'absolute judge
ment' method in psycho-physical studies during the 
period between the late twenties and the mid-fifties 
could not establish valid norms for such research. 
Moreover it was difficult to label it as 'absolute' be
cause they varied due to contexts of stimuli presenta
tion, the antecedent properties of the judges and the 
interaction situation of the judges with the stimuli. 
Such findings first brought in the realisation of the 
strength of perceptual shifts in judging and with it 
discussion of perceptual discontinuities. Then it was 
realised that there was a semantic shift as well which 
arises due to the verbal response techniques. Inclusion 
of non-verbal, non-intrusive techniques helped to re
veal the comparative judgemental similarities and re
lated differences across 'physical', 'personal' and 
'activity' contexts. This final step showed that the 
process of judging is normative and neither the search 
for 'the best' nor for the 'better than' stimuli can 
explain the complexity of the situation. A judge acts 
according to his or her style of construeing a situation 
and the style is consistent for all sorts of construal 
contexts. People try to structure their experiences (in
cluding that of architectural environments) to make it 
predictable, meaningful and explicable. This structur
ing is done by means of construal. However there are 
some generalists who construe architecture, its social 
context and its social activity context using similar 
unfolding of style, and there are others who are spe
cialists construing different contexts in different levels 
of complexity. That means construal properties of 
categorisation and conceptualisation are used dif
ferently across contexts. This brings in the validity of 
argument about personal differences in judging and 
relating it to a naturalist normative stand. Argument is 
about schemata that man construes due to its rela
tionships with the environment. A person's schemata 
of his own 'construal processes' creates a more con-
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scious judgemental response which can become refle
xive and critical. 

Judges of architecture therefore must be able to have 
schemata of their own construal process. This should 
be communicable and should be used for purposes of 
education and for a more learned lay response. 

Judges who have a differentiation style would be able 
to categorise individual items of architecture in a high
ly differentiated system, whereas those with an in
tegration style would be able to integrate such cate
gories at higher levels of conceptualisation. Some 
would do both or on the contrary would have low 
differentiation and high integration that is more 
theoretical than critical. 

In general we can say that at the level of human 
judgement of architectural presentations (both for the 
lay public and the critic) personal construal constraints 
(style) are operative, and reflect the face validity of 
the problem at hand. Interpersonal construal through 
the checks of commonality and sociality of construal 
gives us an idea of the reliability of such judgement. 
Architectural critics must be aware of such a human 
response to architecture. 

Building appraisal 

Another level at which one assumes a critical outlook 
to buildings is that of doing building appraisals. This 
approach easily established itself with the support of 
empiricist and positivistic ideologies of science when a 
more 'scientific' approach was looked for in under
standing building performances. Performance was 
measured in rehtion to the physical, organisational 
and cost aspects of the building as defined by building 
standards. Later, human response to buildings was 
found to be varying against the fixed building stan
dards. First a behaviouristic assessment of standards in 
line with the scientific approach required, was estab
lished producing some new insights to organising data 
at hand as well as an increase in data in general. This 
approach was also giving an example of theory
practice unity where application examples were pro
vided by the design method studies. 

However the validity of such work was questioned by 
a shift in scientific attitudes. The non-behaviourist 
cognitive approaches showed that behavioural assess
ment by itself never provided the meaning for stan
dards applied. Still, this semantic shift later became a 
model for criticism (semiotic, cultural and phe
nomenological attacks on appraisal). 

On the other hand the realisation of cultural differ
ences on subjects such as lighting level standards and 
noise level standards, marred the reliability of the 
approach. 
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The careful and detailed case studies done of schools, 
offices and housing environments provided data that 
could have been used by the critics but it wasn't. This 
is due to the critics' interest in higher level concep
tualisations. Nevertheless two points were clear; 
architects have a hard time satisfying the users of 
their buildings, and the buildings' textual readings 
by users did not match the architects' intentions. 

Methodologists were also dissatisfied with their 
approaches. Some of them emphasised the creative 
quality of the design process falling however into the 
trap of discussing such concepts through positivistic 
models. Others argued for approaches that go far 
beyond the case at hand in its present time frame. In 
fact such timeless qualities are not very meaningful 
without cross-cultural checks. A spin-off from this is 
the facility programming approach to architecture. 

In any case building appraisal should be replaced by 
environmental evaluation which means not just prom
oting studies into building contexts but also adopting 
an environment attitude; more specifically a man
environment interaction theory which will make such 
evaluations understandable for the specialist and us
able for the generalist. 

Reliability of the findings of environment evaluations 
can only be established by interdisciplinary control. Of 
course they still have to have validity (meaning) for 
the user as well as experimental validity for the disci
plines involved. Here the increased awareness of a 
need to set norms for environmental standards (for 
separate cultures and each cognitive style) and an 
awareness of environment standards as social con
structs (including verbal and non-verbal) and building 
norms encourages hope for the future. 

Architectural criticism 

As argued above both the reconstructive and decon
structive approaches to criticism interact with the 
properties of human construal styles and social eva
luation of environments. However this interaction 
cannot fulfil itself if left within the boundaries of 
building construction, construction of 'self or the 
social group' in relation to architecture or the social 
construction of architectural culture. This is due to 
processes of architectural history. 

The construal approach should base itself on an en
vironmentalist position where all the concepts should 
be presented within a theory of man-environment 
interaction. Environmental and personal construal is 
part of such a theory 

This will save architectural criticism becoming an 
activity abstracted from its natural context or an impo
tent protest. The critic must, by deconstructive cri-
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bClsm, show us the inherent contradictions of his 
subject, yet by reconstructive criticism must help 
others to construe the interpretation of his proposed 
man-environment theory and the resultant environ
ment that they should expect. 

The test for the reconstructive criticism is either by 
shared reasonings and myths or by shared experiences 
and uses of environments. The first one will be helped 
by enriched (with increased complexity and higher 
level of integration) human construal, the latter by the 
alternative responses of a greater number of users 
(alternative construal increased and higher level of 
differentiation as against previous environments). 

Of course another test for the reliability of such an 
approach would be to see its validity among a group of 
critics. What sort of disagreements and uncertainties it 
creates when it tries to deconstruct previous conserva
tive and radical attitudes in architecture and 
architectural criticism? 

It might create an identity crisis for some due to the 
conflict between the possible environment construal 
styles an architect can use and his style developed 
during his own self construal. Therefore this would 
require a conscious attempt to formulate differentia
tion and integration styles for new categorisation and 
conceptualisations of architecture in its relation to 'self 
and others' and 'social activities in dialectical harmony 
with nature'. 

Architecture which shares the tradition of aesthetic 
imagination as a utopian and liberating faculty would 
not only liberate itself but also liberate the environ
mentalist discourse by the uses of such imagination. It 
will be a re-ordering contribution to man-environment 
relations which until now have been dominated by 
discourses of ecologists, cultural anthropologists, en
vironmental social scientists. 

Architects and architectural critics must explicitly 
understand what this group of people are arguing for. 
The new understanding will develop the sense for 
environmental criticism (including; establishment of 
criteria for knowing the environmental impact of a 
project synchronically and diachronically). 

A critical summary 

The position in this paper criticises architectural critic
ism in both the eastern and the western cultures for 
their categorisation and conceptualisation styles. 

The proposed integrative type of criticism is 'environ
mental' with strong ties to the other two levels of 
criticism that of human construal and environmental 
evaluation. Environmental criticism should facilitate 
research into human construal and environmental 
evaluation (deconstructive criticism) while integrating 



results of such studies by attributing meaning to them 
via environmental theories of man-environmental in
teractions (reconstructive criticism). 

This approach should be able to cover relevant work 
both in the eastern and developing countries with that 
of the western and developed countries. However in 
order to increase environmental criticism contributors 
from both cultures must speed up the task of defining 
and externalising their separate environmental values. 
In this interaction, tolerance must be shown for 
dissenting-conflicting views. Non fatalist-open socie
ty is the only context for the provision of tolerance. 
In such a society critical education would lead the 
way for: deconstructing false premises of human 
judgement and building appraisal, and reconstruct
ing an overall critical mentality to man's relation 
with his environment in general and to architecture 
in particular. Architectural education in terms of 
theory-history-criticism relations should follow the 
same pattern. Similarly architectural competition 
juries should emphasise 'typological' and 'semiotic
ai' problematics inherent in the proposals only as 
much as they reflect upon continuities and conflicts 
between facility programming, environmental prog
ramming and architectural programming of such 
proposals. 

Another form of criticism embedded in professional 
practice is by providing counter projects as a decon
struction of related facility programmes of specific 
environments. Also by producing conceptual 
architecture for life-style alternatives, without speci
fied date or place. This kind of criticism increases 
the complexity of our construal for the domain of 
architectural criticism 

New and alternative dimensions of conceptualisa
tions are thus developed and new categories of cri
tical approaches are established. 

Non-critical cultures and their critics should start their 
new effort in environmental criticism in all types of 
media, trying to show: 

The possibilities of internal dynamics for the 
architectural-environment systems development, 

The possibilities of the architectural-environmental 
systems change due to external dynamics, and 

The possibility of doing the first two without letting 
the context or the system becoming non-critical 
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