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Preface

Writing this book, I often felt like a weaver, interlacing stories of distinct individuals
from different countries, cities, and schools; with dissimilar ideas, life experiences, po-
litical positions, and economic conditions; practicing isolated professions; and feeling
part of diverse, sometimes opposing affinity groups. At one point in history, the paths
of these individuals merged in the same city borough, and this book is a story of this
convergence. Through the weaving of these stories and the design of the book’s struc-
ture, it becomes apparent that these seemingly different experiences of architects and
residents, professionals and immigrants, policy makers and refugees, social workers
and guest workers were indeed connected, even though the quality and intensity, and
sometimes the hierarchical structure of this interaction varied for each example. The
book asks what would have happened if the architectural discipline and profession
were shaped by a new ethics of hospitality toward the immigrant, and calls this open
architecture. It brings together historical projects and thought experiments toward
open architecture (or the lack thereof), and conceptualizes open architecture’s vari-
ous types with terms such as flexibility and adaptability of form, unfinished and un-
finalizabile design, collectivity and collaboration, participation and democracy, and
multiplicity of meaning.

The book explores particularly the urban renewal of Berlin’s immigrant neighborhood
Kreuzberg to bring this concept and its contradictions to life. This extensive building
and renovation practice was carried out by IBA-1984/87, an international building
exhibition which was justifiably one of the most important events of its time and
a microcosm of international architectural debates from the mid-1960s till the early
1990s. An astonishing number of now-celebrated architectural offices participated in
IBA-1984/87, including those of Peter Eisenman, Vittorio Gregotti, Zaha Hadid, John
Hejduk, Hans Kollhoff, Rem Koolhaas, Rob Krier, Aldo Rossi, Alvaro Siza, James Stirling,
Oswald Mathias Ungers, and many other, rather understudied architects and urbanists
whose due acknowledgment will hopefully be given with this book. IBA-1984/87 was
also a telling example about the relation between city and statelessness, because the
then run-down Kreuzberg has been home to migrants, predominantly from Turkey. My
overarching theme is international immigration and the ongoing human rights regime
that impaired guest workers’ and refugees’ right to have rights, and therefore exposed
the very limits of these past forms of open architecture. Unlike conventional architec-
tural histories, this topic requires giving voice not only to architects and policy makers
but also to noncitizen residents. For every chapter, the immigrant resident is therefore
as much a center of the narrative as the architect. In other words, the book extends its
theme to its method and explores an open form of writing through a genre inspired
by oral history and storytelling. The status of oral history is a supplement in this book
when discussing architects and policy makers, whose drawings, photographs, articles
and letters can be retrieved in archives and publications. However, I employed it as a
crucial method in raising the residents’ and the tenant advisors’ voices, given the lack
of historical documentation. I sought to bridge the fallibility of oral history, which is
due to its reliance on individual memories, by cross-checking archival documents if



available, bringing different opinions into conversation, and, needless to say, by archi-
tecturally analyzing the buildings and spaces under consideration.

The migrations between Germany and Turkey during the first half of the twentieth
century, of not only people but also images, ideas, objects, technologies, and infor-
mation, was the topic of my book Architecture in Translation: Germany, Turkey and the
Modern House.Y There, I also commented on the insufficiencies of the dominant ethics
of hospitality, by discussing the unresolved points in Kantian cosmopolitanism. While
some might argue that Kant’s notion of hospitality falls outside the realm of individual
moral judgments, because it is concerned strictly with laws and regulations between
states, I instead followed the thinkers who discuss this concept of hospitality within
the general framework of the philosopher’s ethics. Commenting on, first, the potential
Eurocentrism and second, the paradoxes of conditional hospitality in Kantian ethics,
where unconditional good will is the highest order, I argued that this hospitality does
not annihilate the perception of the “guest” as a possible threat. A conditional hospi-
tality that comes with an “if” clause, one that gives migrant individuals cosmopolitan
rights only if they comply with the predefined norms of the “host”, and therefore one
that still construes them as the “other” and constructs a hierarchy, is not true hospital-
ity. I think this is still the dominant mode of hospitality today, and hence constitutes
the ethical backdrop of the ongoing human rights regime, even though the current in-
ternational laws are, strictly speaking, products of more recent times. This book picks
up these two debates in Architecture in Translation, namely, both the history of migra-
tions between Europe and West Asia, and the discussion on the unresolved nature of
the dominant notion of hospitality, by making a plea for a new ethics of welcoming
that would inform open architecture to come.

The migration route between Germany and Turkey has been busy in both directions
for a long time. After the assumption of power of National Socialism in Germany in
1933, Turkey hosted a large number of exiles, who held significant posts in univer-
sities and the country’s building programs. Many refugees sought asylum in Germany
after the 1980 coup d’état in Turkey and the subsequent violence, thereby joining the
guest workers who had been arriving since 1961—the history that is recorded in the
following pages. As I was finishing the book, a new phase in the history of migra-
tions between Germany and Turkey came about, which impacted my own professional
home much more directly. Due to the violations of academic freedom in Turkey, count-
less opposition journalists, intellectuals, and academics who signed a peace petition
have been seeking to pursue their critical work abroad, including many in Germany, in
forced or self-chosen exiles. As I was preparing the final production stages of this book,
I was simultaneously reading a myriad of memoirs and articles, and going through
applications from threatened scholars, some of whom were even located in asylum sites.

Additionally, during the final years of writing this manuscript, we witnessed the
world’s biggest refugee crisis since the Second World War due to the war in Syria. Ever
since, the conditions of and the conceptual distinctions between refugees, migrants,
and asylum seekers have infiltrated daily newspapers and conversations. I observed
in passing how some of these refugees who arrived in Germany were treated with
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varying degrees of hostility and hospitality, also by immigrants from Turkey, who, a
generation ago, were subject to similar experiences as guest workers and refugees. I of-
ten could not stop comparing the welcoming culture (Willkommenskultur) in Germany
today and back in the period that concerns this book. Architecture as a discipline has
been relatively more attentive to the status of the refugee today, producing some inter-
nationally visible exhibitions and publications, which however, in the face of the struc-
tural challenges recorded in this book, have only concentrated on immediate solutions.
Perhaps deceptively, I observed more generosity than in earlier periods while volun-
teering in the old Nazi Airport Tempelhof that had been turned into a refugee arrival
space, but I also heard alarming signs in the news about the unsanitary conditions
in other detention centers including sports halls, about the turning of the temporary
community lodgings into permanent spaces, and about pushing refugees to the city’s
peripheries and sometimes into neighborhoods prone to racism.

Moreover, in the United States, my own country of residence, individuals from certain
countries have been subject to travel bans, and immigrants have been stripped of their
long established lives and families. Due to these recent global developments and the
steep decline of civil liberties around the world, I have confronted numerous times
the fact that some of the phenomena that shaped the experience of this book’s char-
acters are continuing to pose problems today with little or no improvement, including
rightlessness of the stateless, crises of citizenship categories in national and interna-
tional laws, state brutality, lack of decent housing, quandaries of public housing, and
hostility toward immigrants. Such threatening new developments have also propelled
scholars to define and create “safe spaces” that protect the stateless—a development
which practices a welcoming culture toward the migrant, but at the same time sadly
exposes how far the world actually is from the ethos of open architecture that is en-
dorsed in this book.

Given that some of my colleagues and I were also affected by the violations of aca-
demic freedom in Turkey, I sometimes wondered if I was turning into a character in
my own book, with an eerie feeling that must happen to many writers. But in that
case, this book is also a chronicle of hope. It reports inspiring stories against all odds
of immigrants who rightfully take credit for making Berlin’s Kreuzberg one of the
most exciting places to live in the world. In cases of the lack of hospitality reflected
in architecture, it records examples where individual residents triumphed over these
non-open spaces. It also brings out solidarities between ex-migrants and citizens,
despite the overwhelming discriminations. Additionally, it records one of the most
successful chapters of public housing in world history, a program that has since then
almost disappeared from the purview of architectural publications and discussions.

The contribution of IBA-1984/87 to the history of public housing cannot be overstated.
We are living in a world where developers are even hesitant to build middle-income
dwellings, let alone low-income housing, and where most architects are designing only
for the wealthy one percent in a neoliberal system which produces drastic income gaps.
Despite the confusing immigration policies that are recorded in this book, the IBA
team achieved a miraculous and rare accomplishment in repairing a working-class



neighborhood and supporting subsidized housing designed by an astonishingly large
number of established and cutting-edge architects. The gentrification of Kreuzberg’s
several sections and the ongoing threat of gentrification in its remaining ones are re-
corded in this book, and constitute yet another example of neoliberalism that puts
pressure both on this borough and the idea of public housing. It is not only history but
also historiography that seems to be pushing public housing out of the discipline of
architecture. Many of the architects who contributed to Kreuzberg’s urban renewal in
the 1980s continued to have shining careers and came to be identified as stars in mul-
tiple venues, but this episode when they designed public housing including units for
migrants and disabled individuals has been curiously absent in their tributes.

Before starting, let me say a few words about the structure of this book, which may
offer an easier orientation for reading it. Throughout the following pages, I analyze dif-
ferent types of latent open architecture by taking strolls in Kreuzberg through the IBA
buildings and stopping at seven locations for a closer look that includes a longer his-
tory shaped by different locations around the world. The insert at the end of the book
is also its table of contents, represented on a map. These seven stops and six strolls
are diagrammed onto IBA’s Kreuzberg map on this insert page that also contains my
photographs of the buildings on the stroll paths. The other illustrations are spread
among the text, including the architectural drawings of the buildings on the stroll
paths, and images pertaining to the stops. While the Introduction defines open archi-
tecture and discusses some projects and thought experiments toward it in world his-
tory, Stops I-11I, IV-V and VI-VII discuss open architecture as collectivity, as democ-
racy, and as multiplicity, respectively. The stroll chapters in between carry the reader
from one stop to the next. The book’s structure therefore reflects the nature of Kreuz-
berg as not only a city borough that reveals the potentials and contradictions of open
architectures, but also a collection of fine public housing designed by hundreds of
architectural offices and located in walking distance of each other.

1 Esra Akcan, Architecture in Translation: Germany, Turkey and the Modern House (Durham: Duke University Press, 2012).
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Introduction

Toward an Open Architecture

10

The word “open” has justifiably become a common metaphor today, as people, artifacts,
capital, images, and information travel from one place to another in our age of global
connections. The reason that open platforms excite or threaten today’s audiences to
such a degree, or raise them to such a level of euphoria, may be because they arouse a
feeling that is too common, too familiar, so that we respond too easily without check-
ing the causes of this feeling. And the theoretical implications, historical background,
and contradictions of this foundational concept remain unexplored.

This book defines “openness” as a foundational modern value that has nonetheless been
subject to contradictions, and “open architecture” as the translation of a new ethics
of hospitality into architecture. Open architecture is predicated on the welcoming of
a distinctly other mind or group of minds into the process of architectural design. It
is associated with, for example, flexibility and adaptability of form, collectivity and
collaboration, multiplicity of meaning, democracy and plurality, open-sourceable de-
sign, the expansion of human rights and social citizenship, and transnational solidarity.
Open architecture goes against the grain of the neoliberal ethos of the open market that
closes boundaries for the majority, and it is not synonymous with network architec-
tures. This book discusses the inclinations toward open architecture (or the lack there-
of) in the context of the urban renewal of Berlin’s immigrant neighborhood Kreuzberg,
a development known as IBA-1984/87 (International Building Exhibition of 1984/87).

IBA-1984/87 was justifiably one of the most important architectural events of the
1980s. An astonishingly large number of cutting-edge architects from Europe and the
United States were invited to contribute to a project that combined urban renewal and
public housing. IBA’s major area was the Kreuzberg borough along the Berlin Wall that
had been heavily bombed during World War II and left to decay afterward. Almost
half of the population of the run-down Kreuzberg, sometimes referred to as “the Ger-
man Harlem,” were noncitizens, predominantly from Turkey, and many residents were
squatters who had moved illegally into the abandoned buildings. Most of the migrants
from Turkey had arrived as part of the guest worker program, since 1961, but some
were refugees who fled after the Turkish coup d’état of 19980 and subsequent violence.
Building almost entirely on land that belonged to the city government, by 1989 IBA
had provided 4,500 new apartments in its Neubau (New Building) section under the
directorship of Josef Paul Kleihues and had renovated 5,000 existing apartments and
supported 700 self-help projects in its Altbau (Existing Buildings) section under Hardt-
Waltherr Himer. While the eleven-person Neubau team appointed around 200 inter-
national architectural firms, the thirty-nine-person Altbau team appointed around
140 mostly local architectural offices, and many historians and artists.

This book discusses IBA-1984/87 as the last episode in the history of the twentieth-
century public housing, when housing was part of architects’ disciplinary concerns;



as a microcosm of the participatory, postmodernist, and poststructuralist debates in
architecture from the mid-1960s till the early 1990s; and as a significant moment that
exposes the contradictory relationships between international immigration laws and
housing when seen from the perspective of immigrant residents. I analyze these top-
ics in relationship to noncitizen rights to the city and translate the relevant concept of
hospitality into design to define different forms and terms of open architecture. The
book is composed of seven stops in Kreuzberg, each of which concentrates on a single
urban block and a distinct idea of open architecture, and six strolls in between these
stops, which are composed of shorter passages and copious images. This structure re-
flects the character of IBA-1984/87 as both a typical subject of the broad international
debates of its time and a collection of projects in the same neighborhood that are in
walking distance of each other.

This introduction presents a selection from the architectural practices and thought
experiments related to open architecture throughout the twentieth century and the
early part of the twenty-first, in order to expand on the examples of latent open archi-
tecture that were influential in the discourse from the mid-1960s till the early 1990s
and are discussed in the following chapters. The word “open” seems to have two com-
mon associations today, which may limit the discussion of other possibilities. First,
in the context of late capitalism, it is common to associate the word with the eco-
nomic practices and the resulting ethical and political values of the open market. How-
ever, there are many contradictions involved in thinking about the open market as
a metonym of openness, given the evidence about how late capitalism creates un-
even economic development and hence closed boundaries for the majority of people.
Instead, in this book the concept of openness is related more to open borders than
the open market, collectivity more than individuality, the openness of society more
than the free circulation of consumer products, user participation in architecture more
than author-architect, and the collaborative more than the single-handed designer. The
other frequent association with the word “open” in today’s networked society is the
ever-expanding information highways. While the social impacts, potentials, and con-
tradictions of this relatively new technological development are also discussed in this
book, I hope to illustrate that there is a lot more to open architecture in history than
its recent association with open-source.

Modernism and New Ground Plan Conceptions (1918-45)

Its genealogy may go back further, but the open plan commonly associated with
Ludwig Mies van der Rohe would be an appropriate beginning for a history of latent
(in the sense of unpronounced or incomplete) open architecture in the twentieth cen-
tury. However, not only would it be misleading to think of the open plan as synon-
ymous with open architecture, but it would also be incorrect to limit the history of
transformative modern ground plans to the open plan. Mies was far from the only ar-
chitect to suggest innovative ground plans during the period between the world wars,
and the new ideas included the open plan, the free plan, the flexible plan, the Raum-
plan (spatial plan), and the types of plans associated with different nations. There were
numerous reasons behind this flood of ideas, including the possibilities created by the
new construction materials, reinforced concrete and steel; new conceptions of space;
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Figure Intro 1 Ludwig Mies van der Rohe, S.R. Crown
Hall, lllinois Institute of Technology, Chicago, 1950-56.

12

the possibility of, and necessity for, mass production; the women'’s liberation move-
ment; and the national and postcolonial cultural consciousness. The new ground plans
increasingly featured the free design of space, flexibility and adaptability, time-saving
household methods and discordant realities.

S.R.Crown Hall (1950-56) at the Illinois Institute of Technology in Chicago and the
New National Gallery (1962-68) in Berlin constitute the culmination of Mies’s open
plan conception, but the architect had been freeing the plan from its structural and
dividing walls since the very early stages of his career (Figure Intro 1). The Brick Coun-
try House (1924) was composed of walls as independent surfaces rather than bound-
aries to make closed rooms, and the Barcelona Pavilion (1928-29) was conceived of
as a floating platform with just eight cross-shape columns and free-standing vertical
planes that functioned as space dividers to determine directions but never enclosed
rooms in space. Mies carried the themes of the Barcelona Pavilion to residential build-
ings in the Tugendhat House in Brno (also 1928-29) and in the Farnsworth House in
Plano (1945-51), after he emigrated to the United States.2 The Crown Hall and the New
National Gallery extended the idea of the open plan to its conclusion in public build-
ings. The elimination of dividing walls and frequent columns in a large building was
not only groundbreaking from a programmatic viewpoint, but also challenging from a
structural engineering one. In both cases, the piers were taken out to reserve the inte-
rior merely for an empty space that was left uninterrupted for both maximum flexi-
bility over time and suitability to a number of functions. Naming the New National
Gallery a “universal space,” Mies seems to have extended the grid of the floor plan
from the boundaries of the building to its platform and then to the city, as if to indi-
cate that the structure provided only a template onto which the whole universe could
be potentially brought in. The museum initially was criticized for being too empty and
for lacking enough walls on which to hang artwork. Like a stage waiting for scripts or
a frame for images, the gallery suggested no predefined exhibition structure, but one
that could therefore accommodate numerous options and change over time. The effec-
tiveness of the open plan has been confirmed after decades of exhibitions that exper-
imented with different display strategies.?



Figure Intro 2 Le Corbusier, Domino system, 1915.

Le Corbusier’s free plan was quite different from Mies’s open plan. At first sight, Le Cor-
busier’s canonic drawing of the Domino system (1915), which distilled architecture’s
necessary elements into a mere system of columns, slabs, and stairs, looks like a per-
fect manifestation of the open plan (Figure Intro 2). Le Corbusier himselfidentified the
free plan as one of the five principles of his modernism, and he celebrated the freedom
that was made possible with the use of new construction materials and the elimina-
tion of load-bearing walls. However, nothing could be as scripted or as removed from
flexibility as Le Corbusier’s houses that practiced the five principles. For example, Villa
Savoye in Poissy (1928-31) was designed by choreographing the movement of the car
and the human body, and Le Corbusier defined a rich promenade carrying the visi-
tor from the ground floor up by way of the ramp or the stairs through the living room
to the double-level roof terrace. The variety of spaces along the promenade and the
different ground plans at each level were made possible because of the elimination
of load-bearing walls. However, Le Corbusier exhausted the openness of the Domino
system and the free plan to be able to use his own choreography, leaving less room for
freedom of choice or change after the design left the hands of the architect.

Nonetheless, Le Corbusier was a participant in another movement that gave some
agency to users and hence opened architecture to residents. With his collaborator
Charlotte Perriand, he designed light modern furniture made of tubular steel that was
easy to move and allowed for the flexible use of space. Moreover, designers associated
with Les Artistes Modernes in France and the Bauhaus in Germany during the inter-
war period concentrated on making movable and adjustable furniture that could be
changed in accordance with user’s will. Nowhere was the idea of flexible furniture tak-
en to its highest architectural potential than in the Maison de Verre (1928-32) in Paris,
where the designers and craftsmen Pierre Chareau, Bernard Bijvoet, and Louis Dalbet
collaborated with each other (Figure Intro 3). As Kenneth Frampton wrote, the entire
house was like a big piece of furniture, blurring the definitions of both architecture
and object-design.#® With built-in but movable and adjustable furniture in every cor-
ner and surfaces with modifiable levels of transparency, the building offered its res-
idents endless opportunities for change. Accommodating a gynecologist’s office on
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Figure Intro 3 Pierre Chareau, Bernard Bijvoet,
and Louis Dalbet, Maison de Verre, Paris, 1928-32.

the ground floor, a semipublic salon on the second, and a private residence on the
third, Maison de Verre had sliding solid walls in the doctor’s examining room, rotat-
ing glass walls in the assistant’s office, a curved translucent surface that rolled on
wheels to close off or open access to the main stair leading up to the second floor, solid
sliding walls that separated the doctor’s private office from the main living room, a
custom-made device that automated the movement of tableware between the dining
room and kitchen, moving and revolving cupboards, a foldable stair that enabled or
disabled access from the woman resident’s private living room on the second floor to
the master bedroom on the third floor, bookshelves that served as balustrades along
the galleries, a gazing point from where the wife could see the doctor’s patients with-
out being seen, toilets enclosed by translucent panels that revolved open or shut, and
bathtubs with bookshelves that slid like shower curtains. The whole facade was made
out of experimental glass brick that changed its translucency level based on natural
and artificial light. With countless movable architectural elements, adjustable trans-
parent and translucent surfaces, and custom-made details for maximum flexibility,
the building was like a participatory theater that could accommodate numerous plays
that revolved around seeing and hiding, gazing at and making eye contact, and choices
between opening and closing.

Another icon with an innovative ground plan was the Rietveld-Schroder House in
Utrecht (1924-25), the result of a collaboration between the designer Gerrit Rietveld
and the resident Truus Schroder, which could morph into two completely different
homes based on the occupants’ choices (Figure Intro 4). The interior could be a single



Figure Intro 4 Gerrit Rietveld and Truus Schrdder,
Rietveld-Schréder House, Utrecht, 1924 -25.

loft-like space when the sliding walls disappeared or an apartment separated into six
different spaces—two working or sleeping rooms, a living or dining room, a bedroom,
a hall, and a bathroom. The sliding vertical planes slid along the floor that was painted
in different primary colors to mark the different possible configurations. Based on its
facade and color composition, its freestanding planes, and Rietveld’s career in furni-
ture and space design, the house is usually perceived as the architectural manifesto of
the De Stijl movement, whose members were interested in the new possibilities of a
fluid, open space.5 The Rietveld-Schroder House did not blur the boundaries between
the inside and the outside, but it embodied another definition of openness, one that
opened the space to the residents’ voices and one that was originally formulated by
Schroder herself, so that she could both enjoy time with her children in open space and
have privacy when the sliding walls stayed shut.®

Among the architects of the interwar period who were inspired by flexible and multi-
purpose spaces was Sedad Eldem in Turkey. Undeniably curious about and at many
times imitative of the modernist architects in France, Germany, and the United States,
Eldem insisted on organizing his residential projects around a space called sofa, rather
than following the new ground plans that were being used in places he turned for in-
spiration. Eldem made it his lifetime project to research and categorize the typology
of what he called the “old Turkish houses,” which he defined as dwellings that shared
the conception of the sofa-oda duality, despite their differences in style, material, size,
climatic environment, or social setting. According to Eldem, the oda was the multi-
purpose, flexible room used by a small family unit that could morph into a living,
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Figure Intro 5 Sedad Eldem, Agaoglu House, Figure Intro 6 Sutemi Horiguchi, Okada House,
Istanbul, 1936. Tokyo, 1933.

16

sleeping, or dining space by virtue of adjustable built-in fixtures, and the sofa was the
semiprivate gathering space of the extended family that lived together in the house.
The “old Turkish house” as an overarching and unifying national typology was a con-
venient myth that Eldem participated in fabricating, but it served him as a muse for
many of his finest designs throughout his career (Figure Intro 5).7 The architect did
not design his own sofas and odas as multipurpose rooms with flexible fixtures, but
as rooms with specific modernized functions and furniture. Neither did he conceptu-
alize resident appropriation as part of his own architectural design process. Nonethe-
less, like many architects practicing outside the centers of Europe and North America,
Eldem was preoccupied with reconciling what he perceived as the modern and the
national, the foreign and the local—in his case, the Western and the Turkish. This pre-
occupation was motivated by what might be called a postcolonial consciousness (even
in countries that had not been colonized), in the sense of an anxiety about Western
cultural imperialism accompanied by an openness to these foreign influences.

To give another example, Sutemi Horiguchi’s work in Japan also resulted from the
tension and dialogue between what he perceived as the Japanese and the Western
identities. The Okada House in Tokyo (1933), for instance, materialized this duality by
literally juxtaposing a “Japanese wood-frame wing” with tatami mats and a “Western
concrete frame wing” (Figure Intro 6). The two distinctly different parts of the house
were connected with a detailed Edo-inspired garden design, an inner courtyard, and
a reflecting pool with stepping-stones.® For both Eldem and Horiguchi, modernism
involved confronting what they perceived as two worldviews, the Western and the
national, which needed to be synthesized, juxtaposed, or brought into conversation
through a new plan conception. Their projects were based on their conviction that
the two worldviews, materialized in distinct spatial organizations and construction
materials, needed to be translated into each other in some way. Being modern involved
the welcoming of a distinctly other type of plan conception into one that was more
familiar in their immediate surroundings at the time.



Figure Intro 7 Adolf Loos, Villa Mdller, Prague, 1928-30.

Even though he faced different dilemmas than Eldem and Horiguchi and practiced
in one of the centers of Europe, the Austrian architect Adolf Loos also conceived of
modernity as the accommodation of discordant realities, for which the Raumplan (a
term coined in 1931 by Heinrich Kulka, one of Loos’s students) prepared an appropriate
stage. Practiced most prominently in the Moller House in Vienna (1928) and the Villa
Miiller in Prague (1928-30), the Raumplan signified a building where volumes flow into
each other in three-dimensional ways and spaces connect with one another either
physically or visually (Figure Intro 7).° Loos’s houses are composed of semi-closed
spaces of different heights and on multiple levels that pour into each other through
steps, of fluid living rooms that can be perceived as both a unitary space and a collec-
tion of smaller alcoves, and of rooms adorned with conflicting finishing materials and
furniture and interconnected through physical access or visual openings. A Raumplan
creates the ambiguous feeling of being simultaneously enclosed and under the gaze
of someone else, of living on the stage of a theater and watching others through con-
stant framing of spaces in other spaces. Loos defined his intention as “setting free a
ground plan in space,” rather than stacking floors on top of each other —which, accord-
ing to Werner Oechslin, was nothing short of a revolution in modern space concep-
tion.1 Hilde Heynen discusses the intellectual implications of the Raumplan in terms
of a “counterpastoral” conception of modernity, one that does not deny its contradic-
tions and tensions in favor of an illusion of unity, and one that does not use a single
programmatic definition of “modernity” as if history were moving toward a predefined
ideal or progressing toward a technocratic telos.’ In the Raumplan these contradic-
tory elements are juxtaposed, discordances are brought together, and harmony in
domesticity is disrupted.
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Eldem’s, Horiguchi’s, and Loos’s modern plans moved toward an open architecture
in their own distinct ways, because their goal was to synthesize, accommodate, or
juxtapose what they manifested as different or discordant realities. Even when the
architects seek to establish unity and harmony, as was the case with Eldem, their
suggestions are premised on a perceived alterity. Appreciating Loos’s work requires
admitting the irreducible differences, contradictions, and incompatibilities of modern
life, rather than covering them with a single, overarching framework. This latent open
architecture is quite different from that of the New National Gallery, Maison de Verre,
and Rietveld-Schroder House, whose flexibility anticipates future actors’ agency, even
when users are expected to appropriate the space by adapting into the grid structure
or by choosing from a number of predefined options. Instead, in Eldem’s, Horiguchi’s,
and Loos’s houses the move toward an open architecture—in the sense of welcoming
alterity and accommodating discordant realities —takes place on the level of designed
metaphor, while the assumption of the architect’s authorial status remains intact.

Flexibility and Adaptability of Form (1945-72)

18

During the 1950s and 1960s, freedom of choice; anticipation of change; and mobility,
transformability, and adaptability of form became the common mottos of a new gen-
open system,” and “open form” were
also used relatively frequently to designate a world without traditional hierarchies

» «

eration of architects. The terms “open society,

and centralized systems. Alison Smithson associated “open society” with the ability
to move freely, viewing communication media and the highway as its symbols: “An
open society needs an open city. Freedom to move,—good communication, motor-
ways, and urban motorways, somewhere to go.”12 Her work as part of the Indepen-
dent Group, especially their This Is Tomorrow exhibit (1956), became a turning point in
architectural discourse, as it celebrated pop culture and called architects to communi-
cate more directly with the inhabitants of their buildings. Kenzo Tange contrasted the
closed and open systems as cities with the possibility of centripetal organizations and
linear development, respectively. Oskar Hansen and Zofia Hansen published a mani-
festo on open form in 1961 to respond to the urgent need for housing large numbers of
people, particularly in Poland, by registering the individual in the collective and pay-
ing attention to the everyday needs of tenants.13

During these decades, few architects moved as far toward open architecture as the
Japanese Metabolists. Identifying the sea and the sky as zones of new habitation in re-
sponse to the limited land in Japan and the country’s rapid population increase, and
building on the biological metaphors of organic growth and change, the Metabolists
conceptualized architecture as process and the architect’s role as designing an infra-
structure that will accommodate transformation. In an array of paper projects at the
turn of the decade in the 1960s, Metabolists such as Arata Isozaki (see stroll 1 for his
IBA-1984/84 building), Kiyonori Kikutake, and Kisho Kurokawa (see stop 11 for his IBA-
1984/84 competition project) imagined urban clusters in the air that eliminated land
speculation, cities floating on oceans that were renewed by sinking their cells into
the water when they became obsolete as residences, and helix cities that were meant
to reproduce their DNA like breeding organisms.1? Large-scale housing, traffic, and
mobility had already become the foci of attention for many architects in international



Figure Intro 8 Kenzo Tange, Tokyo Bay project, 1960.

circles during the period immediately after World War 11, but the Metabolists were
also “trying to revolt against Eurocentrism,” as Kurokawa put it years later.’s Yona
Friedman had presented the groundbreaking “Mobile Architecture” project in the Con-
greés Internationaux d’Architecture Moderne (CIAM) meeting in 1956, which respond-
ed to the mass housing crisis by suggesting a permanent overarching structure where
everything else was movable and changeable.

Tange’s Tokyo Bay project (1960), where Isozaki and Kurokawa also worked, represents
the culmination of most of these ideas (Figure Intro 8). Already an established archi-
tect in Japan, Tange was not a Metabolist, but he influenced the group. Responding
to the need for Tokyo’s growth despite its limited land, Tange’s team proposed creat-
ing large elevated freeways on water that would connect the two shores of Tokyo Bay
and extend to Chiba, and gigantic artificial islands on which residents would build
their own houses as needed. This was a city of the automobile, bringing together city
structure, transportation, and architecture in a single framework and accommodating
adaptability and future growth based on society’s need. The main points of the Meta-
bolist advocacy of open architecture were the separation of the permanent and the
temporary components of urban life, the needs of the collective and individual citi-
zens, and the planned and provisional aspects of cities. The Tokyo Bay project was a
settlement with transportation networks conceived of as permanent infrastructure,
and housing in the form of flexible structures that were open to constant change based
on individual choice. However, as Zhongjie Lin notes, the overbearing formal presence
of the fixed freeways or other overdesigned structures created a paradox in relation
to the Metabolists’ emphasis on individual agency, freedom, and democracy.1® Peter
Smithson, for one, found the Tokyo Bay project authoritarian, rather than democratic.
Besides, it was not clear how future citizens would build their houses by plugging into
the tent-like structures specified in Tange’s renderings and models. The Metabolists
contributed the ideals of openness, citizen agency, and future adaptability to architec-
ture, which remained metaphoric and unrealizable in their own projects. A division
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took place among the Metabolists as a result of a similar self-critique. Fumihiko Maki,
a member of the group, formulated a theory of the “group-form” as a bottom-up, more
democratic, spontaneous, and less formal accommodation of future growth. Develop-
ing additively from small to bigger patterns, “group form evolve[d] from the people of
a society rather than from their powerful leadership.”?

Metabolism is usually associated with the idea of megastructure, a term coined by Maki
to mean a “large frame in which all functions of a city or part of a city are housed.”1®
In his influential book Megastructure, Reyner Banham asserted that the megastructure
projects around the world, including those by the Metabolists, Cedric Price, Archi-
gram, and in Montreal Expo 67, and several university campuses were not isolated but
connected endeavors, and that there was a lineage between the avant-garde utopian
movements of the early twentieth century and the contemporary proponents of mega-
structure.’® However, from the perspective of open architecture, the megastructures
that accommodated their inhabitants’ agency and anticipated changes need to be dis-
tinguished from those that used a large-scale structure to impose a controlling order
on the whole environment.2® The fact that Le Corbusier’s Plan Obus for Algiers was a
frequent reference for megastructures raises questions about the political association
of these projects with democracy or egalitarian and free society. The quintessential
symbol of the French colonial dominance on the colonized population in North Africa
is not an inspiration for open architecture in the sense explored in this book. For a the-
ory of open architecture, megastructures for social agency and as social engineering
need to be differentiated. Moreover, Banham’s equating of megastructural openness
with utopian thinking is also misleading, especially in the context of Karl Popper’s 1945
The Open Society and Its Enemies, in which historical utopias were questioned from the
perspective of what the author called the open society.2? If utopias’ major fallibility
was their inability to come to terms with their own fallibility, because they fixed the
future from the perspective of the present and because they had full confidence in the
single vision of their creator, then the welcoming of change and the inclusion of citi-
zens’ voices can hardly be considered “utopian.”

Among the megastructures of the 1960s, the Fun Palace (1961-65) embodies the idea
of open architecture by virtue of conceptualizing architecture as performance (Figure
Intro 9). A project with a ground platform accessible from all directions as its only
stable element, the Fun Palace would have been composed of structural steel towers
filled with stairs and topped with cranes so that all of its other elements—including
floors, walls, galleries and bridges in the air, mechanical equipment, and other types of
planes—could be adjusted by the users to fit their shifting needs. Recent developments
in cybernetics and game theory would have been employed to collect data on prior use
and determine behavioral patterns as well as the probability of new programs. The art-
ists, architects, cyberneticists, game theorists, scientists, and others involved in the
Fun Palace each had his and her own intellectual convictions and political position,
and as a result the project cannot be covered here in its full complexity. Nonetheless,
for the theory of open architecture discussed in this book, the Brechtian intentions of
the project come to the fore. Joan Littlewood, one of the masterminds behind the idea
of the Fun Palace and a collaborator with its architect, Cedric Price, was a revolution-



Figure Intro 9 Cedric Price, Fun Palace, 1961-65.

ary theater actor and director with decades of experience in agitprop street theater,
immediate and agitational plays about class struggle or other political matters, and
makeshift theaters trying different formats in provincial towns and working-class
districts. Her work is relevant for open architecture in the Fun Palace by virtue of her
ties to the Brechtian performance theory that advocated the potential of the theater to
mobilize masses and foster critical alertness in the audience through alienation effects,
with the unambiguous intention of achieving a classless society.22 The Brechtian the-
ater closed the traditional distance between the actor and the audience, changed their
roles, and invited the audience to act critically, rather than watch passively. The inten-
tion was that it would not be the author of the space or the play that dictated the per-
formance. Rather, the theatric experience would be opened to its audience, and space
to its users. As Stanley Mathews points out, this signaled nothing short of the death of
the architect in his conventional role: “He [Cedric Price] refined the role of the architect
from that of master form-giver to that of designer of a field of human potential, a ‘free
space’ in which programmatic objectives are free to develop and evolve.”23 The rela-
tion between performance studies and open architecture is discussed in stop VII.

The Italian architecture group Superstudio took the idea of free platforms for free life-
styles to its extreme.24 In numerous ambiguously ironic drawings, storyboards, col-
lages, and films, Superstudio covered existing cities, landscape, the ocean, the earth’s
surface as a whole, and even outer space with gridded platforms. The Continuous
Monument (1969) that extended the white grid globally was meant to create no interior
and hence no exterior, but endless possibilities (Figure Intro 10). In Superstudio’s fic-
tional world, which could be interpreted as either an endorsement of utopian thinking
or a cautionary tale, the architects offered infrastructural resources on a grid so that
humans could plug into them with any lifestyle and any individual choice. Another
group that fetishized “open-ended” design during these years as a way to embrace
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Figure Intro 10 Superstudio, Continuous Monument, 1969.

individualism, freedom of choice, and constant change was Archigram, whose mem-
bers celebrated British pop culture by populating their imagery with copious advertise-
ments and everyday objects; endorsed the metropolis as a site of ultimate liberation,
adventure, and consumption; and envisioned using advanced technologies to maxi-
mize mobility. To those ends, they designed futuristic traffic intersections; plug-in and
walking cities containing intelligent robots, nomadic houses, and transitory buildings;
interchangeable architectural parts for the user to configure; and self-expanding struc-
tures that applied recent advances in cybernetics and systems design. Nonetheless,
there was a contradiction in Archigram’s openness to the citizens of the metropolis.
As Simon Sadler observed, the Living City exhibit was declared to be about “the peo-
ple themselves.” However, the objects chosen for the exhibited “survival kit” implied
that young, affluent, heterosexual bachelors were the designated “people of the city.”25
Moreover, despite the radical imagery that the group produced, we might as well be
living today in the Archigram paradise: a world of endless individualist choices, abun-
dant consumer products and advertisement images, data collection technologies that
can predict what we will buy even before we start shopping, time-saving robots, ever-
expanding lifestyle possibilities. Freedom according to the individualist ethos and the
neoliberal logic today might indeed be seen as the realization of some mid-century
utopias. Regardless of the groups’ critical or celebratory stance, most of their ideas
seem to have been co-opted by the open market and data highway enthusiasm of the
world we live in today.

Collectivity and Collaboration (1966 -Present)

While freedom of choice and the endless proliferation of new lifestyle possibilities
became catchphrases of midcentury modernism, this book picks up the history of
open architecture in the mid-1960s, when a number of architects started questioning
the idealization of the individualist ethos. Open ground plan conceptions and the flexi-
bility and adaptability of form persisted during the times and in some of the proj-
ects covered in this book, but other types of open architecture also emerged. Part 1,
“Open Architecture as Collectivity,” discusses collectivity and collaboration as latent
open architecture by looking at the practices of IBA-1984/87 architects from Western



Europe—particularly those from Italy and Germany who were associated with other
architects in Austria, Belgium, Spain, and the United States.

Stop I, “Critical Reconstruction: Open Architecture as Collaboration?” introduces the
beginnings of West Berlin’s IBA-1984/87 and the organization’s goals in the context of
the history of public housing. IBA-1984/87 differed from its predecessors by conceptu-
alizing public housing as a form of urban renewal. The organization criticized postwar
urban planning models for reducing the city to a collection of traffic systems. During
the mid-1970s, the West Berlin Senate was considering a proposal for a mega auto-
bahn project in Kreuzberg, which would have created a massive junction over Oranien-
platz (Oranien square). IBA directors not only aborted this project but also significantly
distanced themselves from the postwar, large-scale urban interventions in which ex-
isting buildings were demolished, and from standardized massive housing blocks that
were constructed at the peripheries of the city. Instead of demolishing Berlin’s nine-
teenth-century urban fabric, composed of perimeter blocks, IBA proposed to “carefully
repair” and “critically reconstruct” it. Rather than top-down master plans or mega-
structures with a single vision for the entire city, IBA-1984/87 suggested that the zone
of urban operations should be limited to city districts that a designer could zoom in
on an architectural scale.

To explore IBA’s urban renewal vision and its beginnings more concretely, Stop I dis-
cusses the history of building exhibitions, social housing, and Neubau’s beginnings
and then concentrates on Rob Krier’s urban design for Block 28, where twenty different
architectural firms were brought in to design rows of buildings along the new pedes-
trian streets and an urban plaza at the center, where four proposed interlocking perim-
eter blocks met. This stop explores collaboration as a form of open architecture, as long
as urban design can be achieved as a partnership between nonhierarchically positioned
architects and can mobilize groups that work hospitably together. To discuss Krier’s
ideas about immigration that identified an essential connection between nation and
form, the stop presents the story of Hatice Uzun, who lived in several units of this proj-
ect. Stroll 1, “From Schinkelplatz to Checkpoint Charlie,” takes a walk in the neighbor-
hood from Stop I to Stop 11, passing through buildings designed by Herman Hertzberger,
Arata Isozaki, Daniel Libeskind, and Hans Kollhoff and Arthur Ovaska, among others.

Stop 11, “Buildings That Die More Than Once: Open Architecture as Collectivity,” traces
IBA’s intellectual sources back to Aldo Rossi’s theories and typological design method
in the 1960s and discusses the translation of these ideas into practice in IBA’s most
prestigious architectural competition and two adjacent blocks at Checkpoint Char-
lie. To explore the relationship between open architecture and collective ideals, the
stop presents the stories of the Italian architect Rossi; the Spanish architect collec-
tive Bohigas, Mackay, and Martorell; Glinsel Cetiner, the spouse of a Turkish guest
worker; and N.Y., a Kurdish refugee. Analyzing Aldo Rossi’s 1966 Larchitettura della
Citta (Architecture of the City) in the context of the Italian journal Casabella’s circle,
this stop argues that a unique definition of open architecture as collectivity comes
out of this book, whose reception generally (mis)treated it as a theory of autonomous
architecture.26 Like the Metabolists, Rossi differentiates between the permanent and
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transient aspects of urban life, but in reverse order—identifying housing and monu-
ments as permanent, and traffic as temporary, urban elements. The paired concepts
type and event, memory and will, death and life, permanence and adaptability, and
convention and political motivation construct a theory of open architecture, which
views the architect as a participant in both the collective memory emerging from the
past and the collective will making the future, rather than a genius creator, a tabu-
la rasa mind, or an all-determining author. What makes Rossi’s theory a unique defi-
nition of open architecture is his emphasis on design as a product of the collective
mind on the one hand, and his acknowledgment of future transformations through
the physical signs of continuously unfolding events on the other hand. This stop also
identifies the limits of this openness, by exposing Rossi’s expectation that a unified
architecture will emerge from the collective memory and the collective will, as if a so-
ciety has no alterity or no class-based, ethnic, or geopolitical dominance that priori-
tizes one memory and will over others, and as if citizens and noncitizens always reach
consensus in the collective making of the city.

Stop 111, “Opened after Habitation,” discusses Oswald Mathias Ungers’s multifaceted
career and alternative Berlin projects from the 1960s till the late 1980s, and zooms in
on his IBA design for Block 1 to show how architecture is by definition open as resi-
dents appropriate spaces whether the architect anticipated or prohibited that appro-
priation. This stop portrays the transformation of Ungers’s ideas about the open city
from a collection of multiple heterogeneous entities to autonomous architecture with
increasingly exclusivist tones. The de facto openness of architecture is exemplified in
Block 1, especially with Fatma Barig’s touches in her dwelling, despite Ungers’s claims
to closed architecture that did not welcome changes by the occupants. Strolls 2 and 3
after Stops I1 and I11, respectively, take walks in IBA-Neubau areas from Checkpoint
Charlie to Potsdamer Platz and then to Tiergarten, to show the theme and variations
of the urban renewal, visiting the buildings of established architects such as Mario
Botta, Peter Cook, Pietro Derossi, Zaha Hadid, Hans Hollein, Vittorio Gregotti, Werner
Goehner, Frei Otto, and James Stirling.

As part 1 of this book shows, during these years, the ethos of collectivity was endorsed
by architects in Western Europe on both the political left and right. Kleihues com-
mented on the irrelevance of shying away from collective ideals due to their alleged
alliance with Eastern Europe. In the early part of the Cold War, the housing models of
West and East Berlin had been based on an ideological rivalry. In the mid-1980s, how-
ever, Kleihues thought that the Cold War polarity should no longer prevent the conser-
vation of the city’s nineteenth-century urban fabric.2?

Today, the importance of collaboration is taken for granted, given the complex building
requirements that can be handled only by professionals of different expertise, but col-
laboration is seldom endorsed except because of pragmatic necessity. The role played
by data collection and digital technologies is celebrated for making collaboration pos-
sible, but concerns about surveillance in the cybernetic utopia remain unresolved. For
example, Kas Oosterhuis defines the collaborative possibilities emerging from the new
technologies as follows: “In the collaborative design process there must be an open



channel for incoming raw data from the world around the group design room. ...Citi-
zens become real-time participants in the design game.” However, he admits that the
question of who has authority over the placement of filters and channels results re-
mains unresolved, which prevents the replacement of the traditional designer who has
top-down control.28 While new online open-source technologies increasingly foster
the interaction and exchange of digital information, few architects are willing to give
up the notion of individual authorship or “envisage [the development of] open-source-
able architectural design—i.e., design notations that others could use and modify at
will,” as Mario Carpo observed, noting the paradox of parametricism and other aspects
of the digital turn in architecture.2® Collectivity in the sense discussed in this part of
the book is also dormant, partially due to the triumph of neoliberalism after the col-
lapse of communism, and partially because of the association of these decades with
unwanted revivalism and eclecticism in architectural history. This book examines
these practices to excavate theories of collectivity and collaboration as latent forms
of open architecture, rather than to investigate their contribution, if any, to the mak-
ing of the postmodern architectural style. I also argue that the intention to reach uni-
ty and harmony in an immigrant neighborhood through collaborative and collective
urban design based merely on European models foreclosed architecture’s connective
and dialogical power.

Participation and Democratizing Democracy (1968 -Present)

Few ideas contributed as much to open architecture and its dialogical potential during
the social upheavals of the 1960s as the call for participation in public housing. When
one reads Giancarlo de Carlo’s 1969 “Architecture’s Public,” one can measure the oppo-
sition to the architectural establishment during the student movements in Europe
(Figure Intro 11). Questioning architects’ submission to power and compliance with
the interests of wealthy clients, de Carlo called for a fundamental change in the disci-
pline’s self-definition and audience. Who really was architecture’s public: the clients,
architects themselves, or the people? “Architecture took an elite position on the side
of the client rather than on the side of the user” at the expense of its own trustworthi-
ness.3% “Why should architecture be credible today,” de Carlo asked, when architects
served only landowners and authorities, when they restricted themselves to the tech-
nical questions of the “how” rather than addressing the social and political questions
of the “why,” and when the question of public housing remained unresolved while
architectural education was in crisis and architectural publications were character-
ized by arrogance? To improve architecture’s credibility, de Carlo suggested partici-
patory design, which meant that the architect would design with users rather than
for them, and process planning, which meant that participation would be initiated
as an open-ended procedure in such a way that users would continue shaping their
environments even after the work of the architect ended. In making a distinction be-
tween the client and the user, de Carlo was suggesting that architecture ought to work
for the common good rather than the particular interests of the wealthy or powerful
authorities. While the expectation of change and unfinalizability of design were ideas
similar to those endorsed by the Metabolists during the same period, the participa-
tory design procedure that invited a direct connection with future users was another
distinct form of open architecture.
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Figure Intro 11 Occupation of the Milan Triennale, 1968.

Part 2 of this book, “Open Architecture as Democracy” takes the reader to Altbau areas
in East Kreuzberg and analyzes a parallel beginning of IBA with another critique of the
idealized architect as author. In contrast to conventional city planning implemented
from above, the IBA Altbau team directed by Himer promoted a participatory model
without displacement and insisted that the people living in the buildings and directly
affected by the renovation should become the decision makers in a democratic process.
Tracing the participatory discourse in architecture from the 1960s onward, Stop IV
looks at the city blocks directed by Heide Moldenhauer and Cihan Arin (one of the few
women and one of the four Turkish citizens on the IBA team, respectively), bringing
the participatory design process to life on a unit-by-unit basis through oral histories
with architects, tenant consultants, and other residents, especially the Tugrul, Nisanci,
and Celik families. Strolls 4 and 5 take walks in Altbau areas via the Kottbusser Tor and
Gorlitzer Park areas, respectively, giving voice to the subdirectors, tenant advisors, and
the architects Uwe Bohm and Bahri Diilec, as well as the residents living in the blocks
under their responsibility.

The Neubau and Altbau projects differed because the former involved the design of
new buildings in West Kreuzberg and the latter the restoration of existing ones in East
Kreuzberg. Another key difference between them was their approaches to residents’
contribution to designs. While most of the Altbau team saw user participation as a
synonym of democracy in architecture, many architects on the Neubau team diag-
nosed it as a disabling of architectural expertise and an invitation to mediocrity. In
my interviews with them, the Neubau coordinators Hildebrand Machleidt and Giinter
Schlusche emphasized that they tried to encourage participation as well, and the latter
spoke about a 1981 crisis, after which Kleihues was forced to be more responsive to the
requests of the local social advocacy groups. There were some participatory meetings
and self-help projects undertaken under the auspices of the Neubau team as well —dis-
cussed in strolls 1-3—but the key decision makers on the team usually invited ar-



chitects who advocated the autonomy of architecture in the name of the discipline’s
integrity and what they saw as a better mode of engagement with cities.

The debate about the relationship between democracy and architecture acquires par-
ticular relevance in the context of the mid-1980s, when Western Marxists in other
disciplines were revisiting the concept of democracy. For example, Ernesto Laclau
and Chantal Mouffe advocated that the Left reclaim democracy in its “radical” form,
by acknowledging the proliferation of new subjects and struggles other than those
of the working class, such as feminism, minority movements, and noninstitutional-
ized ecology movements. Only acknowledging the plurality of social struggles and
the open-ended possibilities for the emergence of new subjects of history would bring
about the transformation of the classical Marxist models and the theorization of rad-
ical democracy necessary for a free and egalitarian society in the late twentieth cen-
tury. Part 2 of this book discusses the complex relation between the client and the state
and between the architect and the resident in public housing, linking it to Laclau and
Mouffe’s contemporary theory of plural and radical democracy. According to this the-
ory, democratization is conceived of as a necessarily perpetually open, “never-ending
process,”31 since the multiple actors who struggle against inequality in the present
and the future cannot be foreclosed or predicted. Furthermore, “it is only when the
open, unsutured character of the social is fully accepted, when the essentialism of the
totality and of the elements is rejected, that this potential becomes clearly visible.”32

Stop IV also outlines why the relationship between democracy and architectural par-
ticipation, and especially between plural or radical democracy and noncitizen partici-
pation, was not necessarily resolved during the Altbau urban renewal process, despite
IBA’s earnest attempts. It was unclear who the democratically legitimate participants
of an urban renewal process would be. Moreover, it became clear on a few occasions
that the Altbau’s participatory model welcomed participants only as long as their
requests were compatible with IBA’s values. All of the abovementioned facts drew a
limit beyond which the noncitizens could not speak.

In the context of the perceived opposition between Neubau’s autonomy and Altbau’s
participation, Alvaro Siza’s building block, which was a new design but under the pur-
view of the Altbau, offered a significant alternative. Stop V, “A Building with Many
Speakers: Open Architecture as Critical Participation,” looks at Siza’s participatory
design practice by tracing it from his early career in Portugal. Siza was not at all ro-
mantic about participation. He criticized the “authoritarian politicians” who perceived
participation as the subordination of architectural expertise under the demands of
what they claimed people wanted, and who reduced the role of the architect to a “tool
for people.”33 Nonetheless, he was equally critical of the disengaged architectural
practice at the end of the twentieth century that seemed to consider participation as
“something shameful and provincial, which is of no interest to anybody.”34 Despite his
frustration, Siza continued to find ways to encourage critical participation, and Stop V
discusses the open character of his IBA project that included void spaces in anticipa-
tion of user appropriation, whose potential was actualized, for instance, with Yiiksel
Karagizmeli’s designs in her own dwelling.
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As Siza predicted, participatory architecture remained at the margins of the profes-
sion, embraced occasionally by a few architects such as Charles Correa, when he com-
mented on the role of the architect in developing countries such as India; Hassan Fathy,
whose New Gourna village built to address rural poverty in Egypt was constructed by
the villagers themselves; the Rural Studio, whose members engaged in a similar co-
building practice with residents and students in Alabama; the designers of the Previ
housing in Peru that was open to expansion and adaptation over time in relation to
changing family needs; and more recently Alejandro Aravena, whose affordable hous-
ing projects offer an “open typology” by building only part of the unit so that residents
can finish it according to their needs and with available resources.35

This disinterest in participatory architecture at the end of the twentieth century is
an indication of broader global transformations whose adverse effects have become
visible only recently. Many contemporary political philosophers are warning about
the de-democratization taking place throughout the world today. The widespread ac-
ceptance of Samuel Huntington’s rereading of multiculturalism as a “clash of civiliza-
tions” and a threat to Western values is a sign of the new intolerance around the world
and of reactivated Orientalist stereotypes.3€ The authoritarian turn in many countries
that see themselves as liberal democracies has sparked protests and acts of civil dis-
obedience. According to thinkers such as Wendy Brown, it is the new global capital
that is “undoing democracy” and turning democratic institutions into something else:
“Neoliberal reason, ubiquitous today in statecraft and the workplace, in jurisprudence,
education, culture and a vast range of quotidian activity, is converting the distinctly
political character, meaning, and operation of democracy’s constituent elements into
economic ones.”37 Despite the elusive meaning of democracy and the number of its
variants—including liberal, radical, republican, direct, and participatory democracy—,
Brown argues that the shift from classical economic liberalism to neoliberalism
means the complete economization and hence the emptying out of democracy in all
its variants. Neoliberal reason, a geographically dissimilar and shifting signifier most
commonly understood as an alliance with the free market, the reduction of welfare
state services, and the privatization and conversion of all human activities into prof-
itable businesses, nullifies the distinction between politics and economics. Accord-
ing to Michel Foucault’s crisp explanation, this logic formulates competition rather
than (economic) exchange, and hence inequality rather than equality as normative.38
Etienne Balibar has added that the very principle of representation in democracies
is disqualified, because “neo-liberal governance is not interested in ‘conflict resolu-
tion’ as such. ... Rather than reducing conflict, neo-liberalism tends to instrumentalize
it.”3%9 In sum, the Enlightenment concept of individuals as free and equal citizens with
rights and responsibilities for the public good, as ends in themselves, and as capable
of self-governance is at risk. A world where there is only homo oeconomicus “leaves
behind not only homo politicus but humanism itself.”40

The contemporary processes of de-democratization make the discussion of open ar-
chitecture as democracy and state-subsidized public housing even timelier.4? Building
on a conversation with authors who see contemporary de-democratization merely as
apocalyptic, Balibar continues to suggest the alternative of “democratizing democracy”



as a process always in the making, always to come. This could be achieved through af-
firmative means rather than resistance alone, including democratic inventions that ad-
vance and articulate new human rights and the revitalization of the acts of citizenship
such as insurrection and civil disobedience.42 IBA’s earnest attempts and methods to
democratize architecture in the Altbau, albeit inconsistent with respect to noncitizens,
gain further relevance in this context.

Multiplicity of Meaning (1983 -Present)

As a microcosm of architectural discourse in the 1970s and 1980s, IBA-1984/87 was
also a stage for a new generation of architects who came on the scene criticizing the
proliferation of postmodern style, the overemphasis on memory, and the abundant
use of historical forms in designing new buildings. Four of the seven architects in the
Deconstructivist Architecture exhibit at New York’s Museum of Modern Art (MoMA) in
1988 —an exhibit that owed its title to the philosophy of Jacques Derrida—had been
invited to participate in IBA early in their careers: Peter Eisenman and Rem Koolhaas
were invited to participate in the competition at Checkpoint Charlie, and both of them
were eventually commissioned to design a building in the area (Stop VI); Zaha Hadid
built one of her first buildings on a nearby site (stroll 2); and Daniel Libeskind’s Jewish
Museum was originally commissioned after he had participated in the IBA competi-
tion for the museum.

In Part 3, the book returns to Checkpoint Charlie. Stop VI, “Open History in the Past
Subjunctive Tense” discusses OMA’s (Rem Koolhaas and Elia Zenghelis) and Eisenman
and Robertson Architects’ unrealized yet renowned competition projects for this area,
which offered alternative models of urbanism to the one favored by IBA. These projects
are discussed along with a theory of open architectural history as history of possibil-
ity. OM A’s competition project for Neubau was a manifestation of Koolhaas’s ideas on
metropolitan diversity as discussed in his 1978 book, Delirious New York.43 It integrated
many themes that Koolhaas had used in “The City of the Captive Globe” (1972) and
“New Welfare Island” (1975-76), paper projects that were metaphors of his book’s argu-
ment. Both tributes to Manhattan, the former envisioned an urban grid packed with
buildings devoted to different theories and ideologies that rose to the sky or collapsed
as an indication of the growth or decline of their conceptual lives; the latter filled
Roosevelt Island with projects that had been rejected for Manhattan. Similarly, for
the IBA competition site and later, OMA suggested a combination of different urban
visions and unbuilt projects from Berlin’s history, instead of fulfilling Neubau'’s re-
quirements such as critically reconstructing the perimeter blocks, restoring the con-
tinuity of the street, and establishing the unity of the environment. A place for the
manifestation of plurality, the welcoming of all pursuits, the revenge of the hitherto
excluded, and the alter ego of the dominant, the cities in OMA’s projects for New York
and Berlin were meant to be products of an open society. They amounted to a visual
history of possibility. The ideally open and democratic society had already become a
common topic in architectural circles in the United States and had given rise to such
books as Colin Rowe’s Collage City (with Fred Koetter).#4 Despite their formal differences,
Rowe’s and Koolhaas’s urban theories that promoted open society were reincarnations
of the liberal visions of midcentury modernism.
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For the same IBA competition site at Checkpoint Charlie, Eisenman and Robertson
Architects offered a memorial rather than public housing. The architects also refused to
reconstruct Berlin’s urban fabric by simply ignoring its historical traumas or designing
an illusion of continuity. Stop VI interprets this project as an avant la lettre memori-
al to the Holocaust but also problematizes the writing of Berlin’s disrupted, traumatic
past without looking beyond 1961 —the year when the wall was constructed and guest
workers started moving into the area. The final stroll, “History of a Possible Kreuzberg,”
is a walk in an imaginary Kreuzberg, anticipating the possibilities had the unchosen
IBA competition projects by Kollhoff and Ovaska, Raimund Abraham, Giorgio Grassi,
Rafael Moneo, Richard Meier, Alison and Peter Smithson, Aldo van Eyck, and others
been built.

The relationship between language and architecture was at the forefront of architec-
tural theory in the 1970s. The poststructuralist turn in literary theory, visual arts,
and architecture happened against the background of structural analysis and admit-
ted the necessarily uncertain and unfixable meaning of any text, image, or space. In
acknowledging the multiplicity of meaning and disrupting the author’s authority over a
text, no articles were as influential as Umberto Eco’s 1962 “The Poetics of the Open Work”
and Roland Barthes’s 1968 “The Death of the Author.”45 Unlike Derrida’s ideas, the theo-
retical relevance of these texts and their possible reflections on architecture has been
largely overlooked. This book’s last chapter explores precisely the relevance of open
work both in architectural history and for present discussions. Stop VII, “Exit Implies
Entries’ Lament: Open Architecture in John Hejduk’s IBA-1984/87 Immigrant Hous-
ing,” examines John Hejduk’s unbuilt and built projects for IBA, which also constituted
an alternative mode of engaging with the city that was quite different from IBA’s in-
tention to critically reconstruct Berlin’s nineteenth-century urban fabric. This chap-
ter identifies Hejduk’s practice as an adventure game, a form of open architecture
conceived of as an intersubjective play, or a participatory performance with eman-
cipated spectators. This open architecture is like a happening that both evolves over
time and connects individuals by inspiring them to open themselves to a stranger. The
story of this openness is retold through the oral history of Yeliz Ercakmak, a second-
generation immigrant. This stop also discusses the relevance of open work in contem-
porary performance studies and interactive and participatory art by adding the voice
of Jacques Ranciere—who, I argue, politicizes Eco’s and Barthes’s texts to construct
a critical strategy to resist the society of spectacle in late capitalism.4® This last stop
thereby closes the book’s circle by bringing the discussion of open architecture as
multiplicity together with collectivity and democracy.

Hardly anything but their opposition to the proliferation of postmodern style con-
nected the architects associated with deconstruction at the MoMA exhibit. Bernard
Tschumi and Eisenman were the only architects in that exhibit who directly referred
to deconstruction in Derrida’s sense. In architectural discourse, Derrida’s ideas have
commonly been integrated into either a theory of autonomous architecture with a
closed system of reference, or a set of formal preferences that helped gather different
architects under a curatorial narrative. However, the translation of deconstruction
into architecture could have inspired other possibilities. In one of his rare texts written



Figure Intro 12 Bernard Tschumi, Parc de la Villette, Paris, 1983.

directly about architecture, in which he discussed Tschumi’s Parc de la Villette in Paris
(1983), Derrida identified conventional architecture as the “fortress of Western meta-
physics,” the figure of an essentialist system of representation and the very target of
deconstruction (Figure Intro 12).47 The aim of deconstruction was therefore to question
the architecture of philosophy —what Immanuel Kant called its architectonics —while
questioning the very same essentialized values in architecture. Deconstruction was
meant to pry open the foundational and constructed value of representation that was
taken for granted and naturalized, those principles and fundamental beliefs whose
historicity was so forgotten that they were seen as natural laws. After all, Derrida
defined deconstruction’s intention as thinking about architecture. Rather than asking
what deconstruction would look like if it were translated into architectural form, an
equally pertinent question would have been to ask what architecture would be like
after a deconstructive thinking process, and how it would be practiced after decon-
struction had been translated into thinking about architecture. This question is still
valid. Hospitality toward the noncitizen, the democratization of democracy, and the
citizenship to come—which are basic questions of open architecture as discussed
below —may owe much more to the poststructuralist turn in the humanities than the
deconstructivist architects do.
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Rightlessness and Citizens to Come (1933-Present)

The parts of this book analyze latent forms of open architecture from the mid-1960s
till the early 1990s as collectivity, democracy, and multiplicity, with the overarching
theme of international immigration that exposes the limits of these past forms. In con-
trast, open architecture, as endorsed in this book, is the translation of a new ethics of
hospitality toward the noncitizen into architectural design. The concepts of hospital-
ity and citizenship that are of crucial value for open architecture have recently been
at the forefront of discussions on human rights and globalization. Nothing exposes
the unresolved contradictions in the current human rights regime as effectively as the
concept of the noncitizen.

Giorgio Agamben revisited Hannah Arendt’s text “We Refugees,” written in response
to the biggest refugee crisis during World War 11, precisely because statelessness con-
tinues to be prolific, and simultaneously exposes the limits of modern institutions in
handling citizenship.4® The stateless puts into question the limits of the human rights
that presume the condition of being a citizen of a state. Ever since the first declaration
of rights during the global network of people’s revolutions, which included the French,
American, and Haitian revolutions, the link between natural and civil rights, “man”
and “citizen,” and birth and nationhood has continued to define human rights, mak-
ing it impossible to have rights without citizenship. A refugee who loses citizenship
status in a country would immediately recognize that the inalienable rights of being
a human—the rights that a human being should have by virtue of being born—are
actually unprotected unless one belongs to a nation-state. “The paradox here,” wrote
Agamben, “is that the very figure who should have embodied the rights of man par
excellence—the refugee —signals instead the concept’s radical crisis.”4? When citizen-
ship rights disappear, so do the human rights. Agamben exposes the paradox in this
human rights regime to make the biopolitical argument about the evaporation of bare
life, when life enters into the structure of the state. Moreover, the existence of the ref-
ugee questions the global nation-state system itself: “The refugee must be considered
for what he is: nothing less than a limit concept that radically calls into question the
fundamental categories of the nation-state, from the birth-nation to the man-citizen
link, and that thereby makes it possible to clear the way for a long overdue renewal of
categories.”50

This book exposes the historical consequences of this human rights paradox as it re-
flects on housing and urbanism. In another of her texts about the loss of human rights,
Arendt specified housing as the first major right lost to the refugee: “The first loss which
the rightless suffered was the loss of their homes, and this meant the loss of the entire
social texture into which they were born and in which they established for themselves
a distinct place in the world.”5? The legal distinctions between different types of non-
citizens lose some of their relevance when it comes to housing rights. The refugee is
stateless, and the guest worker is in between states—but as one who can hardly claim
citizenship in either state, the guest worker is also in some condition of statelessness.
The particular case study in this book concerns guest workers and refugees in Germany
who had come from Turkey. In 1973, migrants from Turkey already formed the biggest
portion of the noncitizen population in Germany (23 percent), followed by those from



Yugoslavia (17 percent) and Italy (16 percent). Just before the wall fell, 12.5 percent of
West Berlin’s population of two million was composed of what the Germans referred
to as Ausldnder (foreigner), half of whom were reportedly Turkish. Kreuzberg borough
had the highest percentage (23 percent), but in some areas of Kreuzberg, including
Kottbusser Tor, half the residents were foreigners from Turkey.52

By the time of IBA-1984/87, many of the workers from Turkey had decided to stay in
Germany more permanently than they had originally anticipated, but according to
German law until 2000, citizenship was a right granted by blood and not by birth.
Thus, earning citizenship required living and working permanently for at least fifteen
years in Germany, and giving up any other citizenship. In other words, it was techni-
cally impossible for guest workers to have become German citizens at the time that the
housing regulations that affected IBA were put in place.53

Before IBA took shape, the Berlin Senate and landlords had used immigrants’ lack
of rights in quite opportunistic ways. Even though never pronounced as such, there
is a general consensus that ghetto making had been an efficient way to start a large
architectural development from scratch, since destroying the run-down neighborhood
would be relatively easy. There had been a proposal to do precisely that in Kreuzberg
before IBA aborted it, and noncitizens without rights would have been much easier
to displace than citizens. Civil society groups at the time reported that landlords and
housing bureaus consistently turned down foreign families’ applications to rent apart-
ments, which pushed them into the run-down buildings in Kreuzberg. “The apartment
will not be rented to foreigners” was a common phrase in newspaper advertisements
in Berlin.34 Taking advantage of noncitizens’ lack of rights, landlords failed to perform
legally required maintenance or repairs, given that foreign families could not make
official complaints about the decaying state of their apartments.

IBA’s innovative formal ideals were contradicted by its ambivalent immigration poli-
tics that responded to the housing regulations of the Berlin Senate. Between 1975 and
1978, the Senate passed a series of housing laws and regulations that were meant to
address the so-called foreigner problem. Two of these had serious consequences for
guest workers: the Zuzugssperre (ban on entry and settlement, which Turkish immi-
grants called tasinma yasagi), which took effect in 1975 and prohibited additional for-
eign families from moving into three of the city’s twelve boroughs (Kreuzberg, Wed-
ding, and Tiergarten); and the desegregation regulations of 1978, which required that
no more than 10 percent of the residential units in West Berlin be rented to noncitizens.
Justified as a supposed integration of foreign workers into German society by their
forced dispersal evenly throughout the city, the restrictions were meant to prevent
Turkish families from inhabiting dwellings close to their relatives or other members
of their affinity group, and hence to check the construction of social and cultural net-
works.5% This program would either reduce noncitizen families’ chances to move into
IBA’s buildings in Neubau or welcome them only after they had changed their lives
to fit the German standards for family size. To be precise, the Berlin Senate, IBA’s
employer, had determined that there were too many migrants from Turkey living in
IBA’s areas, and the new urban renewal project was a form of social control to regu-
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late what the Senate believed to be desegregation—which would be forced on people
from above. Halfway into IBA’s realization, the Christian Democrats gained control of
the Senate and promulgated anti-immigration policies. In a 1982 speech to the Bundes-
tag, Chancellor Helmut Kohl unambiguously declared that his political party would
“first:...avoid an unbridled and uncontrolled immigration. Second: ... restrict the num-
ber of new family members coming to West Germany ... to avoid another immigration
wave. Third: assist the foreigners who would like to go back to their homeland.”5¢ The
Christian-Democrat Senator Horst Franke, who was responsible for building construc-
tion and IBA, declared: “We want to integrate [the foreigners], if they want. ... Whoever
comes to Germany must feel like a German. ... But of course, within the framework of
our general foreigner policy, we would like the foreigners, especially the Turks, to go
back to their home country. We will help everyone who would like a new orientation
in their lives to get out of Kreuzberg.”57

Iargue that these housing laws were translated into IBA’s Neubau buildings in several
ways. For example, the big apartments that would be appropriate for the stereotypi-
cal big Turkish family were in short supply. Even though the share of Turkish immi-
grants reached 50 percent in many areas of East Kreuzberg, the Senate mandated that
only 5%, sometimes maximum 10 %, of new units would be big (four or more bedroom)
apartments,5® and that foreigners could make up no more than 10 percent of the res-
idents of any building. Coupled with the “ban on entry and settlement,” the Senate’s
restrictions were meant to reduce noncitizen families’ chances to move into IBA’s Neu-
bau buildings and to change the percentage of the foreign population in the area. Un-
like many cases of urban renewal that caused gentrification, IBA remained a public
housing project, but one through which the Senate employed discriminatory policies
between citizens and noncitizens in the city. The following parts of the book discuss
how architects responded with varying degrees of submission or subversion to these
housing regulations.

This book tells the stories of guest workers and refugees from Turkey as noncitizens in
Berlin in the strictly legal sense of the term, but the concept of the noncitizen is theo-
rized here as the epitome of the excluded and hence made relevant for a much broader
set of individuals and conditions. It is important to remember that people have been
excluded from citizenship throughout the history of citizenship. Slaves, women, co-
lonial subjects, guest workers, legal aliens, undocumented immigrants, and refugees
have all been identified as noncitizens at some point in the past, and some of them
continue to be identified in this way today. Moreover, when applied to the notion of
social citizenship, as first identified by T. H. Marshall, noncitizens also include people
excluded from citizenship because of socially constructed notions of class, race, gen-
der, ethnicity, or religion.5® People who were once noncitizens often continue to be
denied social citizenship, as the exclusion of former slaves, colonial subjects, or guest
workers is projected onto the present in the form of class difference and white suprem-
acy. Balibar also theorizes about the relation between internal and external exclusions
from citizenship, to understand the mechanism that denies legal citizens the right to
have rights. “An ‘external’ border is mirrored by an ‘internal’ border,”®° Balibar writes,
to such an extent that citizenship becomes a club to which one is admitted or not



regardless of one’s legal rights. “It is always citizens ‘knowing’ and ‘imagining’ them-
selves as such, who exclude from citizenship and who, thus, ‘produce’ noncitizens in
such way as to make it possible for them to represent their own citizenship to them-
selves as a ‘common’ belonging.”61

Public housing and housing as a human right continue to be at the forefront of discus-
sions about social citizenship, as the decline of the welfare system around the world
today with the advance of neoliberalism puts public housing—and with it, the idea
of social citizenship—at even greater risk.62 This is why IBA’s public housing in an
immigrant neighborhood at the dawn of the contemporary world order provides an
excellent example to theorize open architecture. Some IBA architects inclined toward
open architecture to subvert the discriminatory housing regulations, but they still
worked with the Kantian notion of hospitality, just as this notion of hospitality within
the general framework of Kantian ethics continues to inform the human rights regime.
Welcoming the guest only on the condition that he or she behaves according to the
host’s norms preserves the authority of the host. The guest’s norms must either be as-
sumed to be the same as the host’s, or they must be considered a possible threat from
which the host needs to be protected. In either case, such hospitality conceals the dif-
ferences between guest and host, and bestows on the guest the right to inclusion only
on the condition that she or he is assimilated. According to the Kantian conception, in-
dividuals welcome the foreign because they consider it their duty. It was the enlight-
ened person’s duty to tolerate the foreign. In this view, the foreign person must be a
stranger who is different in a quite uncharming way, a stranger to be tolerated for the
sake of reason and peace, but not someone to open oneself to, not someone to translate
from, and hence nobody one could expect to be enriched by. This limited hospitality
does not necessarily eliminate the perception of the guest as a possible threat, and it
draws a border that closes architecture.%3

What, then, would be another notion of hospitality, one that can inform open archi-
tecture to come? This new hospitality toward the noncitizen is continuously left open
and in the making, always to come, because unconditional hospitality would mean
the end of the authority of the host, and thus the new hospitality continues to expose
the contradiction in the existing Kantian notion of conditional hospitality. This new
hospitality also coincides with the democratization of democracy, as the latter con-
stitutes democracy as something always to come, in contrast to the present notion
of liberal democracy that has either presumably finalized itself at the “end of history’
(according to Francis Fukuyama),®4 or been corrupted into imperialistic ambitions
(spreading democracy to the whole world through violence). This is “a democracy that

can never ‘reach itself’, catch up with itself, because it involves an infinite openness to
that which comes—which also means, an infinite openness to the Other or the new-
comer.”®5 As Balibar also suggests, democratization of democracy “also means that de-
mocracy, insofar as it is identified with its own continuous democratization, requires
the deconstruction of the discriminations and exclusions that have been institution-
alized in its name (here again, the example of women and foreigners is of particular
importance.)”®® The concept of citizenship has historically been in constant evolution
precisely by virtue of the hospitality toward the noncitizen, as women and former
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slaves and colonial subjects gained rights. It ought to continue to change as refugees
and global migrants still remain rightless. The question for the present is how the ar-
chitects of a connected world whose inhabitants we may call the citizens to come will
find new forms and ways of practicing open architecture.

Notes on Method

36

The stops in this book provide a closer look at a specific type of open architecture and
trace a longer history of ideas that culminated in a particular urban block in Berlin.
The strolls were inspired by guidebooks and travel literature, but they adapt this genre
given travelers’ experience in the age of GPS navigation. This is a sort of “remediation
in reverse”—a term that Andreas Huyssen coined to explain the emergence of what he
calls “urban miniatures,” a literary genre developed by authors such as Charles Baude-
laire, Franz Kafka, Walter Benjamin, Siegfried Kracauer, and Robert Musil that updated
writing in response to the proliferation of visual media such as photography and film.67
The strolls in this book walk the readers through the streets of Kreuzberg, assuming
they will have a clear cognition of the city map because they can locate themselves in
the city by using digital navigation devices.

This is not a book on IBA-1984/87 per se, as it does not examine the smaller sites of the
exhibition in Tegel and Prager Platz or many important projects in Kreuzberg in detail.
The book does not claim to provide a comprehensive picture of the residents of Kreuz-
berg or of the guest workers and refugees from Turkey in Germany, as it does not con-
tain the stories of German squatters or migrants from other countries in Kreuzberg, or
people from Turkey in any part of Germany except Kreuzberg. My main intention is to
theorize open architecture in the sense of a new ethics of hospitality that problemat-
izes nation-state formations and comes to terms with the paradoxes of current human
rights regime. Nonetheless, I trust that readers interested in the migrant experience
in Germany or elsewhere, as well as those interested in IBA or Kreuzberg in general,
will find information in this book useful in leading to a more comprehensive under-
standing of these issues.

The book problematizes not only the history but also the historiography of the non-
citizen voice in urban space. Methodologically, I therefore extend the book’s theme
to its format and explore an open form of writing, by giving voice not only to archi-
tects and policy makers but also to noncitizen residents through a genre inspired by
oral history and storytelling rather than sociology and ethnography. This creates an
alternative both to established architectural history, which stops the narrative at the
moment the building’s design leaves the architect’s hand, and to established forms of
environmental science research. In architectural research, the resident—often called
the user, an abstract and universal term—is analyzed either scientifically (through
sociological methods such as collecting sufficiently large samples and turning results
into quantifiable data) or ethnographically (which originally started as a reflection of
the concern with what the West deemed to be primitive, other, or non-Western). One
can think of Gottfried Semper, Alois Riegl, Heinrich Wolfflin, and many others here.8
The first approach limits the possibility of open-ended questions in exploring an in-
dividual’s voice, while the second maintains the authorship of the ethnographer and,



more importantly, views an individual as a member of an ethnic group from the start. I
propose an alternative by presenting individual noncitizens’ voices as an oral historian
who does not have claims to representability, but may rely on a single witness, and as
a storyteller who alternates between the role of author and resident and who acknowl-
edges that the fabric of everyday life unfolding in an individual’s experience of a space
is also part of the history of that space. Oral history is not without its problems, as it
is always distorted by individual memories, but it is one of the few ways to write par-
ticipatory architectural history in the absence of official documents that could have
given access to the voice of the stateless.®® In translating these oral histories into my
own writing, I entertain the idea of storytelling as a format for participatory architec-
tural history. As opposed to the isolated novel or the ever-speedy information high-
way, Benjamin characterized storytelling as the experience that is passed from mouth
to mouth, and the storyteller as the mediator who conveys “counsel woven into the
fabric of real life.”7® Traditional architectural history usually stops at the point when
the building is constructed and the design leaves the hand of the architect. In contrast,
open architectural history as storytelling extends the narrative by combining the time
of its design with the time of a specific occupation. The contingency and partiality of
storytelling that results from this specific amalgam of the two time periods acknowl-
edges the necessarily open, unfinished nature of architectural history.

The noncitizen residents whose stories are included in this book were chosen in an
almost self-selective way. Between 2009 and 2014, I rang the bell of almost every door
in Kreuzberg that I could identify as belonging to an immigrant’s apartment due to
the name inscribed on the bell, and I asked to interview those who had participated in
the urban renewal process in the mid-1980s or who had been living in the IBA build-
ings since then. The people who agreed to tell their stories at length to me (sometimes
over the years) and who happened to live in the buildings that I eventually called
latent open architecture are the characters in this book (their names or acronyms ap-
pear in the form they wanted). My own interior photographs used in this book have
always been taken with residents’ permission, and when including photographs of
street scenes with city habitants, I tried to make sure to avoid voyeuristic vision (and
sometimes preferred empty scenes for this reason). A significant majority of my inter-
viewees, whom I call resident architects, were female immigrants from Turkey (for-
mer guest workers and refugees), probably at least in part because of my own gender,
language skills, and familiarity with cultural codes.”® Even though I did not decide
initially to interview mostly women, the group of people I interviewed fits well with
the book’s feminist aspiration to write more women architects into architectural his-
tory. Remembering Linda Nochlin’s groundbreaking essay “Why Have There Been No
Great Women Artists?”721 think that historians have filled architectural history books
almost exclusively with male characters because they defined Architecture as an oc-
cupation historically practiced by men. Yet if we define architecture as design open to
residents’ appropriation, there would be at least as many women architects as men in
history, even though of course there is no biological or essential reason why women
should be the makers of a house’s interior after the architect leaves the stage. By telling
the history of residents as specific individuals who are as influential as specific archi-
tects in designing spaces, I try to contribute to the writing of this feminist history. My
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interviewees came from different ethnic groups in Turkey, including Turkish, Kurd-
ish, and Alevi individuals. The national, ethnic, and religious categories are used in the
book aslong as they were important for my interviewees. I tried not to perpetuate such
identity markers in my own explanatory concepts that aim to move toward transna-
tional categories in defining open architecture as the welcoming of the perceived other.

Having been trained as an architect, I frequently did not agree with the residents’
assessments of their living spaces—especially when (not surprisingly) they disliked
architectural decisions that I appreciated or criticized as nonfunctional or uncomfort-
able what I thought was an innovative idea. I tried to report their viewpoints com-
prehensively without necessarily taking too much time to formulate my own alter-
native opinions, unless they pertained to the theory of open architecture endorsed in
this book. After all, architectural debate is at its best when it is ongoing; when it sup-
presses the speech of neither the architects, nor the inhabitants or the scholars; and
when it is kept open.

Critical reconstruction and careful urban renewal as the urban design themes that
developed during IBA-1984/87 have had along-lasting impact and guided the planning
of Berlin’s reunification when the Berlin Wall unexpectedly came down just two years
after IBA’s final opening. Due to the public housing status given to the IBA buildings
for twenty-five years, until a few years ago Kreuzberg avoided gentrification, unlike
the adjacent neighborhoods of Mitte and Prenzlauer Berg. As I was writing this book,
Kreuzberg began to be gentrified, and the IBA buildings lost their public housing status
one after another. During the final couple years of my on-site research and writing, I
often found myself returning to buildings where I no longer knew anyone and ringing
doorbells of empty apartments waiting for their upgrades and new renters. The more I
witnessed the IBA buildings being completely abandoned in a week due to sudden and
drastic rent increases that forced residents out of their apartments, the more I under-
stood that I was catching the final years of the history of a migrant neighborhood.

As Ilook back at my on-site research and as my colleagues ask how it was possible for
me to have been invited to so many apartments, courtyards, social clubs, and even
secret passageways, I can’t help thinking that it was a Kreuzbergian mindset (which
of course can be found in other parts of the world, and which certainly not everyone
in Kreuzberg has) that made this book on open architecture possible. It was this open
mindset—a hospitality that at least in theory has the strength of overcoming author-
ity and chauvinism, regardless of the contemporary political forces and legal regula-
tions—that this book records and to which it owes its existence. As I finish writing the
book in a world where platforms for free speech, academic freedom, and civil rights are
fast diminishing, and where new borders are being built both physically and concep-
tually to exclude others, I am once more convinced of the importance and urgency of
open architecture as the translation of a new ethics of hospitality into design.



1 As if they could slide across the floor, these planes
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