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Abstract. This paper aims to focus the discussions about the autono-
my of architecture. The main aim of this work is to investigate the sta-
tus of autonomy in architecture with reference to the concept of semi-
autonomous proposed in his article by Stanford Anderson. Hence; it is 
going to focus this nexus, and aimed to define a framework of the au-
tonomy of architecture in relation to the codes of the housing types of 
Bodrum where located at the western coast of Turkey. Bodrum, once 
having a vernacular character with its traditional housing types, now 
has been used as a commodity with full of white buildings boxes. 
These enormous constructions have been created by the architects ac-
cording to the codes legislated by the policies of the economical im-
pacts since 1970s. Consequently, in relation to Anderson’s initial con-
cept; this article is going to discuss that architecture is a ‘semi-
autonomous’ entity, which placed between the moral values and tech-
nique despite the exterior forces of capitalism’s transformative de-
mands. Therefore, the case of Bodrum will be a test area to prove that 
semi-autonomous architecture is both a resistance and development 
for the built environment defined by the design codes of Bodrum. 

Keywords. Bodrum; semi-autonomous architecture; codes; built-
environment. 

1. Introduction 

Architecture having functional, technical and aesthetic values obeys the 
codes of both technical standards of engineering disciplines and legislations 
of environmental, urban and city planning during the design and construction 
phases. However; it can be claimed a stiff point that these rules are given as 
data and knowledge to architects whom usually unable to participate in the 
production process of them. Architecture has always been shaped by written 
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and/or oral codes since the dynasty of Hammurabi. And presently examining 
of them should have been given much more importance in accordance with 
its disciplinary autonomy due to the current widespread crisis of capitalist 
production with deep impacts on technical, political and social life. Hence; 
architecture is one of the disciplines strongly affected from this impact. 
Then, how architects should elucidate their disciplines and where architec-
ture should stand for and what role architecture should re-take are the im-
portant questions to be reinterpreted in this perspective. 

Thus, the fundamental premise of this work is that the reappraisal of the 
autonomy of architecture is a basic tool of ascertaining this situation. The 
few literature and researches are important deficiency in a mutual relation-
ship between the codes of the built environment and the autonomous archi-
tecture. However; although a definite answer is difficult to present in current 
fragile conditions; it is advocated that ‘the semi-autonomy’ of architecture in 
relation to the codes of the discipline presents a stance in the present con-
temporary context of liberal economy. Architecture is both object and sub-
ject in the formation of built environment. While the former uses rules in-
serted by the exterior forces (upper-structure) of politics and economics; the 
latter produces built environment. Hence, it is believed that the cognitive 
state of the autonomy of architecture creates the quality of the product in the 
end.  

Therefore in this article, the state of the autonomy of the architecture is 
going to be dealt via the codes of Bodrum built environment. It is supported 
that architecture is a ‘semi-autonomous’ agent between the exterior forces 
and intrinsic values of architecture, such as; the technique, function and aes-
thetics. Consequently; the codes in the case of Bodrum, which were set by 
the political and economical tactics of the upper structure, have produced not 
only the good quality samples but also the kitsch. While, the codes were let 
the cultural properties and natural environment be protected, the final built 
environment has resulted in quite the opposite consequences. Hence, the 
constructions have damaged the natural environment harshly. Eventually, the 
article is going to present its debate in two parts. The first one will present 
the derivation of plan codes from the traditional housing type, and then the 
second one is going to deal the discussions on autonomous architecture be-
tween the exterior forces and the product it creates founded on the idea of 
Anderson’s ‘semi-autonomy’ concept. 

2. The origin of the Plan Codes of Bodrum 

The codes are the language of the architecture for the constitution of the built 
environment. Laurence Lessig defines that; “code is that it is a form of law 
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that creates the potential for choice and freedom, if designed correctly” and 
“Françoise Choay distinguishes plan from code” (Cuff and Sherman, 2011, 
pp. 21). While the former is the reproduction of models that is the utopian 
form of the spatial thought, the latter is the rule about urbanity. 

The planners and architects produce and use these codes for the constitu-
tion of the physical environment. But neither of the parties is independent of 
various agents and factors in the determination and use of them. Although, 
the architects are more placed in the side of the application of the design 
codes in forming the built environment and while the planners are seem to be 
favoured in the part of the determination of them; the developers and inves-
tors have the superior power in the development of physical environment. 
“Land and property markets are very important in shaping the social and 
spatial qualities of cities” (Madanipour, 1996). 

Indeed; the architect- like an artisan, who was the authority figure defin-
ing the built environment in the traditional city and had hold the control of 
the functions, space requirements, materials, design and the construction of 
the building which had passed them through generations, has lost his power 
in modernism due to the fact that buildings have controlled by the rules of 
various agents such as the physical planning offices, land developers, con-
struction and material companies, and public bodies. Hence; for Tekeli 
(2011), design is not within the control of architect, whereas it becomes data 
given to the architect. And similarly, Madanipour (1996, pp. 157) writes 
that; “the architect's approach to space production tended to concentrate on 
the 'hardware', on the physical fabric of the city rather than on the 'software'. 
Henceforth; the design control becomes the interface between planners and 
architects.”  

The mutual relation of “the urban fragments whose morphogenetic and 
functional change” (Madanipour, 1996) in socio-political transition consti-
tuting the codes and the usages of them in the built environment is the in-
strument in the autonomy discussions. The production of the Bodrum plan 
codes from its traditional housing types, the built environment created by 
these codes, and the role of the architect in this creation are the main steps of 
the architectural autonomy. 

2.1. TRADITIONAL BODRUM HOUSING TYPES 

The Bodrum Housing type, whose image has been consumed presently in the 
whole peninsula, has constituted its premises within the context of dual 
character of socio-economic life in small village before the 1970s. The de-
mography of Bodrum in that period was two partite as, the Turkish locals 
who had been living in the west of the city and the Cretan refugees who had 
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been accommodating in the former houses of the Greeks in the east part. 
While the former group's main income was agriculture, the latter communi-
ty’s economic source was sea related jobs. Consequently, physical specifica-
tions of both parties were observed in their building characteristics. For in-
stance; houses in the sea based economy district had deep gardens whereas 
the general property of the land-based quarter was large gardens. (Mansur, 
1972) 

Consequently; two main categories of housing units have been evolved 
within this socio-cultural tissue. First category was the ‘typical Bodrum 
houses’. The examples of two floors of this category could also be divided 
into two as ‘houses with musandra’ and ‘sakız types’. The second category 
was the ‘tower houses’, which have been built outside the fortification of the 
castle. 

First, the ‘typical Bodrum houses’ that have been constructed either one 
storey or two-floors of five meters width to eight meters length of rectangle 
due to the restriction in the dimensions of timber beams. They were spread 
in both Turkish and Cretan districts. In the first sub-type of them, there was a 
place of one-meter height from the second floor named as ‘musandıra’ and a 
balcony might have been reached from this place. Hence, these houses were 
called as ‘house with Musandıra’. 

 
Figure 1. Plan and elevation of house “with Musandıra” (Drawn by the author) 

The second type named ‘Sakız Houses’ had their entrance door in the mid 
of the long side of the wall oriented to the sea. There were two rooms; one 
was placed at the left and the other was at the right of the stairs. It was de-
signed in front of the entrance and brought people up to the first floor where 
sometimes a closed balcony- ‘ayazlık’ might have been found on top of the 
entrance door. There was a fireplace used as kitchen in one of the rooms on 
ground floor and a bathroom called ‘yunmalık’ on the corner of this wall.  
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Figure 2. Plan and elevation of “Sakız House” (Drawn by the author) 

Second; the ‘Tower Houses,’ were the first models built outside the cas-
tle. The plan is usually almost a square with four or five meters side. They 
were three or four floors height. A battlemented rooftop was designed for 
defence at the top floor in which small tapered parts as seen on castle and 
loopholes were added. (Gündüz and et al, 2001, pp.  68-71). Mansur (1972) 
stated that; people had made their houses in that physical characteristics in 
order to be protected from the enemies since they were outside the fortifica-
tion of the castle. 

 
Figure 3. Plan and elevation of “The Tower House” (Drawn by the author) 

In 1970, Akçura and Akçura (1972) had investigated the context and the 
research about the vernacular tissue of these houses was published. The re-
search has studied traditional houses according to four criteria of ‘dimen-
sion', 'plan types', 'construction material and construction technique' and 
'openings and relation with garden'. Henceforth, the codes of the Bodrum’s 
built environment were created according to these principles in the vernacu-
lar architecture. For instance, “the rubble stone used in the construction, the 
flat roof restriction, the ratio of three over five and maximum dimensions of 
seventy-centimetre width to one meter length of the voids” (Akçura and 
Akçura, 1972) were conceived by this research. Hence; these characteristics 
have become a base for the first master plan of Bodrum approved in 1974. 
Then; they were legitimated by the consecutive physical plans approved by 
the central government and the current codes finalized in the form of proce-
dural, contextual and architectural rules by the master plan started to operate 
in 2001. 
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However, these rules based on the construction methods of the traditional 
architecture of Bodrum, have created different physical environment than 
that of the context of the small village before 1980s. The booming of tourism 
in 1980s made the same plan codes of housing units applied in all buildings 
types especially the ones related to tourism. Thus, the natural environment 
has damaged mostly by the large number of the poor-quality and kitsch sam-
ples; and hence the concept of Bodrum housing type has turned into a myth 
in the end. 
 

 
Figure 4. The contemporary examples of the Bodrum houses (Photographed by the author) 

3. Autonomy in Architecture 

In the theory of architecture; building activity is a complex cultural phenom-
enon within a totality of material, social and symbolic transformations. Ar-
chitecture transforms the ‘life-world’, which is a phenomenological concept 
of Habermas, concerning the description of culture in the subjective con-
sciousness of the individuals, in material terms, in social terms and in sym-
bolic terms. (Öğüt, 1999, pp. 59) 

Then, autonomy of architecture creates its own reality within the real 
world and insists on this reality with its alternative spatial and material con-
ditions. Diana Agrest's discursive autonomy consist a self-contained disci-
pline with internal rules and codes that separate it from other cultural prac-
tices constituting the boundary between what is design and what is not. The 
continuous interaction of design and non-design which architecture main-
tains it’s disciplinary specify. 

The architecture of the 20th century produced new forms and spaces of 
modern forms for a utopian future. As also Öğüt (1999) indicated; modern 
architecture has aimed to “transform the society to reach the technological 
utopian ideals with the domination of scientific rationality”. In the case of 
Bodrum; this ideal, which is a complicated and an unfit concept in Turkish 
Modernism, has been revealed and regulated by the transformative forces of 
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tourism. Besides; on the contrary to the optimism of the changing ideals of 
the modern architecture, architects have started to rethink on the discipline 
itself and their role since 1970- when the desire of the modernist utopias had 
started to be questioned.  

Architecture has long processes of struggles with the political and eco-
nomical pressures since the beginning of the 20th century. “Architecture, in 
the 19th century has never developed its own theory of autonomy. The idea 
of ‘architectural autonomy’, the notion that architecture together with the 
other arts bounding to an internal exploration and transformation of its own 
specific language, has periodically surfaced in the modern period.” (Vidler, 
2002, pp.16) Thus, in this context, Castoriadis (Aurelli, 2008) introduces 
three historical periods within the project of autonomy as; first, the recon-
struction of Western thinking in which the re-discovery of political autono-
my; second, the critical modern period extended from Enlightenment (circa 
1750) to the sunset of totalitarianisms (1955-60); and third, the retreat into 
conformism in which the idea of political conflict was replaced by political 
agnosticism. 

In this entailment, the concept of autonomous architecture is challenging 
in two conditions. First, the autonomous architecture is a controversial sub-
ject, which has not discussed much among scholars whether the autonomy 
suits in the nature of the discipline. Thus, in this debated issue within the 
scholars, K. Michael Hays (2002: 56) does not think that “architecture can 
really be autonomous” and Kenneth Frampton presents “the difficulty to ini-
tiate a discourse on the topic of architectural autonomy”. Second, not only 
the challenges of the architectural autonomy but also the dynamic impact of 
the capitalist economy creates complexity in political and social context. 
Harvey (2001: 34) points “the dynamism of the capitalist economic order re-
quired technological and innovation to sustain it.” 

Hence, this brings up the main problematic: how do architects take posi-
tion in their discipline of architecture within this changing world despite the 
various needs of people and societies? Then; the changing situation gets 'the 
autonomous architecture' discussions have been re-examined urgently to 
solve the present ambiguity of the autonomy problem in the discipline.  

4. Semi-autonomous Architecture 

The dictionary meaning of autonomy is explained as “the quality or state of 
being independent, free and self-directing, individual or group freedom” in 
Webster Dictionary, and as “self-government or freedom of action” in Ox-
ford Dictionary. Autonomy, a modern phenomenon, whose philosophical 
background dates back to the Enlightenment, is the capacity of a self-
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sufficient agent to act in accordance with its free will. Its meaning has de-
rived from Ancient Greek word autonomous since 1620s which is the com-
bination of auto-self and homos-one who gives oneself their own law. It is a 
concept found its roots in moral, political and bioethical philosophy.  

In Perspecta 33, Robert Somol and Sarah Whiting introduces that, “archi-
tecture is not an isolated or autonomous medium, it is actively engaged by 
the social, intellectual, and visual culture which is outside the discipline and 
which encompasses it. It is based on a premise that architecture is inevitably 
involved with questions more difficult than those of form or style;” (Somol 
and Whiting, 2002: 73) since, architecture has not been outside the bounda-
ries of the exterior forces. K. Michael Hays was also supporter of the idea of 
the “engagement” of the architecture to external forces. Hays’s sophistica-
tion has always been to recognize that autonomy is a precondition for en-
gagement. Hays's critical architecture is formed with the relation in between 
the extremes of conciliatory commodity and negative commentary.” (Somol 
and Whiting, 2002: 73) 

For Anderson (2002), the status of architecture can only be sustained 
through its existence as an entity that has a certain degree of autonomy. Au-
tonomy constrained by external forces. He formulates architecture in his 
formulation positioned in an intermediate place between the autonomous 
discipline and a cultural product. For Anderson (2002); this is the idea of the 
'dual position' of 'quasi-autonomy’, which means something ‘in between'.  

Similarly, Hays (2002) claims the critical architecture presents 'between' 
position. In fact, “the critical architecture required the condition of being 'be-
tween' various discursive oppositions. Thus 'culture and form' can alterna-
tively be figured as 'kitsch and avant-garde' for Clement Greenberg, 'literal 
and phenomenal' for Colin Rowe, 'object-hood and art' for Michael Fried or 
'capitalist development and design' for Manfredo Tafuri. Rowe's and Tafuri's 
discourses most fully enable the critical project of 'betweenness', whether 
within history/theory, as with Hays’ or in terms of design, as with the work 
of Peter Eisenman.” 

However, in this article it is advocated that architecture's autonomous sta-
tus can be regarded ‘semi-autonomous’ based on the premises of Anderson’s 
(2002: 30-47) priory proposal in his article.  Although it is controversial and 
difficult context, this article has constructed the discussions on similar view 
of Anderson’s architectural autonomy that it situated “in between”. But, it is 
believed that his “quasi” notion can still be unstructured and naïve defini-
tion within the complexity of the Bodrum’s built environment; on the contra-
ry, it still can cause the ambiguity to increase. Therefore, it is supported that 
architecture having a “the semi-autonomy” quality is positioned between 
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'the moral values' as a resistance to exterior forces and 'techniques’ within 
the intrinsic qualities of the discipline. 

In the first side, autonomy refers to the capacity of a rational individual to 
make an informed, un-coerced decision. In moral and political philosophy, 
autonomy is often used as the basis for determining moral responsibility for 
one's actions. One of the best known philosophical theories of autonomy was 
developed by Kant. In Kantian moral philosophy (Oxford Dictionaries, 
2014); 'Autonomy' is the capacity of an agent to act in accordance with ob-
jective morality rather than under the influence of desires. Kant has used the 
term autonomy in the context of ethics, primarily the freedom of human will. 
In the second side, 'techniques' implies the idea of its intrinsic evolution of 
the discipline. According to Frampton (2000) “architecture has quintessen-
tially tectonic character whereby part of its intrinsic expressivity is insepara-
ble from the precise manner of its construction.” 

Aureli (2008) proposed ‘theory’ for the power and pressure of the capital-
ism and supports the view that the autonomy discussions should propose a 
theory instead of a postmodernist historicist attitude. 

In a time when an army of theorists occupying the seats of academia is 
obsessed with the idea of “practice” and pays lip service to “activism” 
as the only valid space for cultural, social, and political action, the 
project of autonomy reminds us that the most challenging efforts with-
in and against capitalism are those born out of “Theory” with a capital 
T- Theory, that is, not as a device aimed simply at reporting on the 
“reality as found” of the city and its changes every Monday morning, 
but as a way to establish long-term responsibilities and solid catego-
ries by which to counter the positivistic and mystifying ways that so-
cial and political development comes to be seen as evolutionary pro-
cess. 

Stanford Anderson (2002) in his article Quasi-autonomy in architecture: 
the search for an 'In-between' begins with the questions that; “can architec-
ture be other than a mere servant to commercial and capitalist forces? And 
he wonders that; “how a formally driven enterprise like architecture can ad-
dress social issues responsibly (or at all).” From his point of view, “architec-
tural autonomy sets in architect's free will and the architect's strategy is freed 
from any canon in the act of design which cannot be isolated from the forms 
of social life.” 

Anderson's autonomy of architecture is part of architecture's theoretical 
program and architecture's specification is articulated by ideology. Purely 
autonomous objects were generated in the discourse by the codes. “The au-
tonomy of the object required a degree of disciplinary autonomy, and the 
disciplinary autonomy had the expectation of generating autonomous ob-
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jects” (Hays and Kogod, 2002: 56) “Agrest, Gandelsonas and Eisenman were 
trying to use autonomy and the codes of the discourse to break down or re-
move architecture from a system of ideology so that it could speak against 
it. Autonomy of architecture produces knowledge within the discipline and 
provides a critical distance for architecture to resist any external authority” 
(Hays and Kogod, 2002: 56) 

The point reached inquiries what the autonomy of architecture within the 
capitalist system is that the product of architecture cannot be separated from 
political, economic and social context. “Land and property markets are very 
important in shaping the social and spatial qualities of cities (Madanipour, 
1996).” “The industrial interest in production has changed and was replaced 
by the growing importance of consumption. Then buildings separated from 
the realm of cultural product and turn into commodity in the market place.” 

Consequently, it can be notified by Kaminer (2007) that; instead of revo-
lutionary transformation, rationalism is more meaningful. This rationale is 
both within and against the capitalist system and its mode of production. It 
affects the architecture in relation to economic and politic impacts. 

5. Concluding Remarks 

The status of architectural autonomy is less clear than that of autonomy in art 
since architecture is not an isolated or pure autonomous medium. It is en-
gaged by the social, intellectual and visual culture which is outside the disci-
pline and which encompasses it. Autonomous architecture is a remaining 
tool for architecture to have a critical distance from the impacts of the capi-
talist production and consumption. And autonomy of architecture provides 
architects with a critical tool to re-evaluate the discipline. 

This paper has argued that architecture positions between an autonomous 
discipline and cultural product based on the Anderson's article. However the 
cultural product seems to be suppressed by the capitalist oppression on the 
architectural discipline at present. Hence the following results indicate that; 

• The disciplinary responsibilities of the architecture comprise this self-
awareness that resist to the capitalist pressures. It opposes the transformation 
of the codes into just physical rules for the commodification of building 
blocks in Bodrum. Thus this responsibility is covered by the autonomous sta-
tus of the architecture. 

• The concept of architectural autonomy is limited by the lack of literature. 
However; the resistance of the architect to the external forces of the capital-
ism and commercialism brings the moral values of the profession that the ar-
chitects shape the boundaries in the discipline. 
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• It is difficult to compromise on a single definition of ‘autonomous architec-
ture”. However; autonomy produces knowledge and self-awareness within 
architectural discourse that produce necessary critical distance for the archi-
tect in the discipline. The autonomy of architecture produces knowledge 
within its intrinsic values of the discipline- such as techniques, and then pro-
vides a critical distance for architecture to resist any external authority by the 
produced theory. 

• The paper argued the idea of 'betweenness' introduces an intermediary solu-
tion that is offered by Kaminer. He suggests that a rationalism, which is both 
within and against the capitalist system, may have been a significant predic-
tor for the autonomous architecture. Besides, the technics is clearly benefited 
from this rationale.  

Finally; although autonomy of architecture is limited, the article deter-
mines it in between position. The article supports that autonomous architec-
ture is a critical tool that constitutes its own knowledge through both its 
practice of architecture and self-consciousness in moral values. Autonomy in 
architecture is not an isolated medium; on the contrary, it is engaged with the 
social, intellectual and visual culture outside the discipline. Therefore, au-
tonomy in architecture is a challenging concept to discuss. All in all, the 
acknowledgement that architecture has a certain degree of autonomy, “the 
semi-autonomy” situating between 'the moral values' and 'techniques’ re-
lieves the disputes among scholars about the presence and meaning of the 
autonomous architecture. 
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