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Abstract-The field of architecture is a very subjective matter. Every professor and tutor has its own methods to deal with 

and schematize our problems in designing. But how do you engage in a conversation about reuse possibilities if every 
teacher has its own method and “truth”? The purpose of this paper is opening a discourse on handling and finding your own 
way in all the methods of adaptive reuse. To find out which method is the most fitting for me and helps me in expressing 
myself and taking a stand against my tutors. I will look into different existing research methods and will write down the most 
noticeable aspects of them. After that I will reflect on them in comparison with my own experience.  
In the end do the different authors of all these methods make us believe that analysis is the most important aspect and that 
every decision should be based on the outcome of the analysis. I would say that it doesn’t really matter which method is 
used by a student, as long as the student is capable of relating every decision he has made to the analysis. The student 
should use and investigate not only the aspects the tutor wants him to do, but he should also use his personal fascination as 
inspiration for the analysis. If a decision is based on a solid analysis, he is capable to defend himself in a discussion with the 
tutor. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 Since the start of my studies here at the faculty of architecture, I’ve met a lot of different 
teachers. Each with their own methods and ways of designing. I’ve knew from the beginning that this 
here, architecture, is actually very subjective matter. In a world of ego’s and STARchitects of the 
future, everybody knows it best. The same thing is happening in my current graduation study of 
Heritage & Architecture. Even more than in other fields of architecture, dealing with the existing 
context is extremely important, but how do you engage in a conversation about reuse possibilities if 
every teacher has its own method and “truth”? 
 So the purpose of this paper is opening a discourse on handling and finding your own way in 
all the methods of adaptive reuse. To find out which method is the most fitting for me and helps me 
in expressing myself and taking a stand against or with my tutors. So that I can deliver a more solid 
ground of my position towards all these different methods. Like what is most important and do I 
always have to keep in mind, and what are my own experiences and views on this subject so far. This 
will result in a better view to be close to myself in a world full of better knowing tutors. 
 This paper is not about the reason why people should be reusing, but it’s focussed on the 
how, just like it is in my studio. Because everybody knows that different conservation methods, such 
as preservation, restoration, rehabilitation, reconstruction or adaptation to new functions can be 
applied to buildings which no longer serve their original use. But depending on their relative 
importance in history, physical condition or proposed use a different method or outcome is needed 
(Elsorady, 2014). And that’s what this paper is about.  
 First in chapter three I will take a look into existing research methods. After that I will reflect 
on this in combination with my own experiences over the years and come to my conclusion in chapter 
four. I end this paper with a reference list in chapter five.  
 

II. METHODOLOGY 
 I will start with a literature overview. Which means that I will be looking into different existing 
methods. Some close to home, like our “own” professors and some international methods. Also into 
some of my own experience, I encountered during my current project. I won’t be looking too far back 
in history, the start of the whole discourse, on which it’s all founded. People like Riegl (Riegl, 1903), 
Ruskin(Ruskin, 1849) and Brandt (Brand, 1994) are the basis for the modern discourse on heritage 
preservation but won’t be covered in this report. I will than summarize this and mention the most 
noticeable facts of them. On which I than will reflect on in the second part of this paper.  



III. RESULTS 
 How to deal with our heritage and monuments is quite a recent question or topic in 
architectural history. Discussions about this subject has been started during the 1960s and 1970s due 
to the growing concern of the environment (Mısırlısoy & Günçe, 2016). So this means, the discourse 
on this subject is also quite recent and architects are still searching for the right terminology for this 
debate. Just saying that you have to treat our heritage with respect is not enough anymore. Respect 
has become a meaningless word in these case (Provoost & Vanstiphout, 1995). But since sustainability 
and reusing has become a more and more normal and obvious, the discourse on how to deal with 
reuse has become livid.  
 
III.I broad diversity in available methods 
 There is already a lot debated and published about difference methods on how to approach 
and reuse heritage. A quick look into international publish methods will result in a long list of possible 
approaches. There is the adaptSTAR model (Conejos, Langston, & Smith, 2013), the Multi-
AttributeValue Theory (MAVT) (Ferretti, Bottero, & Mondini, 2014), the ANP-based approach (Wang 
& Zeng, 2010), a Holistic model (Mısırlısoy & Günçe, 2016) and the Fuzzy Multiple Criteria Decision-
making (FMCDM) (Chen, Yoo, & Hwang, 2017). And that is just the beginning but I won’t go in 
anymore specifics about these ones. But also here at the department of Heritage and Architecture is a 
lot published on the subject by our own professors. There is Hielkje Zijlstra with her ABCD in Time 
method (Zijlstra, 2009), Job Roos about redevelopment in practice (Roos, 2007) and Marieke Kuipers 
with her research about the architectural memory (Kuipers, 2010).  
 
III.II reusing heritage 
 There is already a lot debated and published about difference methods on how to approach 
and reuse heritage. According to Job Roos, “a successful intervention gives an old building or 
ensemble a new impulse, without touching its soul or spoiling its ambience” (Roos, 2007). Mısırlısoy & 
Günçe are defining a good transformation in almost the same words when they say “a successful 
adaptation is one that respects the existing building and its historic context and add a contemporary 
layer to the heritage building rather than destroying its character” (Mısırlısoy & Günçe, 2016). 
Every author or reuse architect has their own method with their own focus points on the subject, but 
there are some general subjects everybody agrees on that are of importance.  
Generally speaking, is reuse about two main topics. Finding the existing architectural and historic 
qualities and finding a fitting new use. This means that analysing is the most important concern for 
architectural reuse (Elsorady, 2014).  
 
III.III general thoughts in the available methods 
 But what is it that needs to be found by doing analysis? Some say that the most important 
thing in dealing with heritage is finding an appropriate function within the existing context. The right 
function is crucial in preserving the significance of a building (Mısırlısoy & Günçe, 2016). It’s crucial for 
succeeding, when there’s no good match between the new function and existing shape, the 
transformation won’t be a success (Elsorady, 2014). A thorough analysis should rule out misfits in 
choosing a new function. This will lead to a decision based on analytic and scientific methods and not 
a random decision. 
 Another topic that is mentioned multiple times in reusing methods is the phrase ‘value’. They 
are talking about finding and identifying the values a building has. For instance the symbolic value 
(Elsorady, 2014), the historic value (Roos, 2007), architectural values (Zijlstra, 2009) or just it’s 
positive values (Chen et al., 2017). It’s about the exploitation of these values and using them as a 
source of inspiration by designing (Zijlstra, 2009). But about what these values actually contain is the 
literature quite vague.  
 The cultural identity or significance as another frequently used term. A transformation should 
not affect the identity or as Job Roos called it, the soul of a building (Roos, 2007). This means also 



analysing the project in a tangible and intangible way (Kuipers, 2010). The impact of the building in its 
social context or its contribution to the local community and economy is an aspect of the building’s 
character as well (Chen et al., 2017). Most methodology in adaptive reuse decision-making is focussed 
on the physical and functional parts of the building, but the social and cultural elements of heritage 
are mentioned as well.  
 The last main topic in the methodology is the subject of preserving. Part of the goal of all of 
these methods is finding out what needs to be preserved. What is essential for the character of a 
building and thus needs to be kept in place? But what happens next is up to the designer. Using 
contrast or harmony are traditionally the well-known options. But this has almost become a cliché 
according to Job Roos, there are so many more options to go for (Roos, 2007). 
 
The same Job Roos has even more to say on the topic of methodology for adaptive reuse. He 
mentions that just analysing is not enough. Having all the facts is not everything it is important to gain 
a certain feeling for the whole package of the building. For the physical facts and the social and 
cultural elements related to the building. And speaking of the physical parts of the building, an 
architect is in his view never the most important person. The architect is just a co-author who builds 
forward on the works of his predecessor. A transformation should serve both the past and the future 
without either being subservient to the other (Roos, 2007).  
 

IV. DISCUSSION 
 Last chapter was about all these different methods of adaptive reuse and what they have 
in common. They all have their own focus points and ways of working, but how does this relate to 
the practice of teaching and learning here at the TU Delft.  I do have some experience now in my 
graduation studio in which I work with different tutors and each of them has their own way in 
approaching the assignment. This means that as a student, you are surrounded by different views 
and you have to find your own way right through it. A student has to be aware and critical 
towards all the input delivered by his tutors and professors. But also critic relative to the current 
cultural context or architectural theory. These subject are not fixed facts, but they are up for 
change over time (Fraser, 2005). This means that a student always has to be ready to defend his 
own statements and views against the tutors. 
 

IV.I transformation definition 
 Let’s start with the definition of a successful transformation. Both of the previously 
mentioned explanation have in common that it is important to leave the existing character in 
place. There is in this field of architecture not much room for new input in this subject. Old and 
new characters should be balanced, but in the reality of this faculty is the old character the most 
important and the starting point of your design.  
 
IV.II reuse methodologies critic 

 But I do have some thoughts that I encountered in relation with all these subjects. As Job 
Roos already mentioned, the term value is very vague and tutors and students don’t really know 
how to use them (Roos, 2007). The whole word value has a subjective feeling around it. It is often 
in discussions with tutors not clear how to value certain architectural qualities. This leads to 
misunderstandings with teachers instead of a constructive conclusion. And that will lead to my 
second critical note to all these methods. They all try to make the decision-making process more 
scientific, by putting all information in schemes and analyses. But it still has this random feeling 
around it. Like it is up to your convincing skills instead of architectural skills if a plan succeeds. 
This also raises the question if this faculty is more about teaching a craft instead of a scientific 
discipline. Is it really possible to defend your design choices on the analysis? 
 



After completing the first analysis phase of my graduation studio I can say based on my 
experience that this studio is heavily focussed on the history part of a building. It is an important 
aspect in every method but this focus leads to a decrease in focus and time for other parts. The 
parts I would say are underexposed during my time at the studio are attention to the cultural 
aspects and a clear view towards future use of a building. But I know that it is impossible to grab 
everything together in a method or scheme. This means that the student has to stand up for 
himself and that he should convince the tutors and professors that his personal view on the 
matter is important as well. Because this will lead the student to aspects of analysis that might 
not be in the list or scheme but could result in an important inspiration as well. 
 
 
IV.III conclusion 

 After investigating all these different methods, one thing becomes very clear. The field of 
Heritage and Architecture is mostly about analysis, and professors and tutors may think that 
everything can be solved if enough analysis is done. But also that a student should take the next 
step, use the information from the analysis as inspiration. However, every decision that has been 
made should be based on your analysis.  
 There are a lot of different systems and a student should feel free to use them all. Like 
ways should tutors be open to different methods because they all lead to the same goal. Finding 
out everything there is about the building and capture the soul of his existence.  
 In the end it doesn’t matter how a student finds his information, as long as it is enough to 
give a reason to convince your tutor. It is not about finding out everything, it’s about bringing 
your own convincing story. Be close to yourself and your own personal interest, because that is 
what everybody does, including the professors with all their own self written methods.  
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