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Community-based architectural pedagogy encompasses a diverse range of practices – such as live projects, design-
build studios, participatory design, and service-learning – yet the fragmented terminology and varying theoretical 
underpinnings pose challenges to understanding its broader educational impact. This systematic review examines 
ninety-five peer-reviewed and Scopus-indexed publications from 2014–2024 to explore how various approaches 
address student learning and community participation. Using a mixed-method approach, we combine a systematic 
quantitative literature review (SQLR) with qualitative thematic analysis to identify five pedagogical orientations: 
Community-Driven & Participatory Approaches, Experiential & Design-Build Pedagogy, Sustainability & Resilience, 
Digital & Interdisciplinary Innovation, and Culture, Heritage & Pedagogical Frameworks. While some papers prioritize 
student learning or community impact, the majority pursue a balanced synergy between both. Furthermore, the 
review also identifies six recurring pedagogical strategies employed in community-based design education: hands-
on fabrication, collaborative design, place-based learning, digital engagement, sustainable and regenerative design, 
and community-driven engagement. However, limitations such as tokenism, scalability, and digital access persist. 
Findings reveal a Western-dominated field, characterized by a concentration of projects and scholarship in the U.S. and 
European regions with limited representation from non-English contexts, although there is growing global interest. 
Future models should be able to prioritize longitudinal impact, equitable power-sharing, and scalable hybrid models. 
This study advances discourse on balancing educational goals with meaningful community engagement.
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INTRODUCTION

Community-based design and planning have been 
extensively discussed, researched, and implemented across 
various disciplines, including architecture and the built 
environment. This approach offers positive attributes such 
as promoting transparency of the process, user involvement, 
agency, contextuality, collaboration, knowledge exchange, 
and power distribution (Awan et al., 2013; Jones, 2005; 
Till, 2016). Particularly in diverse geographical contexts, 
community-based design has been linked to efforts in serving 

vulnerable and underprivileged communities, highlighting 
the idea of architecture of empowerment (Serageldin, 1997; 
Smith, 2008).

However, despite its advantages, community-based 
architectural pedagogy is not without critique. Scholars 
have raised concerns regarding the methodologies 
employed in participatory design, pointing to issues such as 
power imbalances, tokenism, and the challenge of achieving 
genuine consensus (Arnstein, 1969; Carpentier, 2016). 
Some critics argue that participatory design, when not 
carefully managed, can devolve into a performative exercise 
rather than a truly inclusive process. The participatory 
nature of community-based design can lead to unintended 
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challenges, including power struggles and coercion, which 
some scholars describe as a form of ‘tyranny’ or even a 
‘nightmare’ (Cooke and Kothari, 2001; Miessen, 2011). 
These concerns underscore the complexities of balancing 
stakeholder engagement with the realities of decision-
making and implementation in architectural practice and 
education. 

Understanding community-based scholarship is challenging, 
as the pedagogical terms vary widely, overlap, and are often 
interchangeable due to factors including political context, 
traditions, and theoretical underpinnings (Boyle, 2021; Pak 
and De Smet, 2022; Salama, 2016).  However, it is important 
to know the trend of this pedagogy by considering its wider 
terms, as previous reviews have tended to focus on specific 
terms such as design build (Canizaro, 2012), live project 
(Smith et al., 2023) and participatory (Lee et al., 2024).

This paper aims to conduct a systematic review of 
community-based design in architectural education, 
focusing on its application and approaches. By examining 
established terminology commonly used in the discourse 
– such as live project in the British tradition and design-
build in the American tradition (Pak and De Smet, 2022) – 
alongside broader terms like participatory design, service 
learning, and the emerging concept of urban labs (see Table 
1), this study seeks to provide a comprehensive overview 
of current research, key trends, and critical insights in 
community-based architectural pedagogy.

This systematic review aims to provide a transparent, 
unbiased synthesis of existing scholarship addressing 
our research questions. To ensure methodological rigor, 
this paper followed the systematic quantitative literature 
review (SQLR) (Pickering and Byrne, 2014) as a method to 
quantitatively collect the papers, and qualitatively code the 
papers in order to systematically categorize and interpret the 
textual data, themes, and patterns (Creswell, 2012; Saldana, 
2009). Considering the evolving trend of community-based 
architectural pedagogy globally, this study addresses two 
main research questions:

•	 How do the objectives of community-based architectural 
pedagogy address student learning and community 
goals?

•	 What practical approaches are commonly implemented 
in community-based architectural pedagogy?

By investigating these questions, this study aims to 
contribute to a deeper understanding of how community-
based architectural pedagogy is taught and implemented – 
while also critically examining how community participation 
is conceptualized and addressed in current architectural 
scholarship.

RESEARCH METHODS

The paper adopts a mixed-method approach, integrating 
a systematic quantitative review of existing scholarly 
literature on community-based architectural pedagogy 
(Pickering and Byrne, 2014) with qualitative coding 
techniques to analyse textual data. This coding process 
involves three key stages – initial coding, focused coding, 
and theme development – to identify recurring patterns and 
themes (Creswell, 2012; Saldana, 2009).  The study aimed 

to identify the last ten years of peer-reviewed publications 
between 2014 and 2024 that focused on architecture 
students’ involvement in community-based architectural 
projects and design led by university pedagogy. This review 
focuses on Scopus-indexed, English-language publications 
due to their accessibility, tools to refine and filter the results, 
and established academic rigor. However, we acknowledge 
that excluding non-English sources may overlook important 
perspectives, particularly from regions where community-
based architecture thrives but is documented in local 
languages. Future research should mitigate this limitation 
by integrating multilingual sources. 

The first quantitative step was identifying and carefully 
defining a specific topic within the overall type of research 
(Pickering and Byrne, 2014). Considering the wider variety 
of the community-based terms that are interchangeable 
(Salama, 2016) and overlapping (Anderson, 2017; Boyle, 
2021; Canizaro, 2012; Forsyth et al., 2000; Harriss and 
Widder, 2014), we decided to include several terminologies 
associated with community-based architectural pedagogy 
including live project, design build, service learning, practice-
based, community-based, urban lab, and participation. 
Additionally, some of the terms also have variations such as 
the use of hyphens, extended noun phrases or related terms 
like practice-oriented, urban living, and participatory (see 
Step 1 - Table 1). The specific term ‘architecture’ was added to 
the keyword search to keep its relevance to the architectural 
context, as the community-based terms are widely used in 
another field of research. By using the Boolean searching 
technique, the first initial search yielded 2,780 articles. 

These initial results were refined using several inclusionary 
and exclusionary steps that span from step two to step four. 
Starting from step two, all the screening and reviewing were 
done manually to make sure that the selected papers were 
relevant to the research topic. Step two was done by reading 
the title, abstract and its keywords as we are aware that the 
research topic has layered meaning and various fields of 
study. For example, the term ‘architecture’ was sometimes 
used to refer to information technology or organizational 
systems, which did not align with the main research objective. 
Additionally, the term like ‘participatory’ was sometimes used 
to refer to students’ involvement as users in architectural 
projects, rather than as the facilitator or main actor in the 
design, or architectural process like designing school together. 
Other conflicting terminologies were also related to student 
collaboration in architectural projects that involved multi-
discipline to create a design build project rather than making a 
collaborative program with the community in a specific place. 

After excluding irrelevant papers, 132 articles were 
thoroughly reviewed for relevance to our research questions. 
Finally, the last stage of the review focused on examining how 
each article related to actual community engagement. Papers 
that discussed community pedagogy in isolation – without 
addressing its impact on the community – were excluded as 
irrelevant. Additionally, any articles by the same authors were 
reviewed, and duplicates containing identical content were 
excluded. This resulted in a final 95 documents to be explored 
more, which can be accessed through the appendix. These 
were analysed using categorization and metadata in line with 
the research questions.  
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Figure 1. Trend analysis of community-based pedagogy in architecture
(Source: Authors, 2025)

RESULTS

Prevalence and trend of research 

Analysis of the metadata obtained from the documents can 
be illustrated to present an overview of the publications 
on community-based architectural pedagogy research. It 
is also worth noting that this review does not capture all 
community-based literature and publications. The results 
presented in this research only capture published peer-
reviewed publication in English. Outside language limitation, 
it also became clear that many outputs of community-based 
pedagogy are not published in a written journal format. 

be due to the incomplete dataset for the year. The general 
upward trend suggests growing academic engagement with 
the topic, particularly in the last five years, indicating an 
increasing recognition of community-based approaches in 
architectural education and practice. 

Analysing geographical distribution, the comparison 
between project locations and author institutions in 
community-based architecture highlights significant 
geographical disparities (see Figure 2). American and 
European regions dominate the field, with 32 and 29 projects 
respectively, supported by a strong institutional presence 
(30 and 33 institutions). This suggests that these regions 
have well-established research networks and academic 
interest in community-based architecture. American 
institutions are known for their design build pedagogy, with 
the most popular example from Rural Studio, in Auburn 
(Canizaro, 2012; Mockbee, 2010). In the European context, 
especially in the UK, live projects pedagogy are dominating 
the discourse to date (Anderson, 2017; Harriss and Widder, 
2014; Smith et al., 2023). Asia follows with 16 projects 
and 14 institutions, indicating moderate engagement. 
Australia, despite having only 7 projects, has 9 contributing 
institutions, suggesting active research efforts that may not 
always lead to direct implementation. In contrast, Africa 
has the lowest representation, with only 2 projects and 
2 institutions, reflecting limited academic and practical 
engagement in the field. Multi-region studies account for 
9 projects and 7 institutions, highlighting cross-regional 
collaborations but on a smaller scale. 

It is interesting that publications from the multi-regional 
locations or institutions usually give an in-depth and 
evaluative analysis of previous projects, such as an analysis 
of social quality of design-build project at the University 
of Stuttgart, Germany (Schreiber et al., 2022), the iterative 
aspect of design build program at Tulane School of 
Architecture, New Orleans (Passarelli and Mouton, 2021), 
and an evaluation on how design education can walk the 
talk outside the theoretical agenda (Charlesworth, 2018). 

Table 1. The systematic document selection process

INCLUSION and or Exclusion STEP 1 STEP 2 STEP 3 STEP 4

(“architect*”) AND (“student*”) AND (“live project”) 75 31 19 10

(“architect*”) AND (“student*”) AND (“design build” OR 
“design-build”)

161 43 28 21

(“architect*”) AND (“student*”) AND (“service learning” 
OR “service-learning”)

113 33 19 16

(“architect*”) AND (“student*”) AND (“practice 
oriented” OR “practice-oriented”)

32 4 0 0

(“architect*”) AND (“student*”) AND (“practice based” 
OR “practice-based”)

173 9 4 2

(“architect*”) AND (“student*”) AND (“community 
based” OR “community-based”)

270 17 15 16

(“architect*”) AND (“student*”) AND (“urban lab*” OR 
“urban living lab*”)

16 2 2 2

(“architect*”) AND (“student*”) AND (“participation” OR 
“participatory”)

1940 78 45 30

Total number of articles 2780 217 132 95

The trend of publications on community-based architecture 
pedagogy from 2014 to 2024 shows fluctuations with an 
overall increasing interest in recent years (Figure 1). The 
number of articles published annually varied, with notable 
peaks in 2018 (14 articles) and 2022 (13 articles). After a 
slight dip in 2019 and 2021, publication numbers began 
rising again, reaching 12 articles in 2023. Notably, 2019 
marked the onset of the Covid-19 Pandemic, affecting 
teaching methods in universities including in architecture, 
which were forced into online interaction (Grover and 
Wright, 2023; Metinal and Gumusburun Ayalp, 2024). 
While 2024 shows a slight decline (7 articles), this may 
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Overall, the trend indicates that while community-based 
architecture is a global topic, research and implementation 
remain concentrated in developed regions. Therefore, study 
and publication about community-based pedagogy in other 
contexts is necessary, in order to have more understanding 
of its current scholarship. 

Additionally, Co-Design (10 papers) and Service-Learning 
(7 papers) further reinforce the idea that collaboration 
and community involvement are essential components 
of architectural education today. Papers like Inclusive Co-
Design (Cifter et al., 2023) and Games-Based Co-Design 
(Peng et al., 2024) introduce innovative community-based 
architectural methods, demonstrating how interdisciplinary 
and interactive approaches enhance the learning process. 
Meanwhile, Service-Learning in Urban Design (Kelsch et 
al., 2017) and Service-Learning in Territorial Planning 
(Ņitavska et al., 2016) showcase how students actively 
contribute to real-world projects while acquiring practical 
experience. The relatively smaller number of Experiential 
Learning (Antonini et al., 2021; Rodriguez, 2018) and 
Live Project papers (Abrahams et al., 2021; Anderson, 
2017; Denicke-Polcher, 2022) suggests that while these 
approaches are present, they may not yet be as widely 
implemented or known as participatory, service-learning, 
and design-build models. These findings not only indicate 
a strong shift towards socially responsible, participatory, 
and applied education, but also state that community-based 
architectural pedagogy can be applied and understood in 
diverse pedagogical terms. This is especially evident in the 
remaining 30% of less frequently mentioned pedagogical 
terms, which include concepts such as citizen science 
(de Paula et al., 2024), radical co-creation (Ortiz, 2022), 
urban mentoring (Goledzinowska and Kostrzewska, 2019), 
collaborative experimentation (Belova and Schofield, 2022), 
and co-production (Udall et al., 2015), all of which highlight 
alternative approaches to community-based learning. 

Thematic insights on balancing learning goals and 
community objectives

The thematic findings related to the objective of the 
pedagogy can be organized into five overarching categories – 
Community-Driven & Participatory Approaches, Experiential 
& Design-Build Pedagogy, Sustainability & Resilience, Digital 
& Interdisciplinary Innovation, and Culture, Heritage & 
Pedagogical Frameworks – each of which strikes a unique 
balance between enhancing student learning and ensuring 
meaningful community participation. These themes answer 
the implicit research question: How do the objectives of 
community-based architectural pedagogy address student 
learning and community goals?

Figure 3. Pedagogical terminologies in community-based architecture
(Source: Authors, 2025) Figure 4. Focus areas on community-based architectural pedagogy 

scholarship
(Source: Authors, 2025)

Regarding the use of the term in the community-based 
architectural pedagogy, the metadata analysis indicated a 
broad, evolving landscape of the pedagogy, moving away 
from conventional toward collaborative, interdisciplinary, 
research-driven, and socially engaged models (Figure 3). 
The analysis of 95 pedagogical papers shows a strong 
concentration on Participatory Design (16 papers) and 
Design-Build (15 papers), making them the dominant 
themes in contemporary community-based architectural 
education. This indicates a pedagogical shift whereby 
students and community stakeholders could collaborate 
during the design process (Salama, 2021; Sara, 2011). 
Examples include Public Space Participatory Design (Haupt 
and Kazanecka-Olejnik, 2023) and Participatory Urban 
Design Education (Racoń-Leja, 2020), which highlight 
urban-focused, community-driven design approaches. 
Similarly, Material Reuse in Design-Build Education (Cohen 
et al., 2019) and Design-Build Education in Post-Disaster 
Contexts (Owen, 2017) emphasize real-world, construction-
based learning experiences that help students translate 
theory into practice. The prevalence of these themes suggests 
that modern architecture and design pedagogy prioritizes 
practical engagement, social impact, and sustainability 
over purely theoretical instruction. It is resonance (Harriss, 
2014) that highlights the potential of an architecture live 
project in developing practice-ready skills for the student.

Figure 2. Comparison of project locations and Authors' Institution
(Source: Authors, 2025)
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When the result is projected in a bar chart (Figure 4), these 
five themes reveal a distribution whereby most studies 
highlight either community engagement or experiential, 
hands-on teaching models as central to architectural 
education, with a substantial number also addressing 
environmental imperatives, technological innovation, 
or cultural and heritage dimensions. Although the exact 
numerical breakdown may vary depending on one’s 
coding and grouping decisions, the aggregated evidence 
from these 95 sources provides a broad picture of how 
authors formulate their pedagogical objectives in relation 
to student learning agenda, societal needs and local 
stakeholder involvement. A closer inspection of individual 
papers shows how each theme manifests, as well as which 
side – student skill development or community-focused 
outcomes – tends to predominate in different contexts. 
 
Numerous studies classified under Community-Driven & 
Participatory Approaches, typically intertwine student 
learning with community empowerment, with objectives that 
emphasize co-creation, stakeholder workshops, and service-
learning. An example of this is a speculative design studio 
in post-mining regions (Spurr and Carrasco, 2024); while 
it highlights the ability of students to develop empathetic 
and future-focused design proposals, it also discusses how 
local residents are actively involved in imagining new post-
extraction scenarios, gaining a voice in what such transitions 
could look like. Haupt and Kazanecka-Olejnik (2023) focus 
on whether architecture students are adequately prepared 
to design public spaces through both top-down and bottom-
up approaches, underscoring the role of end-users in shaping 
urban design. In a similar spirit, Murphy and Brisotto (2022) 
examine how working with migrant communities can foster 
a deeper sense of social justice among students, stressing 
that such engagement becomes a powerful mechanism 
for students to grasp spatial inequalities and challenge 
them through co-design processes. Although most of these 
participatory papers seek a balanced outcome – students 
gain knowledge and real-world collaboration skills as 
communities receive more tailored solutions – some studies 
caution against superficial or short-lived engagement. 
Charlesworth warns that “walking the talk” can be 
compromised if universities parachute into neighbourhoods 
without building lasting relationships, effectively benefiting 
students more than local constituents (Charlesworth, 2018). 
Still, most objectives in this category propose iterative, 
inclusive processes that enhance learning outcomes and 
simultaneously empower stakeholders.

Many authors grouped under Experiential & Design-Build 
Pedagogy frame construction-based teaching as an avenue 
for both practical skill development and community uplift. 
A paper by Passarelli and Mutton (Passarelli and Mouton, 
2021), for example, outlines iterative design-build processes 
that focus on affordable housing, reporting that students 
gain competencies in project management, hands-on 
assembly, and the negotiation of real-world constraints such 
as budgets, materials, and municipal codes. In parallel, the 
families or groups involved in that housing project receive 
direct benefits – new dwellings or amenities that reflect user 
input throughout the construction process. An example from 
Lebanon shows how a design-build approach addresses 

social and environmental challenges simultaneously, 
indicating that design-build tasks can bring students face-
to-face with the complexities of real construction sites, 
local regulations, and community expectations, thereby 
improving both practical knowledge and empathy (Mohareb 
and Maassarani, 2018). In the interior architecture context, 
Zingoni (2018) highlights student-led design-build as a 
form of social agency, and draws attention to how physically 
constructed outcomes can help marginalized communities 
see immediate improvements, from small-scale public 
furniture to more ambitious structures like pavilions or 
resource centres. On the other hand, some authors, such as 
those in the post-occupancy testing (Hardin, 2018) explored 
certain design-build initiatives that inadvertently prioritize 
the final product – and student portfolios – over sustained 
community engagement, thereby risking a lopsided scenario 
in which the university collects accolades for “impactful” 
designs without ensuring robust community ownership. 
Nonetheless, the broad consensus remains that experiential 
pedagogy of this type can marry both practice-readiness 
for students and real-world relevance for communities, 
particularly when the latter are invited to shape the design-
build process from inception to completion.

The Sustainability & Resilience theme unites another 
group of authors who emphasize ecologically and socially 
responsible design as integral to architectural education. 
With the rise of global crises such as rising temperature, 
flooding, or social inequalities, it is important to have a 
pedagogy that can foreground climate change and act as 
living laboratories (de Paula et al., 2024; Kiers et al., 2020; 
Solis et al., 2022). The objectives in these papers often 
emphasize the importance of embedding environmental 
issues into real-world studio projects, occasionally 
incorporating aspects such as occupant behaviour. For 
example, Hardin (2018) shows the influence of occupant 
behaviour on energy efficiency in hot climates or local 
biodiversity – students exit the program with advanced 
ecological literacy, and communities acquire tangible 
pathways for future-proofing their neighbourhoods. This 
approach also fosters co-learning: communities contribute 
their contextual knowledge about local ecological patterns, 
while students apply theoretical frameworks that can refine 
everyday sustainable practices.

With fewer total papers but still a clear presence, Digital & 
Interdisciplinary Innovation underscores the emerging use 
of augmented reality, virtual reality, digital fabrication, and 
interdisciplinary collaborations in community-based work. 
Collaborative projects that incorporate digital mapping 
or online platforms can foster wider collaboration with 
different backgrounds and disciplines also with external 
collaborators like municipalities (Paragliola et al., 2024; 
Racoń-Leja, 2020). Interactive digital platforms could also 
potentially replace traditional critiques with public feedback 
mechanisms, suggesting that real-time user input fosters 
more iterative and inclusive design cycles, though it may 
also be limited by local digital literacy levels or technology 
access (Guaralda et al., 2015). Hence, digital innovation 
often amplifies design possibilities, but it can also amplify 
inequalities if hardware or digital literacy is scarce. Across 
these papers, the impetus for interdisciplinary work is to 
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deepen students’ problem-solving abilities and to anchor 
design proposals in a broad knowledge base, though in 
practice, some projects remain more “tech demonstration” 
than genuine user-led transformation.

Finally, Culture, Heritage and Pedagogical Frameworks 
speaks to the subset of objectives that emphasize cultural 
identity, vernacular traditions, or theoretical scaffolding 
in teaching. Gajendran et al. (2022) discuss merging 
Indigenous and Western pedagogies for work-integrated 
learning, explaining how architecture students learn to 
appreciate different epistemologies, while Indigenous 
communities can guide the design to reflect intangible 
heritage or local cultural practices. It can be done by 
addressing non-morphological factors such as social 
and historical contexts (Qiu et al., 2023) and integrating 
methods like semantic ethnography (Cranz et al., 2014); 
to heighten cultural sensitivity, educators can prepare 
students for deeper, more empathetic site analyses that go 
beyond superficial morphological standards. Authors in this 
category typically assert that architectural pedagogy is at its 
best when it recognizes the built environment as a nexus of 
culture, history, power, and community identity. This leads 
to projects that respect local knowledge and cultivate a 
sense of shared purpose.

The largest segment, however, is balanced – some 60 papers 
articulate objectives that explicitly entwine student learning 
with genuine community participation. In these, authors 
detail how students develop professional competencies only 
through real co-creation, user feedback, or participatory 
research. de Paula, Paragliola and Magnussen (de Paula 
et al., 2024; Magnussen and Hod, 2023; Paragliola et al., 
2024), for instance, describe resilience planning, inclusive 
construction, and green-space renovation where local 
stakeholders shape the process alongside students, thereby 
ensuring that the educational benefits go hand-in-hand with 
tangible outcomes for residents. This distribution suggests 
that while many educators still concentrate on enhancing 
students’ skill sets, a substantial portion of the literature 
recognizes that robust academic growth and meaningful 
local impact can – indeed, should – occur in tandem. 
Overall, most papers do treat the synergy of learning and 
serving as essential to community-based pedagogy: authors 
typically highlight that the best educational outcomes arise 
from working with genuine community partners who can 
articulate local realities, critique naive assumptions, and 
ensure that projects have a functional afterlife.

Unveiling practical strategies in community-engaged 
architectural education

Community-based architectural education bridges 
classroom learning with real-world application, cultivating 
practical skills and social responsibility in students 
through direct interaction with communities (Harriss 
and Widder, 2014; Pak and De Smet, 2022). This thematic 
analysis of 95 papers uncovers six commonly implemented 
strategies – collaborative design practices, community-
driven engagement, hands-on innovation and fabrication, 
technology-enhanced analysis, sustainable and regenerative 
design, and place-based learning with cultural context – 
that define how students are trained to address community 
needs outside conventional studio settings (See Figure 6). By 
exploring specific examples this critical narrative examines 
these strategies’ prevalence, effectiveness, and limitations, 
while proposing future methodological enhancements 
to answer the second research question: What practical 
approaches are commonly implemented in community-
based architectural pedagogy?

A standout strategy is collaborative design practices, where 
co-creation serves as a dynamic teaching tool. Studios like co-
design workshops for inclusive decision-making and co-Design 
with NGO representatives (Cifter et al., 2023; Paragliola et al., 
2024) immerse students in partnerships with NGOs, residents, 
or policymakers, fostering immediate, hands-on collaboration. 
Targeting diverse groups also hones students’ ability to 
navigate varied perspectives (Murphy and Brisotto, 2022; 
Scott et al., 2018), while innovative methods like game-based 
co-design (Peng et al., 2024) make participation engaging 
and accessible. Frequently applied outside conventional 
architectural pedagogy studios (Jabeen et al., 2021; Schreiber 
et al., 2022), this approach delivers real-time feedback, yet its 
educational depth falters without scrutiny of power dynamics. 
The lack of insight into how student-led efforts (Belčič and 
Eloy, 2023) balance academic and community goals suggests 
a risk of superficiality, urging a need for critical reflection to 
teach negotiation and empathy beyond process.

Figure 5. Focus objective on community-based architectural pedagogy 
scholarship

(Source: Authors, 2025)

Across all five themes, the question of whether the objectives 
weigh more toward student learning or community 
benefit does not have a single uniform answer. However, 
after looking back to the coding mechanism across the 95 
papers, the research found that 24 primarily emphasize 
student-focused objectives, 11 are largely community-
focused, and the remaining 60 aim for a balanced synergy 
between both (See Figure 5). The student-focused category 
(Brown and Camilli, 2023; Dragutinovic et al., 2023; 
Qiu et al., 2023) typically underscores how immersive 
workshops, design-build activities, or digital innovations 
sharpen students’ technical and reflective abilities without 
giving equal weight to stakeholder leadership in the 
process. Meanwhile, the community-focused group (Belčič 
and Eloy, 2023; Denicke-Polcher, 2022; Lawanyawatna 
and Schoch, 2023)S centres on tackling local challenges – 
such as prison architecture or rural depopulation – where 
students’ educational gain is a byproduct of meeting urgent 
or deeply rooted community needs.

Iqbal M. N. M., Shafique T.: Unpacking community-based architectural pedagogy: A systematic review of current scholarship



68 spatium

Closely aligned, community-driven engagement positions 
students as facilitators of community voices, embedding 
real-world interaction into learning. Examples like citizen 
science and participatory quantifiable frameworks (de Paula 
et al., 2024; Kuo and Lee, 2024) train students in grassroots 
techniques – surveys, exhibitions – to capture community 
needs, while formal consultations such as stakeholder 
interviews (Shanthi Priya et al., 2020) and public workshops 
(Racoń-Leja, 2020) deepen participatory skills. Widespread 
across papers this strategy aligns with service-learning 
ideals, teaching adaptability and listening. However, its 
practical edge dulls with top-down tendencies, where 
students refine rather than redefine designs, limiting their 
agency. Repetitive consultation can turn formulaic, raising 
doubts about whether students gain critical insight or just 
procedural know-how, especially without longitudinal 
evidence of impact. Hands-on innovation and fabrication 
offer a tangible alternative, integrating design-build into the 
curriculum for experiential learning. However, its resource 
intensity – time, materials, expertise (Salazar Ferro et 
al., 2020; Schreiber et al., 2022) – limits its scalability 
within academic constraints. While effective in small-scale 
contexts and products like tiny homes (Johnson, 2018), it 
risks prioritizing product over reflective process, a critical 
pedagogical gap despite its popularity.

Technology-enhanced analysis brings digital tools into the 
mix, blending innovation with community engagement. 
The use of remote sensing and GIS Mapping means to help 
better understanding of the context while also proposing 
data driven approach (de Paula et al., 2024; Mehan and 
Dominguez, 2024), while participatory digital mapping foster 
student and community involvement during the process 
(Alba et al., 2023; Ortiz, 2022). This dual focus on technical 
skill and collaboration shines in tech-forward settings, 

but reliance on advanced tools could raise accessibility 
barriers, potentially sidelining students or communities 
without technological resources or knowledge. Sustainable 
and regenerative design infuses ecological responsibility 
into pedagogy, preparing students for community-relevant 
challenges. 

Place-based learning and cultural context anchor education 
in local realities, fostering community connection. 
Ethnographic fieldwork and place based research 
(Daneshyar and Keynoush, 2023; Dragutinovic et al., 2023) 
trains students in immersive research, while cultural 
narratives by embedding indigenous and local perspectives, 
enriched by storytelling create a fundamental process 
and understanding on where the knowledge is practiced 
and explored (Ortiz, 2022; Rodgers et al., 2020; Spurr and 
Carrasco, 2024). Prevalent in context-focused studios, 
this authentic approach builds cultural sensitivity, but its 
intensity and specificity could also limit scalability, risking a 
narrative focus over practical skills unless balanced.

These strategies – collaborative co-design, community 
engagement, hands-on fabrication, digital analysis, 
sustainable design, and place-based learning – form a 
practical toolkit, widely implemented across 95 papers, 
signalling a shift toward experiential, community-engaged 
education. However, several challenges remain: collaborative 
and engagement methods risk becoming tokenistic without 
clear power dynamics; hands-on and technological tools 
often struggle with issues of scalability and equity; and 
sustainability or place-based approaches require significant 
resources and contextual specificity, which can hinder their 
broader applicability.

Critically analysing the themes, future development of this 
pedagogy must address these gaps. Longitudinal assessment, 

Figure 6. Thematic findings from methods and approaches in community-based architectural pedagogy
(Source: Authors, 2025)
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which involves tracking outcomes over time beyond individual 
projects, is essential and can be strengthened through 
mixed-method or multi-method evaluation approaches 
to more effectively validate the impact on both students 
and communities. Power-sharing frameworks, inspired by 
participatory action research, could deepen co-design and 
engagement, and teach students to negotiate authority and 
counter tokenism. Scalable hybrid models – merging digital 
tools with low-resource fabrication and outputs – could 
give a more iterative aspect of the pedagogy that could not 
be seen in a short period of time. The absence or limited use 
of these methods in the findings analysis highlights a missed 
opportunity to enhance practicality and equity, which are 
crucial for fostering community-engaged education that truly 
empowers both learners and communities. 

CONCLUSION AND BEYOND

This systematic review of 95 Scopus-indexed studies from 
2014–2024 illuminates the evolving landscape of community-
based architectural pedagogy, revealing its ambitions, 
achievements, and shortcomings in addressing student 
learning and community participation. In response to our 
first research question – how objectives balance these dual 
goals – our analysis identifies five pedagogical orientations: 
Community-Driven & Participatory Approaches, Experiential 
& Design-Build Pedagogy, Sustainability & Resilience, 
Digital & Interdisciplinary Innovation, and Culture, Heritage 
& Pedagogical Frameworks. Of these, 60 studies aim 
for synergy, integrating student skill development with 
community benefits, as seen in projects blending co-creation 
with real-world outcomes (e.g., Passarelli and Mutton, 2021). 
Meanwhile, 24 papers prioritize student learning, focusing 
on technical or reflective gains (Qiu et al., 2023), whereas 
11 focus more explicitly on community impact, addressing 
local challenges like rural depopulation (Denicke-Polcher, 
2022). This uneven distribution exposes a central tension: 
despite the rhetoric of mutual benefit, pedagogical design 
often prioritizes academic objectives, risking superficial 
engagement or “parachute” interventions that fade post-
project realities (Charlesworth, 2018).

For the second question – what practical approaches are 
implemented – six strategies dominate: collaborative design, 
community-driven engagement, hands-on fabrication, 
technology-enhanced analysis, sustainable design, and place-
based learning. These methods are exemplified by co-design 
workshops (Cifter et al., 2023) and GIS mapping (de Paula et 
al., 2024), and other pedagogical shifting approaches toward 
experiential and socially engaged practice. However, their 
effectiveness is curtailed by persistent challenges: tokenism in 
participatory efforts, resource-intensive fabrication limiting 
scalability (Schreiber et al., 2022), and also digital divides that 
exclude less-resourced communities (Guaralda et al., 2015). 
The field’s Western dominance – 32 US and 29 European 
projects versus 2 in Africa – further skews the narrative, 
sidelining non-Western contexts where community-based 
design may thrive outside English-language scholarship 
(Salama, 2016). Publication trends show growing interest, 
peaking at 14 articles in 2018, yet disruptions like Covid-19 
(Metinal and Gumusburun Ayalp, 2024) suggest fragility in 
research momentum.

Critically, the minimal amount of longitudinal evidence 
weakens claims regarding lasting impact. Many studies offer 
snapshots – semester-long projects – rather than tracking 
how skills translate to practice or how communities sustain 
benefits (Harriss, 2014). This gap, paired with a reliance on 
peer-reviewed journals, overlooks grey literature or local 
documentation, particularly from underrepresented regions. 
The field’s promise – to educate practice-ready architects 
while empowering communities – remains aspirational 
without rigorous validation and broader inclusivity.

Looking beyond, transformative steps are essential. It is 
important to recognize that community-based architectural 
pedagogy is one of several new pedagogical approaches 
emerging in architectural education as a response to complex 
contemporary challenges. Other fields such as sustainable 
development, resilience, and climate change research are 
actively developing transformative learning models to 
address these global issues. Future research in community-
based architectural pedagogy could significantly benefit 
from integrating insights and methodologies from these 
related domains, thereby broadening its scope and impact. 
Longitudinal assessments, spanning years rather than 
terms, should employ mixed methods to measure student 
competencies (e.g., empathy, collaboration) and community 
outcomes (e.g., social cohesion, built assets), building on 
calls for evidence-based pedagogy. Equitable power-sharing 
frameworks, rooted in participatory action research, must 
replace tokenistic consultation, positioning communities 
as co-designers and teaching students to negotiate 
power dynamics critically. Finally, multilingual reviews, 
incorporating non-English sources from Asia, Africa, or 
Latin America, would decolonize the discourse, aligning 
with global calls for inclusive and pluriversality scholarship 
(Escobar, 2018). By embracing these shifts, including 
learning from adjacent fields tackling sustainability and 
resilience, community-based pedagogy can move beyond 
fragmented promises to deliver architects equipped for 
practice and communities empowered through co-creation, 
fulfilling its dual mission with rigor and equity.

Appendix

All reviewed articles can be access through this link 
https://s.id/ninetyfiveslr 

Acknowledgements

The publication of this article was supported by the 
Lembaga Pengelola Dana Pendidikan (LPDP) of the Republic 
of Indonesia, whose sponsorship made it possible. 

ORCID 

Muhammad Nelza Mulki Iqbal  https://orcid.org/0000-
0001-9208-3808 

Tanzil Shafique  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6315-4539

Iqbal M. N. M., Shafique T.: Unpacking community-based architectural pedagogy: A systematic review of current scholarship

https://s.id/ninetyfiveslr
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6877-9004 


70 spatium

REFERENCES

Abrahams, C., Delport, H., Perold, R., Weber, A. M., Brown, 
J. B. (2021). Being-in-context through live projects in 
architectural education: Including situated knowledge in 
community engagement projects, Critical Studies in Teaching 
and Learning, Vol. 9, pp. 99-125. https://doi.org/10.14426/
cristal.v9iSI.1813

Alba, S., Baldo, M., De Benedetti, L., Deimichei, S., Mazzino, 
F., Margagliotti, A., Polin, V., Quaglia, D., Tardivo, S., Tocco 
Tussardi, I. (2023). A Participatory Inventory Project to Kick-
Start the Creation of a Hospital Park: The Experience of the 
University of Verona (North-Eastern Italy), Sustainability, Vol. 
15, No. 5. https://doi.org/10.3390/su15053905

Anderson, J. (2017). Devising an inclusive and flexible taxonomy 
of international live projects, ARENA Journal of Architectural 
Research, Vol. 2, No. 1. https://doi.org/10.5334/ajar.5

Antonini, E., Gaspari, J., Visconti, C. (2021). Collaborative 
learning experiences in a changing environment: Innovative 
educational approaches in architecture, Sustainability, Vol. 13, 
No. 16. https://doi.org/10.3390/su13168895

Arnstein, S. R. (1969). A ladder of citizen participation, Journal 
of the American Institute of Planners, Vol. 35, No. 4, pp. 216-
224. https://doi.org/10.1080/01944366908977225

Awan, N., Schneider, T., Till, J. (2013). Spatial agency: Other 
ways of doing architecture. London: Routledge. https://doi.
org/10.4324/9781315881249

Belčič, A., Eloy, S. (2023). Architecture for Community-
Based Ageing - A Shape Grammar for Transforming Typical 
Single-Family Houses into Older People’s Cohousing in 
Slovenia, Buildings, Vol. 13, No. 2. https://doi.org/10.3390/
buildings13020453

Belova, D., Schofield, J. (2022). Collaborative experimentation 
in the urban process: activism and everyday heritage in 
Krasnoyarsk (Siberia, Russia), International Journal of 
Heritage Studies, Vol. 28, No. 4, pp. 538-558. https://doi.org/1
0.1080/13527258.2021.2020878 

Boyle, D. (2021). A history of community development. Local 
Trust Long Reads [online]. https://longreads.localtrust.org.
uk/2021/05/01/a-history-of-community-development/ 
[Accessed: 14 May 2024].

Brown, J. B., Camilli, F. (2023). Students in the Forest: The 
Role of Design-Build Pedagogies in Repairing Material 
Disconnections in Architecture Education, International 
Journal of Art & Design Education, Vol. 42, No. 2, pp. 230-245. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/jade.12457

Canizaro, V. B. (2012). Design-build in architectural education: 
Motivations, practices, challenges, successes and failures, 
International Journal of Architectural Research: Archnet-IJAR, 
Vol. 6, No. 3, pp. 20-36.

Carpentier, N. (2016). Beyond the ladder of participation: An 
analytical toolkit for the critical analysis of participatory 
media processes, Javnost - The Public, Vol. 23, No. 1, pp. 70-88. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13183222.2016.1149760 

Charlesworth, E. (2018). Walking The Talk: from theory to 
practice in delivering community based design education, 
International Journal of Art & Design Education, Vol. 37, No. 2, 
pp. 253-264. https://doi.org/10.1111/jade.12049

Cifter, A. S., Dong, H., Cook, S., Ayna, A. (2023). Using normative 
inquiry and co-design to embed inclusive design in social 
design education, The Design Journal, Vol. 26, No. 2, pp. 229-
251. https://doi.org/10.1080/14606925.2022.2152986 

Cohen, D., Osseo-Asare, D. K., Hailey, C. (2019). Making with 
Repurpose: Finding Architectural Value between Waste 
and Landfill, European Journal of Creative Practices in Cities 
and Landscapes, Vol. 2, No. 2, pp. 105-120. https://doi.
org/10.6092/issn.2612-0496/9554

Cooke, B., Kothari, U. (2001). Participation: The new tyranny?.  
London, New York: Zed Books.

Cranz, G., Lindsay, G., Morhayim, L., Sagan, H. (2014). Teaching 
semantic ethnography to architecture students, Archnet-
IJAR: International Journal of Architectural Research, Vol. 
8, No. 3, pp. 6-19. https://figshare.utas.edu.au/articles/
journal_contribution/Teaching_Semantic_Ethnography_to_
Architecture_Students/22982705?file=40728677 [Accessed: 
18 Jun 2025]

Creswell, J. W. (2012). Qualitative inquiry and research design: 
Choosing among five approaches (3rd ed.). London: SAGE 
Publications.

Daneshyar, E., Keynoush, S. (2023). Developing Adaptive 
Curriculum for Slum Upgrade Projects: The Fourth Year 
Undergraduate Program Experience, Sustainability, Vol. 15, 
No. 6. https://doi.org/10.3390/su15064877

de Paula, A. L., Marchezini, V., Mendes, T. S. G. (2024). 
Participatory analysis of disaster risk creation in Brazilian 
coastal cities: bridging remote sensing and citizen generated 
data, International Journal of Disaster Resilience in the 
Built Environment, Vol. 16, No. 3, pp. 378-401. https://doi.
org/10.1108/IJDRBE-02-2023-0013

Denicke-Polcher, S. (2022). Reactivating underpopulated 
areas through participatory architecture in southern Italy by 
creating a home for newcomers, Architecture_MPS, Vol. 21, No. 
1. https://doi.org/10.14324/111.444.amps.2022v21i1.003

Dragutinovic, A., Milovanovic, A., Stojanovski, M., Damjanovska, 
T., Đorđevic, A., Nikezic, A., Pottgiesser, U., Ivanovska Deskova, 
A., Ivanovski, J. (2023). Approaching Extracurricular Activities 
for Teaching and Learning on Sustainable Rehabilitation of 
Mass Housing: Reporting from the Arena of Architectural 
Higher Education, Sustainability, Vol. 15, No. 3., 2476. https://
doi.org/10.3390/su15032476

Escobar, A. (2018). Designs for the pluriverse: Radical 
interdependence, autonomy, and the making of worlds. Durham: 
Duke University Press. 

Forsyth, A., Lu, H., McGirr, P. (2000). Service learning in an urban 
context: Implications for planning and design education, 
Journal of Architectural and Planning Research, Vol. 17, No. 3, 
pp. 236-259.

Gajendran, T., Tucker, C., Ware, S., Tose, H. S. (2022). Integrating 
Indigenous, Western and inclusive pedagogies for work-
integrated learning partnerships in architecture and design 
disciplines, International Journal of Work-Integrated Learning, 
Vol. 23, No. 2, pp. 259-277. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/
EJ1346569.pdf [Accessed: 18 Jun 2025]

Goledzinowska, A., Kostrzewska, M. (2019). Co-operation with 
local stakeholders: A crucial element of urban design, World 
Transactions on Engineering and Technology Education, Vol. 
17, No. 4, pp. 490-494.

Grover, R., Wright, A. (2023). Shutting the studio: the impact 
of the Covid-19 pandemic on architectural education in the 
United Kingdom, International Journal of Technology and 
Design Education, Vol. 33, No. 3, pp. 1173-1197. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10798-022-09765-y

Guaralda, M., Caldwell, G. A., Rittenbruch, M. (2015). Enriching 

Iqbal M. N. M., Shafique T.: Unpacking community-based architectural pedagogy: A systematic review of current scholarship

https://doi.org/10.14426/cristal.v9iSI.1813
https://doi.org/10.14426/cristal.v9iSI.1813
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15053905
https://doi.org/10.5334/ajar.5
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13168895
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944366908977225
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315881249
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315881249
https://doi.org/10.3390/buildings13020453
https://doi.org/10.3390/buildings13020453
https://doi.org/10.1080/13527258.2021.2020878
https://doi.org/10.1080/13527258.2021.2020878
https://longreads.localtrust.org.uk/2021/05/01/a-history-of-community-development/
https://longreads.localtrust.org.uk/2021/05/01/a-history-of-community-development/
https://doi.org/10.1111/jade.12457
https://doi.org/10.1080/13183222.2016.1149760
https://doi.org/10.1111/jade.12049
https://doi.org/10.1080/14606925.2022.2152986
https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.2612-0496/9554
https://doi.org/10.6092/issn.2612-0496/9554
https://figshare.utas.edu.au/articles/journal_contribution/Teaching_Semantic_Ethnography_to_Architecture_Students/22982705?file=40728677
https://figshare.utas.edu.au/articles/journal_contribution/Teaching_Semantic_Ethnography_to_Architecture_Students/22982705?file=40728677
https://figshare.utas.edu.au/articles/journal_contribution/Teaching_Semantic_Ethnography_to_Architecture_Students/22982705?file=40728677
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15064877
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJDRBE-02-2023-0013
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJDRBE-02-2023-0013
https://doi.org/10.14324/111.444.amps.2022v21i1.003
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15032476
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15032476
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1346569.pdf
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1346569.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-022-09765-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10798-022-09765-y


71spatium

architectural design education through interactive displays 
and local community engagement, Design and Culture, Vol. 7, 
No. 3, pp. 433-439. https://doi.org/10.1080/17547075.2015
.1104900

Hardin, M. (2018). Post-Occupancy Testing of Thermal 
Dynamics of Design-Build Residences in Tucson, Arizona, 
Technology Architecture and Design, Vol. 2, No. 2, pp. 147-159. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/24751448.2018.1497361

Harriss, H. (2014). Architecture Live Projects acquiring and 
applying missing practice-ready skills. RADAR [online]. 
https://radar.brookes.ac.uk/radar/file/7504258d-d3e9-
4ee5-8350-ff0028035e3a/1/harriss2014architecture.pdf 
[Accessed: 14 May 2024].

Harriss, H., Widder, L. (2014). Architecture live projects: 
Pedagogy into practice. London: Routledge.

Haupt, P., Kazanecka-Olejnik, L. (2023). Public space activation in 
architectural and urban design education, World Transactions 
on Engineering and Technology Education, Vol. 21, No. 4, pp. 
217-222. http://www.wiete.com.au/journals/WTE&TE/
Pages/Vol.%2021,%20No.4%20(2023)/01-Haupt-P.pdf 
[Accessed: 18 Jun 2025]

Jabeen, H., Kabir, K. H., Aziz, T. (2021). Balancing rationalism with 
creativity: an architectural studio’s experience of responsive 
design solutions, Environment and Urbanization, Vol. 33, No. 
1, pp. 63-82. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956247820981873

Johnson, R. D. (2018). Homelessness: A critical approach to 
architecture and planning, WIT Transactions on Ecology 
and the Environment, Vol. 217, pp. 675-686. https://doi.
org/10.2495/SDP180571 

Jones, P. B. (2005). Architecture and Participation. London: 
Routledge.

Kelsch, P., Krider, J. K., La Coe, J. (2017). Reimagining riverfront 
access along the George Washington Memorial Parkway: 
Student proposals for Rosslyn, Virginia, Transportation 
Research Record, Vol. 2614, pp. 18-26. https://doi.
org/10.3141/2614-03

Kiers, A. H., de la Peña, D., Napawan, N. C. (2020). Future 
Directions - Engaged Scholarship and the Climate Crisis, Land, 
Vol. 9, No. 9, 304. https://doi.org/10.3390/land9090304

Kuo, C. G., Lee, L. C. (2024). Research of the design-factor 
framework for sustainable community-based public building 
in Taiwan, International Journal of Applied Science and 
Engineering, Vol. 21, No. 5, pp. 1-12. https://ir.lib.cyut.edu.tw/
bitstream/310901800/44048/1/IJASE-202412-21-5-002.
pdf [Accessed: 18 Jun 2025]

Lawanyawatna, S., Schoch, M. (2023). Collaborative approach 
for socially oriented design in architecture education, 
Humanities, Arts and Social Sciences Studies, Vol. 23, No. 1, pp. 
66-79. https://doi.org/10.14456/hasss.2023.7 

Lee, J. Y., Clark, J. K., Schmiesing, R., Kaiser, M. L., Reece, J., Park, S. 
(2024). Perspectives of community members on community-
based participatory research: A systematic literature review, 
Journal of Urban Affairs, pp. 1-20. https://doi.org/10.1080/0
7352166.2024.2305132 

Magnussen, R., Hod, Y. (2023). Bridging communities and 
schools in Urban development: community and citizen 
science, Instructional Science, Vol. 51, No. 5, pp. 887-911. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11251-023-09641-9

Mehan, A., Dominguez, N. (2024). Interdisciplinary Urban 
Interventions: Fostering Social Justice Through Collaborative 
Research-Led Design in Architectural Education, Architecture, 

Vol. 4, No. 4, pp. 1136-1156. https://doi.org/10.3390/
architecture4040059

Metinal, Y. B., Gumusburun Ayalp, G. (2024). Modeling the critical 
factors affecting the success of online architectural education 
to enhance educational sustainability, Sustainability, Vol. 16, 
No. 9, 3803. https://doi.org/10.3390/su16093803

Miessen, M. (2011). Markus Miessen - The Nightmare of 
Participation (Crossbench Praxis as a Mode of Criticality). 
London: Sternberg Press.

Mockbee, S. (2010). The Rural Studio. In K. Sykes (Ed.), 
Constructing a new agenda: architectural theory 1993–2009 
(1st ed.). Princeton: Princeton Architectural Press.

Mohareb, N., Maassarani, S. (2018). Design-build: An effective 
approach for architecture studio education, Archnet-IJAR: 
International Journal of Architectural Research, Vol. 12, No. 
2, pp. 146-161. https://doi.org/10.26687/archnet-ijar.
v12i2.1570 

Murphy, C., Brisotto, C. (2022). Education as Acceptance: 
Including Differences in Studio Pedagogy to Achieve Spatial 
Justice, Studies in Social Justice, Vol. 16, No. 3, pp. 628-636. 
https://doi.org/10.26522/ssj.v16i3.3960

Ņitavska, N., Zigmunde, D., Markova, M., Īle, U. (2016). Bridging 
the gap between planning process in municipalities and 
landscape architecture studies and research in Latvia, Journal 
of Architecture and Urbanism, Vol. 40, No. 4, pp. 262-271. 
https://doi.org/10.3846/20297955.2016.1246984 

Ortiz, C. (2022). Cultivating urban storytellers: A radical 
co-creation to enact cognitive justice for/in self-built 
neighbourhoods, Urban Planning, Vol. 7, No. 3, pp. 405-417. 
https://doi.org/10.17645/up.v7i3.5430

Owen, G. (2017). The shotgun of selective belonging: Localised 
housebuilding initiatives and the transformation of New 
Orleans, City, Vol. 21, No. 6, pp. 800-812. https://doi.org/10.1
080/13604813.2017.1412202 

Pak, B., De Smet, A. (2022). Experiential learning in architectural 
education: Design-build and live projects. London: Routledge.

Paragliola, F., Esposito De Vita, G., Deal, B., Rigillo, M., De Paola, P., 
Bevilacqua, C. (2024). Do It Yourself! Collaborative Processes 
for Inclusive Design and Capacity Building in Louisiana 
(USA), Urban Science, Vol. 8, No. 2. https://doi.org/10.3390/
urbansci8020032

Passarelli, R. N., Mouton, B. J. (2021). The URBANbuild Program: 
Bridging Design, Construction, and Research, Journal of 
Architectural Education, Vol. 75, No. 1, pp. 102-107. https://
doi.org/10.1080/10464883.2021.1859892 

Peng, X., Li, J., Tang, H., Luo, Q. (2024). Gamified interaction and 
urban regeneration: an analysis of serious game participation 
in rural architectural transformation and its influential 
factors, Journal of Asian Architecture and Building Engineering, 
pp. 1-15. https://doi.org/10.1080/13467581.2024.2373825

Pickering, C., Byrne, J. (2014). The benefits of publishing 
systematic quantitative literature reviews for PhD candidates 
and other early-career researchers, Higher Education Research 
& Development, Vol. 33, No. 3, pp. 534-548. https://doi.org/10
.1080/07294360.2013.841651 

Qiu, Z., Wang, S., Chen, X., Xiang, X., Chen, Q., Kong, J. (2023). 
Research on the Influence of Nonmorphological Elements’ 
Cognition on Architectural Design Education in Universities: 
Third Year Architecture Core Studio in Special Topics “Urban 
Village Renovation Design”, Buildings, Vol. 13, No. 9. https://
doi.org/10.3390/buildings13092255

Iqbal M. N. M., Shafique T.: Unpacking community-based architectural pedagogy: A systematic review of current scholarship

https://doi.org/10.1080/17547075.2015.1104900
https://doi.org/10.1080/17547075.2015.1104900
https://doi.org/10.1080/24751448.2018.1497361
https://radar.brookes.ac.uk/radar/file/7504258d-d3e9-4ee5-8350-ff0028035e3a/1/harriss2014architecture.pdf
https://radar.brookes.ac.uk/radar/file/7504258d-d3e9-4ee5-8350-ff0028035e3a/1/harriss2014architecture.pdf
http://www.wiete.com.au/journals/WTE&TE/Pages/Vol.%2021,%20No.4%20(2023)/01-Haupt-P.pdf
http://www.wiete.com.au/journals/WTE&TE/Pages/Vol.%2021,%20No.4%20(2023)/01-Haupt-P.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956247820981873
https://doi.org/10.2495/SDP180571
https://doi.org/10.2495/SDP180571
https://doi.org/10.3141/2614-03
https://doi.org/10.3141/2614-03
https://doi.org/10.3390/land9090304
https://ir.lib.cyut.edu.tw/bitstream/310901800/44048/1/IJASE-202412-21-5-002.pdf
https://ir.lib.cyut.edu.tw/bitstream/310901800/44048/1/IJASE-202412-21-5-002.pdf
https://ir.lib.cyut.edu.tw/bitstream/310901800/44048/1/IJASE-202412-21-5-002.pdf
https://doi.org/10.14456/hasss.2023.7
https://doi.org/10.1080/07352166.2024.2305132
https://doi.org/10.1080/07352166.2024.2305132
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11251-023-09641-9
https://doi.org/10.3390/architecture4040059
https://doi.org/10.3390/architecture4040059
https://doi.org/10.3390/su16093803
https://doi.org/10.26687/archnet-ijar.v12i2.1570
https://doi.org/10.26687/archnet-ijar.v12i2.1570
https://doi.org/10.26522/ssj.v16i3.3960
https://doi.org/10.3846/20297955.2016.1246984
https://doi.org/10.17645/up.v7i3.5430
https://doi.org/10.1080/13604813.2017.1412202
https://doi.org/10.1080/13604813.2017.1412202
https://doi.org/10.3390/urbansci8020032
https://doi.org/10.3390/urbansci8020032
https://doi.org/10.1080/10464883.2021.1859892
https://doi.org/10.1080/10464883.2021.1859892
https://doi.org/10.1080/13467581.2024.2373825
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2013.841651
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2013.841651
https://doi.org/10.3390/buildings13092255
https://doi.org/10.3390/buildings13092255


72 spatium

Received November 2024; accepted in revised form April 2025.  
First published: 26 June 2025.     

Racoń-Leja, K. (2020). Modelling the process of teaching 
engineers, architects and spatial planners in the field of 
urban design in co-operation with small municipalities, 
Global Journal of Engineering Education, Vol. 22, No. 2, pp. 
85-90. http://www.wiete.com.au/journals/GJEE/Publish/
vol22no2/02-Racon-Leja-K.pdf [Accessed: 18 Jun 2025]

Rodgers, M., Marques, B., McIntosh, J. (2020). Connecting 
Māori Youth and Landscape Architecture Students through 
Participatory Design, Architecture and Culture, Vol. 8, No. 2, pp. 
309-327. https://doi.org/10.1080/20507828.2020.1768349 

Rodriguez, C. M. (2018). A method for experiential learning and 
significant learning in architectural education via live projects, 
Arts and Humanities in Higher Education, Vol. 17, No. 3, pp. 
279-304. https://doi.org/10.1177/1474022217711878

Salama, A. M. (2021). Transformative Pedagogy in Architecture 
and Urbanism. London: Routledge.

Salama, A. M. (2016). Interchangeable design pedagogies: 
Community design, design-build, and live project studios. In 
A. Salama (Ed.), Spatial Design Education, London: Routledge, 
pp. 245-290.

Salazar Ferro, C., Artega Arredondo, I., Rodriguez, C. M., Nadal, 
D. H. (2020). Active Learning in Architectural Education: 
A Participatory Design Experience (PDE) in Colombia, 
International Journal of Art & Design Education, Vol. 39, No. 2, 
pp. 346-366. https://doi.org/10.1111/jade.12280

Saldana, J. (2009). The coding manual for qualitative researchers. 
London: SAGE Publications.

Sara, R. (2011). Learning from life - exploring the potential 
of live projects in higher education, Journal for Education 
in the Built Environment, Vol. 6, No. 2, pp. 8-25. https://doi.
org/10.11120/jebe.2011.06020008

Schreiber, F., Nöldeke, J., Setzen, Š., Kropp, C., Ley, A. (2022). 
The Social Quality of Design-Build: Lessons Learnt from 
Higher Education, Sustainability, Vol. 14, No. 17. https://doi.
org/10.3390/su141710816

Scott, I., Mclachlan, F., Brookfield, K. (2018). Inclusive design and 
pedagogy: An outline of three innovations, Built Environment, 
Vol. 44, No. 1, pp. 9-22. https://doi.org/10.2148/benv.44.1.9 

Serageldin, I. (1997). The architecture of empowerment: People, 
shelter and liveable cities. London: Academy Editions.

Shanthi Priya, R., Shabitha, P., Radhakrishnan, S. (2020). 
Collaborative and participatory design approach in 
architectural design studios, Social Sciences & Humanities 
Open, Vol. 2, No. 1, 100033. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ssaho.2020.100033

Smith, C. (2008). Design for the other 90 per cent. New York: 
Cooper-Hewitt Museum.

Smith, S. G., Dupre, K., Crough, J. (2023). Live projects: a mixed-
methods exploration of existing scholarship, International 
Journal of Architectural Research Archnet-IJAR, Vol. 17, No. 4, 
pp. 793-811. https://doi.org/10.1108/ARCH-03-2022-0067

Solis, M., Davies, W., Randall, A. (2022). Climate justice 
pedagogies in green building curriculum, Curriculum Inquiry, 
Vol. 52, No. 2, pp. 235-249. https://doi.org/10.1080/036267
84.2022.2041981 

Spurr, S., Carrasco, S. (2024). Architecture for Complexity: 
Speculative Design as Enabler of Engagement in Co-Designing 
Post-Mining Futures in the Hunter Valley, Sustainability, Vol. 
16, No. 16, 6842. https://doi.org/10.3390/su16166842

Till, J. (2016). Distributing Power: Jeremy Till on the Complex 
Necessity of Participatory Urbanism. Arch Daily [online]. 
https://www.archdaily.com/782319/distributing-power-
jeremy-till-on-the-complex-necessity-of-participatory-
urbanism [Accessed: 14 May 2024].

Udall, J., Forrest, D., Stewart, K. (2015). Locating and building 
knowledges outside of the academy: approaches to engaged 
teaching at the University of Sheffield, Teaching in Higher 
Education, Vol. 20, No. 2, pp. 158-170. https://doi.org/10.10
80/13562517.2014.966237 

Zingoni, M. (2018). Prototyping process: interior architecture 
as a social agency, Interiors: Design, Architecture, Culture, Vol. 
9, No. 3, pp. 306-323. https://doi.org/10.1080/20419112.20
19.1622234

Iqbal M. N. M., Shafique T.: Unpacking community-based architectural pedagogy: A systematic review of current scholarship

© 2025 The Authors. Published by SPATIUM (www.spatium.rs). This 
article is an open access article distributed under the terms and 
conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution-ShareAlike (CC BY-SA) 
4.0 License (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/).

http://www.wiete.com.au/journals/GJEE/Publish/vol22no2/02-Racon-Leja-K.pdf
http://www.wiete.com.au/journals/GJEE/Publish/vol22no2/02-Racon-Leja-K.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/20507828.2020.1768349
https://doi.org/10.1177/1474022217711878
https://doi.org/10.1111/jade.12280
https://doi.org/10.11120/jebe.2011.06020008
https://doi.org/10.11120/jebe.2011.06020008
https://doi.org/10.3390/su141710816
https://doi.org/10.3390/su141710816
https://doi.org/10.2148/benv.44.1.9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssaho.2020.100033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssaho.2020.100033
https://doi.org/10.1108/ARCH-03-2022-0067
https://doi.org/10.1080/03626784.2022.2041981
https://doi.org/10.1080/03626784.2022.2041981
https://doi.org/10.3390/su16166842
https://www.archdaily.com/782319/distributing-power-jeremy-till-on-the-complex-necessity-of-participatory-urbanism
https://www.archdaily.com/782319/distributing-power-jeremy-till-on-the-complex-necessity-of-participatory-urbanism
https://www.archdaily.com/782319/distributing-power-jeremy-till-on-the-complex-necessity-of-participatory-urbanism
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2014.966237
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2014.966237
https://doi.org/10.1080/20419112.2019.1622234
https://doi.org/10.1080/20419112.2019.1622234
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/

