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ABSTRACT

The functionalism and reductivism behind post war modernist
high-rise housing typologies like the slab block, failed to under-
stand the impact of this highly condensed circulation on the social
interactions of residents. Contemporary high-rise architecture
typologies like the point tower still don’t account for the com-
plex social needs of inhabitants - providing isolated group activity
spaces in lieu of addressing and elaborating the shape and form
of the transitional spaces between the street and the unit door.

This thesis asserts that understanding the complexity of social
needs and normative social behavioral patterns will inform an
approach to design that will allow for a more humane and social-
ly interactive environment. This thesis design explores Systems
Theory, Pattern Language, recent precedents and tactics like clus-
tering, layered gradients of privacy, visual buffering, transparen-
cy, texture and materiality in a high-density residential design for
Toronto’s rapidly intensifying core
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INTRODUCTION

Humans have shaped their understanding of the world from the
beginning of the modern period through the lens of deductive
analysis. Through deductive logic, all phenomena are broken
down into their smallest constituent parts, analyzed and recon-
structed to help build an understanding of how they exist and
work. While this process is necessary for learning, it does require
substantive control over circumstantial variables that relate to
various phenomena. This level of control, in practice, is by and
large only possible in a theoretical environment. Thus, a high
prevalence of discrepancies exists between real-world realities
and their theoretical existences. Differences stem from the fact
that the real world is much more complex than the theoretical,
where context provides an array of variables that significantly
affect the outcome of any theoretical solution. From realization
of this issue has emerged need for a more critical approach to
scientific investigation of matter, one that is more sensitive to
the complex nature of reality. The Systems Theory paradigm shift
seeks to bridge the divide between theoretical knowledge and
the complexity of reality that a deductive method alone is inca-
pable of reconciling.

In reality human actions are motivated by a complex set of needs,
which cannot easily be interpreted. All needs exist in a system-
ic relationship, which one’s actions aim to address. The way in
which humans interact with the built environment is, as with
other actions, the result of the human motivation to address cer-
tain needs. Needs may be directly addressed in the built envi-
ronment, as in the cases of shelter and of warmth. Needs may
also be addressed indirectly through the build environment when
built space acts as a facilitator that can help, or hinder, a need
being addressed. Such is the case with social needs, where space
is not a deterministic variable governing social outcome. In order
for people to process information, it is necessary to deductively
break down larger problems into smaller ones. In many cases,
deductive analysis requires a level of scrutiny that necessitates
contextual variants to be isolated for the sake of understanding
a specific problem. Complications arise when these problems
are engaged only at this isolated level of detail, where one must
forgo context for the sake of understanding. This is also true of
architectural design’s engagement with human needs. The act of
designing, like any other action, is one where the intent is to sat-
isfy a specific need. However, a design solution that results when
one has deduced a collection of problems from a set of needs can
become a simplified checklist of requirements to be satisfied. The
concern is that more often than not, design problems remain in
isolation from one another, and are addressed as such, when in

reality they are a set of human needs that exist in a systemic re-
lationship. Put simply, the process of deductively addressing hu-
man needs conflicts with the complex nature of human needs. By
engaging a set of problems without understanding the nature of
their relationship, potential for multiple conflicts to occur within
these solutions arises. While identifying needs is important, it is
equally important to know how different needs are related, and
are affected by others. Such knowledge can ensure that a solu-
tion that satisfies one need does not complicate or hinder satis-
faction of another, and result in more harm than good.

This thesis asserts that an understanding of the interrelated na-
ture of human needs is critical if design explorations are to ad-
dress successfully problems of design and satisfy human needs
holistically. This systemic approach to addressing human needs
results in a different functional definition of the design problem
one that is more attuned to human needs, and can more accu-
rately reflect the interrelated nature of needs, resulting in an en-
vironment that is more sensitive to the human condition.

The design of many high-rise urban apartments illustrates this hy-
pothesis well. While the importance of social integration is well
known, the overall design of such structures generally does not
foster social interaction within the building perimeter, particular-
ly within the core of downtown Toronto. This situation can be at-
tributed to a conflict of social needs and privacy needs. The thesis
design component will investigate the nature of this relationship
and develop a solution for how these needs can best be negotiat-
ed systemically in built form.
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THE EvOLUTION OF INHUMAN ARCHITECTURE
As Gordon Pask has stated,

“The functions, after all, are performed for human beings
or human societies. It follows that a building cannot be
viewed simply in isolation, it is only meaningful as a hu-
man environment. It perpetually interacts with its inhab-
itants, on the one hand serving them and on the other
hand controlling their behavior,” (Pask, 1969, p. 494).

Pask’s interpretation of functionalism acknowledges the fact that
while architecture facilitates specific activities, it is imperative
that it remains sensitive to human beings and to their complex
network of needs. In contrast to Pask’s cybernetic perspective,
the idea of functionalism was better understood in a utilitarian
and mechanical light in the early 20" century, and formed the
basis of what became ‘International Modern Architecture’ (Roth,
2007, p. 12). By adapting the scientific models of objective and
rational logic to the design process, the complexity of life was
reduced to a mere functional rubric governed by minimum stan-
dards and measurable quantities (Gleiniger & Vrachliotis, 2008,
p. 45-46). The result, as Bachman points out is,

“..that architectural design has heretofore generally
treated the deeply interrelated and dynamic characteris-
tics of buildings as if they could be reduced to mechanistic
problems that are readily amenable to physical manipu-
lation as formal objects,” (Bachman, 2012, p. 64).

Modern Architecture has simplified the variables of the hu-
man condition, the programmatic function, and the context, as
a means of creating a logical efficiency, which has resulted in a
form that is focused on the functional efficiency of activities that
it is intended to facilitate (Norberg-Schulz, 1968, p. 21). As Pérez
Gdémez notes, “Correlatively, practice has been transformed into
a process of production without existential meaning, clearly de-
fined aims, or reference to human values,” (Pérez Gomez, 1983,
p. 8). The relationship between who uses space —that is, their ex-
istential needs — and the intended use — that is, the functional re-
quirements that a space is designed to facilitate — is fundamental-
ly what allows architecture to remain sensitive to human nature.

One of the most prominent arguments against modernism was
the prioritization of function and oversimplification of human
need. However, while the variables with which design is explored
have increased, in an attempt to increase sensitivity to the human
condition, the design approach is fundamentally the same (see
Fig 1.1). The reductionist approach, taken as the central frame-
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work by which architectural theory and practice attempts to cre-
ate architectural form, has proven insufficient in understanding
and meeting the needs of the human condition (Pérez Gémez,
1983, pp. 7-8). While is important to understand individual as-
pects of human need, it is also important to understand how they
are designed to be addressed, and to understand the dynamic
relationship of variables that comprise the complex system of hu-
man needs (see Fig 1.2). As with all other natural systems, these
individual needs must be understood as an interrelated system
that functions as a whole, and not as discrete parts (Pask, 1969,

p. 494).
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|FIG 1.1] Oversimplification of issues

A response to the oversimplification of
modernism, was to increase research into
both existing and new areas of design the-
ory and its practical application - exam-
ples of which are illustrated on the left and
right respectively. However as illustrated
the approach was based on a reductive
understanding of these individual areas
which does not address the complex re-
lationships among the various study areas.

| FIG 1.2]Detail & Dynamic Complexity
Detail complexity on the left versus dy-
namic complexity on the right. The detail
complexity is the type of complexity, a
reductive complexity, that is most preva-
lent in typical design complexity. He com-
pares the two types to a forest and a tree
farm to distinguish between the nature of
their complexity.
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ADDRESSING COMPLEXITY IN ARCHITECTURE

There is no single theory that can decipher the human condition
into a set of rules, that can be adopted by a medium. Generally,
phenomena are simplified in order to understand them to and
use the simplified variables as a framework for design — a process
adopted from modern science. This merely creates a collection
of variables that are difficult to group together in order to form
a whole entity. It is a piecemeal way of thinking, one with unex-
pected and disastrous results (Flood & Carson, 1993). The differ-
ence between the sum of individual variables, and a synergistic
whole entity understanding the complexity of the relationships
between the parts. Although complex systems are difficult to
understand, “design must embrace the unity and harmony that
emerges when parts are combined in beneficial synergy,” (Bach-
man, 2012, p. 14) in order to create environments that address
the human condition holistically. For this reason, caution should
be taken when engaging the need for complexity from a singular
perspective in particular formal complexity. If perceived visual
complexity is the only means of achieving complexity within the
built environment, it can become another calculable simplistic
strategy for design, another deterministic variable. This can be
considered complexity for the sake of complexity as opposed
to complexity that seeks to address holistically the human con-
dition. What results is an artificial complexity, which instead of
addressing the need for complexity, displaces it with formal com-
plexity (Gleiniger & Vrachliotis, 2008, p. 55). Nikos Salingaros
states that very few contemporary design approaches respond
to both physical human use and human sensibilities, as they fail
to address what makes humans feel psychologically comfortable,
and insufficiently create environments that are conducive to car-
rying out their intended functions (Salingaros N. A., 2006, p. 222).
This can be interpreted as the result of reducing complexity to
a singular level of application when, to quote Venturi, “A valid
architecture evokes many levels of meaning and combinations of
focus: its space and its elements become readable and workable
in several ways at once,” (Venturi, 1977, p. 16).

In contemporary practice, the issue has become less of an argu-
ment for complexity in the built environment, and has instead
become one that places emphasis on a better understanding of
how complexity can be applied, and why. Salingaros identifies the
approach that contemporary practice has adopted, in search for
a new paradigm in architectural form, as one that irrationally ap-
plies complexity to form (Salingaros N. A., 2007, p. 132). Whether
it be through the use of computational technology or the appli-
cation of natural ordering systems, if architectural form is to be

sensitive to the human condition, then the consideration given
to the logic of the system should be comparable to its applica-
tion and use. An architectural complexity that is intended to ad-
dress human needs and human nature, is unequipped to do so
if it is limited to a simplified visual complexity. Farshid Moussavi
and Daniel Lopez, elaborate further on a broader understanding
of complexity in architectural form as defining human environ-
ments. Examining the needs of society, there is such an inherent
diversity that if the built environment is to address the human
condition, it must address the complexity of its needs. “As a func-
tion rather than an instrument of contemporary culture, archi-
tectural forms need to vary in order to address its plurality and
mutability,” (Moussavi, F., & Lépez, D., 2009, p. 9).

Complexity as it relates to the human condition and to archi-
tectural form cannot be oversimplified if the result is to be a
well-designed environment. An issue with architectural design is
that, “instead of recognizing complexities, design investigation is
generally rendered as normative problems,” (Bachman, 2012, p.
62). Leonard Bachman has categorized complexity into four main
groups of architectural complexity theories (see Fig 1.3). While
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|FIG 1.3] Complexity Theories

Leonard Bachman’s taxonomy of com-

plexity theories and theorists.
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these models look at complexity in varied and distinct ways, all
suggest that in one way or another, within architectural praxis,
there is a need for a more thorough understanding of complexity
as it relates to humans’ response to their environment. An issue
that is consistent throughout all of the four groups is that, in or-
der for architectural form to be humanistic, complexity should be
addressed holistically as a system, with an understanding both of
the elements, and of the relationships between them.

COMPLEXITY AND SYSTEMS THINKING

To understand the nature of a phenomena, it is necessary to
analyse deductively, its constituent parts. However, the parts do
not exist, nor do they function in isolation, which necessitates an
understanding of how the parts function in context. This is the
essence of the evolutionary logic leading from reductionism to
systems thinking: understanding how phenomena are affected,
and exist, in the reality of their actual context, and understand-
ing how they fit into, and are connected and balanced, within a
larger system. Herein lies the paradigm shift, from a reductive
or analytical deterministic thinking, that has redefined the mod-
ern world as a more complex world view, based on synthesis.
Complexity theory and systems theory may be acknowledged
as more accurate representations of the interrelatedness which
connect people, objects and ideas in the world. The modern
world has been understood based on a linear epistemology of
reality, where cause and effect have a clear and determined re-
lationship. Based on this understanding, phenomena and pro-
cesses can be determined by understanding and deducing causal
relationships among the most basic elements of a system. In the
case of larger systems, this deductive logic describes the total
system by breaking down its constituent parts and recombining
them. Essentially, this means that it is the sum of the individual
components that will result in the whole system. However, while
this form of reasoning has proven effective when there are low
levels of interconnectivity within a system, it becomes extremely
limited and inaccurate with highly interconnected and complex
systems. Systems theory and complexity theory understand that
the relationship between elements in an organized interrelated
group, a system, exist and relate to each other in a way that pro-
duces something that is greater than the sum of the individual
constituent parts. Therefore, they cannot be understood through
deductive analysis of the parts alone, but rather have to be un-
derstood in the context of the nature of the relationships of the
parts, and how they contribute to the system holistically (Flood &
Carson, 1993, p. 14).

In the realm of architectural discourse, complexity and systems
theory have been dealt with in several ways, ranging from sustain-
ability, to computational form finding, to the application of social
sciences in design. From an experiential perspective, critical dis-
cussion of complexity in architecture began to emerge as a result
of the extreme banality of modernism. The oversimplification of
architectural solutions presented by modernism, results from the
rationalist view of buildings as machines for living, and whose
form was solely the product of the function, led to architects for-
getting that buildings were meant to be used by people (Lang &
Moleski, 2010, pp. 10-12). Human experience was omitted from
the functionalist program and resulted in buildings to which hu-
mans could not relate. Compounded by this need for program-
matic efficiency, it was the aim of architects to have functionalist
ideals of architecture and urban form emanate and be expressed
in society through manifestation of a rational urban form. Subse-
qguent recoil from thinkers such as Jane Jacobs on urbanism and
Robert Venturi on architectural form attested to the significance
of a humanistic experience and the ability for humans to relate to
their environment, which was to promote complexity of experi-
ence. It can be argued that one of the fundamental issues being
addressed was a lack of sensitivity to human needs. While func-
tional spaces were being designed to adhere to the functional
requirements of a program, the designers were overlooking how
human needs function in a complex system to include elements
such as social dynamics, which would in turn change how spatial
relationships would then be organized and further articulated. If
architecture were intended to create space that is appropriate to
human functions and sensitive to their needs, then spaces would
best be designed systemically to respond to how human needs
relate as a system. Further, as a basis for functionality, a thor-
ough understanding of how human theories of needs work as a
system, would be essential to creating environments that are not
just suitable for human habitation, but that are also conducive to
a positive experience of that space.

OVERSII\/IPLIFICATION, FUNCTIONALISM AND REDUCTIVISM

One of the most iconic images marking the decline of modern ar-
chitecture was the demolition of Pruitt-lgoe in 1972 (Roth, 2007,
p. 560). While its demise was the result of timing and econom-
ics, much can be said and has been said, about the functionalist
principles that were manifested in its design. In Creating Defensi-
ble Space, Oscar Newman highlights a clear distinction between
the care received by small-scale shared and personal spaces, in
contrast to the abuse directed at large-scale communal spaces,
which offered no sense of identity to individuals or to the human

DESIGNING FOR COMPLEXITY
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collective (Newman, 1996, p. 10, 11). It can be said that function-
al efficiency of the design, which resulted in compartmentaliza-
tion of space, ranging from exterior spaces, circulation, commu-
nal spaces, and shared utility spaces, to individual units, was not
sensitive to the complex nature of the social dynamics between
public and private spaces within the project.

Modern design principles were based on mechanical and utili-
tarian efficiency, largely in opposition to most human activities,
which cannot be reduced to a simplified formula and applied uni-
versally to all building programs (Roth, 2007, p. 12). These effi-
ciency-driven principles are not necessarily congruent with how
the experiential nature of spaces exists symbiotically as a whole
entity. One’s perception of the environment, and ultimately the
experience of an individual space, is not shaped independently
by an individual space, but rather collectively, by the spatial re-
lationships that are shared within the space and its context. This
is one of the core ideas of space as presented by Bill Hillier when
he states that,

“Very few of the purposes for which we build buildings
and environments are not ‘people configurations’ in this
sense. We should therefore in principle expect that the
relation between people and space, if there is one, will
be found at the level of the configuration of space rather
than the individual space,” (Hillier, 1996, pp. 29-31).

While the significance of spatial configuration is evident in plac-
es that share direct relationships, whether through physical or
visual proximity, it is also true where physical relationships are
not immediately obvious, but are accumulated in the experiential
narrative of a place. Sussman and Hollander consider the narra-
tive that we generate by progressing through a space essential
to the experiential quality that makes spaces great. It is this em-
bedded narrative which makes the difference between a space
where people want to be, take pride in and call their own, and a
place which is lacklustre and left abandoned.

“It [narrative] suggests one more way people consistent-
ly look for orientation and connections to their environ-
ment [...] Every plan and urban design has the potential
to acknowledge and respond to this trait in some way or
another, or as is frequently the case in built environments
today, ignore it. One could make the argument that it is
the inherent lack of a narrative quality in many of the
post-war American suburbs, that gives these areas their
feelings of placelessness and anomie,” (Sussman & Hol-
lander, 2015, p. 134).

Due to this interrelated nature of spatial experience, it is impos-
sible to design a space successfully without considering how the
space acts as an element, within a larger spatial system, that
contributes in various capacities to the overall experience of the
place within its immediate and wider context.

The nature of any individual space is such that it is perceived as
one part within a whole system of spaces, and is not experienced
independently. To design a space in a way that is sensitive to
how humans perceive and experience space, the design process
should be approached in a way that responds to the complex na-
ture of spatial perception, and which is engaged as a systemic
whole, as opposed to a collection of parts. As in the example of
Pruitt-lgoe, this systemic approach may have resulted in greater
sensitivity to arrangement and scale at both the individual and
the collective spatial level than did the rationalistic, programmat-
ic compartmentalization of spaces.

The oversimplification of human needs results in the oversimpli-
fication of the built form, which in turn results in spaces that do
not respond to the complexity of human need. Inasmuch as it is
necessary to simplify a problem to better understand it, a design
solution must be understood within the context of the system of
needs it is intended to address. Individualistic schemes are not
viable for long-term use, since they will continually require ad
hoc retrofits to remedy the problems that are caused by friction
among collections of individualistic solutions. This interpretation
brings to light the advantage of systemic solutions that under-
stand how human needs work in concert, to define the big pic-
ture problem holistically.
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ARCHITECTURE AS A HumMAN ProDuUCT

There exists a contradiction in the nature of human beings and
that of the natural world. Human beings exist as a part of na-
ture but unlike other organisms, we act outside the equilibrium
of nature’s laws. This presents a paradox, in that human nature,
the innate behavioral patterns of human beings, is in part mu-
tualistic with the natural world while also being at odds with it.
The dichotomy manifests in the way that human society exists in
the natural world. We humans are part of the natural world, and
the way in which we adapt to it should acknowledge that. “In
general we may say that architecture is a human product which
should order and improve our relations with the environment,”
(Norberg-Schulz, 1968, p. 22). In contrast there exists also our
other, innate desire, which compels us to understand the eter-
nal. This demands more of our environment than nature can of-
fer and ultimately defines architecture as, “...what nature cannot
make,” (Kahn, 1965, p. 305). In this respect, architecture can be
defined as the medium which shapes our environments to meet
the needs of the human condition. It balances the aspects that
define us as natural beings, and the functions that define our in-
tellectual consciousness.

Christian Norberg-Schulz highlights the fact that, “Architecture is
a human product that mediates the relationship between man
and the environment which in turn influences us and determines
our mood” (Norberg-Schulz, p. 22). Both Norberg-Schulz and
Robert Venturi acknowledge a lack in complexity of architectural
form as a major contributor to architecture’s incompatibility with
human sensibilities. Venturi in particular states, “Orthodox Mod-
ern architects have tended to recognize complexity insufficiently
or inconsistently in their attempt to break with tradition and start
all over again. They idealized the primitive and elementary at the
expense of the diverse and the sophisticated.” (Venturi, p. 16).
The ironic twist of modernist functionalism is that, a building is
not truly functional if not designed in line with the needs of the
people who will occupy and use the space. This necessitates an
approach to the ideas of functionality from a human-centric per-
spective, as opposed to a program-centric definitive view.

“Forms, spaces, and surfaces can also nourish people
psychologically by promoting a sense of well-being...The
way something is built and the way it looks (i.e., its form
language) have a major impact in whether humans feel
comfortable or not inside and around such a building...A
building that is built in a way that its visual appearance
discourages or hinders human activity can be said to be
effectively ‘dead’, since no-none wants to use it,” (Saling-

aros, p. 235).

Complexity can be defined as, “the state of having many parts”,
or “the features of something that make it difficult to understand
either in part, whole, or the relationships that govern the whole.”
The human condition, from any perspective, is layered with com-
plexity. To appreciate the relationship between humans and ar-
chitecture, an understanding of the complexity of human needs
and nature is critical. One of the most widely used theories that
attempts to describes how human behavior and needs are associ-
ated is Maslow’s Theory of Human Motivation. This theory seeks
to categorize the various psychological and physiological motiva-
tors for human actions and reactions. His theory offers at a basic
level, a list of conditions and prerequisites that are essential for
the holistic well-being and happiness of an individual. What is
important to understand is that, while human activity is motivat-
ed by the desire to satisfy needs and as a human activity, the de-
sign and construction of an architectural artifact is motivated by
a complex of different needs. In most cases, architectural form is
a construct designed to facilitate human activity and so, theoreti-
cally, its complexity is inherent. It should also be noted that there
are many different types of complexities that are embodied in a
work of architecture, from the contextual and technical compo-
nents of construction variables, to the functional aspects of the
building program. While all aspects must be synthesized for the
building to materialize, some aspects are more important than
others in determining how space is to be experienced.

EXPERIENCING SPACES AS A WHOLE

All needs are addressed through the environment whether phys-
ically, psychologically, socially, or otherwise. The human relation-
ship to the environment is complex, and needs are addressed sys-
temically where various factors work collectively for an outcome.
The environment affects individual human experience and is part
of an equation resulting in our behavior, which consequentially
affects our social behavior and experience. It is a cyclical process,
in which one influences the other and cannot be understood
without the other. Different variables, such as comfort, light or
sensorial qualities, while separate from each other, all contribute
to the overall spatial atmosphere. This in turn influences our be-
havior, based on our experience of a place, from which we form
memories and associations. Everything up to the present plays a
partin what becomes a history of experiences that will ultimately
inform future experience. Simply stated, new situations are ex-
perienced in relation to those of the past. Similarly, in a building,
individual or autonomous spaces all contribute to our experience
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of other spaces, which are perceived or understood in the con-
text of the building as a larger, autonomous system. We inhabit a
space, and our experience of that space is the result of both the
individual collection of qualities that exist in its immediate envi-
ronment (e.g. the people, the climate, the objects etc.), as well as
those in its wider context, namely other adjacent spaces. A result
of this relativity of spatial experiences is that, if one compares a
similar pair of spaces in two separate buildings, there is greater
potential to favour one space over the other, based not on the
space independently, but rather based on associating it with oth-
er spaces within its respective building. We perceive and associ-
ate quality of the whole and the parts, not one or the other. As
Lang and Moleski remark, “Any theory of function in architecture
must recognize the relativity of experience. Meanings depend on
the experiences that we have in everyday life,” (Lang & Moleski,
2010, p. 41).

Maurice Mearleau-Ponty’s understanding of phenomenology is
also consistent with how humans understand the world through
the framework of the self and the body, the consciousness of oth-
ers as well as the effects of the environment, and how all of these
perspectives create a cumulative understanding of the human
consciousness. He addresses the experiential learning process
of each case in detail in his book Phenomenology of Perception.
One’s understanding of the world through phenomenology is
based on experience, and we experience the world through the
self and our body, through the understanding and reinforcement
of ideas of others’ consciousness and through perception of nat-
ural phenomenon. We understand what something is, and under-
stand similar ideas because we apply our initial knowledge of the
former to that of the latter. We learn and are able to understand,
through our experiences. This process is applied to our sense of
perception and our understanding of the world (Merleau-Ponty
& Landes, 2014, p. 413). These accumulated experiences of the
self, of others and of the larger environment, can be considered
from a phenomenological perspective, integral to human nature.
It also requires human-centric design to be sensitive to the com-
plex nature of human perception, if design is to produce environ-
ments to which humans can relate.

Through architecture, humans create their own or adapt to the
existing environment. If architectural design is to address the hu-
man condition, it is important to understand its function within
the system of human needs and patterns of human experience.
Further, as a common denominator the designer can attempt to
understand both the direct and indirect impact of how needs can
be addressed, at both the individual and the social group level.

The role of the environment is particularly significant within the
focus of this discourse, for, as previously stated, architecture is
the result of humans shaping the environment to “satisfy” (Max-
Neef, Elizald, & Hopenhayn, 1992) their needs. In reality, humans
exist in space and all phenomenon are experienced in space.
Therefore, while the act of building directly addresses environ-
mental satisfiers, such as shelter and security, the individual and
the social group contexts are indirectly related to the environ-
mental setting, and all are interdependent components of spatial
experiences. This becomes clear in examining Max-Neef’s Human
Development matrix, where his existential interactive needs are
all environments, that facilitate the axiological (fundamental)
needs. Understanding the role that an environment plays in all
three needs contexts (environment, individual and social), and
how our human nature is programmed to satisfy needs, will be-
gin to illuminate possibilities for the development of architectural
strategies that are more sensitive to the complexity of the hu-
man condition. Human needs, as seen through either the theory
of motivation or development, despite their differences do ac-
knowledge that human needs exist and that they are satisfied in
a complex interrelated system. Needs are affected and met, not
in isolation, but in relation to other needs in the whole system.

Mary Joyce Hasell and Reed Benhamou have proposed a frame-
work to engage the human-environment relationship as a su-
pra-system. Based on James Miller’s Living Systems Theory,
their theory defines human activity as a system, which creates
artifacts. The relationship between activity and artifact is char-
acterized as two systems of design. Based on Francis Ferguson'’s
perspective of design, the activity system is described as an or-
ganic design approach, which is human-centric and based on
sensitivity to environmental context and behavior. Alternatively,
the artifact system is described as an inorganic design approach:
a system of design focused on the manipulation of the artifact.
The difference between the two models can be illustrated by the
rational governing of the placement of windows in a fagade. In
an organic model, the window would be located based on views
and access to light. Here, placement enhances the experiential
qualities within the space. This model is more intuitive, dynamic,
adaptable and amenable to a more free-form approach to artic-
ulating space. The model is exemplified in the work of architects
such as Wright and Sullivan. In contrast, in an inorganic model
the placement would be based on symmetry or on some other
ordering system. The approach is described as rational and ide-
alistic, is more static, and based on regularity or modularity, as is
demonstrated in the ideas of architects such as Palladio and Gro-
pius. Hasell and Benhamou’s recognize the value of both organic
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and inorganic systems, and argue that a holistic system approach
to design would balance both systems, and can result in a design
that is functional and sensitive to human needs.

These theoretical frameworks were intended to be scalable based
the extent of the environment the artifact is designed to support,
i.e. a space at the scale of the individual or group, a building at
the scale of an organization, or an urban area at the level of the
general society. In this way, the building scale can be compared to
a microsystem within the macro-system of a city, in the same way
that a space might relate to a building. In looking at the build-
ing as the artifact in this context, understanding how one space
relates to another becomes critical not only within the building,
but to other spaces within the city as a larger system. Although
it is important to understand how an individual space functions,
and is experienced, it is also important to consider how the same
space functions, and is experienced in relation to the context of
its broader systems, to ensure that it supports the human activity
or needs that it is intended to satisfy. This perspective brings to
light the significance of spatial relationships within a system of
spaces. Within the context of a city or of a building, spaces can
be organized into interrelated spaces that contribute to the over-
all experience of the place. In the context of this thesis, such an
approach to the design of the artifact will be explored through
creation of a system of public and private spaces to promote
social interaction throughout the building and within its imme-
diate vicinity in the city. The intent is to investigate how public
spaces in buildings can function as a holistic system, in order to
address the need for social interaction, as the primary need be-
ing addressed, by ensuring that these spaces, or artifacts, are de-
signed to be conducive to the systemic way that social interaction
is satisfied. “Public spaces,” in this case, refers to the open spaces
across the site, accessible to the general public, as well as the
shared or communal spaces accessible only to residents within
the main part of the building. “Private spaces” here refer to in-
dividual spaces within the residential units or work spaces in the
commercial areas of the building.

While it is important to have elements in a system be organized
as a complementary whole, it is also critical to ensure that the
building, or artifact, which is effectively a system of systems, be
organized in order to create mutualistic relationships among its
constituent parts. Within the context of public and private spatial
systems in a building, this can entail ensuring proportional rela-
tionships between both the quantity of public-to-private spaces,
and the experiential quality, that the spaces afford. Quality be-
comes important, as this determines the vibrancy and viability of

the space to be a place that people find comfortable and where
they desire to be. Ultimately, if a building is viewed as a system,
then all of its subsystems and elements contribute to the overall
experience and function of the place for people to occupy and
live in. As an example, the functional role of corridors, as ele-
ments of a typical modern flat slab building is to connect all units
and to connect each individual in the building. They are arguably
the most public areas within the building, but their physical di-
mensions and design do not benefit the social life of the build-
ing. If the different spaces in the public spatial system (e.g. cor-
ridors, amenity spaces, etc.), are better integrated among each
other and with the private spatial system, then the relationship
between the units will correspondingly change. This creates a
different emergent spatial dynamic between what is public and
what is private, which ultimately creates a greater potential for
serendipitous encounters, and can thereby increase the proba-
bility of meeting the social needs for the residents of the building
and by extension its surrounding context.

From a systems perspective, the functional definitions of various
spaces in the building system may create an emergent functional
definition of the spaces. In the case of the corridor, as opposed to
it being a space for people to move between specific destinations
in the building, it can become a conduit for experiencing life with-
in the building. The corridor then becomes essentially an internal
street, supporting a social life within the building. A change in
the functional definition can also change the way in which the
space is designed, resulting in a corridor that may become drasti-
cally different in terms of experience. This idea could then further
be extended to the surrounding context, to allow connections,
whether visual and or physical, to the life of the city, thus creating
a similar mutualistic relationship between the life of the building
and the life of the city.

The systems approach discussed by Hasell and Benhamou was in-
tended to be applicable as a practical and theoretical framework.
In applying this framework to the thesis project, the two systems
can be framed in a manner such that they are then translated
into a design problem. In applying the framework, the systems
will be defined as: functions of human social needs (the activi-
ty system), and a design addressing of the spatial configuration
which is sensitive to the experiential function of built space (the
artifact system).

AcTivity System: HumaN SociaL NEeps

While humans and the way that their needs are satisfied can be
relative, it must also be acknowledged that their patterns of be-
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havior are dictated by the same cognitive processing. Human na-
ture is defined by the common psychophysical characteristics of
human beings, which in this sense include human needs. In one
way or another, humans are programed to satisfy their needs.
In order to understand how architecture can respond to human
need and act as a satisfier it must, “first look at how people are
built — not only mechanically but also mentally, subconsciously,
and then design or plan for these requirements and tendencies,”
(Sussman & Hollander, 2015, p. 157). What can be inferred from
this is that a greater understanding of human need is insufficient,
as satisfiers can vary. What is critical, is to understand how hu-
mans are programmed to satisfy their needs, and to design in
coherence with their innate patterns or human nature.

In contemporary thought, we understand human needs not as
deterministic, but rather as subjective and situational. Things that
we acquire and use are essentially a means to address needs. Our
actions are fashioned to address needs, not individualistically, or
as in a series of check boxes, but systematically. Theories of hu-
man need recognize the fluidity of discrete needs, and propose
that they are addressed in most scenarios together in a system
where more than one need is satisfied. There are two main theo-
ries of human need: Abraham Maslow’s theory of human motiva-
tion and Manfred Max-Neef’s human scale development theory.
One of the key differences between the two theories is the prem-
ise by which human needs are met.

In Maslow’s theory, the system is hierarchical where different
needs groups are satisfied in a sequence (see Fig. 2.1), while Max-
Neef’s theory proposes that there is no hierarchy, and that needs
are satisfied in a more integrated framework (see Fig. 2.2). Max-
Neef further states that, “the satisfiers do not operate in a lin-
ear fashion but rather in a matrix allowing multiple relationships
between needs and satisfiers, which are in themselves in a state
of flux” (Max-Neef, Elizald, & Hopenhayn, 1992, p. 199). In a criti-
cism of Corbusier’s application of Maslow’s Human Needs theory,
Murray et al. have noted that understanding human needs as a
hierarchical system has resulted in architecture that is focused on
needs that can be directly linked to the built environment, that is
as a “shelter”, as opposed to, “a synergic satisfier that influenc-
es the satisfaction of all human needs,” (Murray, Pauw, & Holm,
2005, p. 6). However, Maslow’s theory does acknowledge that,
within the hierarchy lower needs do not have to be fully satisfied
for the upper level needs to be addressed, as this allows to some
extent, the possibility of addressing needs in a nonlinear fashion.
The theory states that, “no need or drive can be treated as if it
were isolated or discrete; every drive is related to the state of sat-

isfaction or dissatisfaction of other drives,” (Maslow, 1943, p. 1).
This suggests that while two theories are distinct there is a com-
mon understanding that wellbeing is achieved, not through fo-
cusing on specific needs independently, but by focusing on needs
as a collective system.

morality

creativity SELF NEEDS

spontaneity INDIVIDUAL
problem solving
lack of prejudice
acceptance of facts
self-esteem, confidence
achievement, respect of
others, respect by others

Self-actualization

SOCIAL NEEDS

Community

Esteem

Love/Belonging friendship, family, sexual intimacy
security of body, employment, resources,
mortality, the family, health, property

BODY NEEDS

breathing, food, water, sex, sleep, ENVIRONMENT
Physiologi homeostasis, excretion

Max-Neef provides a breakdown of the system of human needs
that will be proposed here as part of the framework for an inves-
tigation of how social need should be addressed relative to other
needs. In his theory he states that needs are met in three specific
contexts: (1) with regard to oneself (Eigenwelt); (2) with regard
to the social group (Mitwelt); and (3) with regard to the environ-
ment (Umwelt) (Max-Neef, Elizald, & Hopenhayn, 1992, p. 200).
This framework can be viewed as three categories of perceptual
understandings, which are fundamental in the development of a
human’s phenomenological understanding of the world, and are
arguably foundational to human nature. Maurice Mearleau-Pon-
ty’s phenomenological perspective of how humans understand
the world through the framework of the self and the body, the
consciousness of others, as well as the effects of the environ-
ment and how all these perspectives create an accumulated un-
derstanding of the human consciousness, is consistent with this
framework. He addresses the experiential learning process of
each case in detail in Phenomenology of Perception.

From a phenomenological understanding of human nature,
Max-Neef’s contextual breakdown of human needs makes log-
ical sense and it is also coherent within a cognitive framework.
From the perspective of Ann Sussman and Justin Hollander, as
biological creatures we are a part of nature, and to better un-
derstand how to design for human nature and behaviours, we
must first understand human nature relative to human biology.
The closer in tune the built environment is with the way human
beings are designed to exist and function, the better suited it will
be to ensure overall human wellbeing. While phenomenology
looks at experience and understanding this view is founded on a

|FIG 2.1 Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs
Diagram showing needs grouped by indi-
vidual, social and body needs categories.
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|FIG 2.2 Max-Neef’s Needs Matrix
Diagram showing needs grouped by indi-
vidual, social and biological needs cate-
gories.
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psycho-physiological framework based on the premise that, “the
more we understand how human beings are...the more creatively
and successfully we will be able to design and plan for them,”
(Sussman & Hollander, 2015, p. 1).

The significance of Max-Neef’s theory is that it proposes that hu-
man needs can be satisfied in varying ways, interpreting as ideal
solutions as those that satisfy needs synergistically, as a whole
system. To quote Bachman, “To deal with complex systems then,
it is clearly necessary to deal holistically with overarching pat-
terns of their behavior and not surrender to intuitive, first order,
superficial, or mechanistic manipulations of separate pieces of
the puzzle,” (Bachman, 2012, p. 38). The three contexts proposed
by Max-Neef are congruent with both the human phenomeno-
logical and cognitive understanding of the world, and can serve
as a framework of human nature and patterns by which to satisfy
human needs. While this approach might be used to address hu-
man needs in a holistic manner, the role of architecture has yet to
be determined in this equation. In order to design in a way that
is sensitive to human needs, the environmental context can be
employed as a common denominator, by which the needs of all
three contexts can be satisfied. Ultimately, we exist and function
in space and every aspect of life is affected by the environmen-
tal setting. This fact is reinforced through environmental science,

which has proven that the environment does affect our individual
wellbeing and social behavior (Kopec, 2006, p. 54). However, un-
derstanding the role of the environment is only part of the solu-
tion.

The environment must be engaged in relation to all other con-
texts of the system of needs. What is clearer through Max-Neef’s
theory is that, through the visual matrix of needs and satisfiers,
it becomes clear that the environment, and by extension archi-
tecture plays a direct role in the actualization of all needs. Hu-
man action is motivated by human needs, as both Maslow and
Max-Neef’s theories suggest, and a building is also the result of
an action motivated by a program of needs. However, to apply
either theory to an architectural solution can be difficult. While
Maslow’s theory provides a hierarchy with which to organize
needs based on a functional program, it does not reveal the in-
terrelatedness of the theory’s needs. Max-Neef’s needs frame-
work on the other hand, shows just how much overlap there is
between his axiological needs categories, which are essentially
what Maslow’s theory describes, and the way in which these
needs can be satisfied. The disadvantage of his matrix is its lack of
hierarchy, which makes it difficult to focus on the specific needs
of a complex functional program. In order for the human activity
system to frame an architectural problem, it has to show the in-
terrelatedness of the needs, and provide a hierarchy with which
to organize those needs. By restructuring the hierarchy to create
a hybrid of the two systems, the various categories of needs can
be visibly related, and potential emergent correlations can be
identified, through which they can be systemically addressed and
satisfied (see Fig 2.3).

Needs that appear
to be in opposition

have to be further self
investigated to un- expression
derstand the nature rights + Needs that appear
of the relationship freedom at intersections may
to create solutions offer opportunity for
that can satisfy both SELH synergistic responses
needs. between opposing

needs.
intimacy
belonging
ownership

security

relationships/
friendships

social
interaction

| FIG 2.3 Hybrid Needs Framework

A hybrid of the two needs theory systems
as a functional hierarchical needs Venn
diagram to aid in understanding the rela-
tionship between needs and better frame
the design problem through these rela-
tionships.
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The hybridized system of the needs theories being used, to or-
ganize the needs within the thesis is based on the contexts pro-
posed by Max-Neef, which have also been used to group Maslow’s
needs pyramid. At first glance, the prominence of the context in
framing specific needs is evident, and illustrates how specific de-
sign objectives can become the emphasis of a design exercise,
around which other needs can be related and addressed relative
to primary needs. It provides visible insight into where the needs/
satisfiers shown in Max-Neef’s matrix can fall within the various
contexts, and allows designers to control how they relate to each
other and how ultimately they can be synergistically addressed.
This allows for the needs/satisfiers to be organized in a way that
defines the role of different spaces, public or private, and their
contributions to satisfying both primary social needs and other
secondary needs. This is particularly useful for the development
of the thesis, as it creates an easily manipulated framework in
which to define the activity system that the artifact system can
be designed to support.

ARTIFACT SYSTEM: SPATIAL CONFIGURATIONS

The utilitarian emphasis of functionalism, focuses on the efficien-
cy of the designated function or programmatic assignment of a
space in order for a designer to shape the space. This overly sim-
plified design process was driven by the efficiency with which the
desired program was carried out. This, in most cases, resulted
in spaces that did little to address the complexity of the spatial
experience governing human motivation and behavior. In Func-
tionalism Revisited, Lang and Moleski discuss how experience
and perception influence and motivate human behavior. Our
accumulated individual experiences, or narratives, as Sussman
and Hollander refer to them, shape the way in which we perceive
daily experiences and dictate how we feel and respond to these
experiences. This allows us to cognitively process and determine
what opportunities or affordances are available within a given
space, and to modify activities and behaviour to enable a person
to create a more favorable situation (Lang & Moleski, 2010, pp.
41, 43). Experience and perception are subjective. However, all
theories of human needs indicate that there are commonalities
that all humans desire, such as social connections, which can be
incorporated into design. Furthermore, environmental psychol-
ogy informs how space and its articulation can contribute to an
experience supporting various types of human activity.

What is critical to the design of the artifact system, is looking at
spaces as elements within systems. While a space may be con-
sidered as autonomous and function independently, as would be

the case in a modernist building, the approach being developed
here, proposes that space is best understood in relation to the
spaces to which it is related in the whole artifact system, which
in this case is a building. In similar fashion the relationship be-
tween public or private spatial systems is understood holistically
in the context of the thesis (see Fig 2.4). Miller and Benhamou
define the artifact at the level of a social group or organization as
a building. The artifact is intended to support or facilitate human
activity associated with it, and as Ferguson’s inorganic definition
would describe it, is ordered by the rational manipulation of its
elements, which in the context of a building is manipulation of
space.

PRIVATE

PUBLIC

Within this organization or system of space, it is extremely im-
portant to ensure that the overall configuration is perceived and
can be understood as a holistic entity, an argument supported by
Bill Hillier, who interprets space as the machine for living (Hillier,
1996). This perspective can be supported by the way in which
the experiential qualities of space, through perception, are ac-
cumulated to create an overall conception of the experiential
qualities of a space. To put this into the context of public and
private systems in a building, a corridor can again be employed to
demonstrate how one space acts as an element, as opposed to
an autonomous system. In the previous example, a corridor in a
functionalist building was viewed as a device for moving people
within the building, and its efficiency judged based on its abil-
ity to do so effectively while optimizing on space. If a systems
thinking approach were employed in the design of the corridor, it
would be just one element in the system of public spaces in the
building, and treated in a way where its function supports and is
supported by other spaces in the system.

| FIG 2.4 ] Artifact Spatial Relationships
Conceptual diagram illustrating the type
of dynamic complexity relationship be-
tween the public and private spatial sys-
tem of the designed artifact where the
nature of the relationship is such that one
system is integrated with and supports the
activities of the other.
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|FIG 2.5] Corridor in Unité d’habitation.
(Near image)

|FIG 2.6 Corridor in Mirador

(Far image)
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The difference in the illustration above, may be better under-
stood by comparing Unité d’ Habitation and Mirador (see Fig.'s
2.5 & 2.6). The corridor system in Unité is designed as a means
of moving people through the building and nothing more, while
the public spaces consist of exterior spaces at ground level and
the retail spaces located on the seventh and eight floors (Forster,
2006, pp. 74, 75). All are public spaces but there is no relationship
between the spaces. Furthermore, the experiential functionality
is similarly discrete, and does enable the spaces to complement
each other. As such, the corridors although public, can only play a
minor role in the social life of the building. In contrast, Mirador’s
corridors are organized into a diverse collection of interconnect-
ed spaces that are intended to contribute to social life within the
building, essentially functioning as a system. As such, the corri-
dors are designed in a way that is more conducive to public life,
i.e., open to the exterior, providing natural light and ventilation,
large enough to accommodate comfortable social interaction be-
tween neighbours, and varied enough to provide a diversity of
spaces among the corridors. In addition to this system of inter-
related corridors, are public spaces that are located within and
around these corridors within the building, all of which contrib-
ute to an overall, varied experience of social spaces within the
building. Ultimately, the public space is designed to function ho-
listically, creating a synergy among the spaces that could not be
achieved if functional efficiency was addressed on an individual
space basis.

In Sussman and Hollander in their Cognitive Architecture, place
a greater significance on the social and the environmental influ-
ence of design on the quality of spatial experience, while aspects
of the self are understood in relation to the social context, and
meaning is derived from collective identity. What is most com-
pelling about the approach they present, is the intent to satisfy
human need based on human nature and patterns. Such an in-
tent speaks to a better understanding of complexity and use of

patterns, endorsed by Bachman and Salingaros respectively.

Regardless of the difference in perspective, the framework of
human nature can still be applied to the three categories. Ulti-
mately, to address human nature, it is imperative that design is
sensitive to the complex system of needs which motivate human
activity. A systems approach focuses on the interrelatedness of
human activity and motivation, which informs the designer how
space can be better designed to support, not just a function, but
also other needs that are systemically related to function. By un-
derstanding the way that needs are designed to be satisfied in
relation to human patterns, the artifact that is designed is more
likely to be sensitive to the complexity of the activity needs/sys-
tem.
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WEXPLOITING DEeNsITY FOR SociaL NEEDs

A defining characteristic of cities is their density. A specific result
of their population density there is the corresponding diversity
of interests that exist within a concentrated area, a diversity that
does not generally exist outside of cities. This diversity can great-
ly enhance the quality of social life within the city. The same can
also be said at a smaller scale, in a high density building. In the-
ory, an ideal city is planned so that its basic societal needs are
dispersed, to create an equal distribution of resources across its
territory. The distribution of the public spaces, as defined in the
previous chapter, within the context of the thesis project, will be
organized in a similar way to ensure an even distribution of and
access to social spaces at the building scale. The activity artifact
system relationship will be explored, and the social needs, as de-
fined by the activity system, adequately supported by the arti-
fact, the building, through an equal distribution of public spaces.

In the context of this thesis, the activity system is defined by any
action intended to satisfy human needs, as understood through
the hybridized hierarchy discussed in the previous chapter. The
hierarchy of needs in turn governs the logic that drives spatial or-
ganization of the artifact system which at the scale of the group is
a building. In this connection the thesis project will explore hous-
ing at the urban level, while the focal element or aspect of hu-
man needs being explored will be the social needs. The result is a
spatial system that focus on the relationship between public and
private areas of the building.

How humans qualify their experiences depends on an under-
standing of how perception and cognition of phenomenon occur,
and how they influence not only our behaviour but also the phys-
ical and mental wellbeing of every individual. Much effort has
been expended to describe how we sense and what we sense:
scientific qualification and understanding is based on a process
of simplifying phenomena in order to comprehend and define
them. However, this cannot easily be done because of the com-
plexity in which we sense and perceive external information. To
fully understand how perception works, it is insufficient to rely
exclusively on the empirical evidence which science can provide.
Part of perception stems from consciousness and from experien-
tial memories, which allow us to interpret and understand what
we gather through various sensorial stimuli. Phenomenological
theory suggests that we develop an understanding of the world
through accumulated experiences, which are created through
these sensorial stimuli as we begin to become aware of the self
and the outer world. Humans perceive and interpret phenom-
ena, through which they later understand similar phenomena,

because they apply their initial knowledge of the former to that
of the latter. They learn and understand through experience. This
process is applied to their senses, perception and understanding
of the world (Merleau-Ponty & Landes, 2014).

As humans develop, their various experiences create memories
and associations which shape their perception and understand-
ing of their surroundings. They begin to categorize or “sche-
matize” concepts which are applied to new information that is
perceived. This is also part of the social conditioning process
(Norberg-Schulz, 1968). Something else that contributes to their
understanding of the world as they develop is the relationships
shared with others. They begin to inform each other and their un-
derstanding of the world. Cultural and social experiences thereby
play a role in perceiving and understanding the world. The un-
derstanding of others as a separate consciousness with shared
perceptual fields affects how one perceives and acts with others.
Perception is a process of learning and accumulating experience
that beings at childhood. This process occurs within social set-
tings, meaning that what is learned is not isolated from individual
experience, but is influenced by collective social consciousness as
well. From a phenomenological perspective, social relationships
with others are inseparable from how one perceives and under-
stands the world. Social relationships become part of individual
identities, as one begins to understands the world and self-iden-
tity through the eyes of others.

In addition to the significance of a perceptual understanding of
the world through others, different micro-cultures of various so-
cial collectives play important roles in the overall wellbeing of the
individual. Part of an individual’s experience takes place within
the social realm. People share space with others and establish
common meaning for that space. In a house or community for
example, meaning is individual, but it is also shared with other
members of the group. This idea can be extended to the larger
community and the various social networks that make up parts
of individual identities (Bloomer & Moore, 1977). The space that
is shared with others reinforces existing relationships, which are
essential for psychological wellbeing. Based on these arguments
the social nature of humans may be deemed an essential consid-
eration for the design of a high-density urban environment.

RELATING THE UNIT, TO THE BUILDING, TO THE CiTY

What is most critical in the systems approach in an urban con-
text, is the relationship between public and private spaces, par-
ticularly housing than other typologies. Human needs theories
acknowledge that people need places for social interaction. Con-
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|FIG 3.1] Center Village
Central courtyard space

33

RYERSON UNIVERSITY
MASTER OF ARCHITECTURE 2016

versely there is also a need for private space as well, which ne-
cessitates balance between the two spatial systems. For this rea-
son, some negotiation between how people are grouped, scaled,
and distributed into social units, and the proximities within spa-
tial configurations, is necessary. These considerations become
significant, affecting the overall form and defining a building as
an autonomous spatial system, existing as a microsystem within
the larger city scale. As these internal relationships are drafted in
the design process, they too begin to define emergent functional
relationships between architectural positives and negatives, ele-
ments and spaces, respectively, which define the boundaries be-
tween public and private spaces and systems. For example, from
a different perspective, one might question the level or extent of
privacy necessary in these socio-spatial relationships. The atyp-
ical spatial dynamic could effectively evolve social ties within a
built space.

As a smaller system or subsystem within the city, and one which
is to be integrated with and contribute to its immediate context,
a building can benefit from a similar framework, based on a city’s
organizational structure. Just as the city has a fair distribution of
special functions and common functions, a building can be or-
ganized where specialized functions are strategically distribut-
ed and interconnected through the internal pedestrian system
comprised of the building’s public spaces — that is, it’s shared or
communal spaces — which are connected to the private spaces or
units. Similarly, private spaces can be arranged within the build-
ing in such a way as to create a hierarchy of social relationships,
thus affording individuals the opportunity to create closer per-
sonal ties based on proximity, instead of finding themselves lost
in an endless grouping of units.

ANALYZING THROUGH A SYSTEMS LENS

The following case studies look at how the relationship between
private and public spaces are addressed as a complex system,
centered around the specific design intent in light of which the
design was based.

CENTER VILLAGE: WiNNIPEG, 5468796 ARCHITECTURE

This project in its approach to private and shared space, chal-
lenged the typical proportions associated with these two spatial
types. Intended for underprivileged families, the scheme was de-
signed to promote social relations among its residents by mini-
mizing the area occupied by the unique unit types. This allowed
more area to be allocated for public space and shared among

the residents. Also, the space was accessible to the wider public,
thereby promoting connectivity to the immediate context. The
site, originally zoned for six single-family units, was given a much
larger allotment for the shared space, and increased the density
to 25 units. From a systems perspective, the scheme questioned
the spatial needs of private spaces in relation to public spaces.
Based on a different view of this relationship and the needs of
the residents, it reprioritized the balance within the two systems
of space. Also, due to increased density and the changing pro-
portions, it became important to use the public space as a buffer
to ensure ample privacy within the high density neighbourhood.
Again, because of the altered space proportion, and the proximi-
ty and placement of the windows and entrances, there was suffi-
cient space around the units to ensure that the communal space
provided ample distance between units. Despite what could be
considered a restrictive urban boundary, the shift in spatial pri-
ority between the systems created an environment which could
promote social relations while maintaining scale sensitivity ap-
propriate to the density. This fostered comfort, as spaces were
not cramped and residents did not feel pressured within either
spatial system.

8 HOUSE: CorenHAGEN, BIG

The 8 House program was required to integrate a mixture of com-
mercial and residential space into a newly developing commuter
area in Copenhagen, adjacent to existing farmlands. The design
objectives essentially required a building that would create an ac-
tive urban realm for commerce, social interaction and connection
with both the surrounding new development and the farmland
adjacent to the site. The form conceived by the architect extend-
ed an active and walkable street into the third dimension. In so
doing, the architect was able to achieve a ramping Mobius strip,
allowing continuous pedestrian traffic along both residential and
commercial frontages. The design layered the program horizon-
tally to separate private and public realms. This allowed privacy
for the residences while maintaining a continuum of pedestrian
traffic through both realms. The scheme also addressed how so-
cial interaction occurs at a more intimate scale. The threshold
where the residential units meet the ramp consists of a small
landing with individual planters at each unit. As simple as this
was, it allowed a gradient between the privacy of the unit and
inclusivity of what is essentially a public street. The buffer pro-
vides a zone which can negotiate the nature of social interaction
between the resident and the guest or passerby. The social pock-
ets around the ramp, including the main courtyards, provide ad-

|FIG 3.2] 8 House
View of units overlooking courtyard and
grazing and beyond.
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| FIG 3.3 Habitat 67
View of units overlooking the adjacent St.
Lawrence River.

|FIG 3.4 Markethal

View at entrance to market space
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ditional settings for social interaction, creating a variety of spaces
with differing degrees of social comfort that are highly visible and
are along a highly active pedestrian street.

HABITAT 67: MoNTrReAL, MOSHE SAFDIE

Habitat was designed to privilege each unit with uninterrupt-
ed views of nature and to create a sense of individuality among
residents through what appears to be units that are varied and
unique. The formal approach of organizing the units on a single
loaded corridor oriented at forty-five degrees to the units them-
selves and units that are modular but rotate based on their loca-
tion in the scheme, created a modular system that was able to
achieve the intended design goals. What this also created was a
unique proximal relationship between the units, which effective-
ly allowed units to have a certain degree of visual access to the
balconies and open spaces of other units. By organizing the units
in this way, the design allowed for a sense of individuality among
the units while simultaneously helping to create an atmosphere
that is conducive to familiarity among residents in neighbouring
units and thus an environmental potential for social interaction.
If the scheme were analysed in terms of a systems perspective, it
would demonstrate the relationship between the public and pri-
vate systems, which had allowed for privacy yet still maintained
allowances for social interaction among residents. The corridor
system, relative to the orientation of the private system, the units,
created a dynamic collection of varied spatial conditions. Essen-
tially by the synergistic relationship between the two systems,
the public system benefitted the private one, creating unique vi-
sual experience of the site and scheme through the proximity and
spatial relationships between units.

MARKETHAL: Roterbam, MVRDV

While the building massing and constituent elements, the resi-
dences and the market, are fairly simply put together, overall this
project is a clear example of how the two programs are syner-
gistically combined into a mutualistic relationship resulting in a
project where the whole is greater and more beneficial than the
individual parts would be. Looking at the residential component,
the individual units’ interior circulation and organization is not
vastly dissimilar from what would be expected of a slab block.
What makes the social condition unique is the relationship on
the interior, between the units and the market. Not only do the
units create an enclosure over the market, but by organizing the

units to extend across the entire block, the units are privy to a
direct visual connection to the facing units and the activity of the
market below. The effect for the residents, is creation of a unique
experience of a part of the city and city life, which has the poten-
tial to create a unique sense of place translatable into personal
and social ties to the market and home. For the market patrons
and city pedestrians, the scale it presents on the ground floor in
particular takes advantage of the height of the residential can-
opy protecting it from the elements. The glass fagades also cap
the views of the city on either side of what is a portal, framing
and connecting the city beyond. The massing essentially allows
the market to appear as a mere sheltered space within the city,
not disconnected from its context. What the project achieves is
a clear separation of public realm and private spaces through
the articulation of the form. At the same time the formal and
programmatic relationship creates a unique experience of space
for both spatial systems. The systems also relate to each other,
whereas individual systems analysed on their own, could be con-
sidered typical to other residential or market typologies.

DesicN INTENT OF THE ARTIFACT: ORGANIZATION AND
ARTICULATION

By analyzing housing in this framework, one can better under-
stand how the balance between these two systems can result
in a more humanistic architecture. In each case the analysis de-
fines the activity system based on needs expressed through the
individual design intent of each project. In all cases the activity
is supported by the way in which the spatial systems are orga-
nized which is, defined by the physical articulation of the archi-
tectural elements. The precedents thus serve as good examples
of how various architectural devices are capable of creating an
architectural artifact that addresses human activity, which is itself
defined as a product of human needs.
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FORM AND SocCIAL INTEGRATION

As previously stated, population density comes with many ad-
vantages, particularly social density and diversity. However, the
higher the density, the greater the challenge is to design the built
form in a way that can accommodate a liveable environment that
remains sensitive to the human condition. In higher density urban
environments, the challenge necessarily becomes a balancing act
between the horizontal and vertical dimension. The relationship
between these spatial dimensions has direct implications for the
physical qualities of urban form and, consequently, for its overall
spatial experience. Rudolph Arnheim discusses the nature of the
relationship between the horizontal and vertical axes, and how it
affects spatial experience. He discusses the primacy of the vertical
axis and the fact that we experience movement in space through
the horizontal axis. As a result of the way in which human beings
orient themselves from gravity, primacy is given to the vertical
axis, as it is the only consistent source of orientation. Due to this,
the effect of horizontal and vertical perception is quite significant
to how we feel, in habit, understand and experience space (Arn-
heim, 1977). The issue he discusses that is most pertinent to the
thesis, is the impact on social integration and sense of hierarchy
inherent in form that emphasises one orientation over the other.
Using Frank Lloyd Wright’s houses as examples he remarks on
how, “The horizontal style of living promotes interaction, free
mobility from place to place, and ease of progress, whereas ver-
tically-oriented living stresses hierarchy, isolation, ambition, and
competition,” (Arnheim, 1977, pp. 38, 39). This principle can be
applied at different scales to larger buildings and urban envi-
ronments. This can be readily perceived in public corridors and
streets, where horizontality encourages freedom of movement
and openness, while vertical elements and boundaries create
variety, hierarchy and define and give meaning to the horizontal
plane. In well-designed spaces, the combination of the vertical
and horizontal elements define areas that are scaled appropriate-
ly for socialization. However, it is also well understood that there
are limitations of the vertical and horizontal dimensions which
must be adhered to which support to social interaction. Chris-
topher Alexander among others discuss how, in the context of a
street, one becomes detached from the social life of the ground
plane beyond four stories, while the shadows cast from higher
buildings detract from the warmth of the street level (Alexander,
1977, pp. 15-18).

As demonstrated by case studies examined in the previous chap-
ter, many different architectural devices govern the relationship
between private and public spatial systems. As briefly discussed

above, the relationship between vertical and horizontal dimen-
sions is a critical factor that affects the spatial potential for social
integration within a built work. For the purposes of this thesis, the
exploration of form will focus on how horizontality and verticality
affect how the spatial organization (architectural negative) and
the articulation of elements (architectural positives) can define
the relationship between the public and private spatial system of
the design project. While the spatial configuration is unquestion-
ably important, space is inhabited but it is not what is actually
seen and interacted with. For this reason, the articulation of the
elements is what actually defines space and what allows one to
perceive space. Furthermore, it is the elements that define spa-
tial boundaries and hierarchies and ultimately give unity and co-
herence to a built work

SYSTEMS APPROACH TO SPACES AND ELEMENTS

The main shortcoming presented in functionalist design is an
oversimplification of what is defined as functionality and the in-
dependence of spaces which fail to address the interconnected
nature of human need and experience (activity system). The solu-
tion outlined here, seeks to approach the design process through
a systems thinking methodology, whereby individual spaces are
understood as a series of interrelated spatial conditions, designed
and formed with an intent to mold each other towards a holistic
experience. These spaces are expected to promote social integra-
tion throughout the building (artifact) system which can then be
scaled as required to incorporate the building system in a similar
way as the subsystem of a city.

Strategies derived from engaging design based on relationships
between public and private systems is aimed at a holistic func-
tionality as opposed to an independent, spatial functionality. As
with human needs systems, these spatial systems are interactive
and should be satisfied based on how the systems relate and in-
fluence each other. In order to create a building that functions
holistically, an environment in which social integration is promot-
ed must also be manifest. The design process, which will address
the systemic relationship of spaces, will first be engaged through
the design of the spatial organization and elemental articulation.
Consistent with Hillier’s argument for ‘space as the machine’ spa-
tial configurations are critical.

“Very few of the purposes for which we build buildings
and environments are not ‘people configurations’ in this
sense. We should therefore in principle expect that the
relation between people and space, if there is one, will
be found at the level of the configuration of space rather
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than the individual space,” (Hillier, 1996, p. 30).

In the context of the thesis, his discussion supports an emphasis
on spatial relationships as a means of creating a design that can
support social integration. By configuring space in a way where
individual spaces function in a mutualistic system, the building
as a whole system, the artifact, is designed in coherence with hu-
man sensitivity to form and space and supports human needs,
the activity.

STRATEGIES AND TACTICS

The strategies and tactics that will govern this process will there-
fore focus, first, on the spatial configurations and, second, on how
they are articulated in order to ensure that spaces are functional
individually and can act as a cohesive whole. The strategies are
intended to ensure that spaces are designed in a way which will
allow them to contribute to the overall experience of the build-
ing and create mutualistic relationships will other spaces. Design
strategies for addressing relationships between spatial require-
ments of public spaces versus private spaces will be governed by
the following strategies and their corresponding tactics:

|1] INTENTION PRIORITIZING: In many multi-resi-
dential compositions, units are given priority over social
amenity spaces in terms of the views, building location
and access to light. Further, they are typically positioned
where they become isolated destinations within the
building, preventing potential for random engagement
with the spaces. While reasons for giving priority of these
elements to units are understandable, they do not ne-
gate the fact that social spaces require similar treatment
to be successfully utilized. There must also be meaning-
ful contribution to the social atmosphere and, ultimately,
community cohesion of the place. The social infrastruc-
ture and the individual units were organized in a way
that would not diminish common spatial requirements
of the units. Equilibrium was also established among so-
cial spaces, and the design encouraged usage of social
spaces while still maintaining the quality of more private
spaces and units. By balancing the priority weights of
spaces, the overall building will better address both so-
cial needs and individual needs.
organizing
the massing of the public and private systems so
that the form allows access of to Light and Views
to both systems

allowing the activity
within the building (its pedestrian life), to ani-
mate all areas in the building. The circulation will
be exposed to all areas and concentrated to cre-
ate an augmented perception of life within the
public areas.

create a gradient of
spaces sized and articulated to create a diver-
sity of social scales within the building. These
elements of the public system (shared spaces)
will be designed to be sensitive to the number
of people occupying the space and the privacy
required by adjacent private system (units).

Defining spaces in a
way that their extents are clear but use perceive
the boundary elements are perceived and not
material, thereby allowing flexibility of activity
and pedestrian movement.

|2] PATIERN CONGRUENCE: Human are designed
to satisfy needs in ways that are natural to their physical
and psychological condition. Sensitivity to how satisfac-
tion occurs in normative circumstances and how satis-
fiers can exist together is important in order to design
within the tested laws of the human condition and not
outside of it. Space and the built environment play a fun-
damental role in mediating social relations and as such
the way that space is articulated should be sensitive to
how people behave and are affected by space and spa-
tial qualities. By understanding the rules of the existing
socio-spatial patterns, a synthesis that is conducive to
how both individual and social needs have evolved to be
achieved.

balancing horizontal
vs Vertical elements to encourage social interac-
tion while create variety through a hierarchy of
spatial conditions. Organize spatial proximity and
scales in a way that supports interaction but re-
spects privacy.

cluster private spac-
es in quantities that supports meaningful social
relations and create diversity within groups by
mixing unit types within clusters.

address
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the spatial quality through visual variation using
natural elements and variation in material.

|3] SPATIAL RECIPROCITY: Various social and individ-
ual needs are potentially mutually beneficial to each oth-
er. By addressing these needs, based on how they poten-
tially can be related to each other in a system, a design
solution can be reached which strategically addresses
multiple issues in a way that is potentially simpler and
more efficient.

using variation in
architectural form of facades and spaces to cre-
ate visual compositions that can stimulate and
engage occupants of other spaces and provide
another means to animate views from multiple
vantage points.

include articulate differ-
ent elements throughout the building that can
aid in climate control to and buffers and visual
barriers to provide privacy.

|4] COMPLIMENTARY POTENTIALS: various needs
and satisfiers are similar or are inherently related. By ex-
ploiting these potentially agreeable elements, a synergis-
tic whole can be created that satisfies both elements in a
way that increases the quality of what would have been
two individual and separate solutions.

allow for flexibility of use and ele-
ments within shared spaces to encourage spatial
uniqueness and shared ownership thereby creat-
ing positive spatial associations and foster social
identities through these shared spaces.

INITIAL SYNTHESIS AND INVESTIGATIONS

Initial investigations looked at several spatial configurations at
two scales: an intimate human scale that addressed smaller so-
cial groupings, and a larger scale of the whole complex into which
the smaller scaled groups would be combined (see Fig’s 4.1-4.4).
These initial investigations were all within a 4-6 storey height lim-
it to maintain social distance between the top and street levels as
well as to control availability of light. The resulting interior condi-
tions took on the appearance of a small-scale streetscape, which
became the primary repeatable element, scaled to human-sensi-
tive proportions, responding to more intimate social scales (see
Fig’s 4.5-4.7). The overall structures were organized as groups

of these smaller units which, were then located around a larger
common courtyard area.
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Circulation infegrated around
social setting to promote seren
dipitous inferactions

visual access fo different clus
fers and ofher areas.

materials and landscape selected
fo create warrith, inf) imacy and
provide privacy

| FIG 4.5] Design Sketch 4 Main Courtyard
Main central courtyard shared by entire
building addressing social interaction at
the building scale.

| FIG 4.6 | Design Sketch 4 Shared Corridor
Interior corridors providing access to units
within clusters and creating a casual level
social interaction.

| FIG 4.7 Design Sketch 4 Social Space
Social spaces within clusters to provide
different scaled spaces to accommodate
different group sizes and areas within clus-
ters. These spaces create more intimate
spaces for social interaction.
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Maxirwm width across void i
within visual proximity for facial
recognition and appropriate for
social spaces,

Limits oF FOrRM (INTENTION PRIORITIZING)

One of the interesting realizations of this initial attempt to create
a more social environment was the fact that the resulting spac-
es took on characteristics of what is generally known to produce
good social spaces in the public realm. The public realm is intend-
ed to satisfy a multiplicity of social needs that can be addressed
to some degree in the private realm. The reason this might not
happen, lies with the argument that this thesis makes, namely
that the spaces being designed do not address human needs sys-
temically. In this case, the relationship between public and pri-
vate spaces was designed to allow more flexibility between the
two, mediated at the social group scale, to create a more social
environment, capable of satisfying social and privacy needs. By
understanding the nature of these human needs and how they
are satisfied in space the resulting design becomes more systemic
and responds to human needs.

Subsequent investigations were focused on a better understand-
ing of how form can be manipulated in different ways, particu-
larly to increase density while maintaining the intimate social
nature of the spaces (see Fig. 4.9-4.10). As the form increased
in scale, it became readily apparent that necessities such as light
and view had to be negotiated among spaces. By examining what
are very basic spatial configurations of residential buildings a bet-
ter understanding of the limits of their various spatial forms was
reached and incorporated into a form which balanced these vari-
ables into one form (see Fig. 4.8). In light of this, if public spac-
es were to satisfy needs in tandem with private spaces, it would
mean that more priority would be given to those public spaces in
terms of their design and resources such as light and view. This
provided further cause to question the nature of the private and
public divide, and how it could be negotiated to address both
social and privacy needs.
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| FIG 4.8 ] Formal Exploration
Configuration and massing synthesis.
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izontall, ly fo encourage social Kf‘gag(fmenf while srdller courts
rwst be lower and must expand horizontall ly fo achieve densit 14

|FIG 4.9] Unit & Circulation Configuration
Dimensional limits of residential arche-

| FIG 4.10 | Massing Studies
Massing studies for light and views.
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Clustering Group: Intimate social scdle

Floor Group: Casudl/fariliar social =cdle

DesiGNING ForR HumANs (PATTERN CONGRUENCE)

While designing for increasing public and private spatial systems,
it was necessary to ensure that the scale of the spaces was con-
ducive to a comfortable social environment where meaningful
relationships could be fostered. For this reason, it was crucial to
break down the larger space into smaller spaces that were appro-
priate. Various configurations were used which balanced private
with public spaces. The end result was a base cluster built around
a small court which was large enough to act as an intimate com-
mon space serving as a shared social threshold (see Fig.’s 4.12-
4.13).

While this first level of social zones was intended to foster com-
fortable social interaction within an intimately scaled space, oth-
er levels are necessary for a similar social atmosphere throughout
the entire building (see Fig. 4.11). At this scale, the private-public
relationship effectively mimics a community environment where
other socially related needs such as safety, security, and a sense
of belonging can be addressed by creating a familiarity among
clusters. Here the level moves from the cluster of units to floors
of clusters, which are grouped in fours and are surrounded by so-
cial bridges. Furthermore, at the overall building scale, the build-
ing begins to act as an autonomous community environment that
fosters social integration through consistency in its social envi-
ronment throughout. This environment and will be mimicked at
the podium level to allow the grade condition to foster similar
social identity with the building’s urban context.

Overdll Puilding: Corrunity scale

At the smallest =cale, the size of the group dllows for infi-
mate social inferaction. At this scale of socidl inferaction
fanmiliarity armong neighbours allows an level of openness
that can allow for more openness (less privacy) among
neighbours,

At the building =cale the building and it> spaces create a

Clustering ©ection Configurations

Frivate

Frivate

Social Threshold

¢

Public i enfrance courts fo

« Upperunit>

Y overhang the :
t corridors below fo }

i feel more open and

| Entrances:
' Sl scale & Ferson-

i al (| Dtorey)

Cluster:
Infermediate scale

- Pufters between
clusters & ﬁl///{//ﬁgf)
(Z Dtorey)
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i Large =cdle - Least
tenclosure and rmost

| comected fo building
i circulation & spaces,
i (4 Storey)

Gradual increase in social and spdtial scales

Clustering Flan Confiqurations
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Clustering schemes applied to complete block Clusters will accommodate varying unit types to allow
diversity of occupant= and a rultiplicity of inferactions possibilities

At the floor group =cdle, the ﬁpa//a/ p,’ox//v/fﬂ&:’: are in-
creased fo ensure that the inf imacy shared at the cluster
=cdle is given more privacy in response fo the less infi-
mate relationship the cluster shares with the wider build|

ing
ing

nity, The =cale of social inferact o and
u’)/ I ne scale of =ocial inferaction Cha/?q(fﬁ and
//’76/5/@/5 a/so Dt,’CK??r’f(Zf{fﬁ /G/(]Zr’ ﬁOC/G/ areas J[O/ cor-

f(fﬁpond"'nq]/y / arger social groups,

corr

unique =ef of spatial conditions that dll it to seer like an
aufonorious enf/fy which exists within the CJ'/y effe 6C7‘/ve/y
creating a corrunity identity. Further fo this activity in the
residential comrunity above, is the a similar scenario can
exist af grade at the podiur and there by dllow form and
spdtial relationships to dll pedestrian moverent af grade
fo use space in a way where it creates a unique identity in
the building urban context.

| FIG 4.11 | Social Hierarchies

Balancing social and privacy needs

through scale.
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Social spaces are
spaced to allow
social comectivify
across spaces and
corridors vertically

| FIG 4.12| Cluster Configurations

Variation in unit sizes and organization

Visual access connecting
units and corridors horizontally
and fo the floors and social
spaces immediately above and
below, M axirum width across
void is within visual proxirif 4
for facial recognition and
appropriate for social spaces,

AR

| FIG 4.13 | Cluster Size & Height Limits
Balancing Cluster size with resources.
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System Symsiosis (ReciProciTY AND COMPLEMENTARY
DESIGN)

In all natural systems relationships can be found between ele-
ments that are mutualistic. Through the lens of the human needs
activity system and the context of the design project, the social
life of the community is just as important to each individual as it
is to the whole. This mutual need of the individual and the col-
lective presents an opportunity to leverage the need into a spa-
tial solution that benefits both the individual and collective. The
solution that was explored, employed the circulation system as
a means of, not merely connecting and moving people through
the spaces, but allowing the system to play a much more integral
and active part in the building’s community life. By opening the
form to allow the circulation to become an element animated
with the life of the community, in a fashion similar to a street,
it would become a place to watch and be watched. By changing
the function of the corridors from a path connecting A’s to B’s,
into a place where the life of the building is exhibited, the way
in which it was articulated in like manner had to change in order
to accommodate its new function. This change was capitalized
on by adding balconies, which extended from the cluster spaces,
both enlarging the spaces and encouraging movement in and out
of the intimate spaces, further allowing social interaction across
clusters (see Fig. 4.14).

This physical and visual connectivity effectively became a cata-
lyst for redefining the functional roles of other spaces within
the building. The central core also provided another high-traffic
space for casual encounters, which could further animate the
building (see Fig. 4.15). This process of rethinking the functional
definitions of public spaces by reconsidering how needs can sys-
temically be satisfied through spatial relationships was explored
in other areas of the building. The idea was explored in the rela-
tionship between the shared spaces of the residences above, and
the public domain below. Just as the life of the building became
an asset to its community by exploiting visual connections, life in
the street initiated a mutualistic relationship between the ground
plane and the private shared spaces above.

The changing dynamics of the spatial functions required a unique
way of defining spaces. The spaces were intended to bleed into
each other (see Fig’s 4.16-4.18). They were designed with ele-
ments that defined implied spatial boundaries where possible
to encourage movement, to be socially inviting and not to be
perceived as barriers (see Fig’s 4.16-4.17). Where privacy was
necessary, the elements were in contrast, articulated with ma-

scaping as an additional
viewing elerent

Units are unique in both size, config-
uration and material arficulation and
ffer engagerant through a visually

d views info the
€rs dﬂd’ P/O\/y"d( //(4774/ -

Enf y Court }/a/(/ > are

littered with land-

=caping and archifec-

tural features

Core

®>ccid

Space

Docial spaces are
littere
and archifectural features

ith land=caping

8 units around an
enfrance court. The
court is comected fo
the main circulation
and provided visual
access fo the larger

building

By doubling and
concentrating resident

increases perceived
activity in the building.

| FIG 4.14 | Animating the Building
Exposing the life of the building to itself.

|FIG 4.15] Viewing the Life of the Building
View of city and building from core space
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Courtyard

terials that clearly emphasized the physical boundary between
shared and private. In so doing, the architectural elements be-
came clear indicators of private and public spaces in the building.
By clearly identifying spatial ownership, and carefully managing
the amount of public space around private spaces, the design
encourages social interaction in the public spaces appropriate to
the level of privacy needed around the private spaces. The most
evident example is between the clusters and the main corridors.
Here the materials which define the relationship between pub-
lic and private spaces limit social congregation around the more
private areas of the units, while allowing interaction in the areas
that are designed to facilitate it while not preventing access from

L e————
Social Dpace
'O o y

| FIG 4.16 | Blurring Spatial Boundaries
Private luster and public courtyard
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Opaque fins create privacy and suggest spatial separation without
actually preventing acce=s from the corridor through fo the courtyard

By using large glazing planes as barriers it allows
spaces to visudlly connect while physically being
separated. Py erploying the sare privacy elerent that
separafe but do not divide it works perceptually fo cre-
dle the sense that the spaces are physically comected
and a part of each ofter.

| FIG 4.17 | Perceived Boundaries

Articulating elements to imply boundaries

il 17 44 C/mng]/nq the ﬁe/ghfé with the corridors fo match the courf) )/a/c/s fﬁcy effec-
T s f/\/c/)/ becorme pa/f of the space and one bleeds info the ofher.

e —_——

Ly

By changing the spatial configuration fo adouble height volume, the corridor and enfrances perceptually
connect and have access fo each other. The architectural elerments within the space however perceptually
suggest boundaries within what is the whole spatial volure.

| FIG 4.18 | Fluidity Between Spaces

Allowing spaces to bleed into each other

either space.

Itis a fact that humans need the society of others. However, solu-
tions presented in most tall buildings to address this need, typical-
ly manifest in social activities at grade or social spaces — amenity
spaces — scattered throughout a building. These are insufficient
to create a sense of community within its walls. By understand-
ing the complex nature of human needs and how they are best
satisfied systemically, the way in which the architectural problem
and ultimately the solution is engaged changes, as in the case
of the design project. By investigating the relationship between
needs, social versus privacy needs for example, we change the
way we address these needs. This creates a different functional
definition of how we attempt to satisfy these needs based on that
understanding. In the case of the project, a more plausible way
of creating a socially favorable environment is developed where
social needs are balanced with privacy needs.
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DensitY IN CONTEXT

As evidenced through the case study analysis and preliminary
design research, the human environment relationship engaged
through the framework of the human activity and artifact sys-
tem is a viable way of ensuring a design that is both functional
and sensitive to human needs. To demonstrate the validity of the
practical application of this assertion, the thesis project will use
the proposed systems framework to develop a residential scheme
focused on social integration. Within an urban environment and
in accordance with the idea of systems scaling, the design proj-
ect will manifest as an autonomous system of public and private
spaces at the building scale. Further, it will extend into the urban
fabric at the city scale, where it becomes an element within its
immediate context. Given the urban context, the project will re-
flect through its spatial organization the primacy of social needs,
and be articulated in a way that reflects the interrelatedness of
the human needs system as it relates to its social objectives.

To test the strategies of the thesis, the design project will be sit-
ed in Toronto. The high-density housing stock most prevalent
in Toronto, particularly in the urban core, is the tower podium
configuration, an evolution of Corbusier’s Radiant City model,
which results in programmatic compartmentalization. While the
model was intended to open the ground plane and to allow a
more active pedestrian life, the combination of programmatic
stratification and prominence of vehicular traffic has left much
to be desired of the pedestrian plane. Despite all its promise,
this has been a problem with the housing stock of Toronto that
has evolved from the post-war slab blocks to the contemporary
point towers that dominate the urban core. In as much as it is
understood that qualities such as human-scaled spaces and va-
riety make for good social spaces, the quality of social environ-
ments is based on more than the quantity and quality of individ-
ual spaces. As argued in this thesis, quality in the complex of a
real world environment results from how the spaces function as
a unit. As such, through the lens of systems theory, it becomes
apparent that a residential building, composed of a collection of
social spaces, built around private units, is not sufficient to foster
a social environment across either the building or its urban envi-
ronment. Essentially in both the slab-block configuration and the
point tower, there are public spaces and private spaces, but the
two types offer no real relationship capable of fostering a social
environment. What further worsens potential for social engage-
ment is the fact that in point towers in particular, while the over-
all density is increased by height, the social density per floor is
greatly minimized. This further exacerbates social isolation with-

in tall buildings, which occurs due to lack of social integration,
which exists and increases the more distant one is from the social
life of the street (Alexander, 1977).

The physical form of high-density housing in Toronto does very
little to contribute to the social life of its occupants. Despite the
advantage of freeing the ground plane and increasing density,
the point tower does nothing more than allow people to live in
one spot. While some towers can serve as landmarks or icons,
the density that exists and continues to appear as a product of
this typology is unsustainable. What is being promoted as an al-
ternative to the point tower is the construction of midrise de-
velopment along the larger avenues throughout the city (Gillis,
2013). In keeping with the idea of designing the building to be an
element within the larger system of its immediate urban context,
the design will abide by the proposed development recommen-
dations for midrise housing. By complying the project will adopt
the rules that govern the relationship among the other elements
of the urban-scaled artifact system. This compliance is possible
because the rules that govern the midrise recommendations are
consistent with the strategies that address human-sensitive de-
sign, specifically the Pattern Congruence strategy. Essentially the
midrise development is aimed at creating more human-sensitive
environments (Gillis, 2013), which is the ultimate goal of the Pat-
tern Congruence strategy and by extension this thesis, therefore
the rules that govern the behavior of the spatial systems of the
building are not in conflict with those at the city scale. For this
reason, the midrise developments along avenues are appropriate
for the site selection of the thesis project. The specific site cho-
sen is at the intersection of Bathurst Street and Adelaide Street
West (see Fig. 5.2). The site sits on the boundary between com-
mercial midrises where the Fashion, Entertainment and Financial
Districts are located, and a large area of low-rise residential units.
It is well connected by transit with existing pedestrian laneways,
connecting in and around the immediate vicinity. Proximity to the
residential and commercial elements will provide an opportunity
to allow the public elements of the design to be integrated into
the urban fabric and be amenable to the scaling of the public and
private systems from the building to the city.
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FORMAL EvoOLUTION

The ideas discussed in this research were employed in the design
to create a socially integrated high density housing prototype.
The design focused on the three main scales that are intended
to build gradient of social settings within the project: the inti-
mate or cluster scale, the floor group scale and the building scale,
which also addresses how the building in turn meets the urban
site. The strategies and tactics developed in the research were
further refined based on various texts which address the design
of human-sensitive spaces. These include primarily, Rudolph Arn-
heim’s The Dynamics of Architectural Form, Christopher Alexan-
der’s A Pattern Language, Jan Gehl’s Cities for People and Wil-
liam Whyte’s The Social Life of Small Urban Spaces. The Activity
system, as established in the research, suggests a change in the
functional description of public and private spaces. The design
project therefore will achieve a more social environment through
manipulation of both private and public space as two separate
but mutualistic spatial systems.

An individual unit, although typically surrounded by several others,
has no infermediary space where residents can inferact in a

relaxed =etfing,

Moverent intypical rulti-residential units is limited fwo horizontal
and verdtical moverent along a shared corridor and elevator which
rinimizes possibility fo meed people not on one's immediate
floor,

While the entfrance lobby may have the highest Tratfic flow in the

building it cannot accormmodate =ocial congregation.

| FIG 5.1] Massing Diagram 1
Exploiting density.
ExistiNG Type — THE SLAB BLock ,

A typical slab block configuration was selected as a base for sev-
eral reasons revealed in the preliminary research (see Fig. 5.1).
First, the double-loaded corridor system provides a favourable
ratio between circulation space, the primary spatial element
in the public space system, and the private space system. The
basic formal configuration can be easily manipulated to change
the proportional relationship between systems as needed. The
second reason is that the double-loaded corridor system can be
indefinitely extended and effectively is only limited by the site or
the impact the scale of the massing may have on the surround-
ing area. The double-loaded corridor system can also be easily
configured in multiple ways to best suit the site or broken into
smaller components for formal variation or articulation. Finally,
the form is defined by its length, which is dissimilar from a point
tower configuration. For example, it creates more opportunities
for horizontal circulation. Based on Arnheim’s writings, horizon-
tality, and by extension horizontal movement, creates spaces
which are more conducive to social integration. While this is an
advantage, there must be some sensitivity as to how it meets
the grade condition to ensure that the mass remains permeable.
These favorable conditions should also allow the main mass to 1

connect to the base and not become a massive barrier across the EXISTING SITE PLAN
site relative to the street. By virtue of this configuration, the form
should be more readily amenable to a high density of social inter-

\
2 VIEWS \

Om 20m 40m- - 80m~

. individual fl | FIG 5.2 Proposed Site
action across individual tloors. Bathurst Street & Adelaide Street.
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PusLic/PRIVATE SysTEM HIERARCHIES & GROUPINGS

The second stage takes the massing and configures the base’s hi-
erarchical relationships between the public and private systems
(see Fig. 5.3). The horizontality encourages movement and social
integration, while the level of intimacy and hierarchy is estab-
lished by the vertical articulation of space into clusters as this is
more likely to promote intimacy and closer social ties (see Fig.
5.4). The floors are divided in two stages that are defined by the
corridors of the public system. The floors are divided into groups
of four levels as a first step. By organizing the floors into groups
of fours the vertical height within the group is kept within a limit
that permits social interaction. To better define the group and
reinforce the physical connection across the group, a social link
(the social bridges) is incorporated into the public system (see
Fig. 5.6). Within this height restriction of the group the social link
can effectively serve a similar function to the street and create
a common public space servicing that group. The second level
consists of the hierarchy of the private system, the units, and the
relationships the groups share with the public system. The units
are clustered in groups of eight to twelve, organized around a
common courtyard appropriately scaled to balance privacy with
adequate space for social interaction among group members.
The courtyard acts as a threshold condition between residents,
thereby creating a space to interact without having to invade
one’s personal space. Each cluster occupies two floors and is con-
nected to the main public space system via corridors on the lower
floor. While the clusters create the first level of social intimacy
within the building, they are still connected to the wider com-
munity by the corridors. This creates a social gradient connect-
ing residents in various degrees, thereby taking advantage of the
larger horizontal scale for which the base was selected. Finally,
by concentrating the movement along the corridors on two of
the four floors within each group, it increases the chances for
interaction outside of the first level of intimacy within the public
system. The third level of intimacy would be defined by encoun-
ters incident at the common links and lobby areas. By creating
the gradient between the level of intimacy between the public
and private systems, each system informs how the spaces of the
other are proportioned. This also ensures that balance is main-
tained in the relationship regardless of the scale the overall form
expands to, similar to a street in the city.

Dy thickening the horizontals, it doubles the probability meeting
and inferacting with people from different floors

Increasing the area of the lobby space on the ground as well as
al every other level creates more opporfunity within the building fo
facilitate interaction and congregation
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| FIG 5.3 Massing Diagram 2
Social hierarchies: clusters & floors.
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| FIG 5.4] Cluster Plans
8 unit cluster showing unit types.
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SYSTEM PRIORITIZING

At the previous stage, the relationship between public and private
systems created internal conditions between the corridor, court-
yards and units. The change in relationship necessitates that the
form be modified to allow equity of resources, light, views, and
so forth, to all units and between the public and private systems
— the idea being, that if the public system is to be a shared asset
of the private system, the spatial elements of which the system
is composed should become places that contribute to the overall
positive experience and social interaction of the whole building.
By splaying the ends of the masses, it opens up the cores and
the interior conditions to light, ventilation and views of the city
(see Fig. 5.5). The opposing mass, which is located at a distance
that allows visibility across the building, does not create privacy
issues across the floor. Again, the split across the massing at sim-
ilar floor groups creates another opportunity to observe the life
of the building in the same way one that might from a house in a
street condition.

Further, the social bridges provide opportunities to localize com-
plementary amenities that have potential to increase chance
happenings within the building (see Fig. 5.6). One such mutual-
istic pairing is that of a laundry room, typically housed in a base-
ment and a recreation room. Although, as the former is not a
typical social catalyst, by providing a space in close proximity in
an environment such as the landscaped bridge space above, or
an activity room below, it would create a different dynamic than
would a typical basement laundry facility. Essentially again by re-
thinking how public spaces work as a unified system, opportuni-
ties such as these groups allow for more chance encounters in a
greater diversity of social environments.

Additionally, a positive outcome of opening the masses is the op-
portunity it creates for the mass to be penetrated at ground level.
This initiated the process of articulating how the overall mass be-
gan to address the street condition and connected its local area.

Opening the mass dllows acce=> fo light and views of both the
opposife building wing of the building. This creates a vantage
point to view the public ac/J'w//’fy of people on the other side
reinforcing corrunity fariliarify and provide opportunity fo
people walch as one would within a =treef,

/4\{/(7‘/*;’0,’70//& r‘”l‘f /[C/r"”ﬂ/ rmove O{,‘/K/’) views Or‘" ff/”r(f Cr'!ly /,} C/Ké,?ftff)
a 5/'/"7’/(% /KC/[)/DCG/ /K/af/’cn:ih/p W’T’h Df}?(f/ bU//ﬂ‘//?qﬁ GUJ W/fh f’/’7€
[)(fdtfﬁf/’/yaﬂ //(K GT’ r}’%K (]/OL/UJ [7/0/76 V’L”Nﬁ occurs ,’N}K/y’70//y WJ'7L"‘7//7
the building

Frovides another means of rmoverent on site, increasing the

ground plane activity and further strengthening the relationship
between the ground and the lower portions of the building.

| FIG 5.5] Massing Diagram 3
Shaping the form to suit light & view needs.
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| FIG 5.6 Social Bridge & Social Floors
Strategic programing for interaction.
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CONNECTING 1O THE CITY

The private and public systems were developed together, which
gave shape to the overall form in stages. This initially involved
massaging the two systems and two massings (see Fig. 5.7). The
programmatic elements of the podium are similarly organized to
create a mutualistic relationship between its individual elements.
The interior circulation and the various programmatic elements
are visually and physically connected to each other. They overlap
creating various internal conditions for a diverse set of working
conditions that would be ideal for a co-working facility as well as
for other small offices. In the same way that the residential units
are organized to create a gradient of social conditions that bene-
fit interaction among the residents, the podium creates gradient
conditions across its different commercial spaces, allowing dif-
ferent interactions along strips of program. Further, the exterior
pathways meander through the site, thereby allowing a variety of
connections across the site. The space between these site paths
creates pockets for gardens and seating across the site, much like
the corridor system above, and animates the public system at
grade (see Fig. 5.8).

MaAsSING AND FORMAL ARTICULATION

Finally, the massing is refined to reflect the articulation of the
spaces and groupings. In so doing the mass is broken up and
scaled to provide variation, as opposed to remaining as a solid
mass above the podium. Inas much as the mass is limited in height
it is still important to articulate the mass in order to contribute to
the street edge. The lower floors of the residential units are giv-
en larger balconies to allow residents close in proximity to street
level to participate in activating the ground level. The balconies
are angled and staggered to mimic the form of the main massing
and the podium elements. On the interior, the courtyards, give
way to balcony extensions that penetrate the corridor walls and
create another means of interaction across the overall scheme.
Another layer of intimacy between the courtyard and the overall
massing animates the building core, thereby exhibiting the life of
the building to the residents, the street and the courtyard below.

RYERSON UNIVERSITY
65 MASTER OF ARCHITECTURE 2016

The socidl bridges provide opportunity for larger groups and
a different type of environment within which fo meet and inferact,
Interaction i further supported by mixing program that would
encourage people o linger for extended period= of time.

In grouping the floors info 4's and the design furither extend=
the visible and physical =ocial reach and potential for inferaction
arong neighbours, Al=o it increases the ability fo identify cor-
runity members,

Dipilar fo the balconies and clusters above, the spaces in be-
tween the pattway= create spaces off the circulation path that can
facilitate a social encounter fo transition from short coincidental
fo long and meaningful by providing spaces where people can feel
sdle and corfortable. This i also supported by the environment
through it= archifectural + land=cape elerents, active pedestrian
life, and views in and other green spaces in the cify.

| FIG 5.7 | Massing Diagram 4
Articulating the ground plane.
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JUST AS THE PEDESTRIAN TRAFFIC MEANDERING THROUGH
THE SITE ANIMATES IT, SO DOES THE WEAVING PROGRAM
ANIMATE THE INTERIOR AND THE EXTERIOR, CREATING VARI-
ETY OF WORKING CONDITIONS THROUGHOUT ALL SPACES.

THE DIFFERENT SCALES
OF SOCIAL SPACES
ALLOWS FOR A VARI-
ETY OF GROUPS SIZES
AND USES ACROSS THE
WHOLE SITE

BATHURST STREET

THE DIFFERENT PEDESTRIAN
PATHS CREATES CONSTANT
ACTIVITY THROUGH THE SITE
ADDING TO THE VITALITY
AND SAFETY OF THROUGH-
our

v L N0

| FIG 5.8] Site Plan
Pedestrian & Program distribution
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| FIG 5.9] Transverse Section

In a typical high rise apartment, social interaction is very limited
showing social gradients across building.

among residents. It is minimal across floors and sporadic in des-
ignated social areas at best. While housing is generally intended
to fulfil certain basic needs, such as shelter, warmth, security, and
so forth, the functional definition of housing can still fall short of
addressing human needs holistically. This ultimately results in an
environment which, despite meeting basic needs, may still have
a negative impact on quality of life. Humans need social engage-
ment but unless space works systemically to promote a social en-
vironment, the space cannot counteract against social isolation
within large buildings. What the design project demonstrates is
that a better understanding of how different needs exist and work
within a holistic framework, in what theory defines as the activ-
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THE CORE EXPLOITS
ITS HIGH TRAFFIC AND
PROVIDES OPPORTU-
NITY FOR INTERAC-
TION AT ALL LEVELS.

SOCIAL GRA-
DIENT ACROSS
MID-SECTION
OF BUILDING

ity system, can facilitate a more accurate functional definition of
the artifact, which will better respond to human needs. A better
understanding of the relationship between the activity and the
artifact systems, in this case, resulted in a design where the social
gradient effectively shifted from the single, normal, vertical direc-
tion, where social isolation is typical, to a model where the gra-
dient exists in two directions (see Fig/s 5.9-5.10). In this model,
social interaction is much less likely to occur, not only because of
the axial shift, but because the shift allowed the spaces to be con-
figured in a way that presented opportunities for implementation
of other known successful patterns within the design.

1 ING PROGRAMS

NSRRI EREMMNITERIE THAT  CAN - BE-
= PIT @] COME MUTUALLY
g AL

| FIG 5.10 | Longitudinal Section

Showing social gradients directly connect-
ed to mid building 4 floor group bound by
the social bridges.
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SENSITIVITY TO SCALES

Throughout the various stages of design exploration, what was
most prominent was orchestration of the architectural spaces
and elements at the different focus scales which mediated the re-
lationship between public and private areas to satisfy both social
and privacy needs. Although the processes that prompted the
scaling were primarily concerned with the configuration, sizes
and proximities of the spaces, the actual spatial quality is equally
affected by materiality and articulation of the architectural ele-
ments. The elements which defined each space were chosen to
be sensitive to the human scale and arranged so that their orga-
nization could be an appropriate response at the different social
scales being addressed.

The overall massing was the result of allowing the two main
masses to exhibit themselves both to each other and to the city
beyond. However, the sizes of the masses necessitated their re-
duction to a scale appropriate to human proportions. The social
hierarchy that divided the building into three groups of four floors
was the first step in the process of reducing the mass. Second-
ly, by varying the different floors, the overall massing appeared
more articulated and closer to human proportions than it was as
an undefined extrusion. Additionally, the podium and the social
bridges and spaces on the fifth and ninth floors, introduced an-
other means to divide the building and provide more variation to
the form, further animating the facades, from inside and outside
of the site. By subdividing the mass in this manner, each mass
became an architectural composition viewable from all spaces
within the social hierarchy and from the city itself.

While massing reduced the overwhelming size of the form, the
materials further broke down elements to a level of detail appro-
priate for human proportion. They were chosen to create a warm
ambiance and appropriate level of visual stimulation that could
promote social interaction. As such, specific colours and mate-
rials were chosen. This pallet was applied throughout the build-
ing, allowing social areas to feel warm and welcoming, and to
be easily identifiable throughout the building. Additionally, while
there were various fixed elements incorporated into the struc-
ture, most furniture was proposed as moveable, allowing users
a greater sense freedom, addressing needs of ownership and the
need to belong while satisfying social interaction.

Ultimately, the massing subdivision and the articulation of the
spatial elements were potentially the most important aspects of
translating theoretical ideas into physical reality. At each scale,
the massing, form and materiality contributed significantly to
spatial quality, to promote social interaction and retain privacy.

| FIG 6.1] Cluster Concept

| FIG 6.2] Social Bridge Concept

| FIG 6.3] Courtyard at Grade Concept
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CLUSTER ScALE

The cluster was the most intimate scale within the building and
needed, more than anywhere else, to exude a warmth which
could be associated with a welcoming social atmosphere that
would encourage the residents in its units to perceive the shared
space as an extension to their own private spaces. The elements
perceived as the coldest and most alienating, the concrete struc-
ture, were softened using warm colours. Additionally, these hard
surfaces were softened using wooded elements and plant materi-
als that also contributed to a level of visual stimulation necessary
to allow the users to be engaged with the environment. Use of
glass allowed for a visual connectivity from within the units to the
cluster, and from the cluster to the building. Its absence would
have inhibited social integration and fluidity between spaces.
The choice of glass in these areas is the most significant influence
on social nature. The rationale is that, while its use may infringe
on privacy, glazing can be protected as required by the residents
as need, allowing them to control how they interact with their
neighbours. Using an opaque material places the choice in the
hands of the designer, which greatly limits potential for social in-
teraction. Similar to moveable furniture the layout offers as much
flexibility as possible to allow residents to negotiate among them-
selves how the space is used. Ultimately the choice of materials
created an engaging environment which was welcoming to it res-
idents. It was designed to be a place that affords and is conducive
to different types of activity, can feed of the life of the adjacent
spaces and reciprocates its own liveliness to other spaces.

ADELAIDE STREET

BATHURST STREET
ADELAIDE PLACE

BROWNS LANE

TYPICAL UNIT CLUSTER DISTRIBUTION

Oom 8m 16m 32m O VIEWS

| FIG 6.4 ] Cluster Interior

(opposite Page - refer to view A FIG 6.5)

| FIG 6.5] Typical Residential Floor Clusters
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2ND LEVEL

UPPER LEVEL FLOORS
FLOORS: 1, 3,7 & 11

Oom 4m 8m 16m @

INTERIOR

PRIVATE
BALCONY

PRIVATE
BALCONY

PRIVATE
BALCONY

PRIVATE
BALCONY

SHARED
BALCONY

]

LOWER LEVEL FLOORS LEEj-: :
FLOORS: 2, 4, 6, 8, 10 & 12
Oom 4m 8m 16m @ -

2 VIEWS oUNITS IN CLUSTER PER LEVEL

<

o\

PRIVATE
BALCONY

All'units have visual access to
the shared common space al-
lowing freedom of movement
or integration of activities
between private and public
spaces.

The main living spaces cre-
ate opportunity to connect the
interior to the courtyard as
much as possible. The level
of privacy can be adjusted by
the individual user as needed.

Atithe lower floors, the court-
yards are animated by the
liferof the city outside and the
courtyard below.

"he glazing allows for fluidity

| FIG 6.6 Typical Upper & Lower Levels

| FIG 6.7 ] Unit Interior

(page 76 top - refer to view A FIG 6.6)

| FIG 6.8] Cluster Interior Balcony

(page 76 middle - refer to view B FIG 6.6)
| FIG 6.9] Cluster Exterior Balcony

(page 76 bottom - refer to view C FIG 6.6)
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Between interior and exterior,
and allow the space to feel
more open.

The landscape and wood
surfaces soften and human-
ize the harder surfaces of the
space, making it more ap-
pealing place to be in.

e———— Almost all furniture-is mov-
able to allow: for flexibility of
use within the space both
within the courtyard and the
balcony.

Balconies share a reciprocal
relationship. with: each oth-
er. They are close enough
to create a social familiarity
among residents while and
f farenough not to be obtrusive

The balconies through: their
views of the building, the
city .and“access to light, be-
come.places;outside the units
where peoplewill"want to.be:




FLoor GROUP ScALE

At the floor group scale, the choice of materiality, free furniture
and landscaping is very similar to the cluster scale, in order to
humanize the main structure and create a consistency in the at-
mosphere and language of social spaces throughout the build-
ing. The use of glass here is more impactful than any other scale.
While the proximity between masses provides sufficient privacy
between masses, use of glass allows public spaces to feel open
and to permit people to see and know who the members of their
immediate and wider community are. At this scale it is also nec-
essary to subdivide the various massings to ensure that all ele-
ments remain sensitive to human proportions. The design was
based on the premise that horizontality encourages social inte-
gration. However even the horizontal bands of solids and voids
had to be subdivided to ensure visual variety. For this reason, hi-
erarchy among the horizontal planes was created using verticals
in a pattern that created the necessary variety while maintain-
ing a horizontal expression. The floor group scale is arguably the
most critical scale. While the cluster addresses needs of owner-
ship and individuality, and allows for intimate relationships, the
group scale reinforces a greater sense of belonging among the
immediate floors through casual interaction with the immediate
community. Ultimately, this serves as a bridge between most inti-
mate and most public spaces.

ADELAIDE STREET

BATHURST STREET
ADELAIDE PLACE

BRbWNS LANE i
TYPICAL PUBLIC SPACE DISTRIBUTION

Oom 8m 16m 32m O VIEWS

| FIG 6.10] Social Bridge Looking into Core
(opposite Page - refer to view A FIG 6.11)

| FIG 6.11 | Plan of Public Areas of Floors
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sociaL | .1
BRIDGE \ \ .2\,
AR

SOCIAL BRIDGE FLOORS
FLOORS: 5 & 9

Oom 4m 8m 16m @

21/ PUBLIC BALCONY
AT CORE

INTERMEDIATE FLOORS 5.
FLOORS: 5B & 9B BALCONY

Oom 4m 8m 16m

2 VIEWS

| FIG 6.12 | Social Bridge Floors

|FIG 6.13 | Typical Corridor

(page 80 top - refer to view A FIG 6.12)

| FIG 6.14 | Typical Floor Core

(page 80 middle - refer to view B FIG 6.12)
| FIG 6.15] View Across Social Bridge
(page 80 bottom - refer to view C FIG 6.12)
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|

The curtain wall pattern cre-
ates a mosaic pattern of con-
stantly changing views from
both sides enabling the vari-
ations in vignettes throughout
the corridor whichralso break
down the large surface to hu-
man scale proportions.

The planters lining the cor-
ridors greatly contribute to
the quality and: continuity of
the public spaces and act as
a buffer ‘between public and
private.

LA R T S e—

- The's€ating flayouts are in-
I tended, fo -support: interaction

,I withrothers in nearby clusters

%

andfanyone moving along the
cOrridors.

there is a variety of spaces
that can accommodate dif-

* ferent levels of conversation
and group sizes throughout
the year.

The articulation ofgtherarchi=

8 | tectural elements: andi land-

scaping create a sense of
privacy withinfthesimmediate
surretindings yet still allowing
awvisual connection to the city
and building.

|| Anticipating that thespace
willLbe used mostly by resi-
dents waiting on laundry:the
5thifloor bridge finds: a  bal-
anee between opennessgand
privacy.




|FIG 6.16 | Courtyard at Grade
BU”‘DING SCALE (opposite Page - refer to view A FIG 6.17)

The building as a whole entity becomes an object in the city. As
opposed to the other two scales, the building scale is able to ad-
dress social needs. However, the idea of the building as a place
is established in the minds of residents through the cluster and
floor divisions. What the building as a place, can provide to fur-
ther identify is more variety to the resident and to the city, rein-
forcing its value to both communities. This is achieved through
the ground plane and the podium condition. Similar to the pro-
cess of dividing the building mass, the ground plane is divided to
create different sizes of spaces that can accommodate different
group sizes and different activities. Also mimicking the process
above, the spaces are articulated with similar landscaping and
materials, which soften the hard edges and make the spaces
more suitable to social interaction. The areas are divided by pe-
destrian paths through the site which allow these groups spaces
to be constantly activated in social engagement through the flow
of people moving through a local pedestrian laneway network. At
this scale, the building allows itself to become an integral place
within its wider context, creating social opportunity within the
city through materiality, scale, openness and exposure, in a simi-
lar way to the private residential network described above.

, | FIG 6.17] Ground Floor Program
| ) ,

S — s ‘
. i R y
< U -

\.

GRADE PROGRAM & CIRCULATION

PROGRAMMATIC PRIVACY GRADIENT
RESIDENTIAL [ PRIVATE I I I I PUBLIC
COoM. COM.

om 8m 16m 32m 2 VIEWS
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2 VIEWS

| FIG 6.18]Site Plan

| FIG 6.19] 5th Floor Social Space Balcony
(page 84 top - refer to view A FIG 6.18)

| FIG 6.20 ] Street View into Courtyard
(page 84 middle - refer to view B FIG 6.18)
| FIG 6.21 ] South Yard & Pedestrian Paths
(page 84 bottom - refer to view C FIG 6.18)
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: Just as the interior conditions

allows for opposing balconies
to benefit from each other,
the exterior balconies and
facades create a similar re-
ciprocal relationship by stag-

\_gering their heights, variation

in band thicknesses and un-
dulating the perimeters.

The massing creates a grand

I welcoming gesture however: it
|4 has to be articulated at a hu-

man_scale to;successfully en-
tice pedestrians movement.
The various elements and for-
mal strategiesirespondito this
need_for. both the residential
top and public realm below.

The ground plane pathways
to define unique pockets of
space that connect the resi-
dences, the workspaces and
the city. Human scaled ele-
ments and natural materials
are used here o ensure the
spatial quality, can foster so-
cial interaction and'exploit the
pedestrian density.

The site not only: allows for:
pedestrian.  movement by,
connecting to local laneways
but it also ' defines spaces
which can become a part of
the local urban landscape by
creating spaces unigue within
the immediate locale that can
improve the quality of life’ of:
bothithe building and its\wider

N community.




While the overall form is divid-
ed to reduce the overpower-
ing size of the building, it has
to be further reduced to allow
the spaces it creates in both
internally in the residences
and externally in and around
the site to support a social in-
teraction in the public realm.
For this reason, the various
balconies, windows and the
floor planes were the architec-
tural tools employed to create
achieve this requirement. In
addition these elements ex-
plored different arrangements
to create a greater "Sense of .4
variation to prevent'a monot-_.A_

i
v
wf .

onous and unstimulating_ex-=~
perience from anyspointin or .~
around the building. &

IFIG 6.22] View at Bathurst and Adelaide Attention to the scale of space has contributed more to the de-
sign than any other tactic. However, spatial perception can also
be greatly influenced by the materiality, texture and colour, the
elements that give form to abstract ideas of scale and space. Es-
sentially, spatial dimensions, while important to behavior, are
only one part of an equation that determines whether a space
can support social integration. Although virtual, the renderings
demonstrate the type of spatial qualities that the thesis asserts
are capable of encouraging social integration within a building
of certain scale. They show the importance of how the scales of
the different spaces and the relative proximities of one space to
another can allow a space that may normally be considered com-
pletely private, to be opened to in a way that privacy is still kept
but also encourages social integration within a small group.
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CONCLUSION

We exist in world that is complex and in order to define most
phenomena it is necessary for us to reduce them to comprehen-
sible entities that can be processed by the human mind. While
this process is necessary to understand them, it also removes
context and simplifies the relationships, that are necessary to ful-
ly understand their existence. A full knowledge can only be had
when what is known about them is contextualized. The fact is
that while we simplify in order to understand something, reality
is interconnected, and is always affected and cannot be divorced
from context. Systems theory seeks to address complexity by un-
derstanding, not just the phenomena in isolation, but how they
exist and are affected by other existences. In theory by applying
systems theory to the design process, the design solution pro-
posed in this thesis is more closely based on reality and more
accurately addresses problems of social needs. What has been
asserted and demonstrated is that, for any solution to be robust
enough to accommodate the complexity of reality, it is necessary
for it to be understood in context, through a systemic process.

In this thesis, it has been established that the production of a
work of architecture is a means to satisfy a set of human needs.
Individual needs on their own are complex and it is difficult to un-
derstand how they are related and work in a system. This is com-
pounded further when addressing multiple needs such as social
needs, compliments of which have been addressed in this thesis.
It is necessary to simplify them in order to understand how they
exist and relate to each other in order to find a solution that can
address them appropriately. Architectural paradigms that have
relied on deductive means of satisfying needs have produced
real solutions that fall short of theoretical promises, despite the
laudable intentions which spawned the ideas. However, research
shows that, to address the complexity of human social need it is
necessary to understand how one need is affected by the other,
that is to say, the systemic relationship among them.

Application of systems theory gives an advantage to the design
process, in that it better mimics the nature of how humans are
programmed to satisfy their needs than does a model of design
based solely on an oversimplified deductive approach one. Al-
though the complexity of the solution is closer to reality, it must
not be designed in a way that is deterministic. Ultimately, human
needs are subjective, and each individual addresses them in his
or her own way. Such needs can also vary with time, meaning
there is no one solution that can become a blanket solution for
every scenario.

Consequently, as the design process becomes more sensitive

to how humans systemically satisfy needs, the design begins to
resonate more with human activity, which can be defined in the
context of the thesis as their social behavior. This is because as
both theories of need here explored suggest, actions are typically
motivated to address multiple needs, and are seldom focused on
addressing one specific need in isolation from others. With re-
gard to the specific focus of the design, namely addressing social
needs, the building effectively creates through its hierarchy of
spaces, a configuration akin to a small community. Here, in con-
trast to a typical high density building, social needs are typically
met through the openness of what is essentially a street condi-
tion. While there are issues with privacy, due to limited area sizes,
what must be understood is that, as was the original intent of the
design, social and privacy needs are addressed as a collection,
and not as separate needs. In a typical building, privacy would
clearly be a major issue, but because the spaces are divided in a
way that limits traffic into the more private space, generally only
those neighbours with whom one is familiar would occupy these
spaces, thus allowing social ties to make privacy less of an issue —
and where it is an issue, to be solved by simple means, controlled
by the residents themselves. The resulting spatial relationship,
designed through an understanding of the relationship between
different needs, better limits the potential for social isolation in
all areas of the building. While strategic planning of social spaces
within the building compliments and supports social activity, it
is also important to ensure that these smaller intimate spaces
are equally distributed through the building, to allow all residents
easy access to social interaction.

Ultimately, it is the people who make the place, so even though
one addresses the systemic nature of social needs, reality neces-
sitates that any design, no matter how thorough, is still subject
to many more complex variables. Despite the success of patterns
and solution, they cannot be successfully repeated if they are not
sensitive to differences in context, which include the aims that
a design is intended to serve. As a design study, the resulting
thesis project is based on successful patterns, which were con-
textualized through the lens of social needs. Simply stated, the
process sought to understand how human social needs work and
how they can be addressed through patterns and subsequently
shaped into an architectural form. While the thesis in itself does
not claim to propose new ideas, it does demonstrate how existing
ideas can frame an architectural problem in a way that increases
the probability of success in creating spaces that more intuitively
satisfy human social needs.
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|FIG 0.1]Balcony at Core
(opposite Page)
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APPENDIX | A: PHYSICAL MODELS

SITE MODEL CLUSTER SCALE MODEL
SCALE: 1:100

CLUSTER SCALE MODEL FLOOR GROUP SCALE MODEL BUILDING SCALE MODEL
GAME
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FLOOR GROUP SCALE MODEL BUILDING SCALE MODEL
SCALE: 1:100 SCALE: 1:100
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APPENDIX | B: PROCESS SKETCHES

PRELIMINARY STRATEGY SYNTHESIS 3 CORE FACADES LOWER FLOORS {(PODIUM) SITE & LANDSCAPING

At .
: PRELIMINARY CONFIGURATION EXPERIMENTS
™ ) _: 't;/,. ﬁ . X % o X
| ACTIVITY SYSTEM ARTIFACT SYSTEM

THE DESIGN PROCESS

- - W
N ...._;""'?av‘
.o

Every design decision whether or not stated within the work was
the result of many iterations which pushed and refined each idea.
Near the end of the thesis process the sketches were assembled
onto a wall which was eventually organized to tell the story of the
story of the past year of work. This “Wall of Complexity” proved
very insightful in helping clarify and give order to the seemingly
chaotic spread of paper attached to the wall. The following pages
shows a few sketches that capture several key points in the devel-
opment of the design project.
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Floor Group Development
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Source: Image by author

| FIG 6.9] Social Bridge Looking into Core
Source: Image by author

| FIG 6.10 ] Plan of Public Areas of Floor
Source: Image by author

| FIG 6.11 ] Unit Interior
Source: Image by author

| FIG 6.12 ] Social Bridge Floors
Source: Image by author

| FIG 6.13 ] Typical Corridor
Source: Image by author

| FIG 6.14 | Typical Floor Core
Source: Image by author

| FIG 6.15] View Across Social Bridge
Source: Image by author

| FIG 6.16 | Courtyard at Grade
Source: Image by author

| FIG 6.17 | Ground Floor Program
Source: Image by author

| FIG 6.18] Site Plan
Source: Image by author

| FIG 6.19]5th Floor Social Space Balcony
Source: Image by author

| FIG 6.20] Street View into Courtyard
Source: Image by author

| FIG 6.21 ] South Yard & Pedestrian Paths
Source: Image by author

|FIG 6.22 ] View at Bathurst and Adelaide
Source: Image by author

CONCLUSION
| FIG 0.1]Balcony at Core
Source: Image by author
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