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INTRODUCTION

Architecture is political, or it is not.  Architecture is media, or it is not.  Architecture is about form, or it is not.  The formulation, ‘arch is…’ is obsolete, or it is not.  And so on…

Catherine Ingraham.

The question is, quite frankly, what can the human body afford architectural design as a structural metaphorical concept?  The response is, would you know, not quite so frank.  For me, the question emerged from a pursued interest in the relationship between humans and the artistic artifacts we re-produce.  One of the most intriguing things about art and architectural design is that, after thousands of years, this relationship is still unclear in contemporary discussions.  
In this section, I begin to draw out the metaphorical entailments of embodiment by introducing the opposing dualistic body of containment.  From this external body, I take my departure into the three interrelated realms of embodied experience that suggest meaningful ways to re-approach design through a metaphorical body of inhabitation.
…
For me, the metaphorical relationship between the human body and architecture coagulated in the whole and proportionate bodies of Leon Battista Alberti’s architectural manifesto, The Ten Books of Architecture.  Written in the 15th Century, Alberti’s manuscript is considered to be vitally influential to European Renaissance architecture.  One of the recurring themes in Alberti’s Ten Books is that any architectural work or project should be executed so that “all things naturally occur to make the whole,” (24).  
To structure an approach to this wholeness in architecture, Alberti turns to examples found in “Nature,” and observes a resemblance between the proportionate composition of natural bodies and the relationship between the parts and spaces of built structures.  Alberti concludes:
[A]s in an animal, the head, feet, and every particular member, should be exactly proportioned to all the other members, and to the rest of the body; so in a building […] all the parts should be made to correspond so exactly, that let us consider which of them we please, it may bear its just proportion to all the rest.  (190) 
Although the metaphorical structure of this method is not explicitly identified, Alberti projects the empirically observed structure of physical bodies, and particularly the human body, (in regard to the proportioning systems of the Classical Greek orders), to afford a coherent means for ordering the distribution of building components.
Hundreds of years later, in the middle of the 20th Century, the French architect, Le Corbusier, reinvigorates the approach to the scalability of the human body.  Seeking to redefine the Modern spirit, Le Corbusier pre-supposes the potential to radically reform the industries and practices of architecture through an international system of proportion.  In this light, Le Corbusier develops the “Modulor”(IMAGE 2) – a system of measurement and proportion adopted from “the determining points of [man’s] occupation of space - foot, solar plexus, head, tips of fingers of the upraised arm”(Modulor 1 55).  
Contrary to the Classical approach, which develops the proportions of a building on an individual basis (IMAGE 3), the Modulor attempts to draft a universal measure that applies to all types of buildings in all contexts. Despite these differences however, both cases exemplify an approach to architectural design that attempts to achieve wholeness and harmony in the built environment through a metaphorical integration of the physical structure of the human body. 

The misconception, which marks my departure from these theories, is the absence of a lived body in architectural experience.  The physical body plays a central role in the organization of architectural elements, but recedes into the background of intellectual architectural experience.  For Alberti, architecture is “firmly […] rooted in the mind of man,” (preface).  Centuries later, according to Le Corbusier, “man has a ‘material body;’ he occupies space by the movement of his members [...] but only his spirit is involved; the body remains within its old functions and limits,”(Modulor 2 19).  Although they both frequently discuss rhythm, balance, and harmony in the buildings they advocate, there is no intimate connection between the experience of these qualities and the lived body.  Furthermore, the metaphorical concepts that emerge in their theories are based on external and physical bodies that contain the mind of man, but remain separate from the structures of abstract intellectual concepts and meaningful experience.  For this reason, I am presenting these two examples as representatives of the mind-body dualism that continues to pervade western thought and fails to appreciate the role of the human body in lived experience.
…
Willing to invigorate and progress an alternate approach to the human body and architecture, I am pursuing an awareness of experience founded on the inseparability of body and mind.  The concept of a unified human organism leads to the embodied mind, which is structured by interaction with/in physical, cultural, and phenomenological contexts.  The interactive and directed body expands the metaphorical scope of the body in art and architecture through figurative and experiential structures that emerge from embodiment.  These figurative structures of experience - synaesthetic, imaginative, and porous – suggest an imaginative approach to the body that maintains a coherent and shared logic, without reverting to entirely objective or subjective categories of differentiation.
The human body, as an organism inhabiting its environment, affords a shared imaginative structure of place that can meaningfully orient the architectural design process.  In the sections that follow, I will programmatically draw out an understanding of scientific and philosophical approaches to embodiment through a narrative connecting synaesthetic, imaginative, and place-based experience to the human body.  Each section is accompanied by a brief summary relating the theoretical framework to a precedent.  The last portion of this thesis will be presented in the oral defense, where an integration of the theoretical framework will be explored in the process of a current design project.
…
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IMAGE 2.  (Le Corbusier)
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IMAGE 3.  (Alberti)
SECTION 1:  Body As Synaesthetic

There is a sense in saying that I see sounds or hear colors so long as sight or hearing is not the mere possession of an opaque quale, but the experience of a modality of existence, the synchronization of my body with it, and the problem of synaesthetic experience begins to look like being solved if the experience of quality is that of a certain mode of movement or of a form of conduct. 

Maurice Merleau-Ponty
In this section, I will focus on the sensorimotor structures of the human body.  Metaphor, like all thought, arises from the physical structuring of energies in sensuous experience.  Interconnected synaesthetic experience is therefore the primary characteristic of the metaphorical body that interacts with and inhabits an environment. 
…


Although we can reduce our physicality to cellular structures – the lowest denominator of all living matter – the body is a highly specialized and integrated organism.  Occidental folklore traditionally identifies five senses in the perceptual cycles of experience:  vision, touch, taste, smell, and hearing.  However, our physical bodies are very much more involved and alive in the world, even though we are often unconscious of it.  Modes of contact with/in the world that are often present in consciousness, but aren’t commonly grouped into the sensory systems of western tradition, are the sensations of bodily position and movements (kinesthesia), spatial relationships (proprioception), and the sensations of memory and reason (common sense).  Some examples of unconscious contact would be the circulatory, respiratory, or digestive systems, which we might only notice if we’re excercising or eating something that upsets us.  

All of our senses – our systems of contact with or ways of being in the environment – are incorporated in the coherent physical organism that we identify as the human body.  The brain and the central nervous system are generally recognized for interpreting, storing, and responding to the impulses of all the body’s systems.  For this reason, the brain is often singled out from the rest of the body as the source of intellectual experience in western traditions, which ultimately gives way to dualistic theories that elevate or separate the human mind from its corporeality.  However, removed from the body, the brain becomes a lifeless mass of organic tissue.  In the physical structure of the lived body, all organs simultaneously contribute to the composition of sensorimotor experience; the brain is another organ in this complex structure that relies as much on the epidermis as the cerebellum.

The sensorimotor states of the holistic body are integrated with/in the environment as structures and patterns of energy.  A majority of this energy is organized unconsciously, and therefore the technology to empirically observe these patterns has only recently developed through digital technology.  In particular, the field of cognitive neuroscience uses a method of observation called neuronal mapping, which creates images from the structures of energy emerging while a body interacts with its environment.  
Neuronal mapping reveals that our embodied brains are constantly processing input from all of our sensory systems simultaneously.  Cognitive scientists relate the neuronal components of these structures to “large ensembles that are constantly disappearing and arising through their cooperative interactions and in which every neuron has multiple and changing responses in a context-dependent manner,” (Rosch, et al 94).  This empirical research indicates that sensorimotor activity is not isolated in separate parts of the brain.  In experience, “the dense interconnections among its components entail that eventually everything going on will be a function of what all the components are doing,” (Rosch, et al 94).  This ensures that any state of sensuous human experience is the result of neurons acting in global and local patterns.  Perceptual cycles are therefore characterized by context-dependent patterns of “cross-modal” structures arising from sensorimotor interaction with the environment.   



Sensorimotor structures of energy ensure that we are not only capable of perceiving sweetness in the aroma of a lilac blossom – we can also feel the delicacy of the aroma.  If we are investigating a grouping of blossoms, we can also feel the posture of the branch that collects and supports the lilac flowers from the pull of gravity (IMAGE 4).  This felt correspondence is principally due to the mirror capacity of the motor cortex, which is another integral component of the sensorimotor functioning of the human body.  Because of this capacity, what we perceive in other things, such as posture and the effects of gravity on physical bodies, we also feel and perceive in ourselves.  
Lingering on the lilac blossom for a moment longer, a childhood memory of a gravel alley on the way to school emerges.  Soon, we’re on the phone laughing with an old friend about the day we skipped school to go swimming in the river.  From a seemingly inconsequential lilac blossom, past, present, and future are unified through sensuous experience always already enriched and deepened by the interchanges and patterning of the integrated physical human body.
This variegated sensorimotor interaction between the human body and its environment leads to and structures what is evidently a synaesthetic mode of experience. Although our senses may only be incorporated consciously for fleeting yet vivid moments, they are constantly interacting throughout the perceptual cycle.  Our bodies are continuously seeing, hearing, touching, tasting, feeling, and remembering our way in and through the world.  Maurice Merleau-Ponty summarizes this intersensory experience fittingly in The Phenomenology of Perception, observing the following:

The senses intercommunicate by opening onto the structure of the thing.  One sees the hardness and brittleness of glass […] the springiness of steel, the hardness of a plane blade, the softness of shavings.  The form of objects is not their geometrical shape:  it stands in a certain relation to their specific nature and appeals to all our other senses as well as sight.  (229)
Empirical reflection and scientific examination together reveal that the form of any object far exceeds its geometric or visual properties.  Further reflection suggests that contemporary human thought and experience are only possible because of a cooperative interaction and patterning of energies in the human body and environment. 
…
Human experience assumes a certain degree of obscurity from the constancy and intercommunication of the sensorimotor systems. This makes it difficult to gauge the definite contribution of any specific sense in isolation, leading to a visual domain of experience that is not only characterized by sight, but a collaborative synaesthesia.  In an interconnected and multi-modal system, however, the unconscious structures of experience are no less critical than conscious sensorimotor interaction in determining the identity of the perceptual cycle.  These unconscious influences in perceived experience resemble the quality of experience that John Dewey observes as “just that which it is and nothing else,” (192).  Quality, like unconscious interaction with the environment, can only be identified reflectively and always in terms of something else.  But these obscure forms of experience are possibilities for interaction that can only be inhabited.  A living body experiences meaningful dimensions of reality that are wholly implicit and pre-conceptual.  Art and architecture, as experience for some body, interact with the body in these qualitative, implicit, or unconscious dimensions regardless.  But the potential for a meaningful incorporation of these implicit dimensions into art and architecture is only afforded by an intersensory, embodied experience.  What might happen if we allow the metaphorical entailments of the unconscious body to structure the artistic process? 
Sensitivity to the interrelated networks of kinaesthetics, proprioception, or feel and sound in an experience can inform the processes involved in re-making artistic projects.  This is perhaps a rather banal observation.  But these interrelated modes of experience are the foundations of human thought.  They are the shared and pervasive interaction of the body that inhabits its environment.  Therefore, these networks can be explored in meaningful ways through the artistic process.  Feelings, textures, sounds, flavors, spatial orientation and posture are all relevant aesthetic dimensions that can afford unique structures of experience that challenge the visually dominated “aesthetic” pursuit of artistic composition and expand possibilities for expressive interaction, communication, and awareness with/in the environment.
The Blur project from the 2002 Swiss Expo is a contemporary example where traditional visual and architectural identities are challenged for the sake of intersensory human experience (IMAGE 5).  For this project, the architects, Diller and Scofidio, recreate a built experience that achieves its primary structural identity through a cloud of water vapor.  When a body enters this cloud, the dominance of sight in the perceptual cycle is challenged, so that other awareness' of spatial orientation and experience emerge. This experience creates a unique environment for interaction and inhabitation that denies a conception of place based on an externalized and physical container removed from experience.  Rather, the use of water to achieve an obscure formal arrangement and to intentionally blur the visual domain assumes synaesthetic modes of being in the world that do not rely on permanence or regularity of form for comprehensive and meaningful experience.
…
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IMAGE 5.  (Betsky)
SECTION 2:  Body As Imagination

Without imagination, nothing in the world could be meaningful.  Without imagination, we could never make sense of our experience.  Without imagination, we could never reason toward knowledge of reality.








Mark Johnson

The following section will draw the connections between cross-modally structured interaction with the environment and metaphorical thought processes, so that imagination can be understood as a rational logic lived through that is essential the to human experience of place. 

…


Cross-modal structures of neuronal activity are distinguished by “cooperative interactions […] in which every neuron has multiple and changing responses in a context-dependent manner,” (Rosch, et al 94).  These interrelated patternings of energy are the structures of human thought.  Accordingly, they give rise to and structure the imaginative logic of metaphor.  Most aptly explained as “a pervasive mode of understanding by which we project patterns from one domain of experience to structure another domain of a different kind” (Johnson, Body in the Mind, xiv-xv), metaphor emerges from imaginative thought processes that accommodate reflection and inference between the structures of interactive experience.  While metaphorical projection seems unlimited due to the seamless interrelatedness of domains, it is context-dependent like all other experience, and therefore limited by the organism-environment relationships that are consciously or unconsciously incorporated in the projections.
Metaphorical projection, or “imaginative rationality” (Lakoff & Johnson, Metaphors 193), can be as diverse as the bodies that experience it.  There are, however, primary metaphors that “link our subjective experience and judgments to our sensorimotor experience [and] supply the logic, the imagery, and the qualitative feel of sensorimotor experience to abstract concepts,” (Lakoff & Johnson, Philosophy 128).  In their essence, primary metaphors emerge from our bodily interaction with/in the environment and pre-reflectively structure our thought processes based on this interaction.  
These primary and shared forms of imagination coherently order experience through the recurring patterns arising fom perceptual cycles.  Such patterns are “at once basic, holistic, and indefinitely analyzable,” (Lakoff & Johnson, Metaphors 73).  They are propositional because they structure and constrain meaning, but they are also non-propositional compositions of integrated contexts functioning as figurative wholes, (Johnson, Body 168).  These gestalts provide familiar frameworks that organize everyday experience.
To facilitate the discussion of gestalt structures, Mark Johnson develops a series of image schemata (abstract structures of images) that are “irreducible gestalts” emerging from embodiment, (Body 44).  These schemata are dynamic diagrams of recurring patterns in embodied experience.  One example of an image schema that diagrams our physical experience is the containment schema (IMAGE 6).  Johnson metaphorically extends the structure of this container schema into the corporeal experience of boundary to describe how we locate our bodies in other things, or conversely, other things in our bodies.  Examples of this in-out orientation are when we get in a hurry, or enter into a conversation.  We rinse our mouth out or come out of a deep sleep.  Although these are candid linguistic examples, the primary containment metaphor is identifiably mapping into abstract domains.  In The Body in the Mind, Johnson provides a number of increasingly complex evidences of the container schema recurrently organizing an in-out orientation to experience in similar ways.  The result is a dynamic model of containment pre-reflectively constraining the experience of our normal orientation to the environment.
Some other primary metaphors that characterize our embodied interaction with/in the environment are balance, rhythm, verticality, and force (IMAGE 7).  These shared ways of spatial and temporal orientation are often automatic and continuously present, but they acquire meaning as “exceedingly complex interaction[s] with [the] environment in which you experience significant patterns and employ structured processes that give rise to a coherent world of which you are able to make sense,” (Johnson 31).
…

The empirical observation that all thought is inescapably imaginative suggests experience is always already imaginative.  In art and architecture, as experience, the affordances of primary metaphorical structures such as balance or verticality, can be explored through the projects and works of art.  Shared gestalt structures can bring coherent orientation to artistic experience.  In turn, artistic experience can present re-newed awareness of these structures and challenge the pervasiveness of their formal and pre-reflective structuring of our perceptual cycles.  The containment schema seems opposed to the metaphorical body of inhabitation.  How can art begin to change the gestalt structures of contemporary experience?
Gian Lorenzo Bernini is an exemplary Baroque artist who incorporates the embodied imagination into his sculptural projects.  Comprehensibility in the sculpture of David (1624) relies on a pre-reflective projection of sensorimotor understanding into the experience of the artistic work.  David fundamentally orients the experience to an imaginative realm because his determined posture is directed toward something that is not literally present in the sculpture (IMAGE 8).  Our metaphorical predisposition structures this experience so that we “know” why David is in the middle of an action – an action that brings a meaningful and dynamic logic to the piece.  Gestalt structures such as causation, verticality, balance, and force structures are essential to this experience.  These primary gestalt structures expand the possibilities for synaesthetic experience by presupposing an embodied experience structured on recurring patterns of sensorimotor interaction. 
…
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IMAGE 6.  (Johnson)
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IMAGE 7.  (Johnson)
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IMAGE 8.  (Avery)
SECTION 3:  Body As Place
Place is not entitative, as a foundation has to be – but eventmental, something in process, something unconfinable to a thing or to a simple location.  Place is all over the place, not just here or there, but everywhere.







Edward Casey
Context-dependent synaesthetic and imaginative experience is woven together through the physical structures of corporeality.  With some idea how this weaving pre-reflectively orders our perceptual cycles, it remains to be clarified how corporeal structures afford an experience of place.  A phenomenological awareness of the organism-environment interaction is here explored as a means to clarify this relationship and further illuminate the porosity of place. 
…


Orientation and directionality characterize interaction with/in the environment.  Depending on the structures of our bodily energies, experience might be oriented to the warmth and brightness of the sun, sadness over a loved one who has passed away, or an intriguing conversation.  Although it may seem that directionality is characterized by our conscious identity, the sensorimotor structures of our bodies are evidences that a majority of our orientation to the world is unconsciously integrated.  Conscious or not
, all “things” in experience are part of an integrated and heterogeneous background affording all the possibilities of interaction with our environment.  In this sense, it is the primary characterization of our environment.  Constantly emerging in the periphery of consciousness, the identity of the background is context-dependent and always under construction.  Through an interplay of the embodied dimensions, the background affords a unified and “inexhaustible reservoir from which all things are drawn,” (Merleau-Ponty 344). 
As a background for some body, there is an accompanying foreground synonymous with the gaze or attention in/to the background.  Whatever stands forth or is abstracted from the background determines the identity of the foreground in conscious experience in relation to the background.   This foreground-background relationship characterizes the visual domain of experience, but can also be identified extending into figurative and imaginative realms that are not explicitly grasped.  While a perceiving body might regard conscious attention in/to the foreground as constituting “presence”– the feelings, memories, persons, places, and things in perception – there are contexts that are fundamental to the identity of these “things” that are not present in perception.  This observation reinforces the metaphorical gestalt structures previously described, which are also characterized by “whole” phenomena that are only figuratively whole.


The separate identities of foreground and background are further called into question when we attempt to identify where each begins and ends in the organism-environment relationship.  The identity of the perceived environment is synonymous with the degree to which it is incorporated in to the patterns of embodied experience (consciously and otherwise).  As the body’s conscious identity opens onto the structure of the environment around it, experience is also transformed by the possibilities afforded in this relation.  In this way, the environment that was previously only peripheral or unconscious emerges in the body’s conscious flow of experience to occupy the attentive gaze.  The background thus becomes the foreground of experience, and vice versa, which implies an alteration of conscious structures without any necessary physical restructuring.  The interaction that results is inseparable from the interplay of contexts, but it is always already logically constrained and imaginative.  Beyond revealing a fundamental interrelatedness and porosity of things, imaginative foreground and background experience affords states of interaction between organism and environment in which the separate identities of each dissolve.  
For any experience of place to surface in the foreground of experience, it must also be an integral part of the background to which it stands in relation.  But the question remains, why do we understand place, in the first place?  Like synaesthetic and imaginative experience, place emerges through embodiment.  The human body, maintaining a relatively coherent, and stable form, always already in relationship to the contexts that surround it, is the most familiar source of orientation in experience.  The body is the place where foreground and background come together in experience.  Consequently all other places are characterized by the metaphorical identity of the human body. 
Place, known only in the lived body, is not a collection of objects or parts, but is “the horizon latent in all our experience and itself ever-present and anterior to every determining thought,” (Merleau-Ponty 92). It is synaesthetic, imaginative, and context-dependent.  It is always already wherever we look for it.  However, the transitivity and interconnectedness of the body also give rise to a fundamental lack of independence and literal wholeness.  Thus, in experience we arrive at a place that is porous because of a body that is porous.  The only way that we can know either is through interaction with/in our environment. 
…

The understanding of place necessarily hinges on the identity of the human body.  Inherently, the identity of the body will structure our perception of place.   For example, Alberti and Le Corbusier conceive of the body as an object that contains the mind, but is primarily separate from the lived experience of architecture.  This dualistic body of containment presupposes an interior and exterior relationship in place because it is founded on the separation of the internal mind from the external body.  This leads to confusing identities of inside and outside in architectural experience because it supposes that the two realms of experience literally exist.  As with the other fragmented realms of experience that characterize the dualistic separation of mind and body (natural-artificial, self-other), distinctions of interior and exterior dissolve in the metaphorical body of inhabitation.  The comprehensive interrelatedness of cross-modal interaction between organism and environment suggest that the only separations in experience are imaginative.  Therefore, inside and outside are symbolic realms of containment that can be inhabited any way the body and environment afford.
Returning to the Blur project, we find an experience that relies on the inhabited body as the familiar source of place in experience.  The irregular and ephemeral form of the Blur project is not a likely place (IMAGE 9), yet it affords meaningful and oriented interaction.  “Place” acquires an emergent identity from this interaction that simultaneously structures the identity of embodied experience.  In this process, foreground and background, organism and environment, time and space, self and other – dissolve in the porous place of inhabitation. 
…
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IMAGE 9. (Betsky)
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