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by itself, merely edify the fact of confinement. This sug-
gests moving in a direction that is the reverse of artifi-
cially materializing the picture window. It suggests
dematerializing critical moments within the surface of
the blind box with formations (see Figure 15-12) that
(from the standpoint of construction) are intrinsically
nonexistent, in order to subvert the hard structure. For
biophilic purposes, such imaginary formations, such iz-
Jformation, would be spirited, originating elsewhere and
embedded within the intrinsic structural elements to
proclaim the vitality and rhythm of nature. (See F igure
15-13.) Of course “going against” the pure primary
structure of building is anathema to the core ideology of
late-twentieth-century architecture, which idolized the
physical elements of construction. By declaring that the
expression of tectonic form and its authority over sub-
ordinate space is the defining essence (medium) of the
art of building, the modernist canon strained to identify
architecture as a limited phenomenon (as a highly spe-
cialized profession). Extreme dedication to such “limi-
tations” can promote a type of idolatry that inclines
toward the worship of an inorganic geometry rather
than the more organic rhythms of life rooted in bio-
philia. (See Figure 15-14 in color insert.) Consider that
a well-hewn wooden beam in a blind box, while charm-
ing and rustic, is twice removed from the living exuber-
ance of a tree. At least this writer believes that a deep
interior within a work of architecture that only aggran-
dizes the material elements signifying the economics of

Figure 15-12: Imaginary elements mimicking the formation of foliage
can challenge hard concrete walls. '
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Figure 15-13: Elements of repetition and organic railings can be spir-
ited through dark interiors.

construction, whether plastic or rustic (its rugged sup-
ports, blocks of stone, and geometric paving), may pro-
duce marvelous and even elegant spaces—but they are
works begotten from the finality of life rather than the
emergence of life per se. Visually disconnected from the
vitality of nature, they become the stuff of tombs.

Yet, paradoxically, tombs such as the Theban tombs
of ancient Egypt, have served as the birthplaces of sem-
inal and powerful, perhaps biophilic ornament! The
large blocks of stone and massive vaults of antiquity
were well suited for the body of an eternal dwelling for
the afterlife of the dead, that is, for their immortality.
The necrophilia implicit in the material gloom of those
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Figure 15-15: The necrophilia of an ancient Egyptian tomb was op-
posed by images of renewal in a band of bud-blossom-bud ornament.

tombs was mitigated by ornament upon the stone and
polychrome friezes portraying rhythmic sequences of
bud and blossom. (See Figure 15-15.) As a consequence,
the powerful stone walls of those dark sanctuaries were
ultimately challenged by figures of ornament that virtu-
ally dematerialized the stone in order to magnify the
importance of renewal implicit in the spirit of foliation.

ENDNOTES

1. Window viewing from a house or a hotel room is univer-
sally valorized in real estate and resort marketing.
2. Kellert observes that a biophilic response per se does not
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Thus, the strong materiality and massive structure con-

stituting the seminal architecture of death allowed vital

formations evoking life to subvert its essential power.
For the purpose of this brief paper, let me isolate a

_ few vital actions capable of being manifested in the dy-

namic line work of ornament, springing from forma-
tions more frequently found in nature than in the
statics (the frozen geometry) of construction that usu-
ally define the interiors of late-twentieth-century ar-
chitecture. First is rhythmization (especially a driving,
syncopated formation of rhythm) (see Figure 15-16 in
color insert); second is a spectacle of changefulness,
sometimes portrayed as cycles of growth and decay, or
which at any one moment may appear as a visible pat-
tern of metamorphosis (see Figure 15-17 in color in-
sert) (a metamorphose); and third is a composition of
dynamic entanglement or competition between differ-
ent species of things. All three of these actions, taken

_together or individually, convey measures of indefi-

niteness, temporality, impermanence, mystery, am-
bivalence, and growth. None of them necessarily assert

. the order and harmony that is generally assumed to be

a positive emblematic property of basic architecture,
but all of them proclaim life, which is the subject of
biophilia. ,

These biophilic qualities are typically found in great
ornament, a visual tradition that speaks in a manner
more akin to calligraphic writing than to the architec-
tonic shaping of space typically and necessarily found
in buildings. Ornament presents visual percepts gained
and imagined from without that for centuries have been
brilliantly suffused, indeed have been “essential” prop-
erties in the richer understanding of architecture that
flourished prior to the radical sanitization of design
that has dominated the built environment for the last
50 years. Indeed, the primal function of ornament has
been forever to mediate between the contrived spatial
province of the man-made world, and the living immen-
sity of the natural world-at-large.

necessarily promote a protective or restorative attitude to-
wards nature.
3. The term modern architecture is used here to identify ide-



ological developments in architecture after the French
Revolution and the subsequent period of industrialization.
4. Figures of ornament, especially in Western culture, tend
to evoke nature via foliation.
5. The term sufficient is used here to mean “mission accom-

REFERENCES

Bloomer, Kent. 2001. The Nature of Ornament. New York:
W. W. Norton.

- 2006. “A Critical Distinction Between Decoration
and Ornament.” In Decoration, edited by Emily Abruzzo
and Jonathan D. Solomon. New York: 306090 Books.

Fisher, Seymour. 1970. Body Image in Fantasy and Bebavior.
New York: Appleton-Century Crofts.

Gibson, James J. 1966. The Senses Considered as Perceptual Sys-
tems.. Boston: Houghton Mifflin.

References 261

plished”; that is, the naked picture window is all that is
needed in building design to provide an affective vision
of the world outside, a vision capable of promoting
restorative action and a will to further nature’s well-
being.

Kellert, Stephen. 1993, “A Typology of Biophilia Values.”
The Biophelia Hypothesis, Washington, DC: Island
Press.

Peck, Amelia, ed. 1992. Alexander Jackson Davis, American
Architect, 1803-1892. Exhibition catalogue. New York:
Rizzoli. '

Ulrich, Roger S. 2006. “Human Well-Being in Patient Care
Settings.” Lecture at Symposium on Building Design,
Whispering Pines, Rhode Island, May 11.













	2008 (3) Kent Bloomer Portfolio Writings Picture Window Pages 253-261.pdf
	Page 253
	Page 254
	Page 255
	Page 256
	Page 257
	Page 258
	Page 259
	Page 260
	Page 261


