
Archigenetics

1. Introduction: What is Archigenetics? The Principle of “We Build What We Are.”

Abstract:

Architecture has long been more than utilitarian shelter  it is a mirror held up to humanity. Archigenetics is a theoretical frame-
work that suggests our built environment is a direct extension of our biological and cultural identity. In simple terms, we build 
what we are. Just as our genes encode physical traits, our inherent characteristics and collective psyche encode the shapes of our 
dwellings, temples, and cities. Archigenetics proposes that the forms and styles of architecture we create are not arbitrary; they are 
guided by who we are at the deepest level  our instincts, our evolutionary adaptations, and our cultural memory.

This idea can be felt intuitively. When walking through an old village or a bustling city, one often senses a harmony between the 
people and their place. The principle “We Build What We Are” suggests this is no coincidence: the design of roofs, courtyards, 
streets, and ornaments grows organically from the community’s physique, psyche, and way of life. Each culture’s architecture can 
be read like a genetic code  a genetic aesthetic  expressing the history and habits of its people. In archigenetics, the soaring spires 
of a cathedral, the snug warmth of a cottage, or the intricate patterns of an eastern window lattice are seen as outward expressions 
of inner human realities.

At its heart, archigenetics merges biology with architecture. It asks us to consider that the human preference for certain forms and 
spaces might be innate, shaped by evolution and encoded in our DNA as much as by creative choice. For example, why do so many 
cultures independently develop harmonious proportions or gravitate toward certain shapes? Perhaps our unconscious mind carries 
primal aesthetic inclinations – a genetic memory of what shelter should feel like. Archigenetics explores this possibility, blending 
analytical depth with cultural insight and architectural reflection. In the pages that follow, written in the voice of the originator of 
this theory, we will journey through the origins of this idea and examine how “we build what we are,” from the earliest huts of our 
ancestors to the smart cities of tomorrow.

After conducting a comprehensive review of contemporary architectural theories, including phenomenology, critical regional-
ism, genetic algorithms in design, and morphogenetics, we found no prior framework that fuses inherent human identity with 
architectural authorship as Archigenetics does. This theory, introduced by Ibrahim Nawaf Jowahrji, is distinct in that it positions 
architecture as a direct expression of internal traits—not learned styles or external references.

Archigenetics is the first known theory to explicitly connect concepts like intuition, personality, cultural memory, and even “firā-
sa” (the Arabic concept of perceptive insight) with the process of designing and building. It argues that architects don’t merely 
respond to context—they project an inner code, a personal-spatial DNA, onto the built environment.

Unlike existing theories that rely on typologies, social response, or digital evolution, Archigenetics offers a human-centered, 
identity-based reading of architecture. It is not a style or method; it is a lens through which design becomes autobiographical. 
This originality confirms its status as an unprecedented intellectual contribution to architecture, unaligned with any mainstream 
academic lineage.

Fig.1.Genetic traits expressed in the human face, such as the nose, lips, and 
jawline, can be mapped onto architectural forms. (© INJ Architects)



2. Genesis of the Theory: Linking Facial Features and Architectural Tendencies

The seeds of archigenetics were planted through years of observation and personal reflection. I first became fascinated by a subtle 
phenomenon: people and their buildings often resemble each other. In my travels, I noticed that the gentle, round-faced warmth 
of a village’s inhabitants found echo in the soft curves of their clay huts, while elsewhere, sharp rugged facial features seemed 
mirrored by pointed gables and stern stonework. Could it be that the human face – shaped by millennia of evolution – and the 
architectural “face” of a culture are connected? This question gripped me. The genesis of archigenetics lies in linking our facial 
features and bodily form to our architectural tendencies, positing that the same forces that sculpted our appearance also influence 
the shelters we unconsciously create.

This notion draws on the idea of genetic aesthetics and the unconscious mind. Our sense of beauty and comfort may spring from 
deep within, from instincts honed in prehistoric environments. Just as we find certain human faces attractive due to symmetry 
or proportions that signal health, we might find certain building forms appealing because they resonate with those ancient cues. 
Psychological studies have suggested, for instance, that humans worldwide tend to prefer landscapes that resemble the savannas of 
our African origins – open spaces with trees and water – even if we have never lived in such an environment. This savanna pref-
erence hints that our aesthetic choices are not wholly cultural; they are partly inherited tendencies. By extension, the unconscious 
mind may favor architectural forms that satisfy primordial criteria: shelter that offers prospect and refuge, houses that “feel right” 
because they align with an innate image of home carried in our collective psyche.

Beyond environment, I considered physiognomy  the art of reading character from the face  and its architectural parallel. Through-
out history, people have believed that facial features reflect personality or fate. In a similar way, the “faces” of buildings (their 
facades) convey the character of a culture. Our unconscious mind often personifies buildings: we speak of facades (literally “fac-
es”), of buildings having “eyes” (windows) or a “mouth” (door). This isn’t mere poetry; it reveals how instinctively we project the 
human form onto architecture. If a friendly human face typically has an open, symmetrical expression, a “friendly” building often 
has balanced windows and an inviting entrance. If a person is perceived as imposing or defensive, their features might be hard and 
angular  just as a fortress has a stern, angular visage. In archigenetics, such parallels are not coincidences but evidence that our 
design instincts spring from our own anatomy and psychology. We unconsciously imbue our buildings with familiar anatomical 
rhythms  a reflection of ourselves.

Crucially, this theory was shaped by personal experience growing up in a culturally rich environment. In Makkah, my hometown, 
I was surrounded by pilgrims from every corner of the globe. I saw African families with broad smiles resting under tents, East 
Asian groups with serene faces moving through courtyards, and tall Europeans gathering in shaded arches. I observed how each 
group’s way of occupying space differed subtly  how they sat, how they sought shade or breeze  and how their traditional dwell-
ings back home were perfectly suited to those behaviors and body languages. These observations led me to link facial features and 
architecture: the needs and habits written in our faces and bodies seemed to manifest in the structures we consider comfortable. 
Over time, disparate thoughts coalesced into a unifying idea: architecture and genetics are entwined, with culture acting as the 
mediator.

Fig.2.Blending a Typical American Face with a House Façade. (© INJ Architects)



Fig.2.1.Cultural Manifestation of Archigenetic Codes in Kashmiri Design (© INJ Architects)

2.1 Genetic Aesthetics and the Unconscious Mind

The role of the unconscious mind in design cannot be overstated. We often assume architectural styles arise purely from conscious 
decisions – available materials, technical know-how, artistic trends. Yet beneath those factors lies a bedrock of unconscious 
preferences. Genetic aesthetics is the term I use to describe the innate sense of form and beauty that guides those preferences. Just 
as birds instinctively know how to weave a nest without formal training, humans may carry an inherited “template” of pleasing 
environments and structures in our minds. This could explain why similar motifs appear in unrelated civilizations – why pyramids 
arose in both Egypt and Mesoamerica, or why nearly every culture uses the circle (in huts, yurts, igloos) for shelter. Perhaps circu-
lar forms unconsciously remind us of safety (enclosing us protectively, like a mother’s arms or the horizon of our ancestral plains), 
triggering a genetic memory of ideal refuge.

Modern research in evolutionary psychology supports the existence of such unconscious design biases. One classic example is the 
human preference for symmetry. Symmetrical faces are generally rated as more attractive across cultures, likely because symme-
try signals genetic health and stability. We can observe a parallel in architecture: many of the world’s revered buildings – from the 
Parthenon to the Taj Mahal – exhibit striking symmetry in their facades. Walking up to a symmetrical building front can evoke a 
quiet satisfaction, as if the building possesses an inherent “rightness” or harmony. Our minds, attuned to find balance in human 
faces, find the same balance beautiful in man-made structures. In this way, our unconscious aesthetic instincts (shaped by genetics) 
ripple out to shape our built environment.

Another unconscious factor is our affinity for certain spatial layouts. For instance, people tend to feel secure in spaces that offer 
prospect and refuge – the ability to see our surroundings while also having shelter at our back. This instinct likely dates to pre-
historic survival needs (seeing predators coming across the plains while hiding in grasses or caves). It still influences architecture 
today: we love houses with a view (prospect) and a cozy nook or solid wall behind us (refuge). Designers may consciously cite 
“prospect-refuge theory,” but even without knowing the theory, ordinary people arrange their chairs facing windows or put a can-
opy over a bed to satisfy these deep preferences. Our genes remember the savanna and the cave, and in subtle ways, we recreate 
them in the modern living room.  
 
In summary, the genesis of archigenetics lies in recognizing these hidden guides. We link the shape of a nose to the shape of a 
roof, the set of an eye to the set of a window, not by superficial analogy but through understanding that both are responses to 
similar forces. Evolution molded our bodies for environments, and those same environments molded our architecture. The next 



3. The Shelter Instinct: Early Architecture as a Genetic Reflex

Shelter is one of humanity’s most primal needs – as fundamental as food or sleep. Just as a baby instinctively grips a finger, 
humans as a species instinctively seek to create shelter. We can view early architecture as a genetic reflex, an outward expression 
of an inner survival code. Millennia ago, before formal engineering or aesthetics existed, our ancestors had the impulse to stack 
branches, pile stones, or carve out caves to protect themselves. This impulse was not taught in a school of architecture; it was 
imprinted in the species through evolution. In a very real sense, the first architects were our genes, driving us to build for survival.

Evidence of this shelter instinct abounds in the natural world. Birds build nests without any tutoring, weaving twigs in spe-
cies-specific patterns. Spiders spin webs of elegant geometry, each exactly according to their kind’s blueprint. These behaviors are 
genetic – a spiderling hatched in isolation will still spin a perfect web. Humans likewise had innate strategies: piling up earth for 
insulation, leaning branches into a cone for a quick hut, digging snow holes for warmth. The astonishing similarity of early shel-
ters across unrelated cultures suggests an instinctual origin. Consider the simple hut: circular or oval, with a supporting frame and 
a thatch or mud covering. Such structures emerged independently in Africa, Europe, Asia, Oceania, and the Americas in prehistor-
ic times. The convergent evolution of these huts hints that when placed in similar conditions, humans reflexively devised similar 
solutions. Our DNA, concerned with keeping us safe and dry, nudged us toward an optimal form even without us realizing.

Childhood behavior offers a delightful window into this instinct. Observe children at play, and you will often find them building 
forts out of sofa cushions, snow dens in winter, or secret hideaways of cardboard boxes. This play isn’t merely imitating adults; it 
bubbles up from an innate drive. Psychologists note that children everywhere love making “dens” or clubhouses – a small space 
they can call their own, sheltered on all sides. It seems we are born with a desire to delineate a safe corner of the world and furnish 
it to our liking. Some experts suggest this den-building impulse is a developmental benefit, teaching kids creativity and control, 
but why would the same behavior appear in vastly different cultural settings? The logical answer is an inherited proclivity. Build-
ing a fort under the dining table is, in essence, a modern child’s echo of a prehistoric child helping weave branches for a family 
shelter. The shelter instinct lives within us from the earliest age.

In evolutionary terms, those who were driven to seek and improve shelter had a better chance of survival during harsh climates, 
predator threat, or stormy nights. Over generations, this would make the “shelter-seeking” trait more prevalent. It became a human 
universal – a reflex to build. Importantly, this reflex is not only about physical survival but also psychological comfort. A secure 
roof and walls around us reduce stress and allow the mind to flourish. Thus, creating shelter is entwined with feelings of home and 
belonging, which are just as essential to our well-being. Early humans didn’t simply want a dry spot; they wanted a hearth where 
the tribe could gather, a space imbued with familiarity and meaning. In this way, the genetic shelter instinct laid the foundation for 
architecture to become cultural. What began as a reflex – crouching under a rock overhang or lashing together reeds – evolved into 
the rich language of architecture once humans had safety and could afford to embellish their shelters.

The shelter instinct is the first chapter of archigenetics. It tells us why we build at all. The following chapters explore how those 
first simple shelters diversified as humans spread across vastly different environments. Just as one species can radiate into many 
variants when scattered to new islands or climates, our primal hut would undergo countless adaptations. Each adaptation respond-
ed to environmental pressures, yielding the splendid morphological variety of architecture we see around the world. The next 
section examines these mutations and morphology in architectural evolution – the ways environment acted on that basic building 
instinct like a natural selector, shaping unique styles and forms as diverse as a snow-block igloo and a stilted tropical house.

4. Mutations and Morphology: Adaptation Through Environmental Pressure

As humankind ventured out of its cradle and into every extreme of climate and landscape, our architecture began to mutate and 
morph in response. The genetic reflex to build remained, but it expressed itself in new forms to suit new conditions. In biology, 
when a species encounters different environments, natural selection favors different traits – long limbs in one place, short limbs 
in another, for example. In architecture, a similar process unfolded: environmental pressures “selected” certain building designs 
as most fit for local survival. Over generations, these designs became tradition. The result is a magnificent diversity of vernacular 
architectures, each adapted to its setting like a creature to its niche.



Fig.3.Similarities Between Nasal Geometry and Window Design (© INJ Architects)

Consider climate as a prime force of these adaptations. In scorching hot regions with intense sun, buildings evolved protective 
traits: thick walls of mud or stone to absorb heat, minimal small windows to block the sun’s glare, courtyards and wind catchers 
to encourage cooling airflow. By contrast, in frigid northern climates, constructions prioritized heat conservation: low ceilings to 
hold warmth, compact shapes with minimal surface area, and steep roofs to shed snow. These differences are directly parallel to 
biological adaptations in humans and animals. Scientists have observed, for instance, that wider, shorter noses are more common 
in hot-humid climates, while narrower, longer noses appear in cold-dry climates – a clear case of evolution optimizing how we 
inhale air. This principle, known as Thompson’s Rule in anthropology, explains that a broad nose helps dissipate heat and moisture 
efficiently in tropics, whereas a narrow nose warms and humidifies air better in chilly air. Now, marvel at how architecture echoes 
this: in the hot-humid tropics, traditional homes often have large openings or permeable walls (like slatted bamboo or louvers) to 
release heat and humidity, effectively “breathing” like a wide nose. In cold-dry climes, houses tend toward smaller, sealed win-
dows and entryways – a bit like a narrow nose conserving the warmth inside. In archigenetic terms, the house is an extension of 
the body’s adaptive strategy.

A striking biological analogy is Allen’s Rule, which states that warm-blooded animals in cold climates have shorter limbs and 
appendages (to conserve heat), whereas those in hot climates have longer limbs (to dissipate heat). Humans fit this pattern: Arctic 
populations like the Inuit tend to have stocky builds with shorter arms and legs, whereas equatorial African populations often have 
lean builds and long limbs. In architecture, the same surface-area principle applies. Cold climate dwellings are short and compact 
– think of an igloo’s squat dome or a Swiss chalet with its cubic form tucked under an enveloping roof. These designs minimize 
surface area relative to volume, reducing heat loss (just as a stout body does). In hot climates, structures often sprawl or elongate 
– consider a long, open-sided tropical bungalow or a high-ceilinged, narrow house that maximizes air exposure. These forms 
increase surface area to volume, aiding heat dissipation (much like a lanky body radiates heat). Even the iconic desert tent follows 
this rule: low and broad, hugging the ground to create a cooler air layer inside while presenting a small profile to the blazing sun 
and hot winds.

Beyond climate, terrain and resources also drove architectural mutations. In wooded regions, timber was abundant and became the 
genetic building block of culture – resulting in stilt houses, log cabins, and intricate timber frames. In stone-rich mountains, people 
mutated their shelters into sturdy masonry, with thick stone walls that provided not only insulation but protection from slopes and 
quakes. Where flat earth was available, earth itself was shaped into adobe bricks or rammed into walls. These adaptations were 
akin to morphological changes in species: just as a bird on a wooded island might develop a strong beak to crack nuts while one 
on a rocky island grows tough claws to nest on cliffs, human societies developed architecture optimized for their immediate ma-
terials and terrain challenges. For example, the steep alpine roof with generous eaves evolved to prevent snow buildup and keep 
rain off the walls – a trait “selected” by the snowy mountain environment. In windy plains, circular and aerodynamic forms (like 
round yurts or dome-shaped huts) thrived because they resisted gales without corners to catch the wind. Each environment posed 
problems, and humans “solved” them with architectural adaptations passed down through generations.



This process can rightly be called morphology of architecture – the study of form and structure in response to forces. Over time, 
what began as purely functional tweaks often took on aesthetic life of their own. The long sloping roof needed for monsoons in 
East Asia became a beloved aesthetic signature of Chinese and Japanese architecture. The small high windows necessary in the 
Arabian desert to keep out heat and provide privacy also instilled a mysterious, dappled-light ambiance in those homes, becom-
ing part of their beauty. Functional mutations thus gave rise to distinct visual identities, linking environment to art. In the next 
sub-section, we will explore the idea of “memory in material” – how the very materials and methods used to adapt to the environ-
ment carry a memory of the human body and experience, further reinforcing archigenetic connections.

Fig.4.Correlation of Indonesian Batik Fabric Motifs and Japara Wooden Carving. 
(© INJ Architects)

As architecture adapted to diverse environments, it did so using the local materials at hand: stone, wood, clay, reeds, animal skins, 
and more. These materials are not inert; they carry the signature of the land and, interestingly, often seem to mirror aspects of the 
human body. In archigenetics, the concept of “memory in material” suggests that the choice and treatment of building materials re-
flect the physical and cultural imprint of the people using them. The very substance of a structure – its bones, so to speak – forms a 
tangible link between the human body and the body of architecture.

One aspect of this is how local materials shape construction techniques that echo human craft traditions. For instance, cultures that 
wove textiles from plant fibers also wove dwellings from plant materials. The same hand motions that braided a basket or wove 
a rug were applied on a larger scale to weave walls of bamboo or palm. The memory of the body’s skill migrated from clothing 
to shelter. In this way, a family’s hut might feel like an enlarged version of their hat or basket. Consider a nomadic tent: often it’s 
essentially thick fabric or animal skins stretched and tied, not unlike a heavy garment draped over a frame. In fact, some nomadic 
languages use the same word for “house” as for a kind of cloak or covering. The material (felted wool, canvas, leather) is pliable 
and warm, much like clothing for the dwelling. Living inside it is like being enveloped in a second skin – the house literally 
mirrors the protective role of human clothing, which in turn protects the human skin. This continuity from skin to cloth to tent is 
a living memory carried in material.

Local materials also encode environmental memory, which often aligns with human adaptations. The red clay of sub-Saharan 
Africa, rich in iron oxide, gives a warm hue to both the people’s complexion and their homes – one by biology, the other by 
construction. In a sense, both the people and their houses “tan” under the same sun and soil. In Arctic regions, the human body 
accumulates fat for insulation and wears thick furs, while the traditional igloo uses compacted snow (a material full of insulating 
air pockets) for the same purpose. The igloo’s rounded, dome form even resembles a human torso curled up for warmth, and its 
entrance tunnel forces you to crawl in – an uncanny imitation of a baby in a womb or a person huddling against the cold. Through 
local material, the house takes on bodily qualities: softness or hardness, flexibility or rigidity, breathability or tightness, all chosen 
to complement the people’s own physical needs and habits.

4.1 Memory in Material – How Local Matter Mirrors the Body



The phrase “mirrors the body” also applies to how buildings are scaled and proportioned for human dimensions. Across the 
world, vernacular architectures show an intimate understanding of human ergonomics – likely because they were built by the 
users themselves, using their own bodies as measure. A traditional Japanese tatami mat, for example, is based on the comfortable 
sleeping area for one person, and room sizes in a tea house are often described by how many tatami (people) they fit. Old cottages 
in Europe have low doorways and beams; one might think it was simply due to material scarcity, but it also reflected that people 
of past centuries were shorter on average. The built environment remembered the stature of its makers. Even today, when we walk 
into a historic structure, our bodily experience tells us something: a very low ceiling can make a tall modern person feel giant 
and out-of-place – the building itself silently narrates the changing “genetics” (heights, health) of its inhabitants over time. Tradi-
tional Islamic architecture often uses modules based on the human arm’s length (the cubit) or foot; classical Western architecture 
famously canonized human proportions (Vitruvius’s ideal man inscribed in a circle and square was used as a template for temple 
design). All these instances are cultural memories of the human form imprinted into wood and stone.

Furthermore, local materials frequently became part of a region’s identity – a source of pride and uniqueness. Just as people have 
different skin tones or hair textures based on geography (adaptations to sunlight, humidity, etc.), buildings have different “skins” 
and textures based on local matter. The polished teak wood of a Thai house or the rough adobe of a Mexican village are as dis-
tinctive as the skin of a person who has lived under a particular sun. People often develop an affinity for the look, smell, and even 
sound of their regional materials – the creak of bamboo floors, the scent of cedar logs, the cool touch of marble in a Mediterranean 
courtyard. These sensory experiences shape culture. Over generations, craftsmen learned to coax beauty out of indigenous matter, 
turning necessity into art. In doing so, they infuse the material with cultural memory – patterns, motifs, and construction methods 
that tell a story about the people’s values and lifestyle.

For example, in many West African communities, the act of plastering a mud home is ritually significant: women re-plaster and 
decorate the earthen walls each year after the rains, often imprinting rhythmic patterns with their fingers. The mud walls literally 
carry the fingerprints of the community – a beautiful metaphor for archigenetics. The material holds the memory of touch, the 
pattern holds the memory of tradition. The house becomes a physical record of the people’s presence, much as a fossil records an 
organism. In this manner, local materials do far more than solve structural problems; they anchor architecture to human identity. 
Each log, brick, or beam is a piece of the environment tuned to human use, preserving a bond between the built form and the body 
that built it.

Having seen how environmental pressures cause architectural “mutations” and how materials mirror the body and memory of a 
culture, we can now move to the next stage: meaning. Adaptations initially arise for practical reasons, but as they persist, they 
gather significance. A thatched roof or a stone arch may start as a climate response, but with time it turns into a symbol – a marker 
of identity, a carrier of stories. In the next section, we explore how these traits become identity, and how what was once a mutable 
adaptation hardens into tradition and meaning for a civilization.

5. From Mutation to Meaning: When Traits Become Identity

As architectural adaptations solidified over centuries, they transcended mere function and entered the realm of meaning. A trait 
that once emerged as an environmental necessity or practical innovation could become a cherished emblem of cultural identity. 
In biology, when a random mutation proves advantageous, it gets preserved and can eventually characterize an entire species or 
group. Similarly, in architecture, once a design solution proves successful and is repeated across generations, it can evolve into a 
defining style – a visual language that a people identifies with deeply. Archigenetics pays special attention to this transformation: 
the point at which architectural traits become symbols, carrying stories of lineage, belief, and values.



Fig.5.Archigenetic Correlation Between Chinese Facial Features and Traditional Architecture. 
(© INJ Architects)

One clear example is the evolution of roof styles. Take the steeply pitched, thatched roof common in rainy, tropical regions. 
Initially, its high slope simply served to quickly shed monsoon rains and its thick thatch provided insulation from heat. But after 
generations of building such roofs, they became more than utilitarian. The soaring, dramatic form of the roof became associated 
with the spirit of the culture – perhaps reminding people of hands pressed together in prayer, or of a mountain peak (often sacred 
in local mythology). In parts of Indonesia, for instance, the traditional house features a sweeping saddle-shaped roof. Legend has 
it that this form originated to mimic the shape of a boat or buffalo horns, tied to ancestral stories. What began as a practical way to 
keep dry gained layers of meaning: status (the bigger the roof curve, the more important the building), spirituality (the roof peak 
pointing to the heavens), and community pride (distinctive to that ethnic group). A traveler entering such a village immediately 
knows where they are from the silhouette of roofs against the sky – the architecture has become an identity marker as recognizable 
as the people’s language or costume.

In a parallel way, consider the simple architectural trait of the arch. The arch was likely invented as an efficient way to span 
space with masonry, distributing weight through its curved form. Romans employed it extensively for aqueducts and vaults due 
to its structural advantages. But over time, the arch took on powerful meaning, especially in the context of Islamic architecture. 
The Arabs and Persians adopted the arch, gave it new stylistic flavors (pointed arches, horseshoe arches, ogee arches), and soon 
it became a signature of Islamic identity. Walking into a mosque with rows of graceful horseshoe arches, one feels the intended 
symbolism: the repeated curves are like a series of reaching arms or gateways to the infinite, fostering an atmosphere of tranquility 
and reverence. The arch, a technical mutation in building, had by the Middle Ages become imbued with spiritual and cultural 
significance. It declared the identity of a civilization that valued unity (the continuous curve), diversity (the myriad patterns within 
the arches), and faith (doorways to divine presence). We see a similar story with domes – from the Roman basilicas to the great 
domes of Hagia Sophia and the Taj Mahal, a structural solution (roofing large spaces) became an icon of cosmic connection, the 
dome symbolizing the vault of heaven over a sacred space.

When traits become identity, they are guarded and celebrated. What was once simply useful becomes meaningful, and thus worth 
preserving even if original conditions change. For example, many Northern European towns historically painted their wooden 
houses deep red (using iron oxide pigment) because it was cheap and protected the wood. Today, those red cottages in Sweden 
or Norway are a beloved national image – even though other paints are available, people choose the traditional red to honor 
continuity. Likewise, the white-washed houses of Greek islands were originally lime-coated to reflect sun and keep cool, but now 
their gleaming white and blue aesthetic is a point of pride, an identity so strong that it’s enforced by local regulations regardless of 
modern cooling methods. Culturally, these architectural features carry memory; they tell the story of how a community endured its 
environment and thrived, turning necessity into art.

There is also a feedback loop at play: once a feature becomes tied to identity, it further shapes the people’s sense of self. A 
community might say, “We are the people of the soaring roofs,” or “We are the people of the courtyard and fountain.” Children 
grow up internalizing these forms as part of their heritage. This can be seen vividly in places like Makkah or Fez, where intricate 
geometric latticework screens (mashrabiyyah) cover windows. Originally, these wooden screens cooled the air and provided 
privacy, especially for women in traditional society. Over time they became symbols of home and honor – their delicate patterns a 
metaphor for the interlaced family lineages and social connections within. Residents take pride in carving or restoring them, even 
if air-conditioning or modern glass has reduced their practical necessity. The mashrabiyyah as a trait firmly became an identity 
of urban Islamic culture: it means hospitality (air cooling water jars set behind them, offering a cool drink to passersby), modesty 
(you can see out without others seeing in), and aesthetic joy in pattern.



Such examples underscore how design traits undergo cultural natural selection – not for survival advantage anymore, but for 
meaning and identity advantage. A society that cherishes its distinctive architecture likely has a strong sense of continuity and 
cohesion. Conversely, when a society’s identity traits are threatened (by colonization, globalization, or calamity), preserving or 
reviving architecture becomes an act of cultural survival. In the 19th and 20th centuries, many nations emerging from colonial 
rule deliberately incorporated traditional motifs into new public buildings as a statement: “This is who we are; these forms are in 
our DNA.” Whether it was post-independence India fusing ancient motifs with modern design, or Saudi Arabia infusing its new 
structures with Islamic calligraphy and geometric forms, the aim was to reclaim architectural identity traits and with them, cultural 
dignity.

Now, having seen how adaptive traits become identity, it is vital to understand how they are sustained over time. Identity in archi-
tecture doesn’t persist by accident; it is continuously reinforced by human practices – through rituals, habits, and the transmission 
of knowledge. The next sub-section explores the role of rituals and repetition in preserving genetic design, highlighting how 
culture acts as the mechanism that reproduces architectural “genes” from one generation to the next.

5.1 The Role of Rituals and Repetition in Preserving Genetic Design

Cultural identity in architecture is not static; it is actively maintained by the rituals and repetitive practices of a community. In the 
metaphor of archigenetics, if architectural traits are like genes, then rituals and repetition are the mechanism of heredity – the way 
design knowledge and aesthetic sensibilities are passed down through time. From the grand scale of city planning to the minute 
pattern of a woven rug, repeating what came before is often a conscious homage and an unconscious comfort. It ensures that core 
design elements – the “genetic code” of a culture’s architecture – survive the vicissitudes of history.

One way rituals preserve design is through ceremonial building practices. Many traditional societies treat building a house or 
public structure as a ritual act, governed by customs, taboos, and rhythms. For example, among the Bali Hindus in Indonesia, con-
structing a family compound follows a precise ritual calendar and spatial layout prescribed by tradition (certain pavilions in exact 
orientations symbolizing the human body and cosmos). The act of building is accompanied by offerings and recitations, effectively 
embedding cultural meaning into the very foundation. This ritualization means that even without written blueprints, people build 
“by the book” – the cultural book – resulting in new structures that closely resemble their predecessors. Over centuries, this yields 
a remarkable continuity of style. In Japan, the grand Shinto shrine of Ise is famously rebuilt from scratch every 20 years using 
the same ancient design and techniques; the rebuilding itself is a sacred ritual. This practice, ongoing for over a millennium, has 
preserved architectural details that might otherwise have been lost to decay or modernization. Such examples illustrate how repeti-
tion, sanctified by ritual, acts as a conservative force keeping the architectural DNA intact.

Fig.5.Archigenetic Influence on Structural Profile: Correlation 
Between Indonesian Sumatra Architecture and Traditional Cap 
Geometry. (© INJ Architects)



On a more everyday level, craft guilds and apprenticeships historically played a key role in transmitting design “genes.” The son 
of a stonemason or the apprentice of a carpenter would learn not only the skills but also the stylistic preferences and symbolic 
meanings cherished by their guild. Medieval master builders of Gothic cathedrals, for instance, were part of a lineage of knowl-
edge: every arch, vault, and spire they built drew upon pattern books and proportional systems handed down over generations. 
Repetition was inherent – a young mason might spend his entire youth carving variations of the same foliate motif his master 
taught him, effectively cloning a decorative gene across the edifice. These guild practices ensured that regional styles remained 
consistent. Even without centralized control, the taste for certain forms was inherited through mentorship. In a sense, the work-
shop was the “reproductive organ” of architecture, where designs were copied and propagated.

Rituals in usage of space also preserve design. Consider how religious practices fix certain architectural features. Muslims pray in 
the direction of Makkah; thus every mosque, no matter where or when built, incorporates a mihrab niche pointing that way. This 
directional uniformity – repeated millions of times across the world – becomes a defining genetic marker of Islamic architecture. 
Similarly, the Christian ritual of gathering for Mass influenced church design for acoustics and sight-lines, embedding the long 
nave and cross-shaped floor plan as a repeated standard. The rituals of daily life, too, shape spaces that then persist. In a traditional 
Chinese courtyard house, the repetitive practice of multi-generational living (with elders in one wing, juniors in another, ancestors’ 
altar in the main hall) meant that new houses were built on the same courtyard template to accommodate that lifestyle. The ritual 
of family hierarchy and ancestor veneration thus kept the siheyuan courtyard design prevalent in Chinese society for centuries. 
Each new generation rebuilt or renovated the family home according to the familiar pattern, much as an organism reproduces 
according to its genetic template.

Even decorative motifs are preserved through repetition that borders on ritualistic. Indigenous artisans often learn motifs by rote 
– a potter will paint the same spiral her mother and grandmother painted on their pots, sometimes not fully knowing why that 
pattern matters, only that “this is how it’s always done.” Those motifs frequently carry symbolic weight (perhaps representing a 
deity, a natural element, or a historical event), so by repeating them the community continuously renews a connection to its past 
and values. For example, the zigzag and spiral patterns in Navajo textiles are not random; they are sacred representations of light-
ning or journeys. Weaving them again and again in each blanket is a way of storytelling and preserving worldview in visual code. 
In archigenetic terms, the pattern is a cultural gene, the weaver is the genetic engineer or reproducer, and the act of weaving is the 
replication process. As long as the ritual of “weave this pattern for this purpose” remains, the design gene lives on.

Repetition does not mean stagnation, of course. Just as genes can have slight mutations over generations, traditional designs do 
allow innovation – but usually within a recognizable framework. A craftsperson might introduce a new color or a slight twist to a 
motif, yet the overall style remains aligned with the inherited canon. This balance of continuity and subtle variation is what gives 
cultures their distinctive yet living architectural heritage. It’s akin to how a species might develop regional variations (like finches 
with slightly different beaks on neighboring islands) while still all being clearly finches.

In summary, rituals of building, rituals of using space, and rituals of craft all contribute to preserving the “genetic design” of a 
culture’s architecture. They act as the stabilizing force that binds the past to the present, ensuring that what we build continues to 
reflect who we are and where we came from. With these mechanisms of preservation in mind, we shift our focus to a particularly 
rich case: the city of Makkah and the concept of Al-Firasa, or ethno-perception, which offers a unique lens on how people perceive 
and interpret the linkage between physical traits and identity – a core idea in archigenetics.

Fig.5.1.Cross-Cultural Mimicry: Correlating Eskimo Clothing 
Profile with Igloo Architectural Shape. (© INJ Architects)



Rituals in usage of space also preserve design. Consider how religious practices fix certain architectural features. Muslims pray in 
the direction of Makkah; thus every mosque, no matter where or when built, incorporates a mihrab niche pointing that way. This 
directional uniformity – repeated millions of times across the world – becomes a defining genetic marker of Islamic architecture. 
Similarly, the Christian ritual of gathering for Mass influenced church design for acoustics and sight-lines, embedding the long 
nave and cross-shaped floor plan as a repeated standard. The rituals of daily life, too, shape spaces that then persist. In a traditional 
Chinese courtyard house, the repetitive practice of multi-generational living (with elders in one wing, juniors in another, ancestors’ 
altar in the main hall) meant that new houses were built on the same courtyard template to accommodate that lifestyle. The ritual 
of family hierarchy and ancestor veneration thus kept the siheyuan courtyard design prevalent in Chinese society for centuries. 
Each new generation rebuilt or renovated the family home according to the familiar pattern, much as an organism reproduces 
according to its genetic template.

Even decorative motifs are preserved through repetition that borders on ritualistic. Indigenous artisans often learn motifs by rote – 
a potter will paint the same spiral her mother and grandmother painted on their pots, sometimes not fully knowing why that pattern 
matters, only that “this is how it’s always done.” Those motifs frequently carry symbolic weight (perhaps representing a deity, 
a natural element, or a historical event), so by repeating them the community continuously renews a connection to its past and 
values. For example, the zigzag and spiral patterns in Navajo textiles are not random; they are sacred representations of lightning 
or journeys. Weaving them again and again in each blanket is a way of storytelling and preserving worldview in visual code. In 
archigenetic terms, the pattern is a cultural gene, the weaver is the genetic engineer or reproducer, and the act of weaving is the 
replication process. As long as the ritual of “weave this pattern for this purpose” remains, the design gene lives on.

Repetition does not mean stagnation, of course. Just as genes can have slight mutations over generations, traditional designs do 
allow innovation – but usually within a recognizable framework. A craftsperson might introduce a new color or a slight twist to a 
motif, yet the overall style remains aligned with the inherited canon. This balance of continuity and subtle variation is what gives 
cultures their distinctive yet living architectural heritage. It’s akin to how a species might develop regional variations (like finches 
with slightly different beaks on neighboring islands) while still all being clearly finches.

In summary, rituals of building, rituals of using space, and rituals of craft all contribute to preserving the “genetic design” of a 
culture’s architecture. They act as the stabilizing force that binds the past to the present, ensuring that what we build continues to 
reflect who we are and where we came from. With these mechanisms of preservation in mind, we shift our focus to a particularly 
rich case: the city of Makkah and the concept of Al-Firasa, or ethno-perception, which offers a unique lens on how people perceive 
and interpret the linkage between physical traits and identity – a core idea in archigenetics.

6. Al-Firasa and Ethno-Perception in Makkah

In the heart of the Islamic world lies Makkah (Mecca), a city not only of profound spiritual significance but also of fascinating 
human diversity. For over a thousand years, Makkah has been a melting pot, drawing pilgrims from Africa, Asia, Europe, and 
beyond. In such a crossroads of peoples, the art of al-firāsa – an Arabic term roughly translating to perceptive intuition or physi-
ognomic insight – naturally flourished. Al-Firasa is the practice of discerning someone’s character or origins from their outward 
appearance. In Makkah, one could observe an extraordinary exercise in ethno-perception: locals and seasoned travelers developed 
an uncanny ability to gauge a visitor’s background from subtle cues in facial features, dress, speech, and even bearing. This cultur-
al skill speaks to the archigenetic idea that physical traits and cultural expressions (like clothing or architecture) carry a wealth of 
information about origin and identity.

A famous Islamic saying attributed to the Prophet Muhammad goes, “The believer is perceptive and shrewd”, or in another ver-
sion, “Beware the insight of the believer, for he sees with the light of God.” This hadith encapsulates the esteem given to firāsa 
– the notion that a person of pure heart may be gifted to intuit truths beyond the superficial. In practice, firāsa often referred to 
noticing physical signs. Early Muslim scholars and poets would sometimes describe reading a stranger’s face like a script, noting, 
for example, that a certain forehead shape or eye cast indicated noble lineage or a trustworthy soul. While modern science treats 
physiognomy with skepticism, in historical context it was a respected art, especially in cosmopolitan centers like Makkah where 
so many ethnicities converged. It was said that experienced Makkans could tell if a newcomer was, say, from the mountains of 
Yemen versus the Nile valley of Egypt, just by his facial structure and complexion shaped by those climates, combined with his 
style of garb and mannerisms. This is ethno-perception at work – reading the genetic and cultural “fingerprints” on a person’s 
appearance.

Al-Masjid an-Nabawi mosque with its unique architecture in Medina, Saudi Arabia.
One of the most illustrative stories of firāsa in Islamic tradition is the encounter of Umm Ma‘bad with the Prophet Muhammad 
during his migration journey. Umm Ma‘bad was a Bedouin woman known for her hospitality and keen observation. When the 
Prophet (who at that point was a traveler unknown to her) stopped by her tent, she noted his every detail and later gave her 
husband a remarkably meticulous description: a man of evident splendor, luminous face, well-proportioned features, large bright 
eyes, thick eyelashes, a voice mellow yet commanding… and so on in poetic detail. Her description has been preserved in seerah 
(Prophetic biography) literature as an example of both the Prophet’s handsome bearing and Umm Ma‘mad’s perceptiveness. To 
archigenetics, this story is powerful because it shows the human inclination to assign meaning to physical traits. Umm Ma‘bad 
wasn’t merely describing; she was interpreting – her admiring tone suggests she gleaned his nobility and truthfulness from his 
appearance before knowing his identity. In essence, she performed firāsa: connecting outer form to inner essence.



How does this relate to architecture? In much the same way that people can read each other, we can learn to read architecture – 
especially when diverse styles stand side by side. Makkah historically had this as well: its architecture reflected a tapestry of influ-
ences. Pilgrims from the Ottoman lands, from India, from Africa, all left imprints. By the 19th century, one could see multi-story 
houses with Indonesian-style carved wooden screens owned by Southeast Asian merchants, or courtyards with Persian-inspired 
tile work in houses built by Iranian pilgrims. Just as a Makkan might tell a Tartar from a Swahili by looks, one could discern a 
house built by a Javanese Muslim community because of the floral carvings on the balcony reminiscent of Java. The concept of 
ethno-perception extends to noticing these built forms and associating them with their creators. To those with the insight, a build-
ing carries the “face” of its cultural origin.

In my experience as an architect in Saudi Arabia, I’ve seen elders stroll through old quarters of Makkah and point out, “This 
neighborhood was built by West Africans” (noticing the thick earth walls and decorative motifs akin to Timbuktu’s style), or “This 
row of houses was by Indians” (recognizing the jali screens and arch shapes common to Mughal-influenced design). They read the 
built environment with the same perceptive eye used to read a person’s face. Al-Firasa teaches us that forms are not mute – wheth-
er the form is a human visage or a masonry facade. Both are inscribed with the heritage and journeys of their makers.

Importantly, Makkah’s role as the hajj pilgrimage destination meant constant intermixing and comparison. It was like a living lab-
oratory for archigenetic observation. Imagine a Makkan marketplace centuries ago: to one side, Nubian merchants with scarified 
cheeks, flowing robes, and behind them a caravanserai built with an inner courtyard (a style from their Nile homeland). On an-
other side, Kashmiri traders fair in complexion, speaking a different tongue, their stalls adorned with carpets patterned in paisleys 
similar to those decorating the arches of their lodge. The locals who interacted with all learned to connect appearance, artifact, 
and architecture. They developed a nuanced appreciation for how a people’s physical adaptation (skin tone, build), their clothing 
adaptations (fabric, layers suitable to climate), and their architecture (courtyard vs. veranda, arch type, material) all harmonized. In 
Makkah, one could witness the whole orchestra of human adaptation playing together – and one could pick out the instruments.

This enriched awareness underscores a key point of archigenetics: the relationship between humans and their constructions is 
perceptible if we pay attention. Our ancestors, out of necessity or curiosity, sometimes paid better attention than we do in modern 
times. Firāsa is a reminder that to perceive is to understand connections. By reviving a bit of that perceptiveness, architects and 
thinkers today can better appreciate why certain designs resonate with certain people. When we see a building that feels “foreign,” 
it might be because its proportions or details evolved with a different genetic/cultural context. When we see one that feels “like 
home,” perhaps it subconsciously mirrors traits we carry or environments we’re adapted to.

In sum, Al-Firasa in Makkah exemplified the human ability to detect the signature of origin in both people and places. It lends 
cultural depth to archigenetics – showing that recognizing we build what we are is not a new idea but an old intuitive practice. 
It’s just that now we frame it in more analytical terms. With the insight of firāsa, let us move from the specific (Makkah’s diverse 
tableau) to the broad sweep of time. The next section examines 1,000-year civilizations and how the visual codes – the “genetic” 
aesthetics – of great cultures have endured or transformed over long durations, and what happens when those identities migrate or 
mix.

Fig.6.Archigenetic Correlation Between Regional Arch Height Propor-
tions and Average Facial Ratios. (© INJ Architects)



7. 1000-Year Civilizations: The Endurance of Visual Codes Across Time

Over the course of history, certain civilizations have managed to maintain a remarkably consistent visual and architectural identity 
for centuries, even millennia. These are what I call 1000-year civilizations – cultures with such stable “design genes” that a build-
ing erected in the early days of the civilization and another near its later years still share an unmistakable family resemblance. 
Studying these enduring visual codes offers insight into how resilient and inheritable archigenetic traits can be. It’s akin to ob-
serving a long-lived lineage in biology, like the crocodiles or cockroaches that survived virtually unchanged while epochs passed: 
what is it about their “genetic code” that allowed such longevity?

One striking example is traditional Chinese architecture. For well over a thousand years – from at least the Tang Dynasty (7th 
century) through the late Qing (19th century) – the fundamental grammar of Chinese building remained consistent. The typical 
features are well-known: timber post-and-beam structures, sweeping tiled roofs with upturned eaves, axial symmetry in layouts, 
courtyards, and elaborate bracketing systems (dougong) supporting the eaves. Despite changes in dynasties, religion, and even for-
eign invasions, these visual codes endured. A Ming Dynasty temple might be more ornate than an earlier Tang one, but its profile 
and construction method would be instantly recognizable to a time-traveling ancient craftsman. This endurance suggests a very 
strong cultural “genetic” transmission. The Chinese cosmology valued harmony, hierarchy, and continuity with ancestors – values 
which manifested in architecture as adherence to classical precedents codified in building manuals and rituals. The architecture 
itself became a container of cultural DNA: for instance, the curvature of the roof wasn’t just aesthetic but symbolized the protec-
tive heavens, a theme so central that it was never abandoned. Through upheavals, the Chinese kept rebuilding in the image of their 
past, a conscious perpetuation of a world order encoded in timber and stone.

The Roman civilization and its Byzantine continuation present a related story. Roman engineering and style were highly distinc-
tive (the round arch, the basilica plan, the use of concrete and amphitheater forms), and even after the Western Roman Empire 
fell, the Eastern Empire (Byzantium) carried many of those traits forward for another 1000 years. The Roman arch evolved into 
the Byzantine dome (as in Hagia Sophia), and later the influence spread to Russian onion domes and Ottoman mosques – each 
iteration a slight mutation, but the lineage traceable. In fact, one could say there’s a 2000-year visual code linking the Pantheon of 
Rome (with its great dome and classical columns) to the U.S. Capitol building in Washington, D.C. which deliberately emulates 
those forms as symbols of law and republic. That continuity, though stretched and geographically displaced, shows the memetic 
power of an architectural gene: the language of classical architecture proved so robust and esteemed that it was revived in the 
Renaissance and again in neoclassical times. It’s as if the gene went dormant for a bit and then was reactivated when conditions 
favored it. Such is the endurance of visual codes when they are recorded in treatises, copied in education, and mythologized as 
ideals.

Religious civilizations offer perhaps the clearest examples of long-term continuity because their architecture often gets sanctified. 
The Islamic civilization, for instance, spread across many lands but carried a set of core visual motifs wherever it went: the mihrab 
niche, the minaret, the dome over the prayer hall, geometric and floral surface patterns, and calligraphic inscriptions. For over a 
millennium, whether you entered a mosque in Spain, Turkey, Persia, or India, you would sense a familiar aesthetic vocabulary, 
adapted to local materials but clearly of one family. This was no accident – it was an identity consciously maintained by scholars 
and builders who saw their work as part of a civilizational mission. The endurance of these forms was reinforced by religion (you 
wouldn’t build a mosque without a qibla wall and dome if you had the means) and by education (apprentices learning from mas-
ters who themselves traveled widely in the Islamic world, cross-pollinating ideas). Even as dynasties rose and fell, the visual code 
of Islam remained legible, much like a holy text that might be copied with different handwriting but always in the same language.

Fig.7.Archigenetic Correlation: Asymmetrical Balance in African 
Facial Geometry and Architecture.(© INJ Architects)

Fig.7.1.Archigenetic Correlation: Connection Between 
Egyptian Facial Symmetry and Pyramidal Geometry..
(© INJ Architects)



7.1 What Happens When Identity Migrates?

Human history is a tale of migrations. Families, tribes, and entire nations have packed their belongings – including their intangible 
cultural identities – and moved across mountains and oceans. When people migrate, they carry in their minds and hearts an image 
of home shaped by their past environment and traditions. A fascinating test of archigenetics occurs at these moments: will these 
migrants recreate their old architectural identity in the new land (building what they were), or will they adapt and evolve a new 
style (building what they become in the new environment)? The answer is often a mix, resulting in hybrid forms that speak to both 
continuity and change.

One vivid scenario is that of diaspora communities establishing themselves abroad. Take, for instance, the Chinese diaspora in 
the 19th and early 20th centuries. In places as far afield as San Francisco, Singapore, or Havana, Chinese immigrant communities 
built Chinatowns that mimicked the architectural feel of their homeland. They erected paifang gates with curved roofs, hung 
lanterns, and added pagoda-like flourishes even to otherwise Western-constructed buildings. This was a conscious preservation of 
identity – a statement that even in exile or overseas, “we build what we are,” we remain Chinese. These aesthetic choices provided 
comfort and familiarity, creating an enclave where sensory cues – the look of the shop roofs, the rhythm of the latticework – rein-
forced a sense of belonging for newcomers in a foreign land. Over generations, some traits persisted (festival decorations, temple 
styles), while others slowly blended with local influences. In Singapore’s Chinatown, for example, you eventually got shophouses 
that mixed Southern Chinese decorative motifs with British colonial urban forms – a true hybrid. Yet even hybrids show archigen-
etic logic: you can almost “see the genes” of each parent culture in the offspring style.

Colonialism offers another perspective on identity migration, albeit often an imposed one. European colonial powers brought their 
architecture to Africa, Asia, and the Americas, imprinting capitals with French boulevards, British neoclassical government build-
ings, or Spanish Baroque churches. In these cases, the colonizers literally built what they were – transplanting their architectural 
identity to different soil. Sometimes it clashed with the environment (European styles not suited to tropical climates, requiring 
adaptation like adding verandas or high ceilings for ventilation). Over time, a creolization often occurred: local materials or tech-
niques merged with imported styles. The Indo-Saracenic architecture in British India is a prime example, where British Victorian 
engineers incorporated Indian Islamic and Hindu motifs, creating something neither wholly British nor indigenous, but a negoti-
ated identity in stone. Post-colonial societies then faced choices: whether to keep these hybrid forms (which by then were part of 
their story) or to revive pre-colonial styles as an assertion of native identity. Many Middle Eastern countries in the 20th century, 
for instance, consciously revived Islamic architectural elements in new civic buildings as a statement of independence and cultural 
pride, essentially reasserting “we will build what we are, not what our colonizers were.”

Individual migration – such as rural to urban migration – also affects architecture. When villagers move to a big city, they often 
cannot recreate their old house compound due to space or regulations, but they may recreate elements of it in microcosm. In a city 
apartment, a migrant might arrange furniture or a small altar similarly to how it was back home, or paint the walls a familiar color. 
These personal touches are subtle architectural expressions of identity. On a community level, migrants might establish cultural 
centers or places of worship that echo the style of their homeland. A striking case is the construction of traditional style mosques 
or temples by immigrant communities – like a majestic gurdwara (Sikh temple) in Canada with the golden dome and ornate arches 
just like one in Punjab, or a Thai Buddhist wat in Los Angeles complete with curvilinear roof tiers. Such projects show a deliber-
ate effort to hold onto ancestral architecture as a visual anchor for identity in a new land.

However, identity migration isn’t one-directional preservation; it is also adaptive. Environments have a way of exerting influence 
even on transplanted styles. Immigrants find that certain features must change – perhaps the roofing needs to be steeper because 
the new land has snow, or local building codes demand different materials. Over generations, immigrant communities may start to 
blend in host country architectural trends, especially as intermarriage or cultural integration increases. The old “genes” remain but 
may become recessive, while new dominant traits shape the appearance of buildings. In archigenetic terms, this is like two gene 
pools mixing: the hybrid vigor can produce novel aesthetics. For example, in the Caribbean, descendants of Indian indentured 
laborers merged their traditional Indian architectural elements (like courtyards and decorative jali work) with Afro-Caribbean and 
colonial French elements, giving rise to unique creole architectures in places like Trinidad.

These instances show that visual codes can endure when anchored by strong institutions (like religious law, guild regulations, or 
imperial standards) and by reverence for ancestors and founding principles. However, no civilization is completely static. Some, 
like ancient Egypt, had extraordinary stability in art and architecture for literally 3000 years (pharaonic art and building styles 
were conservative to an extreme, likely due to their religion’s emphasis on immutable cosmic order). Others underwent dramatic 
stylistic shifts as a form of self-reinvention – for example, Japan’s embrace of modernism during the Meiji Restoration broke 
with many feudal architectural traditions in a short span. When a longstanding visual code does break, it often signals a profound 
change in identity or an external shock (such as colonization or technological revolution).

This brings us to the subtopic: what happens when identity migrates? A 1000-year civilization’s aesthetics might be stable in its 
homeland, but what if people carrying that identity move to new lands? Or conversely, what if new influences migrate into the 
civilization’s heartland? The next section (7.1) will explore these questions, examining how migration, diaspora, and intercultural 
contact can alter, hybridize, or preserve architectural identity traits. It will look at whether our maxim “we build what we are” 



8. Comparative Aesthetics: The Architecture, Clothing, and Facial Symmetry Across Cultures

Every culture on Earth presents a unique constellation of aesthetics – from the looks of its people to the clothes they wear and the 
buildings they construct. Yet, within this diversity, archigenetics seeks patterns of coherence. When we compare aesthetics across 
cultures, we often find that architecture, traditional clothing, and even prevailing facial features or body proportions form a har-
monious ensemble. It is as if each culture selects from the palette of human possibility a matching set: a way of building, adorning 
the body, and even an ideal of beauty that all resonate with each other. These selections are influenced by geography, climate, and 
shared genetics within the population, as well as shared values. Let us explore a few dimensions of this cross-cultural comparison 
to see how “we build what we are” manifests variously around the world.

Symmetry vs. Asymmetry: Many cultures value symmetry in both people and design, but not all to the same degree. Western 
classical tradition, influenced by Greek thought, prized symmetrical features in a face and translated that into architecture – the 
idealized human figure (often depicted as perfectly balanced, as in Da Vinci’s Vitruvian Man) was used as a model for buildings 
that are bilaterally symmetrical, with a clear central axis. Think of a Renaissance palace façade: its left and right mirror each other, 
just as a handsome face’s left and right mirror. This reflects an underlying cultural bias equating symmetry with beauty, rationality, 
and order. In clothing, this same aesthetic appeared in the form of tailored outfits that are symmetrical (a coat with identical lapels, 
boots on each foot, etc.), reinforcing the balanced silhouette. By contrast, take traditional Japanese aesthetics: while classical 
Japanese architecture (like the layout of a Zen garden or a sukiya tea house) might seem asymmetrical or irregular at first glance, 
it’s governed by wabi-sabi principles of balanced asymmetry – finding beauty in off-center composition and organic imperfection. 
Interestingly, Japanese notions of beauty in faces and art appreciate subtle asymmetry too (for example, a slight irregularity in a 
handcrafted tea bowl is valued). Traditional kimono attire, although symmetrically cut, is worn wrapped left-over-right, creating 
an asymmetrical layering in front, and often features off-center patterns (like a spray of flowers on one side). These parallels sug-
gest a cultural embrace of natural asymmetry and harmony through variation, visible in architecture (layout of rooms and gardens 
that reveal themselves in asymmetric sequences) and in the visual arts and fashion. So, symmetry in comparative aesthetics is not a 
universal absolute but a variable – cultures unconsciously choose an aesthetic equilibrium that might be mirror-like or more subtle, 
and this choice echoes in their built forms and their standards of personal beauty.

Ornamentation vs. Minimalism: Cultures also differ in how much ornament and color they favor in appearance and architecture. 
Compare, for example, a classical Scandinavian aesthetic to a classical Indian one. Scandinavia, influenced by long winters, scarce 
resources historically, and a cultural ethos of modesty (Lutheran understatement, one might say), developed an aesthetic of clean 
lines, light or muted colors, and functional simplicity. Scandinavian people are often noted (in stereotype at least) as fair, with un-
derstated fashion (simple cuts, solid colors) and an ideal of natural, fresh-faced beauty. Their vernacular architecture similarly used 
pale colors (red or white facades against snow, or the blond color of natural wood), simple gable forms, and minimal extraneous 
decoration aside from perhaps subtle carved geometries. It all speaks of restraint and purity – an adaptive trait when surviving in 
a frigid, low-light environment where maximizing light (hence painting houses white or yellow) and conserving energy is key. 
Meanwhile, in classical Indian culture, ornamentation and vibrant color reign. Brightly dyed textiles, intricate jewelry, and elab-
orate carvings in temples all demonstrate a celebration of complexity and detail. The average depiction of beauty in India histori-
cally involves rich adornment – henna patterns on hands, colorful saris, ornate gold ornaments – which parallels the highly ornate 
Hindu temples or Mughal architecture with its detailed reliefs and vivid tile work. India’s tropical sun and diverse flora perhaps 
encourage this vibrancy: bright colors are both practical (white isn’t always practical with dust and dirt; bold colors don’t fade as 
quickly in intense sun) and symbolic of the abundant life around. Moreover, cultural philosophy in India embraces multiplicity 
and layering (think of the many gods, many stories); similarly, their aesthetics layer patterns upon patterns. Thus, the aesthetic of a 
culture – whether tending to minimalism or maximalism – imprints itself on both its people’s appearance and its architectural face.

Migration can also refer to ideas migrating rather than people. The spread of modernist architecture in the 20th century was a kind 
of meme migration: a Bauhaus-trained architect from Germany goes to work in Brazil and builds crisp functionalist buildings 
there. Soon Brazilian modernism has its own flavor – brises-soleil sun shades responding to the tropical sun, for example – show-
ing adaptation of the imported style to local climate. Here the “identity” that migrated was an ideology of design, which then 
cross-bred with local realities. This reminds us that not only ethnic or cultural identity shapes buildings, but intellectual currents 
too can be like genetic introductions into a population, potentially transforming its aesthetic trajectory.

Through all these variations, one constant emerges: people have an inherent desire to make their surroundings reflect their sense of 
self, whether inherited or newly forged. Migrants assert their old identity through architecture to feel rooted, but they also gradu-
ally infuse their new experiences into that architecture. The built environment thus becomes a living record of their journey – part 
memory, part adaptation.

In summary, when identity migrates, architecture becomes a dialogue between past and present, between old genes and new 
environments. Sometimes the old code is stubbornly preserved (as in historic Chinatowns or revivalist monuments), other times 
it mutates significantly to suit new realities, and often it produces creative hybrids that enrich the architectural diversity of our 
world. Archigenetics encompasses all these outcomes, viewing them as natural evolutions of the principle “we build what we are” 
– bearing in mind that who we are can itself evolve when we move.

Having examined adaptation across time and space, we now turn to a comparative panorama: looking at multiple cultures side by 
side to distill how architecture, clothing, and facial symmetry – among other traits – align across different human societies. This 
comparative aesthetics section will further illuminate the archigenetic connections in a global context.



Adaptation to Body and Climate: Traditional clothing and buildings both evolved to suit climate and, by extension, the human 
form adapted to that climate. This yields some remarkable correspondences. For example, in hot desert regions, people often 
have a more slender physique (a physiological adaptation to heat as it allows more efficient cooling), and they wear loose flowing 
garments (robes, kaftans, djellabas) that encourage airflow and don’t cling – visually elongating the figure. These flowing vertical 
garments in turn resemble the vertical emphasis in some desert architectures – the tall, slightly tapering mud-brick minarets or the 
narrow silhouette of a wind tower. The human stance, often with cloth billowing, and the architecture, with its wind catchers and 
tower forms, together create a vertical, airy aesthetic. By contrast, in cold climates, people tend to have sturdier bodies (to retain 
heat) and wear thick, layered clothing that adds bulk (fur coats, layered woolens). Their houses are squat and compact (to keep 
warmth in), with low, wide profiles hugging the ground (like earth-sheltered Nordic homes or sturdy log cabins). Visually, both 
the clothed human form and the house form become chunkier in outline, with emphasis on insulation and solidity. In art from such 
regions, you see stocky human figures and stocky houses – a shared aesthetic of robustness. These similarities are not coincidence 
but concurrent adaptations to the same environmental pressures acting on body and dwelling. Over time, they become ingrained 
aesthetic preferences. A Norwegian might traditionally find a well-insulated turf-roof cottage “cozy and beautiful” the same way 
they find a well-layered outfit attractive – both signal warmth and survival.

Another example is facial features and architecture openings. We mentioned earlier the possibility that narrow eyes in bright cli-
mates and narrow windows in those climates correlate. Indeed, in parts of East Asia and the Arctic, where sunlight’s glare off snow 
or water is intense, many natives have developed epicanthic folds or narrower eye apertures (a genetic trait possibly protecting the 
eyes). The architecture in these places, such as Inuit igloos or Mongolian yurts, often has very small doors and minimal openings, 
as large openings would let in blinding light and cold. Conversely, in more temperate regions, eyes are on average “wide open,” 
and traditional houses have larger windows (for example, Georgian houses in England have big sash windows to let in light under 
gray skies). This is a subtle correlation, but it poetically underscores the principle: the human face and the “face” of the house both 
respond to the same sky. We literally design our windows akin to how nature designed our eyes for local conditions.

Finally, consider cultural posture and space usage. In cultures where people traditionally sit on the ground or floor (Japan, India, 
the Arab world for example), the architecture accommodates that with open floor plans, low tables or cushions, and horizontal 
space (like a tatami room or a Bedouin tent majlis). These spaces feel different from European rooms with chairs and high tables 
meant for an upright sitting posture. The bodily habit (sitting cross-legged vs. on a chair) influences how space is organized and 
decorated – a Japanese room might have art placed lower on walls to be appreciated from a floor-seated eye level, whereas a 
European salon has portraits hung at standing eye level. Even ceiling heights can correspond to whether a culture stands or sits 
in its daily socializing. A traditional tea house in Japan has a very low ceiling and a small door that requires stooping, purposely 
to enforce humility and a close, intimate scale for seated guests. European grand halls have soaring ceilings to impress standing 
visitors and accommodate tall doorways for people wearing voluminous outfits or hats. So the built environment is choreographed 
to the typical human stance and attire of the culture – an elegant coordination of body and building.

In summary, comparative aesthetics demonstrates that across the world, form follows identity. The faces of a people, the clothing 
that wraps those faces and bodies, and the architecture that shelters those bodies are all tuned to the same key. That key might 
be climate adaptation, or shared values like modesty or exuberance, or ideals of beauty like symmetry or intricacy. In any case, 
archigenetics provides a lens to see these correspondences not as isolated phenomena but as integrated expressions of a culture’s 
being. This sets the stage for our final detailed exploration: specific case studies of a few distinct cultures – Japan, Saudi Arabia, 
Scandinavia, Desert Africa, and the Aztecs – to illustrate archigenetic principles in practice. We will also cast an eye to the future 
with the help of AI, examining how technology might map and even predict these aesthetic-genetic linkages.

Fig.8.Archigenetic Expression of Privacy and Pattern: Correla-
tion Between Arabic Clothing and Mashrabiya Lattice-Work.
(© INJ Architects)



9. Case Studies: Japan, Saudi Arabia, Scandinavia, Desert Africa, and the Aztecs

Let us delve into several case studies that exemplify the interplay between genetic, cultural, and architectural characteristics. Each 
of these – Japan, Saudi Arabia, Scandinavia, Desert Africa, and the Aztecs – presents a vivid portrait of archigenetics at work, 
highlighting how environment and identity come together to shape a distinctive aesthetic world. These examples span different 
continents and eras, offering a broad view of the principle “we build what we are.”

Japan: In Japan, a refined aesthetic of simplicity, natural harmony, and subtlety pervades everything from the human form to the 
built form. The traditional Japanese physique (historically) was relatively small and lean, an adaptation partially due to diet (rice 
and fish based, low in fats) and a moderate climate. Japanese culture came to celebrate grace and restraint in movement – one 
thinks of the measured steps of a kimono-clad figure or the disciplined posture of a samurai or a Zen monk. This translated into ar-
chitecture as well: Japanese traditional architecture is characterized by lightness, modularity, and an intimate human scale. Homes 
are built on a tatami module (tatami mats roughly the size of a person lying down), creating spaces that feel neither cramped nor 
cavernous but human-scaled and flexible. Sliding shoji screens adjust the space, much as the layers of a kimono adjust to the 
season – it’s an architecture that, like clothing, can be “worn” differently by the occupants depending on need. Aesthetically, Jap-
anese buildings often have muted colors (the natural tones of wood, paper, straw) and clean lines, mirroring the clear, unadorned 
beauty prized in Japanese faces and art. The concept of ma (negative space or pause) is critical in Japanese culture – visible in 
speech, music, flower arrangement, and also in architecture, where empty space is as important as occupied space. This reflects a 
cultural gene of finding meaning in quietude and what is left unsaid or unfilled. Japanese gardens and house design create frames 
for viewing nature (like a perfectly positioned window framing a cherry tree). This is analogous to the way Japanese traditional 
attire and hairstyles often frame the face simply, letting natural beauty show without heavy embellishment. Even modern Japanese 
design, from Muji products to contemporary architecture by Tadao Ando, retains this DNA of minimalism, natural materials, and 
humanist scale. Earthquakes in Japan also played a role: the need for flexible, low-mass structures led to timber joinery techniques 
and lightweight materials, which coincidentally aligned with the aesthetic of impermanence and renewal (shrines are rebuilt peri-
odically). In sum, Japan “builds what it is” through wooden post-and-beam houses with paper walls that reflect an island people 
attuned to nature’s rhythms, with a cultural temperament favoring subtlety and an inward-focused beauty.

Fig.8.1.Archigenetic Causal Chain: The Influence of Genetics on Cultural and 
Architectural Form.(© INJ Architects)



Saudi Arabia (Arabian Peninsula): In the vast deserts of Saudi Arabia and its neighbors, the environment forged a people known 
for resilience, hospitality, and a strong code of honor and privacy. Bedouin Arabs traditionally are lean and sinewy, their bodies 
adapted to scarce water and long travels. Their facial features often include sharp outlines – high cheekbones, strong noses – 
honed perhaps by the desert climate and genetics of a historically small gene pool of tribes. These features find a parallel in the 
sharp geometry of Arabian architecture: think of the triangular tent forms, the angular silhouettes of mud fortresses, or the crisp 
edges of decorative patterns in plasterwork. The nomadic Bedouin lifestyle produced the black goat-hair tent, an architectural 
form that is essentially an extension of clothing. The tent’s woven panels, made by the women from goat hair, breathe and provide 
shade, much like the loose woven fabrics of the garments (like the thobe or the abaya) protect human skin from sun and heat. 
The tent’s interior is divided by textiles as well – analogous to how layered robes create private space around the body. In settled 
communities, the architecture continued to reflect desert adaptations: thick adobe or stone walls that even resemble the layered 
wrappings of a robe, insulating interiors from the harsh sun; small windows like narrowed eyes squinting against glare; flat roofs 
and courtyards used at night to sleep under cooler skies, mirroring the outdoor social life in evenings when the climate is kind. 
Culturally, privacy and modesty are paramount – a value arising from both Islamic principles and tribal traditions. This is evident 
in architecture through the layout of houses: inward-focused with courtyards, high walls, and screened openings (mashrabiyyah 
lattice windows) to prevent outside views in. The same value is reflected in clothing: the concealing aba (cloak) and keffiyeh 
(headcloth) that shield one from both sun and strangers’ eyes. Interestingly, the famous Arabian hospitality trait – welcoming 
guests with generosity – has its architectural expression in the guest quarter (majlis or diwaniya) often placed near the entrance 
of a house or as a separate pavilion, lavishly furnished to honor visitors, while family quarters remain private deeper inside. This 
division echoes the dual personality required by desert life: openness and loyalty to the guest, guardedness to protect one’s family 
and resources. Even Saudi Arabia’s modern architecture, amid a thrust of futuristic skyscrapers, tries to incorporate references 
to heritage: the Riyadh skyline’s Kingdom Centre and Faisaliah Tower evoke tent-like and palm-frond-like shapes respectively, 
attempts to root the ultra-modern in a familiar silhouette. In essence, Arabian architecture and design remain tethered to the desert 
DNA: protective, resource-conscious, starkly elegant, and serving both communal and private realms in balance.

Fig.9.Structural Mimicry in Saudi Arabian Design: Masmak Fort Connection with Royal 
Headwear.(© INJ Architects)

Fig.9.1.Regional Aesthetic Consistency: Similarities in African Fabric Patterns and Archi-
tectural Motifs.(© INJ Architects)



Scandinavia: The far north of Europe – Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland (culturally included) – offers an example of how cold 
climate, low light, and relative isolation shape an aesthetic of clean simplicity and cheerful brightness. Scandinavians are often 
tall, with fair complexions, light eyes, and an evolutionarily advantageous ability to synthesize vitamin D in low-sunlight condi-
tions (hence lighter skin and hair). These genetic traits go hand-in-hand with a culture that historically endured long winters: an 
ethos of practicality, cooperation, and finding joy in modest pleasures. The architecture of Scandinavia, from Viking longhouses to 
medieval stave churches to 19th-century farmsteads, is heavily wood-based (given the vast forests). Timber lends itself to certain 
forms – linear plank construction, steep roofs to shed snow, and columnar interiors in churches that resemble tree groves. The 
stave church, for instance, with its multiple tiered roofs, almost mimics the conical form of a fir tree, an indigenous natural form. 
Traditional homes were painted in warm earthy colors (like the famous Falu red in Sweden or mustard yellow) – these colors not 
only protected the wood but added a visual warmth and visibility in a snowy, pale landscape. It parallels the Scandinavian tenden-
cy to wear colorful folk costumes or use bright decor during winter festivals as a psychological counter to the monotony of snow. 
Interiors were designed for coziness – the concept of hygge (Danish for comfort/coziness) epitomizes the Scandinavian priority of 
warm, inviting interiors during harsh weather. This translates to architecture through elements like low ceilings, central fireplaces 
(the hearth as heart of home), small windows placed to capture limited daylight, and efficient spatial layouts with multifunctional 
furniture. These choices mirror the people’s physique and clothing: just as a Scandinavian might wear layered woolens and furs 
for insulation, their log houses were layered with moss insulation and later their city homes built double-walled. Just as a sturdy 
pair of boots and a simple tailored coat exemplify Nordic fashion practicality, their buildings favor unfussy forms with honest 
materials – you see the wood grain, the stone, the craftsmanship with minimal ornament. The famous modern Scandinavian design 
(Alvar Aalto, Ikea, etc.) simply extends this tradition: elegant utility, human-centric scale, and light-toned materials to brighten 
dark winters. Even facial symmetry and straightforwardness often noted in Scandinavian beauty standards echo in the symmetry 
and clean proportionality of their architecture (for example, the balanced facade of a Swedish Gustavian-style house or the grid of 
a Danish modern chair). In Scandinavian countries, nature is revered but tamed gently – cities blend with landscapes, houses often 
have saunas and open-air elements to enjoy the brief summer. The architecture, clothing, and physical demeanor all converge to 
express a culture that is hardy yet gentle, crisp yet cozy – a reflection of a land of ice and forest, illuminated by the aurora and 
midsummer sun.

Desert Africa: Shifting to the Sahara and Sahel regions of Africa, we find a different desert and a different response. The peoples 
of the Sahara and sub-Saharan arid zones (Tuareg, Fulani, Hausa, etc.) have distinctive physical and cultural attributes that clearly 
imprint on their architecture. Many Saharan nomads like the Tuareg are known for their tall, wiry build and dark but sun-adapted 
skin, features advantageous in extreme heat (long limbs dissipate heat, and melanin protects from UV). Their traditional clothing 
– flowing indigo-dyed robes and turbans (for men, tagelmust that also veils the face) – provides coverage and cooling via loose 
fit, while the deep blue dye often stained their skin, earning them the name “Blue Men of the desert.” This striking visual (deep 
blue cloth, copper skin, piercing eyes in a veiled face) has a counterpart in the architecture: the Tuareg, being mostly nomadic, 
have tents not unlike the Arabian ones in concept, but the settlements they interact with, like the famous trading cities of Timbuktu 
or Agadez, have adobe architecture that wears a veil of mud – meaning the exteriors are often plastered with mud in a yearly 
ceremony after the rains. These earthen buildings blend with the dun tones of the landscape, much as Tuareg robes blend with the 
desert haze in the distance. Among settled Sahelian peoples like the Hausa or Dogon, we see robust adobe architecture sculpted 
almost like the human form. The Hausa traditional compound has high protective walls and granary silos that are cylindrical – 
reminiscent in shape of a stocky human or a pillar. The walls are often decorated with relief carvings and motifs by the women, 
analogous to body scarification and jewelry patterns that Hausa and other groups traditionally adorn themselves with. In fact, 
many West African cultures have a strong tradition of body art (scarification, body paint) that corresponds to their decorative art 
on houses (painted geometric murals on compound walls, bold graphics on doors). The Great Mosque of Djenné in Mali, perhaps 
the most famous Sahelian building, looks almost organic: its facade bristles with palm wood beams and lofty minarets crowned 
by ostrich eggs. This building is essentially a community-built, hand-sculpted form that echoes the rhythmic, elongated bodies of 
the people climbing it to replaster each year. The ostrich egg finials symbolize fertility and purity, tying architecture to natural and 
human fertility cycles. In everyday desert African homes, roofs are often flat for sleeping under stars (cool relief at night, similar 
to Arabian practice) and courtyards for ventilation and social gathering in shade – reflecting a social pattern of communal life 
to endure the environment together. Clothing in these cultures often has bold colors or white for reflecting sun; houses similarly 
might be whitewashed (in parts of the Sahel) or boldly painted (like the Nubian houses along the Nile with bright patterns). The 
tall, slender millet stalk fences and granaries in parts of the Sahel reflect the tall slender bodies of a populace adapted to sparse 
nutrition. In Desert Africa, the environment is harsh, but cultures find ways to create beauty and comfort: low entrances to keep 
out sand (people stoop humbly entering homes), thick walls that keep interiors cool and surprisingly dim (like the cool interior of 
a nomad’s tent). There is also an analogy between their music and architecture: the repetitive, hypnotic patterns of desert music 
(drumming, chanting) parallel the repeating pattern motifs on buildings and textiles – perhaps an auditory and visual resonance 
shaped by the long, repetitive horizons of the desert itself. These societies build what they are: resilient, resourceful, and deeply 
integrated with the sandy seas they call home.



Aztecs (Mesoamerica): Shifting to a historically distant culture, the Aztec civilization (and generally Mesoamerican civilizations 
like Maya, etc.) provides a clear illustration of how cosmology and bodily experience intertwined in grand architecture. The 
Aztecs were a people who valued order, ritual, and display of power. Physically, like other indigenous peoples of that region, 
they tended to moderate stature, robust build, and features adapted to high altitude (the Aztec capital Tenochtitlán was in a high 
valley, though not as high as Andean cities). Culturally, they practiced forms of body modification – for instance, binding infants’ 
heads to create an elongated skull shape among nobility, and piercings of ears, nose, and lips for jewelry – as marks of status and 
devotion. This fascination with shaping and adorning the body to ideal forms is analogous to how they shaped their environment: 
Aztecs literally remade the landscape, building artificial islands (chinampas) and great pyramidal temples that altered the skyline 
of their cities. The Templo Mayor in Tenochtitlán was essentially a man-made sacred mountain, reflecting the Aztec belief in 
a cosmic order where temples had to mimic the sacred mountains of myths. These pyramids were symmetric and imposing – echo-
ing the symmetry prized in many Mesoamerican artistic depictions of gods and the human form. If one looks at Aztec sculpture or 
calendar stones, faces and symbols are arranged in rigorous order and symmetry, perhaps a reflection of their quest to impose or-
der on nature. In daily architecture, common Aztecs lived in adobe or stone houses, typically one-story with thatched roofs, often 
built around courtyards – not unlike other agricultural societies. But what stands out is how the monumental architecture dominat-
ed and set the tone for the whole aesthetic: everything had cosmic alignment. The city grid of Tenochtitlán was organized and ca-
nals ran through it, like a structured body with veins. The Aztec clothing, particularly for nobility, was rich with patterns, feathers, 
and bright dyes (feathers of the quetzal bird were especially prized). Likewise, temples and palaces were painted in vibrant reds, 
blues, and yellows; Spanish chroniclers noted the astounding colors of the city. One can surmise that the bright plumage worn 
in headdresses and the colorful murals on pyramid steps were part of a unified visual culture that celebrated the sky’s and flora’s 
vibrancy (remember, the Valley of Mexico has intense sunlight and a plethora of flowers and birds). The Aztecs also had a martial 
and sacrificial element – their architecture literally incorporated the results of human sacrifice (skull racks called tzompantli stood 
in ceremonial spaces). This gruesome practice underscored a belief that the temple, the city, and the cosmos needed nourishment 
from human blood. The parallels to body are overt: the temple was a body that needed feeding; the pyramid was shaped like an 
elevated womb for gods. Aztec physiognomy and art often depict proud, stern expressions with wide eyes and open mouths (in 
masks, etc.), a kind of stylized ideal. The architecture’s imposing faces (jaguar and serpent heads lining stairways, giant deity 
sculptures) gave the city a literal “face” of gods, reinforcing the notion that architecture and identity were fused with the divine. In 
short, the Aztecs built what they were: devout warrior-artists with an advanced grasp of engineering and a zeal for cosmic order. 
Their towering pyramids, intricate stone carvings, and vibrant public spaces all mirrored a society that saw itself as the center of 
the universe, mandated to sustain the cosmos through ritual – a grand identity written in stone that still captivates us today.

These case studies, while brief, highlight the breadth of archigenetic expression. Each culture’s solution to living in their environ-
ment, and expressing their values, produced a unique aesthetic fingerprint. From minimalistic harmony in Japan to fortified grace 
in Arabia, from cozy clarity in Scandinavia to bold endurance in Desert Africa, and ritual grandeur with the Aztecs – all show 
consistency between the people and the places they make.

9.1 AI, Facial Recognition, and Archigenetic Mapping

As we move into the future, the age-old connections between humans and their built environment are becoming quantifiable in 
new ways. Artificial Intelligence (AI), especially in the realms of facial recognition and image analysis, is emerging as a powerful 
tool to detect patterns that might not be obvious to the human eye. This opens up exciting possibilities for archigenetic mapping – 
essentially, using data to draw maps of aesthetic and genetic relationships across cultures and geographies.

One intriguing development came somewhat serendipitously: a researcher found that an algorithm designed for face recognition 
mistook features of a building for those of a human face. Specifically, Apple’s early photo software once confused the facade of 
a famous mosque with a person’s face. The Great Mosque of Cordoba, with its rhythm of red-and-white arches, was “seen” by 
the algorithm as having hairline, eyes, and nose akin to a human. Rather than a failure, this incident suggests a profound insight 
– that buildings do have “features” in a statistical sense, patterns that a machine vision system can learn to recognize just like it 
recognizes eyes or mouth on a face. In response, researchers began developing what might be called architectural biometrics: 
algorithms that can identify and classify buildings based on their visual DNA. Already, convolutional neural networks (a type of 
AI) have been trained on thousands of Google Street View images to recognize the architectural style of houses and even pinpoint 
their location based on visual cues (certain roof shapes, window styles, materials that are prevalent in specific regions).

This technology can essentially encode the fingerprints of different architectural traditions. If we feed it enough examples, it 
might tell us, for instance, that a random building photo “looks 70% likely to be in South-East Asia, probably Thailand, due to the 
curvature of the roof and ornamentation.” Indeed, researchers have used AI to successfully identify the city or region of origin of 
architectural photos with surprising accuracy. What’s fascinating for archigenetics is combining that with facial recognition data. 
AI can already, albeit controversially, analyze a person’s facial features and predict with some accuracy their ethnicity or region 
of origin (this is a sensitive application and raises ethical flags, but technically it’s feasible because of distinct patterns in facial 
structure across populations). Imagine a future project that cross-references datasets: one of building features by region, and one 
of facial features by region, to see if statistically any correlations emerge. Would an AI find that places where people have rounder 
faces also have a prevalence of round-door architecture? Or that certain proportions in facial structure correlate with preferred 
proportions in room layout? It sounds fantastical, but archigenetics invites such questions, and AI could help answer them by han-
dling massive data that humans can’t sift manually.



Furthermore, AI and generative design might allow us to experiment with archigenetic creations. For instance, given a set of 
portraits of people from Culture X and images of buildings from Culture Y, an AI could potentially generate a hybrid architecture 
that visually “fuses” traits of both – essentially imagining what buildings Culture X “would build” if influenced by Culture Y 
aesthetics. Architects could use this as a tool to innovate respectfully within traditions, finding new designs that still resonate with 
a people’s identity. Already, there are algorithms that take a style (say, “Baroque”) and apply it to a content image (say, a modern 
house) to produce a “Baroque-looking modern house.” This style transfer technology could extend to cross-modal style transfer – 
transferring the “style” of a set of faces to a building design, abstractly speaking.

On a more practical level, urban planners might use archigenetic mapping to ensure that new developments align with the genetic 
aesthetic of local inhabitants. Consider planning housing in a multiethnic society: by analyzing what different groups consider 
“homey” or beautiful (through surveys and also through AI analysis of the architectural styles from their heritage), planners could 
tailor designs that make diverse communities feel at ease, rather than imposing a one-size-fits-all approach. It’s an acknowledge-
ment that a city built for everyone should contain microenvironments reflecting the variety of human preferences – some might 
prefer symmetrical tidy streets, others a more organic layout reminiscent of villages their families came from. Big data could 
reveal these preferences.

AI may also help us preserve and revive fading architectural traditions. By creating detailed 3D scans and style models of heritage 
buildings, we have the digital “genes” on file. Should a tradition be lost (due to war or neglect), future architects might reconstruct 
or reimagine it by studying its digital DNA and even allowing AI to fill in the gaps. There are projects using machine learning to 
conjecture what ruined historic sites originally looked like, based on fragments.

Of course, we must be cautious. The use of AI in analyzing human features is fraught with ethical implications – we do not want 
to revive any discredited notions of biological determinism or, worse, racial stereotypes. Archigenetics is about cultural and 
environmental influence, not reduction to genetic destiny. The AI is a tool that finds correlations, but humans must interpret them 
wisely, understanding the complex web of causation behind any correlation. For example, if AI finds that mountainous regions 
worldwide have a certain similarity in architecture and even in facial structure of inhabitants, that’s a cue to explore how altitude 
and isolation shape both – not a simplistic rule that “mountains cause pointy roofs and pointy noses” (which might be a fun apho-
rism but hides many factors).

Yet, the promise of archigenetic mapping with AI is inspiring. Picture an interactive world map where you can toggle layers: one 
shows predominant facial shapes by region (almost like an anthropological atlas), another shows predominant roof shapes or deco-
rative motifs. You might notice overlaps and patterns, learning new insights about how humanity has co-evolved with its habitats. 
Perhaps certain climate zones produce both similar physiognomies and similar house forms in completely separate parts of the 
world – reinforcing the idea that environment is a strong force in design evolution. Or perhaps where major migrations happened, 
you see architectural styles transplanted even where faces differ (like European colonial styles in the tropics), thus visualizing 
cultural dominance or exchange through time.

In any case, AI’s ability to detect and visualize patterns can augment our understanding of archigenetics, effectively giving us a 
microscope to examine the “DNA” of design. It might discover archigenetic links we haven’t even hypothesized. For instance, 
could the algorithm detect that cultures in seismic regions (earthquake-prone) not only build differently but even developed, say, 
certain body agility or dance forms that echo the flexibility of their architecture? Or that seafaring cultures have flowing, wave-
like motifs in art that parallel their genetic adaptation to high omega-3 diets from fish (which might even subtly affect skin and 
hair, and thus aesthetic preference for sheen or color)? Some connections might be too far-fetched, but we won’t know until we 
look with AI’s wide-net capability.

Ultimately, the goal is not to let machines dictate design, but to allow them to illuminate the deep connections between people 
and place so that we, as designers or citizens, can make more informed choices. Embracing technology in this field could lead to 
a future where cityscapes and homes are designed in harmony with the inhabitants’ innate preferences and heritage – a blending 
of cutting-edge science with age-old wisdom. It is a reaffirmation, via 21st-century tools, of the principle we began with: we build 
what we are, and now we have new ways to understand and celebrate that fact.

10. Conclusion: Reaffirming “We Build What We Are” as a Biological-Aesthetic Principle

Throughout this exploration of archigenetics – from the instincts of prehistoric shelter-builders to the algorithms of modern 
artificial intelligence – one central truth has continually emerged: our constructions are inseparable from ourselves. We do, in the 
end, build what we are. This principle is not a mere metaphor but a complex, biological-aesthetic principle, observable in patterns 
across time and cultures. Our architecture is a crystallization of our collective identity, forged by the twin forces of nature and 
nurture – the environments that shape our bodies and the dreams and traditions that shape our minds.



Reaffirming this idea has several profound implications. First, it reminds us of the unity of human experience. The same story is 
told in different languages of design: whether an igloo or a mud hut, a Gothic cathedral or a glass skyscraper, each is a response to 
human needs and visions under specific circumstances. When we appreciate that, we move beyond viewing a foreign architecture 
as merely exotic or arbitrary; we start asking, “What human story is this form expressing? What values or adaptations birthed this 
style?” In doing so, we cultivate empathy and cross-cultural respect. Architecture becomes a text we can read to understand people 
unlike ourselves. A stupa in Nepal, a Pueblo dwelling in New Mexico, or a thatched cottage in Ireland each encodes lessons about 
the people who built them – how they solved problems, what they believed in, what they found beautiful. Recognizing that their 
solutions are as natural to them as ours to us dissolves the ego that any one way is the “right” way to build or live.

Secondly, the concept of building what we are carries an ethical responsibility. If our buildings mirror us, what happens when 
we look in that mirror and do not like what we see? A soulless, monotonous housing block might reflect a social system that 
overlooked human individuality. A sprawling, polluting megacity might reflect an economy that placed profit over wellbeing. Con-
versely, a vibrant, walkable neighborhood or a home that truly nurtures its dwellers shows a society prioritizing human health and 
happiness. When architects and planners take the principle to heart, they strive to design environments that bring out the best in us 
– to build not just what we are in a base sense, but what we aspire to be. Just as good nutrition and exercise can shape our bodies 
for the better, good design can shape our communities for the better. By aligning design with the grain of human nature (rather 
than against it), we create spaces where people can flourish. In practice, this might mean incorporating nature (biophilic design) 
because humans are innately happier around greenery, or preserving cultural motifs in new buildings so people feel a sense of 
continuity and pride, or designing flexible homes that can adapt like living organisms to the changing needs of a family.

Furthermore, reaffirming “we build what we are” means acknowledging that change in our built environment often signals change 
in ourselves. As we face global challenges – climate change, mass migration, technological shifts – our architecture will inevitably 
mutate in response. New building forms will arise, materials will change (perhaps more sustainable, maybe even biologically 
grown structures), and layouts may transform especially with remote work and digital life. We should approach these not with 
fear, but with mindful intention: if we know who we are (or who we want to become), we can guide these architectural mutations 
in a positive direction. For example, cities of the future could go in many directions: they could become isolating techno-hubs, 
or inclusive green habitats. The outcome depends on our values now. Archigenetics would urge: design with human biology and 
culture in mind. If virtual interaction is rising, all the more we’ll crave real physical community – so plan more communal gardens 
and plazas to compensate. If climate forces us to build differently, don’t just engineer for survival, but also for maintaining the 
human spirit – learning from vernacular wisdom that faced similar climates long ago.

In a poetic sense, the principle also reaffirms a comforting continuity: despite all our innovations, we are still part of nature, still 
animals who seek shelter, albeit ones capable of poetry and science. The caves of our ancestors and the space stations of tomorrow 
are points on a continuum of meeting human needs. Styles change, but the fundamental drivers – climate, security, social con-
nection, identity – remain. Knowing this, we might approach new trends with humility. Glass and steel towers may glitter, but do 
they cater to the innate human love for sunlight, fresh air, and personal space? If not, we have strayed and should course-correct. 
On the other hand, a surprising new trend (like the global popularity of open-plan living spaces, mirroring the communal living 
around hearths of old) might indicate an underlying human constant reasserting itself.

Ultimately, archigenetics: toward a genetic aesthetic is both a theory and a call to awareness. It invites us to view architecture not 
as an isolated technical endeavor or a whimsical art, but as an organic expression of life – continuous with who we are physically 
and culturally. When we plan a house or a city, we are essentially performing a bit of social genetics: selecting which traits to per-
petuate, which new ones to encourage. Will it be the gene of generosity (open porches, public benches), or the gene of fear (gated 
compounds, forbidding walls)? Will it be diversity (a mosaic of styles) or uniformity (one-size-for-all)? These choices shape our 
lived world which in turn shapes us, like a feedback loop.

In closing, the phrase “We Build What We Are” is both wisdom and warning. It suggests that if we look around at our built en-
vironment, we should see ourselves honestly – our grandeur, our folly, our diversity, our commonality. And if we see things that 
concern us, we must realize the power to change them lies in changing ourselves. Better selves will build better buildings. And 
conversely, building better – with empathy for humans and respect for nature – can encourage us to be better humans. This recip-
rocal relationship is the core of archigenetics.

As the originator of this theory, I encourage architects, anthropologists, and anyone who cares about the world we shape to take 
this principle to heart. Let us design with deeper understanding, bridging biology and beauty, so that future generations may live 
in spaces that truly reflect the best of what humanity is. Just as our ancestors painted handprints on cave walls to say “we were 
here,” we too leave our mark on the skyline and street. May those marks – our buildings – speak well of us. They are, after all, our 
second skin, our larger body. In building them, we externalize our inner truths. Let those truths be wisdom, creativity, and compas-
sion. For in the end, we build what we are, and we become what we build – a biological and aesthetic principle that, if respected, 
can guide us toward a more harmonious built world.
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