
                                 I don't even know where to begin 

 

 
"Since all production and reproduction happens somewhere, global and local 
aren't fixed categories. They get continually redefined and recreated, and how we 
see them depends on what direction we look from" (Sharzer, 2012:125). Think 
global do local or do global think local? Is thinking collectively a global or local 
issue. Do we change the meaning of these categories to justify our acts? 
 
Is it bad to help construct a city? If we can change a space, transform a 
neighborhood, built a community, should we not do it because it is someone’s 
(the city’s) responsibility? If we do not get our hands dirty in the process, mold 
the land, ring the bell, grab the opportunity, give a hand, we can not built a 
space, a city, nor a place. 
 
What is value? This question has always intrigued me as the meaning goes from 
something tangible as well as something abstract. So if we are trying to question 
what is the value in nature, we first need to question what is value. It seems like 
an easy question, but wondering around the meanings of this word, I stood more 
confused and entered a philosophical debate with no way out. Some questions 
still remain: is value a construction of a capitalist society? What happens to moral 
values, what happen to valuable (memory) places? Are humans always trying to 
put value to nouns and what type of value is this: tangible, imagined, abstract…? 
 
 
 
 
 

green green green green green green green 
eco eco eco eco eco eco eco eco eco eco 
nature nature nature nature nature nature 

sustainable sustainable sustainable sustainable 
ecology ecology ecology ecology ecology ecology 

   sometimes  these words just don't make any sense 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
The built environment is not only something we built but also something 
that builds us. Creating fences creates segregating spaces, fragmented 
communities 



 
 

Polyrythmic 
 
 

 
If it's like the breathing of a tree, and the million leaves rustling and falling in their 
time, then it is also like the fabric of the chair, collecting bits of dust with a near silent 
patting, or like seeds floating around  in their tournoiement, sweet with prosperous 
hopes of a perfect parachute into a moist spot of rich dark. What a landing sound! Or 
a small slide of pebbles on the loose, or the rushing fury of steam spouts, or gravel 
underfoot!  And it sweeps on and around, like erratic nonsense, or frivolous craze, 
seemingly incapable of grasping the serious implications of great dramas. It is only 
left to show a scene that any person infected with such a palpitating 
cacophonic awareness would flit, out of sorts, like stravinsky's rite of spring. And who 
would dare to map a governance in this sphere? The very awareness would only 
shimmy around in negative capability. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
While the hogs in New York were being slaughtered a place to keep exotic 
animal was being built in Central Park. As the rural/urban boundaries blur so 
does the natural environment. Why do we try to keep nature inside the cities but 
at the same time destroy it? When do we decide that the “natural” is no longer 
“natural”?  What is natural? 
 
There are no street dogs in the city of New York or at least I haven´t seen any. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



What is a city without the encounters, without the exchange, without the 
crossing points; what is a city without the corners? It is exactly in the 
corners, the crossroads, the turning points or the meeting point that many 
social dynamics happen. The corners represent a tangible space of 
exchange of information, communications, cultures, peoples, and 
thoughts: an intersection of urban diversity. 
"... Social and environmental need must come first and be the starting and 
finishing point of economic activity."  
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

That we must bridge our differences without repressing them. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The faux faux-guide would not even ask if you were lost or introduce himself like 
a real faux-guide, rather he would merely start walking in front of you 
unannounced. When you got to the destination that you surely could have found 
yourself, he would bother you for money, saying that he showed you to the bus 
station or whatever place. With the faux-guide and faux faux-guide in mind, one 
day we were horribly lost on the outskirts of the small town of Asilah. As we 
made our way back to the center of town, we became even more 
discombobulated trying to navigate our way through an informal area. Judging by 
the looks on people's faces, everyone was perplexed as to how a group of 
tourists got lost in their neighborhood. Spirits were low as we had been lost for 
over an hour when suddenly appeared a faux faux-guide. To our rescue, or so 
we hoped, a man appeared and began leading us. He didn't speak but would 
periodically look over his shoulder to make sure we were still on track. Eventually 
we got back to a part of town we recognized and were ready to thank and pay 
our impromptu guide. He refused any payment, cracked a smile and disappeared 
into the busy crowd. 
 



 
 

 

Pin the Urban tactic on the public space  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

existential struggle 
sustainability, urban ecologies, the anthropocene, new urbanism, green urbanism, 
think global act local. say what you want, it's all about managing the relationship 
with ourselves, each other and the earth. it's not entirely a new or modern 
problem, we have always struggled to exist in some form; to exist at a base level 
as well as to exist within our preferred lifestyle. 
 
 
 
 
The fence is the most ridiculous design structure in a city. It is a physical boundary use to 
divide the landscape, to keep people out of a place but at the same time to protect them or 
enclave them from the outer space, to protect them from the “others” 
 
 



 
… i've been thinking about what makes change, real change and how much 
of it (or at least the little things people do every day) create impact. What is 
the over all mentality that even pushes people to begin to think about 
change, let alone being a force for change. And how easy it is to be part of 
a world where ignoring all that is easy and there is no sense of collective 
guilt. if guilt is not a motivator what is? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

We anthropomorphize non-human things and ideas for many reasons: 
familiarizing, demonizing, simplifying, explaining... 

I love big, dense cities. One thing touches me in these places that too many young 
families choose to leave. A fundamental quality, which is more and more crucial in our 
particular environmental context: the willingness to sacrifice private space in favor of 
public, collective space. In other words, sharing. We drive our car less, if we have one; 
we use public transit, car or bike sharing. We don’t have backyards, since it's often 
financially utopian: we’ll play with our kids in the park among the others, and we’ll grow 
our vegetables in our little community garden space at the end of the street. Neither do 
we need private pools, instead we have many accessible public pools that we can go to 
for free. And soon we won’t need to buy a stepladder that we’ll use once a year: we’ll 
quite easily be able to rent or borrow one from a neighbor thanks to new peer-to-peer 
rental platforms that are springing up everywhere. Despite all the constraints of life in our 
little 4 and a half – at the same price as a McMansion plopped down on a 20,000-
square-foot lot in the middle of nowhere (OK, hyperbole and value judgments, I admit it), 
the possibilities offered by online advances and other technological innovations now 
allow us to promote sharing among citizens and to multiply the advantages of living in 
the big, dense city. I like it a lot. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 



What does it mean to belong somewhere? To belong to a country? To a 
a city? While there isn't a definite scale, usually if you've been here 
longer than the other person you belong more than they do, right? It's a 
real weird dynamic, as newcomers are sometimes the most active 
members in a community. Belonging and rights and access. Interesting. 
 
Touch down in a city new to me. This 'urbanism' is alienating I thought. The conurbation is without 

boundaries; there exist no clear points of contact. Perhaps I experience a fleeting encounter in a detached 
gas station convenience store, but this human interaction cannot sustain me! There must be more to this 

place, in the name of adventure, I forge ahead. After several more attempts to orient myself, attempts that 
only resulted in more forced consumption, I found slight liberation at the sea. The water only partially 

contextualized this vast space. An answer lies in the others. We are all a part of that other. Together,  
the others become us, and we can more confidently confront our forced isolation and alienation. 

 
 
 
 
alienation spectacle 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The heat island effects in this city are crazy, while green roofs and official green 
streets projects take too long and cost too much. Local composting could be the 
foundation of this guerrilla greening. Homegrown pure organic matter from our 
yards, community gardens, and indoor worm bins, stuffed into paint and 
compound buckets or DIY raised beds, seeded and started in the city's 'waste 
spaces' and put on every corner once they've sprouted. Instead of petitioning for 
permanent street planting and greening from the city or intensive and expensive 
rooftop gardens, local composting and guerrilla planting is one way to address 
heat island effects, lack of flora, and organic wastes. 
 
 
It bugs me when people take up more than one seat on a crowded train. Lo 
is the status of public space in this city, though, and so there often has to 
be a confrontation to request access to this public space someone has 
appropriated temporarily. It bothers me that I feel guilty asking for a seat. 



"The space of organizations in the information economy is increasingly a space 
of flows", following a spatial logic derived from information production and 
handling that is essentially "placeless." (Castells) He writes that "the more 

organizations depend, ultimately, upon flows and networks, the less they are 
influenced by the social contexts associated with the places of their location” 

.- brian milani 
 
 
 
 
The New York City pace is often likened to a rat race, with people running 
and gunning, always trying to make a buck and get ahead of the guy next 
to you. How much does this lifestyle and culture, clearly not the only one 
the city incubates, allow for and generate the city's energy? That thing that 
brought us all here and has kept us here, at least for a minute? What would 
this city look like without the stress and individualism and anonymity? Can 
cities slow down? Can THIS city slow down? 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

I’ve been thinking about cities as our “second nature”, “second environment” a 
lot. How often we underestimate urban surroundings as something which is also 
important to preserve and be taken care of, just as much as the wildlife nature. It 
is usually impossible for us to think of how we can throw a paper or a plastic bag 
in the middle of a pristine forest. But what I see lacking in our perceptions today 
is that a city and an urban environment in general have become as essential 
habitats for us as forests for animals in the wild. Why we don’t take as much care 
of our “second nature”, why we let it get littered in public spaces, places which 
many citizens do not consider as “theirs” and therefore possible to be neglected. 
Why we don’t consider cities as our second environment and why we don’t have 
as careful attitude towards it, as to a nature on the whole? “If there are 
favorable habitats and favorable forms of association for animals and 
plants, as ecology demonstrates, why not for men?If each particular 
natural environment has its own balance, is there not perhaps an 
equivalent of this in culture?” 



 

 

It’s interesting that we cannot imagine life in a village as for individualistic ambitious people. 
Where do such people go? In most cases, they go to a city. Urban space, its unique 
characteristics with public spaces, which belong to everyone and nobody, with the stream of life 
and indifference at the same time, with high level of competition – all these conditions put an 
individual in somehow fruitful for him or her “isolation”. A person in a city can fully concentrate on 
his or her development. Cities with their unique conditions are a cradle of progress. 

And that’s what we love about cities, and that’s why we care for them.   

 

 

 

 

 

When lying value foundations for a future city there comes a question – yes, I 
want to keep this unique atmosphere of great cities, which help individualities to 
thrive – but what is the flip side of the coin? Competition should not be leading to 
winning at the expense of others. People should not be a part of “waste 
management” – it’s even hard to write about it. Individuality thriving should not 
happen at the cost of negligence of the rest of collective of human beings 
around. 

let it be a city in its best sense, with its unique conditions for thriving 
personalities, don’t try to turn it back to a rural area – but let it not forget the 
“foundational” values of living and being a part of something bigger, human 
society. foundations for a future city? To think about it. Make a list of 
“foundational principles” of our city, the city we want to live in – as a 
manifestation of “human action” at its best. Get more serious about it at  
our postmodernist, “non-foundational” time. 

 

 

 

 

 



Ok, I’m gonna admit to watching the Hunger Games last night instead of reading. 

Strangely, I noticed that the city of the “elites” is completely Brutalist, 

monumental, grey, cold, minimal in it’s buildings. There are no trees and its color 

pallet is void of life, but the way they dress is loud, bright, pysco-victorian. In 

comparison to the outlying districts are in lush green forests and they have muted 

clothes. Which coveys this contradiction of poverty based in life giving trees and 

ecology and elite/privilege in cold brutalist voids. So where are we in cities, full of 

mirrored buildings trying to be invisible that reflect the sky and organizing our 

green into geometric places that are only dotted through the grid. I realize that 

this is not a new conversation, but the visualization in the media has made a 

huge impact in the way a large public “sees”. Hunger games is a series of books 

(for teenagers) that allows for our own imagination to create those 

land/cityscapes. What happens when we begin to create those images for 

teenagers? when those images are the ones that become part of a 
predestined future. 

 

 

 

 

“Foundational beliefs! 
I wondered what on earth would happen if I started to talk about 

foundational beliefs in the globalization conference. The deconstructionists 
would go to work with icy precision, the relativists will callously sneer, the 

critical theorists would rub their hands and say “this simply will not do” 
and the postmodernists would exclaim “what a dinosaur!” 

“…what kind of architecture (in the broadest possible sense of that term) 
do we collectively want to create for the socio-ecological world in which we 

have our being? Not to pose that questions is to evade the most crucial 
task confronting all forms of human action. It is with this in mind that I 

struggle to find foundational concepts for the human imaginary to 
contemplate our embeddedness in space, time, nature, and place”. 



 

Jane Jacob’s catastrophic capital- too much money, in one or two projects, too 
fast, something usually very bad, if not cataclysmic, for a neighborhood.  Perhaps 
microloans, consolidated into larger, Fed sponsored or other money-producing 
ideas could be put to use. As well their is also the problem of imbalance- even 
though this is not a zero sum game, if the Fed is involved, one region could very 
well claim it is unfair to inject capital into one area and leave another barren.  
Political will and specific goals would have to be strong. 
 
 
 

While learning about great singular projects which were environmentally friendly, sustainable, I 
couldn’t help the feeling that these are just “green” islands.. in the ocean of the “not green”. And 
that’s what demotivates those people who are taking small steps towards life of carrying for 
nature – while they are collecting the separate trash and then see it all being damped at the same 
place, people ask themselves why their actions should mean anything if there rest of the system 
will just annihilate what they are doing. This is an understandable logic. 

But not only for that. There is a gut feeling (after seeing many singular improvements, and not 
many systematic shifts) that says that transformations should be done on a systematic level – 
meaning to be easily implemented and then replicated. So when considering future proposals for 
urban transformations, it’s good to think – how to get our project systematically implemented 
rather than leaving it out there, in the big blue, as a singularity?  

 

 

i believe there is no benign nature 

we slather meaning all over it 

but then, when i'm camping 

alone 

i wish i wasn't sleeping on top of all your problems 

 

 

 



One of the most important things I have learnt so far in our Green 
Economy/Urbanism class is that the more simple is the system, the more 
sustainable it is and, I would guess, the happier are people in that system. 

 

 

This thought was motivated by Brian Milani’s reflection on a concept of regenerative money in a 
green economy. He traces back in history to the origins of money when it simply served as a 
means of exchange and never had any other value besides the exchange value. The whole world 
of today’s financial speculation market is based on giving money the value it doesn’t have and, as 
Brian Milani argues, never had:  

“Money came about to allow people to carry out exchanges separated in time 
and space. It allowed more impersonal exchange with people outside one’s own 
village. This character of impersonality has been money’s strength and its 
weakness”. 

 

I find it very useful and fascinating to be tracing back in history to see,  
clearly see, the original value of things – in its simplicity. 

 

 

 

 

What is simple about an economic-financial system? Money is a means of 
exchange, we need money to be able to get a product or service we need 
and we agree that we have to give something in return. 

What is simple about a bureaucratic system? We are a part of a bigger 
community and we realize that in order to get something approved, we 
need to submit it legally and follow the rules of living together in a society, 
and there is nothing wrong about that idea, as long as its basic, core value 
doesn’t get lost in the bureaucratic corridors. 

What is simple about a market of goods? We want to buy products which 
will work long enough, which we would like esthetically, which production 
was a part of a cycle which could be infinitely reproduced. We know we 
need to see beyond the imposed values of consumerism of changing 
things constantly and buying new ones. 



I like seeing to the core of the things – but still living within a framework of capitalistic society, 
which ideas and values are “in the air”, I find it hard to remember about that. And I try to remind 
myself to do this useful exercise in simplicity. 

 

 

 

 

Should we be challenging our idea of living in a city and not knowing the 
way it works? Should this be a norm? Should we start teaching in city 
schools about water, food and energy production of buildings we live in? 
Do we want our urban homes to mean more to us than just “stages for 
consuming” and only places for sleeping in a city? Should knowing the 
way your city works be a new norm and not an outstanding knowledge for 
city-dwellers? 

 

 

 

 

 

the power of dissensus,  

– the power of different strategies that different members or groups of society are 
coming up with, theory of “small acts” in working towards better adaptation to 
environmental conditions…..researching different projects in urban field there are 
multiple variations of strategies and tactics. One idea you came up with has 
already been probably implemented or elaborated by someone else somewhere 
else. And it is actually an optimistic fact – in this whole array of projects and 
strategies some of them will be able to allow human society to adapt to the 
unpredictable development of future. 

Optimism is also fed by a quite optimistic, to my mind, statement of Lewis 
Mumford – that society as a whole tends to act more wisely than its 
individual members. So society in its dissensus in strategies of individuals 
or groups is there to adapt to the unknown future. 

 



Society as a whole, fortunately, tends to act more wisely than its individual 
members. It retains areas of experience and reserves of force that the narrower 
vision of a single party, group or generation does not encompass. 

 

What if the greenhouse gas emissions of cars could be as visible and as 
stinky as the horse shit it replaced? 

 

 

 

 

blockage only moves 

downstream - accumulating 

noxious as plastic 

a healthy system 

[De-Nile] not just a river in Egypt 

and not potable 

Frederick and Carl 

what would you see now? Shocking 

capital circuits 

 

 

 

 

 

a fragment about overcoming fragmented thinking 



 

I’ve been hearing this reiterated point about environmentalism today – how we still separate it 
from the rest of our life, how environmentalism is still not part of our thinking, our culture, our 
everyday life, our dwelling. How there should be more cultural strategies in order to bring this 
environmental thinking into our today’s culture. This situation is most likely the product of our 
fragmented type of living, fragmented economy and alienation. It’s hard to be drawing 
connections between things, because our living today is focused on results, not on processes. 
We do not dwell as much as we work for a certain result – a salary, a new something, etc. There 
should be nothing wrong with that if in between these result 1 and result 2 we keep in mind the 
process, the connections, the fourfold, “simple oneness”, of things, as Martin Heidegger calls it. 
The fourfold consists of our relationship to earth, sky, divinities and own mortality. Remembering 
about that fourfold of things helps overcoming the fragmented thinking. I think fragmentation – is 
among one of the main obstacles in today’s way of living. 
when we are talking about green jobs, the first picture I draw in mind, and probably other people 
too, is that of something high-tech, cutting-edge energy-efficient, etc. But in fact – a repair shop is 
also a green job. Isn’t it? Tailors and shoemakers who are making anti-mass-market product are 
also doing green jobs, don’t they? 

 

 

 

 

 
I am morning the loss of the days when governments were afraid of artists.  
 
 
 
How much will it take to SEE what is really happening to that environment? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It sounded like a great idea, going to LA for spring break. Sun and warmth and a 
rental car. And hours upon hours navigating the traffic and not even able to walk 
5 blocks because people get freaked out if some is on the sidewalks and nobody 
ever honks. It is truly a city that drives and likes it, embedded in the cocoon like 
interior that buffers the rest of humanity with wide roads stretched out in front of 
you like an opening to the universe. This also sounds like a great idea, except for 
the fact that my 5 year old kept asking "Can't we just walk there?" 
 



 
if the feminist urban planning argument seems to be one of transportation, how 
can an old city like NYC be retro fitted? Could it start with turning the buses/bus 
lanes into tram/light-rail system? And what happened to the rail system in 
America? And if the other central argument surrounding feminist urban planning 
is concerning itself with isolation, doesn't it beg looking at why Americans think 
they need so much space in the first place? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It is of utmost importance not to confuse the map for the territory: while one describes the other, 
they are not one in the same. We are discussing a specific entity (or even, some would argue, 
separate specific entities) and terminology which can aid understanding may also be misleading 
in ways that are hard to predict. It would seem to pay, on some level, to describe infrastructure, 
food needs, or other factors specifically rather than indirectly. 
 
 
 

"to boldly go where no man has gone before." 
Yet, when they get there, people are always there waiting.* 

 
 
•1. who funds their explorations? and why don't we ever see what happens to the 
people and place that is 'discovered'? it is the media that promotes a narrative 
that doesn't include the whole picture. 
2. the mindset that the universe and its resources are limitless puts a mental 
safety buffer in place. that buffer sounds a lot like we will keep looking and 
finding for other worlds to live on when ours in inhabitable...From blade runner to 
Avatar  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

“Constant intimacy with other people’s waste, moreover, is one of the most profound of social divides” 
 
 



Outside the city limits the processer determines the expiration date. 
-          gothamist 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

"...a seemingly unremarkable fragment of urban nature yet a critical  
reminder of the intricate combination of nature and human artifice  

which has produced urban space." 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
urban nature, such a funny thing to say, even to think. one's mental imagery can 
flip through the hundreds of fragments that one has come across, be it the lonely, 
dilapidate, abused sidewalk trees to the random patch lawn in front of a 
brownstone that contains every single lawn ornament possible to the imaginary 
low-line. it doesn't even seem to include the parks because they are considered 
"real nature". But the more one says urban nature, urban nature, urban nature 
one starts to process the thoughts of the urban and its having a nature about 
itself, an organic like nature. could we let the urban have an organic nature? let 
the city grow itself. 



 
artist as facilitator. 

 
 
Why? Does the greater population think that artists are the only one with ideas or 
can do things? or are "experimental"? really? Come on, we all have these crazy 
ideas, why does culture call some people's "audacious"? Don't WE ALL DREAM 
OF A SUSTAINABLE FUTURE? How does any of these "art" projects and 
interventions not "preach to the choir"? We need to move toward an action 
oriented culture. Let's stop making art projects and change property laws and tax 
laws and think of our rights to the city and a sustainable life. We all are artists. 
 

 
 

"one man's eye sore is another man's paradise" 
- ice cube on LA and the Eames 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

…………………. With all this capacity the city authorities see them as a potential 
formal district of the city and want to introduce them into capitalist consumption of 
things, which according to Lefebvre eventually kills artistic creation and social 
richness. 

 
 
 
 
 

 



biomimicry definition and just kept thinking.... 
isn't everything based from nature, even when it is not obvious? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

"Vers le futur" 

O race humaine aux destins d'or vouée, 

As-tu senti de quel travail formidable et battant, 

Soudainement, depuis cent ans, 

Ta force immense est secouée ? 

… 

En attendant, la vie ample se satisfait 

D'être une joie humaine, effrénée et féconde ; 

Les droits et les devoirs ? Rêves divers que fait, 

Devant chaque espoir neuf, la jeunesse du monde ! 

 

 
 
 
 
 



I'm always fascinated and puzzled by the importance of the terms / names we 

use when it comes to fighting for a cause. Sometimes two people can agree on 

the same basic principles, but disagree because the way they packaged it make 

it seems as if it is different. While you might agree with Marx on some level, for 

instance, bringing him up in a meeting to convince business people to get on 

board with your project might not be the best idea. In that regards, the idea of 

switching from "protecting the environment", a way to frame the challenges that 

has been very useful until today, to a broader term which also encompass the 

rights of the commoners: protecting the commons, is a great example. When you 

read it carefully, and pause for a moment to feel the words, you can acknowledge 

the difference. When I think about "protecting the environment", the emphasis is 

on the thing outside of me, it makes me look around in a cerebral way. When I 

think about "protecting the commons", I can feel it inside my torso, I can feel that 

it's about protecting ourselves collectively, which includes me as well as the 

people next to me. The second terms, in other words, speak to the heart. I think 

we need that. 



So is charity a handicraft? We are providing a service to others, right? Volunteering too, 
not just fundraising. I only ask because how far can handicraft get us? Do EMTs 
possess a handicraft? The medical tent at the end of the race was the largest ER in 
Boston in an effort to aid what could be 1,000 runners in need, something no hospital 
could hold, so were does handicraft end and the civility of the "corporate" (for lack of a 
better word, maybe modern job market?) begin? Can handicraft survive a neighborhood, 
community, city, nation, world? Coupled with modern society, maybe. Alone? I don't 
know. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Brian Milani’s suggestions for green urbanism, none strikes me as more 
fascinating than that of including nature and natural processes in our 
conception of mixed uses.  In my mind, no facet of urbanism is more 
important than mixed use, utilizing the term use in the broadest possible 
sense, for with it comes interactions that give cities their vitality and their 
social, economic, and cultural power.  By definition, the mix of uses and 
the interactions we discuss are normally human uses and human 
interactions; the city is, after all, the distinctly human environment. 
 
But the idea of including natural processes and production in such a 
framework (and indeed, Milani does an excellent job at taking down the 
ironically synthetic ontological barrier between the human and the natural 
world) opens a a host of new possibilities and complications.  
Pragmatically, not only is there no harm to urban fabric in considering 
things like dispersed habitats, watersheds, and the like in urban plans, but 
there is real and positive good that can be done, often at surprisingly little 
cost to the original visions.  In regards to vitality, it is fascinating to tease 
apart broadening the uses inherit in mixed use, and to ponder if new types 
of interaction, experience, and existence can come of such combinations, 
much as commercial life can, for example, support cultural life, and vice 
versa.  And there is finally the worry that the needs of these natural 
processes will irreconcilably clash certain desires of the human 
environments.  In such a case (a case which very well may not be 
inevitable), the “correct” decision, at least in Milani’s framework, would be 
hard to find; in any case this could be a difficult mesh to get right. 
 



 
In the end, much of this may be the effect of rational choices by buyers 

given the limited information they possess and the limited resources they 
may or may not have.  How to deal with this on the level of a society, of 

course, is another discussion altogether. 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
The human mind wants shortcuts to answers.  It is easy to apply right to animals or the 
environment, as the language they are couched in is universal, but this application is bound to be 
misguided; rights exist in a human context.  Which is not to say there should be no protections or 
recognitions of the existence of non-human entities.  The answer could come in one of two ways- 
either a highly restrictive view of rights, a different subset for different species, places, or 
phenomena, a potentially useful idea but one which abuses the underlying political philosophy 
almost to the point of breaking.  The other is riskier, but more promising: a different framework 
altogether.  It may be stewardship, it will most probably be something else, and my hats off to the 
minds who can create it. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
perhaps the trees should have standing in front of the court.  This is on the 
one hand ridiculous, but on the other hand freeing- why, after all, should 
they not?  
 
 

To me, summer has all the loveliest things, where the most is alive and the brightest 
extravagances of nature do the quick, magnificent dance of the season. This is what beauty looks 
like to me -the kind of beauty that makes significant things- and pick your pleasure, it just doesn't 
seem to be the same language as what is happening in the greenest plans for economy and 
society. I mean to say that there is (a perhaps unconscious) unabashed delight in the present 
tense of living things, and if we can philosophically agree that the methods and means are at 
least part of the construction of the ends and product, then it must be that these carefully 
constructed and fearful conservations of 'the green future' are simply not dashing enough to hold 
us- That they are plodded and timid, made out of a neurotic and instated frugality from a sense of 
impending doom. I want to find the place that holds strong on an impassioned center of living fire, 
and forget about the sad band aids we needed when we were lost in a bramble. 



 

Above all, though, it points out how only human actors working in human 
systems not only make sense of rights, but indeed create, outline, and 
define the entire system.  As far as I know, there can be no other way. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

I see the rationality and functionality of the city, but I feel the city too.   
It is hard to divorce my knowledge from my emotions - nor do I want to.   
Together my understanding is deeper. 

 

 

 

 

 

The historical and geographical breadth of these texts has made me think a lot 

about how poor sanitation (both perceived and real...and I know there's a better 

word here than sanitation...) has not been seen as an integral social issue, rather 

as a blockage to capital flow.  Capital never destroys barriers, only moves 

them.  It appears that the sanitation blockages the world's richer countries faced 

during industrialization were simply displaced to modern-day poor neighborhoods 

and developing countries.  To me, the worst part is that over time capital has 

been able to recreate itself in such a way that it can accumulate/profit based on 

these shifted sanitation markets.  I suppose that's why we're not encouraged to 

look at things ecologically or holistically. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

an even playing field 

but in what neighborhood is this field? 

what if my team doesn't have uniforms? 

shit, we don't even like this sport. 

spaces of flux 

the few places left without labels and demarcations 

I feel angry, trying to hide from the dead eye of closed circuits cameras 

wondering where we will ever get the space to breath 

charting the shrinking geography of abandon 

parallel enclaves 

 

 

 



How can you talk about the false separation between human and nature, urban and ecological, 
without naming the differences?We try to fill in the gap with theory, but reinforce it with words. 
why are we more worried about making a mess when we're visitors than when we're at home? 

 

The fear of the unknown creates the need to bring “order” to things. This 
order hopes to create a structure that ultimately makes it easier to manage 
or in other terms control. This control removes a set of politics existing 
within those spaces. What is the relationship between negotiation and 
compromise and “How can we, as designers, bring something that doesn’t 
eliminate the natural negotiation.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
broken 
 
vernacular of ecology 
 
broken verbage in a holistic system 

can’t say what you mean or fully mean what you say 

how do you gather around a quebrada? 
 
We should be facilitators and aggregators of knowledge but more so co-producers of a 
collective language developed by the opportunistic dialogue and action about change on 
a human-to-human scale. 

"... indeed, to discover in the analysis of the small individual moment the crystal 
of the total event." - Walter Benjamin, The Arcade Project 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

The city. Like what I’m seeing 

 
It looks like what I'm seeing. It looks like wherever I'm stuck or trying to go, or get 
away from. And it grows from there, or comes undone, or rains, or falls apart, or 
makes a new development deal, or sells itself short, or lies, or accomplishes. It's 
made mistakes on purpose, and had its limelight moments and daily, intimate 
what nots. It looks like my own eyes seeing, and rambles all around an immense 
masquerade shift show, to look like each one of our eyes seeing. It's nearly 
incredulous, impossible. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fragments: any longer passage is meant  
to be fragmented by paragraph, or sentence. 
They are disempowering you at the same time your constituents wish to empower you.   

 

 

 

 

 



Do not doubt that your situation is now exceptional----The creation first of an ethical regime, a social relation or even an 
emotion, which a system will and must develop out of, are we close?----Which is why it is so hard to come up with an 
answer, we are still looking for a solution to come in the form of a system – as in an institution or regulation. But it cannot. 
----This kind of pragmatic thinking is an artifact of the current mystics of this regime. Not pragmatic in an encompassing 
way (ie. It’s pragmatic to stop climate change) but in a reductionist way in which the most pragmatic answer is the most 
separated consideration from the whole ecology of its context. In the way we might make decisions based on price. The 
assumption that everything is contained within cost is an abdication of reality. I’m not claiming, I would never claim, to 
have that thought in my imagination, but I want to find it. I think we should all be looking. And whats so important about 
hurricane sandy is that finally no one doubts it was the result of a changed climate. People talk about sandy as the 
beginning, everyone does, we all know it.It encompasses everything. The whole ecology of the planet, the forests, the 
oceans, the ice and savanna, combined with our whole civilization, the infrastructure the politics and the economy, 
capitalism and corporate power. With mind-blowing ease, it connects all these things. -----And its clear that the urgency of 
this all encompassing problem will only grow. Our discontentment, which now seems like an understatement, will only 
deepen. And yet what is being done about this?-----Even though this was put into law, putting things into law can be 
surprisingly ineffective, especially when this law is meant to confront the whole structure protecting the most profitable and 
exploitive corporations on the planet.----What would it mean for the people of new york to hold decision making power 
over the city’s role in the climate?-----So we say that the people of New York City have the Right to Determine the City’s 
impact on Climate Change. That we have a collective right simply to not cause harm.-----But we must ask what a city 
would look like if we had such a collective right. It must mean collective action. What it would mean is first is to say no 
more to any new increase in our use of fossil fuels or fossil fuel infrastructure, burying the right of economic exploitation 
beneath democratic decision making. And then it would mean the transition of our energy infrastructure, not just in terms 
of its system of production, but actually transition the control of this infrastructure. To claim right, at least at first, to this 
part of the city. The means of the production of energy.This I believe is crucial, because it is not only the act of coming 
together to take agency over our well being, to spark an imagination, and react to the urgency of the climate crisis in new 
york, but it begins to form the real connections needed for an active civil society.Perhaps this is what rights-based work, 
around things like a Bill of Rights and popular votes for charter amendments, what this is most capable of: empowering 
and connecting the citizen almost as a class, over the corporate class, a class we as a society already agree must be 
sovereign. In a simple way to say that we, the people, want the agency in this situation. Not only because the powers at 
be aren’t doing anything, but because that’s where the agency belongs.  “Urbanisms of Inclusion” …the real test of urban 
inclusion is not through one’s knowledge of a place, consumption of local culture, or identification with the city, but through 
our ability to participate in its processes as citizens. Our inclusion depends on whether we can produce the city. Perhaps 
we speak at a community board meeting on behalf of our neighbors, band together to build a community garden, or 
determine the character of our district as a working class community. Urban Inclusion is more than a personal sense of 
belonging, it’s about shaping the city we belong to, and so creating a city that belongs to us. Yet, what happens when 
community boards have no real power, when someone can develop our garden lot into condos, or powerful forces rezone 
our district and gentrify our neighborhood? If we cannot participate in the creation of the city, then we are not included in 
it, and the city does not belong to us even if we feel as though we belong to it. We may be New Yorkers, but we are not 
New York. We soon realize that very few citizens are actually included in the urban. Inclusion in the design of the city is 
often limited to those who can pay to change it, citizens or not, and the role of the designer is often to assemble these 
designs. Mutually beneficial relationships are the reason civilization can happen. And yet the mutually beneficial 
relationship is threatened with extinction at every level. It is under siege: between economic powers and the powerless; 
between private enterprise and society; between governments and the governed; and between humans and their 
environment. None of these relationships are strictly mutually beneficial to say the least, any longer.The mutually 
beneficial relationship can be neglected only if we first believe that our individual future is somehow separate from the 
quality of the world around us. If we have no ties to society or our environment, why not exploit it for our own gain? 
Individualistic thinking essentially justifies this stance, and its proponents romanticize this adversarial form of individuality 
with the word freedom.Over time, exploitation has taken root at the heart of our economy and culture as a valid means to 
private gain. The now entrenched upper classes keep their perch by the manipulation markets, control of politics, 
destruction of environments, abuse of employees, deception of customers, shirking of taxes, distortion of 
information, propaganda, nepotism, lies and even outright theft.  This happens every day and unabashedly: well within the 
bounds of the ethic of individual freedom, which has come to mean the freedom for those who can, to exploit everything 
they want, to advance whatever they wish.The correct response to this absurd freedom of exploitation is righteous 
indignation. It is an abomination and a crime. Let us say unequivocally: there is no inherent freedom to gain through 
exploitation, nor any inalienable right to advance private aims at the cost of society and its environment. Such thinking is 
without ethic, conscience or wisdom. It is doomed. If we are to sustain our project, then the mutually beneficial relationship 
must be enshrined as the central ethic of civilization, and the only truly valid individual pursuit. We should use this ethic to 
describe how the market may work, and how one may work to advance their standing in society. It should explain how we 
deal with each other and how we deal with our environment. Its preservation should be the purpose of government and 
the moral of civil society. The mutually beneficial relationship, simple and broad as it might be, is the banner under which 
the forces of good must align against the evil of exploitation for the sake of power and advancement of greed. It is not a 
new idea, and not radical. It is almost obvious and agreeable enough to overlook, but it has the power to dislodge the 
foundation of the current hierarchy. 

 

 



 

 
It only needs voices. 

 
 
 

 
The waking world we’re living in is a planet full of ghosts, 

Where humans roam the lonely streets like parasitic hosts. 
Overtime shifts, fuel for the car, wake up and do it again, 

Repetitive work for a future of hope that ultimately leads to dead ends. 
And let us observe just what little remains of our beautiful forests and parks, 

The humans have long since forgotten such things, along with the once mighty sharks. 
The money continues to motivate man, who looks to a future of gold, 

And so he trades in his youth and his infinite dreams, and labors away ‘til he’s old. 
Back to the office, day after day, the man works through sickness and pain, 
Hoping that one day he’ll save up enough to buy back his youth once again. 

Nature, the beautiful mother of all, gave nothing but love and devotion, 
But the man did not care for family or love, he'd lost touch of every emotion. 

Magnificent creatures, who prospered for years, have long since been buried and burned, 
Their bones sit in silence with destruction above, knowing no lesson here has been learned. 

So Nature had found herself broken and torn, she’d truly done all that she could, 
With what little remained of her few caring children, she left her home planet for good. 

As the man found himself feeling old and unhappy, a good friend was all that he sought, 
But only his money was there by his side, and happiness cannot be bought. 

It was too late for the man, who had finally seen, with only a short time ‘til death, 
That gold could not hope, could not dream, could not love, and in darkness he sighed his last 

breath. 
 


