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JUHANI PALLASMAA’S ARCHITECTURAL PHENOMENOLOGY

In response to our request for additional references relating to environmental and architectural phenomenology,
Finnish architect and architectural theorist Juhani Pallasmaa has kindly sent us copies of his most recent pub-

lications.

Pallasmaa’s work is central to phenomenological research on architecture, landscape, and the material en-
vironment. For those interested in studying his writings, perhaps the work to begin with is The Eyes of the Skin:
Architecture and the Senses (London: Academy, 1996). His The Architecture of Image: Existential Space in
Cinema is forthcoming from Helsinki’s Rakennustieto Press. A list of the work he sent us follows. We also repro-
duce a passage from one of his recent articles, which focuses on the lived-symbolism of stairs.

“Stairways of the Mind,” 2000. International Fo-
rum of Psychoanalysis, vol. 9, pp. 7-18

“One of the most potent images of architecture is the stair,
which possesses a wealth of metaphoric and symbolic conno-
tations. The stair is the symbolic spine of the house, whereas
ascending a stair in dream imagery signifies copulation. The
qualitative differences of ascending and descending derive
from the images of Heaven and Hell” (p. 7).

“Hapticity and Time: Notes on a Fragile Architec-
ture,” 2000. The Architectural Review (May), pp.
78-84.

This essay argues that “Materials and surfaces have a richly
complex language of their own that evolves and changes over
time.” The case is made for a “haptic, sensuous architecture.”

“Lived Space in Architecture and Cinema 1999-
2000.” In Situ [the architectural journal of the Fac-
ulty of Environmental Design, University of Cal-
gary], vol. 2, pp. 11-21 [to be included as 1* chap-
ter of The Architecture of Image; see above].

*...both architecture and cinema articulate lived space. These
two art forms create and mediate comprehensive images of
life.... Both forms of art define the dimensions and essence of
existential space; they both create experiential scenes of life
situations” (p. 11).

“Logic of the Image,” 1998. The Journal of Archi-
tecture, vol. 3 (winter), pp. 289-299.

This essay focuses on the work of Finnish architect Alvar
Aalto and examines his “synthetic and inclusive architecture
as landscape, as typology, as tactile experience, as rational
structure, as episodic sequence, as ‘haptic experience’ (p.
289).

“The Geometry of Feeling: A Look at the Phe-
nomenology of Architecture,” 1996. In Kate
Nesbitt, ed., Theorizing a New Agenda for Architec-
ture, pp. 447-53. NY: Princeton Architectural Press.

An essay developing “a theoretical position about [architec-
tural] experience’s reliance on memory, imagination, and the
unconscious.”

“Space and Image in Andrew Tarkovsky’s Nostal-
gia: Notes on a Phenomenology of Architecture,”
1994. In Chora I: Intervals in the Philosophy of Ar-
chitecture, Alberto Pérez-Gomez & Stephen Parcell,
pp. 143-66. Montreal: McGill Queen’s University
Press.

Director Andrew Tarkovsky’s films “contain some of the most
touching and poetic images of space and light ever created in
any form of art. They touch upon the existential basis of archi-
tecture, which is saturated by memories and experiences lost
in childhood. The images in his films Mirror, Stalker, and
Nostalgia exhibit the poetics of space—a poetry that does not
require construction or function. Through images of space,
they evoke an experience of pure existence, the poetry of be-
ing. Tarkovsky’s images appear fresh and innocent, as if they
had never been exposed to the human eye before” (p. 144).
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THE PHYSIOGNOMY OF THE STAIRCASE

Juhani Pallasmaa

The fundamental imagery of stairs has remained
practically unchanged since prehistoric times. Al-
though its dimensioning is severely restricted, the
architectural stair ensembles of history project a
surprising variety.

Just think of the range of staircases from me-
dieval castles, and Renaissance and baroque palaces
to the designs of contemporary masters like Mies
van der Rohe, Arne Jacobsen and Alvar Aalto.

The imagery of stepped streets is equally var-
ied, from the Mediterranean vernacular towns to the
Lipetta and Spanish Steps, and the stairways of
Santa Maria in Aracoeli and the Capitoline Hill in
Rome. A stepped street gives a feeling of safety; our
body knows that these are streets solely for pedes-
trians.

The mental significance and symbolic connota-
tions of stairs are deeply rooted. “The staircase is
the symbolic spine of the house,” writes the British-
American film critic and semioticist Peter Wollen.
Stairs have the same significance to the vertical or-

MEMBERSHIP NEWS

Architect Thomas Barrie sends word that his firm
Thomas Barrie Architects recently received an
American Institute of Architects Detroit Honor
Award for the firm’s design of the EIS-ROST Stu-
dio in the Berkshires of Massachusetts. The studio
is also featured in Designing with Spirituality, a
book recently published by PBC International.
Thomas Barrie Architects, 922 N. Washington Ave.,

Royal Oak, MI 48067 (Tlgbarrie@aol.com).

Naturalist Paul Krapfel’s newsletter Cairns of
H.O.PE. continues to be inspired reading. His aim
is: “to make visible the larger relationships we live
within—relationships that inspire visions of wonder
and works of hope.” The newsletter is free through

available at: www.krafel.net.

ganization of the house as the spine to the structure
of the body.

Do we not experience today’s office blocks, in
which the staircases are concealed and used only for
emergencies, as unreal and dreamlike as if they
were devoid of the proper physiognomy of a house?
Are not these buildings without their proper spines?
There are also buildings with externalized spines,
for instance Alvar Aalto’s Baker House dormitory
in Boston (1947-48) and the Pompidou Centre in
Paris (Renzo Piano and Richard Rogers, 1970).

According to Gaston Bachelard, the “oneiric
house” of the mind has three or four storeys; the
middle ones are used for the normal activities of
daily life, the attic is reserved for the purpose of
storing pleasant memories, which we occasionally
wish to revisit, whereas the cellar is meant for hid-
ing unpleasant and frightening memories that we
wish to bury forever. The stair mediates between the
different metaphysical realms of the house of our
dreams (p. 9).

Krapfel includes the following “Neat Thought”
in the current issue:

Gregory Bateson said that ‘the map is not the territory’. How-
ever, the map is part of the territory. And what an interesting
part it is—in at least two ways.

First, think how different a mapped territory is from an
unmapped territory. A territory without a map is very different
from one containing a map. The process of producing a map
of the territory changes the territory in fundamental ways.

A second interesting characteristic of a mapped territory
is that a tiny piece of the territory—the map—is a scale model
of the rest of the territory. The map is a high-density, self-
similar representation of the territory. It is a fractal part of the
territory.

Deborah MacWilliams is a Ph.D. student at the
Pacifica Graduate Institute. Her research interests
include the “human psychological relationship to
place and the things of place. I am especially inter-
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ested in knowing plﬁgvﬂﬂP&[HﬁrﬁﬁbwcﬁléeB%ﬁ' Phenoﬁmmwﬁ Mglﬂﬁgs[gpogomq“alﬂng" hike is in fact a

A fellow student suggested that your newsletter
would be of interest to me.” 1683 NW Albany
Blvd., Bend, OR 97701.

The review of music scholar Joachim-Ernst Ber-
endt’s work in the winter 2001 issue of EAP pro-
voked the following comments from soundscape
researcher Justin Winkler.

Dear EAP Editor:

I would like to deepen Berendt’s Mont Ventoux story
[reprinted in the winter 2001 EAP issue]. It is now known that
Petrarch's Ventoux ascent has a strong fictitious aspect. We
have learned that the Ventoux letter had been written 17 years
after the pretended hike, the addressee then having already
been dead for ten years. Yet the question is not if Petrarch
really climbed Mont Ventoux but whether the "turning point"

Gebscr‘s idea and Berendt's use of it reflects a wide-
spread stance in soundscape circles: condemning modern vis-
ual dominance and erecting an aural counter-system. This
judgment is certainly not the intention of the founders of
soundscape studies but represents, on one hand, an under-
standable compensation effect, and is due, on the other hand,
to the unreflected-upon use of recording and recomposing
devices.

1 would like to contrast Berendt’s prejudice against vi-
sion with a phenomenological project of synaistheses—the
cooperation of the sense and thinking modes [see Winkler’s
essay in the same issue of EAP]. This integrated approach
would be most adapted within the environmental sciences,
which are, in fact instrumentalized in a very visual way. In
addition, this approach would free soundscape studies from
the “New Age and Esoteric” connection it unfortunately has
for many people.

THE ARCHITECTURE OF COMMUNITY:
PHENOMENOLOGY, SPRAWL, AND THE INTERNET

Michael M. Kazanjian

Kazanjian is a philosopher currently working with the Publications Group at DePaul University, where he has
also taught in the School of Education. His many writings include Phenomenology and Education (Rodopi,
1998) and Learning Values Lifelong (Rodopi, forthcoming). He sent the following commentary.

Researchers in comparative religion point to the
Hindu-Buddhist tradition as an example of the
pendelum swing from Hindu ritualism to Buddhist
a-ritualism. In the West, we think of Pre-
Reformation Catholic ritualism and Reformation
Protestant simplification of ritual. Both Eastern and
Western examples show a ritualism that fragments
space, rejects phenomenological wholeness of the
environment, and tells us to merely “do.” Both ex-
amples then show an a-ritualism where wholeness
rejects any ritual, and a simplification is cautious
but does not deny ritual.

Let us turn to contemporary America. Sprawl
fragments space and rejects phenomenological envi-
ronment. We need to get from here to there quickly
because fragmentation has cut up space. The inter-
net reacts, perhaps overreacts. With the internet,
there is suddenly no "here" vs "there." We commu-
nicate instantly with everyone. Instant communica-

tion is the opposite of travel and communication
ritualism in sprawl.

My Phenomenology and Education (Rodopi,
1998), and Learning Values Lifelong (Rodopi,
forthcoming) demonstrate that we must reintroduce
objectivity and environment into subjectivity. I deny
neither ritual nor community. They are continuous.
Ritualism and a-ritualism are extremes. The former
fragments the environment, while the latter denies
environment. Smaller cities and towns provide the
opportunity for people to know each other and
travel by foot and maybe vehicles in reasonable
time and speed. No need to rush from a distinct
"here" to a distinct and distant "there."

Rejecting phenomenology, we get lots of traf-
fic, the need for more and more parking lots, and
bigger garages. The environment is fragmented as
we build roads for quicker travel and buildings sim-
ply for parking. A holistic environment preserves
pedestrian travel, habitats, and human dignity.
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CHRISTIAN NORBERG-SCHULZ (1926-2000)

The architectural historian and theorist Christian
Norberg-Shulz passed away in April, 2000. He was
a major figure in explicating a phenomenology of
architecture and landscape, particularly in books
like Existence, Space, and Architecture (1971) and
Genius Loci: Toward a Phenomenology of Architec-
ture (1985). In the latter book, he emphasized that a
work of architecture is not “an abstract organization
of space. It is a concrete figure, where the plan mir-
rors admittance, and the elevation, embodiment.
Thus it brings the inhabited landscape close, and
lets people dwell poetical, which is the ultimate aim
of architecture” (p. 117).

Born in Oslo in 1926, Norberg-Schulz received
a degree in architecture at the Zurich Polytechnic in
1949. He studied the history of architecture at Har-
vard University and in Rome. In 1966, he became a
professor of architecture in the Department of Ar-
chitecture at the University of Oslo.

Norberg-Schulz’s last book, published posthu-
mously, is Architecture: Presence, Language, Place
(Milan: Skira, 2000). At the end of its preface, he
writes:

When, in the pages that follow, I try to set forth a critique of
science, this should be understood neither as an underestima-

GAUDI’S PARQUE GUELL

Parque Giiell... is an image of the world that com-
prehends diverse zones of quality.... Gaudi did not
intend to underscore an ideal geometry or the very
distinctive forces and atmosphere of nature; he
wanted, if anything, to reconquer the basic features
of place, and he therefore recognized himself in the
intentions of modern art as described by Gideon:
“The architecture of our time has had a difficult
path to travel. Like painting and sculpture, it had to
begin again from scratch and reconquer the original
terrain as if nothing had been done up till that mo-
ment.” Gaudi in fact created an image of earth and
sky that opens the world to modern man, victim of
alienation.

From the “subterranean” environment on the
interior of the gates, the terrain climbs up toward

tion of the importance of scientific achievement, nor as a revi-
sionistic view of the role played by the Enlightenment in over-
coming superstition and facile existential solutions.

My goal is simply to point out the universal nature of
present-day knowledge, based entirely on the quantification of
data and facts. In order to counter the new wave of mysticism
and speculative visions, we need more information of a quali-
tative nature. This is possible only through a phenomenologi-
cal approach.

This book constitutes a contribution to our understanding
of modernism, and it is written in the spirit of a new tradition,
which is something that I feel bears pointing out, since the
qualitative approach is often rejected as something smacking
of romanticism and nationalism.

Instead, the qualitative is what we all share, regardless of
where we live, and the art of the place is what brings us closer
to the qualitative. I therefore wish to be open to all places,
through a qualitative understanding so that we may learn to
respect the places of others and take better care of our own
(pp. 16-17).

One of Norberg-Schulz’s great gifts was his
ability to capture the experiential core of a particu-
lar building, landscape, or place. Below, we present
passages from his last book—first, an account of
Barcelonan architect Antoni Gaudi’s remarkable
public park, Parque Giiell, in Barcelona (1900-
1914); second, an insightful critique of 1990s build-
ings by architects Frank Gehry and Taddeo Ando.

the large “celestial” terrace on the roof of the
layout. The subterranean, with its forms and the im-
pression transmitted by the materials, awakens as-
sociations with the bottom of the sea, while that
which is related to the earth is presented in a dense
“welter” or “tangle” of anthropomorphic Doric col-
umns.

The tangle continues all around the park, where
vivid and symbolic vegetation interacts with an
open and cavernous space. The celestial terrace as-
sembles everything within a glittering horizon,
where fragments of little enameled tiles with the
colors of the rainbow revealed the interminable
richness of light.

The undulating parapet also comprehends the
snugly fit bench, giving the possibility of using the

SoT ——



place, whether alone'i!PVMOJ‘EFSUEE' &&m‘%‘}%@' Phe”%’@?&?ﬁ%b\{% %l&goﬂny?hat this might happen

itself, which is both a theatre and a playing field.
Here, life truly takes place “on the earth and under
the sky” and spending time there offers clarifying
and liberating possibilities.

It is important to underscore how Gaudi distin-
guished the three zones of the layout with different
treatment of the built form. Both the “subterranean”
and the terrace are dematerialized by water and by
light, while the intermediate zone is characterized
by the color of the earth and by its plasticity; one
therefore gains the impression that one truly is in
the midst of things, while on the terrace one is ele-

FRANK GEHRY’S VITRA MUSEUM

It seems important to me to conclude my observa-
tions about post-[Louis] Kahn architecture with a
few examples of the tendencies that have imprinted
the production of the past few years. I would there-
fore like to “tour” Vitra, the furniture factory at
Weil am Rhein north of Basel, a company that from
1957 on has built an empire that fulfills the needs of
such clients as Mercedes-Benz, Lufthansa, Apple,
and Coca-Cola. In this complex, [American archi-
tect] Frank Gehry has built a sensational museum to
display the furniture of the company, while [Japa-
nese architect] Taddeo Ando has built a conference
center that is equally “interesting.”

On the exterior, the museum presents itself as a
set of relatively well-defined volumes: prismatic,
circular, and pointed. Their placement in space also
appears to be clear, inasmuch as they express the
different positions of “resting,” “opening,” “curv-
ing,” and “rising.”

through the direct participation of man is a Euro-
pean concept, far different from the more abstract
Hispanic/Islamic geometry based on the geometry
of light.

As it appears to us today, the Parque Giiell in-
vites one to a phenomenological understanding of
the world, both as an individual place and for its
basic ways of being. According to the original plan,
it was meant for a more comprehensive use, as part
of an integral urban development, in which nature
and architecture were meant to be connected more
intimately (pp. 78-82).

But when they encounter each other nothing
happens; here there are no configurations of divi-
sions, there appear no transitions, and no color en-
riches the entirely white configuration. The same is
true of the earth-sky relation; in fact, bse and cor-
nice are reduced to the minimum necessary.

There are no windows and the entrance door is
arranged without the slightest affirmation of interac-
tion between interior and exterior. The only refer-
ence is a baldachin overlooking the door, which in-
stead of emerging from the interior seems to be
“hung” over the entrance.

In general, the exterior tends to indicate that on
the interior there exists complexes and stimulating
spatial relations, and it therefore comes as a surprise
that the interior should consist only of a conven-
tional addition of rectangles, with the occasional
slightly livelier roof in the places where light pene-
trates. For that matter, the building structure never
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stract and devoid of substance.

By observing that the building as a whole is un-
structured, I mean to say that there is no emphasis
on axes and centers, and there does not even exist
any form of regular organization. The whole is if
anything characterized by a “restless indifference”
that happens without concretizing into “something,”
with an occurrence that is not a building process
and not even an entity in course of “configuration.”

One has the impression that an original unity
was “deconstructed,” or better that it has simply
gone to pieces. One cannot even perceive the “en-
counter of interior and exterior forces,” and there-
fore one naturally tends to wonder: what can a
building tell us when it is neither “functional” nor
“conditioned by place™?

Despite these strange shortcomings, the mu-
seum by Gehry has a dynamic imprint. The group-
ing of the volumes does not placate itself, even
though it can be described as a “dynamic equilib-
rium.” This dynamis represents in any case a break
from the traditional form that from Aristotle onward
expressed the diverse nature of things; it has no ref-
erence and so it remains in the “generic” area.

days we live in a dynamic world in which there is
no peace, even if we continue to live in the same
spot. In this sense, the building does not lack “rele-
vance”; it is natural to wonder whether such a gen-
eral dynamic proves to be interesting. Isn’t the ca-
pacity for communication of a building based upon
the implementation in loc of the building task
through the material of construction, and doesn’t its
making present depend on the encounter between
external and internal forces?

The general is never present as such, inasmuch
as we do not know “the thing per se.” In other
words, the museum by Gehry is actually nothing, or
better only the reflection of an idea, which unlike
Plato’s shadows, does not even tend toward an
“ideal” form. With its generality, it opposes the gen-
eral, in a case in which the term is understood both
as idea and dynamis. This sort of opposition takes
concrete form in a finding that is devoid of identity
and denomination, which in the final analysis repre-
sents the nihilist position, and thus expresses the
extraneity that is so typical of our times (pp. 346-
49).

TADDEO ANDO’S VITRA CONFERENCE CENTER

The convention center by Ando works in a com-
pletely different manner. Everything appears well
defined and clear. The restless indifference of Gehry
is replaced by a static composition in which nothing
is accidental. It comprises “known” architectural
elements: directional walls, determined spaces,
open walls, a lowered gathering atrium, and clear
roofs.

The whole is structured in accordance with an
elementary geometry that is based on the square, the
rectangle, and the circle. The two chief elements of
the plan are turned one with respect to the other in
order to make way for a spatial “tension.”

The use of cement, so typical of Ando’s work,
with formwork slabs that are square or rectangular,
gives the surface a smooth and unified imprint,
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In general, the whole is less “original” than the mu-
seum by Gehry, but it is at any rate personal and it
is possible to recognize it immediately as a design
by Ando.

While the first encounter with Gehry may pro-
vide food for thought, the encounter with Ando is
disappointing. What could have been described in
the work of the earliest modernists as an expression
of liberty, here has been stiffened into a perfection
that is completely lacking in that presence that, de-
spite the inevitable breaks with tradition, had
marked the most important expressions of the
movement, from Le Corbusier to Mies van der
Rohe, all the way up to Van Eyck and Utzon. In the
case of Ando, the vitality of the form has become a

THE TWO BUILDINGS TOGETHER

In the final analysis, the museum and the confer-
ence center prove to be the “same,” even though
they do not appear as identical. The difference con-
sists in the fact that Gehry hides the void, while
Ando displays it.

Gehry and Ando present other similarities as
well. Both work at the behest of economic power,
they are summoned to various places around the
planet for numerous jobs, they always produce the
same sort of solution, even though the place and the
structural functions may change.

They thus confirm that “architecture is no
longer a something for a something. But merely a
personal something.” In other words, they have be-
come representative of a global consumer society,
where a building is on the same level as a Mer-
cedes-Benz or a Coca Cola, with the result that over
the passage of time all places have the same appear-
ance because all self-respecting cities have to be
able to show off a Stirling, a Botta, a Meyer, a Ge-
hry, and an Ando. Thus they will be turned into mu-
seums of contemporary finding, which will be end-
lessly updated, since the splendor of the stars of the
media does not last: a sudden sparkle that immedi-
ately dies out to make way for another (in fact, we
must wait to see who replaces Gehry and Ando).

Wasn’t it this way in the past as well? Weren’t
Bramante and Michelangelo invited to Rome as the
stars of their era? In their case, of course, the idea

pression of functionality.

If we ask what a conference center should be
we certainly do not visualize a place in which every
inspiration is suffocated by a formal straightjacket.
It might seem that Mies’s “less” was not a “noth-
ing” but an “almost nothing” as it exists in German
(bainahe nichte). That “almost” is important be-
cause it collaborates in the realization of an art of
building.

In Ando’s work, the “almost nothing” has be-
come “nothing,” and it has pushed to an extreme
like that which Venturi described as “less is a bore.”
One might ... say that the work of Ando is an ex-
pression of modern-day nihilism (pp. 349-50).

was not merely to be seen, but to solve tasks that
were intrinsically bound up with the place; they
therefore became Roman architects, even though
Rome was not their birthplace. The same happened
with Mies in Chicago and with Utzon and Pietild in
Kuwait.

Before becoming superstars, Gehry and Ando
too had their own roots. [For example, Gehry took]
his inspiration from the simple smooth cubes of Los
Angeles, of Mexican origin, and, in treating them in
an original way, he attempted to point out and bring
out the possibilities that are hidden in the local
“dumb box.” In other words, his intention had been
to make the best use of the “most common.”

But then what happens to lots of architects hap-
pened: when the work starts to come in, all they do
is repeat themselves without the slightest attention
to where and how they are supposed to build. This
was also Meyer’s destiny and in a certain sense
Gehry’s. And so roots were devalued into “man-
ners” and architecture took the path of a new man-
nerism, which unlike the original Mannerism of the
16™ century had no common base.

At this point it seems useless to add that Ando
too was victim of the same process; in fact his Japa-
nese formal precision lost all creative irregularity
and became a scheme devoid of localization (pp.
350-51).
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FINDING A WAY TO RETHINK SUSTAINABILITY

Ingrid Leman Stefanovic, 2000. Safeguarding Our Common Future. Albany: State University of New York Press.

Ingrid Leman Stefanovic asks her questions of “sus-
tainable development” within the context of the
Brundtland Report, written by the World Commission
on Environment and Development in 1987 and pub-
lished as Our Common Future. In developing the no-
tion of “sustainable development,” the Brundtland
Report defines it as “development that meets the
needs of the present without compromising the ability
of future generations to meet their own needs.”

Safeguarding Our Common Future asks of sus-
tainability these crucial questions: Is the distinction
between deep ecology and shallow ecology useful?
How can we think sustainability that is not anthropo-
centric? What kind of ethics of sustainability can
there be if one calls into question the dominant no-
tions of ethics: objectivist ethical norms rationally
conceived and subjectivistic valuing-willing (exem-
plified in two dominant paradigms of contemporary
moral theory: utilitarianism and rights-based individ-
ual justice)? And how can phenomenology—
specifically, Heideggerian phenomenology—offer a
way to think the “ethics of sustainable development”
that is more inclusive and “implaced” than the usual
ethical theories?

This book is out to find answers, to clarify the
philosophical issues, to see how phenomenology can
inform an environmental ethic, and to demonstrate
how a phenomenology-based ethic can be applied to
specific projects for environment and sustainability.

Stefanovic is impatient with any theory that puts
humans and the natural world into a hierarchical or-
der—whether it is “earth first, humans second” or the
subjectivistic, individualistic rights-obligation para-
digm that takes little account of the natural world as
such. She wants to explore the question of how to
think sustainability in such a way that both our natu-
ral and built worlds are sustained.

Stefanovic’s book shows careful work in think-
ing. It is useful, provocative, and stimulating to any
environmental thinking that recognizes the limits of
merely quantitative research and analysis and conclu-
sions and takes the qualitative into account. It undoes

and redoes notions of “sustainability” and “sustain-
able development.” Its major contribution is showing
how the undoing and redoing of “originative think-
ing” informs specific projects in “sustainability.” In
this context it is an admirable work, one of a kind.

ok ok ok ok

Using Heidegger’s way of phenomenological think-
ing, Stefanovic unravels a way of dealing with the
natural world in its relation to human beings that is
non-calculative, relational (not mechanistic), even
non-subjectivistic. Her thinking moves away from
calculative representation of entities as objects, away
from the world (including the natural world) as parts
of a machine, away from thinking what is in the
world as “disposables” and “replaceable components”
in a standing reserve, waiting for further disposal.

Her thinking moves toward thinking things in
place, toward the context in which things are “gath-
ered” for their full import, toward things’ belonging
to earth, “grounded” in their “origin,” an origin that
does not itself manifest and a ground that includes
and shares the space said by the “not.”

With all of these thoughts in place, is there a way
to rethink sustainability? A sustainability that is not
humanistic, not rights-based and individualistic, and
not primarily economic? She says: Yes, there is!

Stefanovic calls this possibility originative think-
ing, a phrase by which she tries to avoid the miscon-
struals that accompany the translation of Heidegger’s
“meditative” thinking, namely, that if thinking is not
calculative and scientific, it is passive and merely re-
ceptive. Originative thinking, on the other hand—in
line, actually, with what Heidegger means by “medi-
tative thinking” and with what Heidegger says about
this thinking when he calls it: Besinnung, mindful-
ness, engaged mind—is active, uncovers the other-
wise taken-for-granted origins, and suggests open-
ness and creativity of thought (p. 51).

A useful place to start is in thinking originatively
the non-reductionist experience of connectedness of
the natural world and humans with it. If we pay atten-
tion phenomenologically, we will take in the natural
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world, not as merely quant empmca or as

a merely social construction, but rather simply there
in the experience of connectedness.

Stefanovic calls this thinking “holistic,” a think-
ing that sees the natural world in a way that is not
separatist—with the “things” in nature seen as isola-
table and disconnected parts—but rather organismic,
expanding, and connecting. In this originative think-
ing of the whole, of eco-holism, she recognizes the
danger of thinking the whole as a metaphysical unity
with universality. Heeding this danger, she offers a
useful summary of the arguments against holistic
thinking, along with a phenomenologically grounded
holism that does not fall prey to the “dangers” of ho-
listic thinking that some see.

The various critiques of holism, or ecoholism,
assume that this “whole” of nature in its connected-
ness (a) is a metaphysical substance, (b) comes from
a thinking that is willful, (c) is stable and unchanging,
and (d) crushes and undermines any individuality. But
these critiques of eco-holism all take place within a
thinking that dichotomizes: Holistic thinking or. The
skeptics of ecoholism see it as a thinking that is either
holistic or no connection whatsoever, holistic or mere
parts or different wholes, holistic or ongoing change,
holistic or individual. But never both! I find this
chapter rich in implications, such that it leads one to
think this holism beyond or underneath the usual di-
chotomizing: Seeing the natural world and the hu-
mans within it as holistic without being a universal,
objective substance-whole, holistic without static sta-
bility, holistic without giving up the individual.

She thinks holism away from these pitfalls by
thinking, phenomenologically, “a referential whole
within which we are situated” (p. 63). Such a situat-
edness is a ecoholism away from a totalizing para-
digm but within a context, away from an objective,
observing standpoint but engaged with attention.

Having set the stage for this holistic, originative
thinking within situatedness, Stefanovic turns to envi-
ronmental thinking, stating that ecoholism and holis-
tic thinking is less about “imposing a static, unified
structure upon a diverse and variegated world” than
about “illumining an implicit order and integrity of
what Heidegger calls the functional contexture” of
the world in which we are. (p. 66) This world is com-
plex, contextual, dynamic, given, and one that with-
draws—recognizing that “nature unfolds beyond my
control” and involves the “mystery of self-
concealment” (p. 76).

ntal & Armattacwral Phenomenﬂo%te}{ e]fg [ggp Qnﬁ!:?s up these various mo-

ments in holism directly applied to the environment
(eco-holism) she says:

To deny one’s beholdenness to nature through large-scale envi-
ronmental destruction threatens to deny a relation between hu-
man beings and their world that should include care and respect
for the mystery—understood not as something yet to be con-
quered through knowledge, but as the ever-more of the source of
existence itself. To bear witness to the self-emergence of the
natural world is to acknowledge that I belong to this world, not
as conqueror but as protector and even servant (p. 77).

The respect, reverence, and reticence implied
here tumn thinking away from the ethics of “how one
ought to act” toward an “illumination of the funda-
mental ontological relation” (ibid.) between humans
and the natural world, or humans within the natural
world, or the natural world of humans and nonhu-
mans. But can “ethics” make this jump, or must “eth-
ics” itself be left behind with this illumination?

4k ok k ok

Having opened up the region for a more holistic,
originative way of thinking—beyond reductionist and
“objective” paradigms—Stefanovic (in Part III,
“Phenomenological Guidelines for Sustainability”)
outlines and describes a “place-based environmental
ethics.” She does this by working through the several
key components of such an ethic.

First, she rethinks “development” unto a sense
that is alternative to the dominant meaning of “eco-
nomic development,” i.e., “understood simply in nar-
row terms of utility, resource distribution, and tradi-
tional paradigms of economic growth” (p. 138). In
the alternative sense, “development” involves promo-
tion of growth, actively engaged in “uncovering that
which is essential to its unfolding” (p. 140), “authen-
tic self-development” (p. 141). Given that this
alternative sense of “development” says more than
material growth, it can be heard as a radical re-saying
of development in terms of unfolding in possibility.

Second, she rethinks the notion of “needs” unto a
sense that is alternative to the usual “economic
needs” of an individual, solipsistic human subject. As
she rethinks this notion of needs to include environ-
mental needs and constraints, she turns her attention
to human finitude (our being limited within any
given, human or otherwise), to human immersion-in-
the-world (earth or natural world), and to the human
being’s “concernful dealing” (her translation of Hei-
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With this understanding of how humans are in the
world, what we call “need” is enlarged, to encompass
the “needs that announce themselves from the context
of the situation as a whole” (p. 144)y—thus always
including and involving needs of the earth commu-
nity in its holistic inter-being.

Here Stefanovic enlarges and rethinks sustain-
ability by drawing upon Heidegger’s notion of what
“saving the earth” means. In “Building Dwelling
Thinking” Heidegger says that “saving/rescuing the
earth means: to free something into its own, its own-
most [in sein eigenes Wesen].” And in “The Question
concerning Technology” Heidegger writes:

What does “saving/rescuing” mean? Usually we take it to mean
merely to grab hold... of something that is threatened, in order to
secure it in his present continuance. But “saving/rescuing”
means more. “Saving/Rescuing” is: bringing something into
what is its ownmost, in order thus to bring what is its ownmost
first of all to the shining/appearing that is proper to it.

This remarkable passage by Heidegger opens up a
vast possibility for thinking sustainability of the earth
community and human beings within it. The needs
that announce themselves in the earth community as a
whole (including humans as part therein) call for hu-
mans to engage with it in such a way that the earth
community as a whole is “saved,” i.e., brought into
what is its ownmost as earth community. This is a
whole new way to think environmental ethics!

Third, she introduces the notion of “place” into
environmental ethics. Saying that a place-based ethic
“aims to guide us in our actions, not through the im-
position of static principles and rules but, instead by
teaching the meaning of atfunement to a balanced,
fitting relation between human beings and their
world” (p. 117), she sees place as dwelling, as root-
edness, as relatedness, as where we are “implaced.”
This ethics, then, is about being attuned to being-in-
place, about an awareness of prereflective being-in-
the-world—or being-in-the-earth-community.

A place-based ethic calls for “thoughtful delib-
eration about converging ethical images, contextual
references, and common, human needs” (p. 135).
Such a place-based ethic “respects the bonds that tie
us to our dwelling places but one that allows for con-
tinuing dialogue as we collectively reflect on envi-
ronmental questions of right and wrong” (pp. 135-
136). Hidden in these words are two tensions: one,
the issue of “right and wrong” and its relation to a

primacy of socio-cultural values regarding these
needs within the context of the natural world versus
the essential needs of the earth community as such
(which always includes humans).

At the end of her book Stefanovic gives exam-
ples of how phenomenology informs specific projects
relating to sustainability. I call this “applied phe-
nomenological environmental ethics.” She shows
how phenomenology can play a role (a) in exposing
pre-thematic, implicit judgments that underlie indica-
tors/values of what sustainability is and what specific
projects call for in terms of sustainability and (b) in
actually generating qualitative indicators/values for
specific projects (cf. p. 147). As she writes, “The spe-
cial task for phenomenology becomes one of promot-
ing awareness of ontological relations and grounds of
shared meaning so that sustainable development is
not pursued haphazardly, with a focus on arbitrary,
ontic realities” (p. 175).

* 3k K k K

Having enjoyed a careful reading of the whole text
and having learned much, my questions back to Pro-
fessor Stefanovic include the following.

QUESTION 1. Is Arne Naess—or deep ecology in
its impetus—really some form of “Earth first, hu-
mankind second” (p. 42)? Whereas much populariz-
ing of the “ecocentric” philosophy implies such a hi-
erarchy, I would question whether this hierarchy is at
the core of deep ecology in its essential possibilities.

Is deep ecology not about the interconnectedness
of all life-forms and the co-emergent co-equality?
Dare one really talk of human settlements as having
“priority”? For what is a human settlement if it is not
also the natural world? If we do not abstract from
human places, do we necessarily give priority to hu-
man places? If not, then how not?

QUESTION 2. Can any sustainability be round
enough unless it calls for humans to be measured by
non-human “earth” or “land” awareness? As humans
actively participate according to what is ownmost to
them as humans, do they not necessarily take into ac-
count how the earth (in ecogenic thinking) manifests
what is ownmost to humans?

How do we think “essential human needs” in
relation to “essential needs of the earth community,”
which include essential human needs? Stefanovic
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as “essential human needs” for food, employment,
energy, housing, water supply, sanitation, and health
care are “central,” they must be pursued within the
broader context of the earth community and the needs
that manifest from the “whole” situation of earth.
Does “central” here mean “having priority”? If
so, how can human needs continue to have priority
over the needs of other earth-community members? If
human needs are “central,” is that not anthropocen-
tric? If thinking attends to the “needs that announce
themselves from the context” of the earth community
“as a whole,” is it possible that “essential human
needs” are no longer central or prior? How does one
think the two together: “essential human needs”
within “essential needs of the earth community”?

QUESTION 3. How can one avoid the dangers of
thinking holism with images like “universal,” “immu-
table forms,” “universal principles”? (pp. 53-61) If
one returns from “situated thinking” to the origina-
tive, holistic world, must one perhaps no longer use
these words, ensconced as they are within the meta-
physical, mechanical paradigm of separate parts be-
longing to a universal, “objective” unity? So how
does one think the “what” of holistic thinking away
from the universal, the objective, the immutable—
and more as ongoingness, as creative unfolding, as
ongoing energeia? If these “parts” are not stable, me-
chanical parts, then how shall we say this? Is holism
perhaps a synergistic works—“parts” in the sense of
nodes within a whole that is at-work and not really
“there” at all? So that we would no longer talk of the
ecosystem as a “substantive whole” (p. 60)?

QUESTION 4. Can Heidegger’s ontology, by which
he critiques all “ethics of values” as a “blasphemy
against being” ever open out upon any ethics? Are all
ethics necessarily anthropocentric and subjectivistic?
Rethinking “ethics” in terms of ethos, dwelling, hu-
mans in earth as “abode,” is more about comportment
and being than it is about rights and obligations. Only
in that sense can it be called “original ethics.” But
then, if we really rethink ethics, away from
objectivistic values or subjectivistic (individualist)
valuing/willing, can it still be called “ethics™?

Can the word ethics ever say what ethos means
and says? Indeed when we say something, we partici-
pate in the coming forth and granting of that “thing.”

that the naming of the word may require that a differ-
ent word be brought to bear. If the issue is paying at-
tention to what is and responding appropriately—can
the word ethics still say that? If ethos names how
humans are in the world, “their way of dwelling” (p.
151), does the English word ethics say that?

Regardless of how this question is resolved, it is
clear that such words as “value judgments” (p. 149),
“converging moral values” (p. 134); “moral order,”
even if it is “implaced” within a society through its
culture (p. 129); “articulation of moral guidelines” (p.
165); “code of ethics,” even if it is “evolving” (p.
168)—all of these words become suspect when rec-
ognizing that “ethical discernment is less a matter of
intellectual construction than it is one of attunement
to a particular way of being-in-place” and involves
“ethical awareness” of “implacement” (p. 128). This
“ethical discernment” and “ethical awareness” does
not come from a code of ethics or a moral order or
moral values. The “ethical” in these words is about
ethos, not ethics as we normally take that word.

QUESTION 5. There is an implicit “given” that runs
throughout this book and, as far as I can see, is never
itself put into question: that humans will not or cannot
surrender the “higher quality of life” through technol-
ogy and economic development (including consumer-
ism). It seems to me that, in any discussion of sus-
tainability, this question needs at least to be ad-
dressed. Simplistically said: Is it possible that the
“original ethics” of sustainability call for simplicity—
and not economic development at all?

QUESTION 6. In understanding the role of phe-
nomenology—and specifically Heideggerian phe-
nomenology—is there a role for phenomenology that
goes beyond awareness of what is, of val-
ues/indicators, beyond understanding the “reali-
ties"—beyond ... to the ownmost possibilities inher-
ent in a phenomenological thinking of the earth
community, thinking the earth community (and hu-
mans within that community) unto its ownmost pos-
sibilities? What, then, would be the role for phe-
nomenology in “saving the earth”?
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