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Abstract

Not eco-effective technology, but a redesigned Western mind, should be the theme
of environmental responsibility discourse, and also an objective of “green” architecture.
This paper will seek to explain that Western society’s high hopes in eco-efficiency are
merely the consequence of hidden relations within technological structures which conceal
our dependence on ecology, causing a general unawareness of our technological
deformation. Only the practice of constant questioning of our epistemology and ontology
can help members of Western society to search for alternatives beyond those imposed on
them by technological society. More important than “green” buildings, architects need to
create “green” practices, in which they will, not as mere professionals but dedicated
human beings, provide space for extensive creative collaboration where people can
together explore new meanings and values, create new knowledge, learn solidarity and
respect for each other and the world, and gain responsibility for the environment and

communities they have helped to create.
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Introduction

2 ¢ 2 ¢ 2 ¢

Terms like “green architecture”, “sustainable design”, “ecological design”, “eco-design™
identify an architectural design approach, which is concerned with architecture’s environmental
impact. We all possess at least a vague picture of what “geen” architecture means, likewise we
have some understanding of what ecology or environmental responsibility is. However, our
perception of these subjects is an acceptance of the picture constructed and provided to us by
the technological structures of Western society, rather than the result of a genuine attempt to
discover the depth of their meanings. Hearing that a building is “green,” we automatically
picture photovoltaic panels, low flush toilets, rainwater collectors, passive cooling systems,
radiant heat gain control, non-toxic materials, local building materials, or grass on a roof. We
refer to certain features and qualities which that building possesses, but not the people involved
in creation or use of that building-we fictitiously replace environmental responsibility from
ourselves upon the objects we use.

We can find several definitions of an “ecological design.” For instance, according to Sim
Van Der Ryn and Stuart Cowan it is “any form of design that minimizes environmentally
destructive impacts by integrating itself with living processes” (x); Canada Green Council
Building sees “green design” as “design and construction practices that significantly reduce or
eliminate the negative impact of building on the environment and occupants...” (CaGBC);and
Peter Graham presents “Eco-design” as “ designing in accordance with [ecologically
sustainable development] principles” (279). However, what do we understand by
“[minimizing] environmentally destructive impacts”, or “[eliminating] the negative impact$’ of
the building? This largely refers to the lowering of all environmental damages caused by the

building’s construction, inhabitation and demolition, measured in embodied energy



consumption, natural resources exploitation, health costs, etc. All of these are unquestionably
important measures against which there is no need to argue. But should the direct, evident, and
measurable environmental impacts related to the building itself be the only values taken into
consideration? Should not be the message emboded in the building and behavioral patterns of
all the people involved in its life considered within an evaluation of its “greenness’?

“Green” design understood as the technological challenge of decreasing environmental
impacts of the building is a produd of our perception that technology is an object of humans’
mastering, external to our own essence. This externalization of technology allows us to treat it
as the subject responsible for environmental degradation, hence to perceive it as the realm
where the ultimate solution should be sought. However, technology constructs the human
understanding of reality, which determines all aspects of our behavior; it is the essence of our
humanity. Technology deforms the Western understanding of reality by hiding the substantial
information, energy, and matter that flows within technological structures and terrestrial
processes, which results in an unawareness of our influence and a denial of our dependence on
natural processes. This deforms our consciousness about ouselves, in which we perceive
ourselves as members of an advanced Western society, but not as elements constituting and
dependent on planetary ecology. This denial of interdependence results in a dishonesty to
ourselves about our influence on ecology, the meaning of life, and the morality of values we
endorse. Since technology is a product and determinant of our knowledge, the first element to
revise must be our knowledge created in quarrels between humans rather than in a collaborative
observation of the objective world. However, in order to make environmental preservation a
long-term strategy, it cannot be led as a competition in suppression of our desires, but rather as

a joyful process of fulfilling our desire for a harmonized relationship with the entie world.



Therefore ontological questions examining our desires, fundamental values, and
understandings of reality is an area where the search for a “green” planet, “green” society, and
“green” design should start. In order to bring substantial results, ths examination cannot be
conducted solely as some abstract theory, but more importantly as a common, fundamental
constituent of our everyday technological practice. Only then will we manage to remove the
question of environmental responsibility from the redm of technology to the realm of ethics
and remake the Western mind, more importantly than architecture, to be an object of “green”
design.

Architectural theories foreign to the general public have marginalized the public’s
concerns about determining the role of quality architecture and the environment. “Green”
architecture conducted in the same theory--imposing pattern, can build “green” buildings but
cannot redesign the Western mind. In order to influence minds, “green” architecture cannot be
perceived as a physical object with low energy and matter demands, but as a knowledge
transmitter with high inspirational qualities. Greater context sensitivity is the key to the
“greening” of Western society. Sensitivity to social context, however, does not mean to reflect
unecological aspects of the subject society, but to explore the uniqueness of individuals and
communities related to a project in order to find the most understandable, hence sufficient, way
of implementing “green” ideals to the public. The way to build our mutual solidarity and
respect for the environment is to rediscover the nonrmaterial qualities in our lives and our
environment that generate a spiritually richer life and implement these into our architecture.
While technologically advanced “green” design places the responsibility upon the buildings, an
emphasized human responsibility is an essential element of designing a “green” society. Active

individual and collective participation in meaningful activities sustaining our physical ad



spiritual existence, revealing our sociability, as well as dependence on each other and nature, is
the milieu fostering our sense of environmental responsibility, and as such is an irreplaceable
constituent of “green” design.

“Green” architects perceiving themselves as mere professionals obeying the rules of
Western society, hence obligated to their professional responsibilities and Western ethics,
dispose of the limited potential of being beneficial to planetary ecology. Their limitation comes
from the unecologcial rules of technological structures driven by a low ecological awareness
within Western society. “Green” architects should assign for themselves obligations to society
and the environment larger than those posed on them through professionalstatus in order to get
the “green” message across the unecological frameworks, as well as to heal the wounds and
prevent danger of which society is largely unaware. The first thing to do is to place the
sustainability and “green” architecture discourse in the realm of ethics. This amounts to a
refusal of a curtailed ethical responsibility stemming from an accustomed narrow awareness of
the range of our individual influence on planetary ecology which excludes numerous elements
or defenseless parties from the ethical consideration. One must engage in united environmental
ethics not divided into a number of selfreferential professional or disciplinary ethics. The
reason why architects should accept responsibilities larger than those instrumentally assigned to
them is that they, as creative people, possess the talent of observation given by nature which
allows them to recognize the inner unecological drives of Western society and they are
privileged in having the tool of architecture to expose and heal them.

“Green” architecture aspiring to trigger fundamental changes in Western thinking and
desires, can hardly accomplish its mission solely by the means of designing “green” buildings.

Since to manifest this message that requests the reevaluation of fundamentd values into



nonverbal communication in comprehensible ways is problematic, if not impossible, larger
opportunities lie within architectural practice as a space where interchuman communication

occurs. It is up to the character of every single architect inwhat ways he/she transforms his/her
architectural practices; however, this should involve a transformation of objectives. The major
objective of authentic “green” practice should not be to design “green” buildings, but to offer
space where people can discover new values, mutual interdependence, inevitable dependence
on planetary ecology, the flaws of Western society, and build strong local identities. It is here
that they can learn how to become actively responsible for their environment and communities,
and get a chance to exercise civil society in order to become capable of defending themselves
against unecological economic and political powers. In David Orr’s words, “green” design is
not about “how to produce ecologically benign products ... but how to male decent

communities in which people grow to be responsible citizens and whole people” The Nature

12).

By healing technology and buildings we heal only symptoms, and not the very cause of
environmental degradation, which is the Western mind. Gregory Bateson reminds us that “in
medicine to relieve to symptoms without curing the disease is wise and sufficient if and only if
either disease is surely terminal or will cure itself” (497). We cannot believe the Western
greedy mind will cure itself, and we needto hope that it will not be terminal. Van Der Ryn and
Cowan see ecological design to be both “a profoundly hopeful vision and a pragmatic tool. ...It
provides a new way of thinking about design” (Preface x). More than a new way of thinking
about design, it must provide new ways of thinking about everyday practices, our ethics, and
ourselves. Eco-efficiency endorsed by the leading political and economic powers “does not

indicate that ecological awareness has been smuggled into the core deliberations of the



technological society.” Rather, it indicates, “that the interests of the technological society have
been smuggled into ecological awareness” (Davison 38), and it is up to every architect’s
individual character to recognize and reveal this, and to set his/herown authentic form of
dealing with it. Surely “green” architects will never stop the everyday learning process of how
to build and employ united ethics, engage in courageous thinking and a firm “green”
commitment, or how to make the most environmentally aml socially healthy decisions.

“Sustainability is nothing less, in late modernity, than the craft of moral life” (Davison 177).



Chapter 1. - Technological Society

Technology: From Neutral Vehicle to the Essen ce of Human Agency
More than likely any member of Western society would admit that our enormous energy

and raw materials consumption is indivisibly connected to the powerful teclmology we use.

French philosopher Michel Serres, in his Natural Contract, portrays us as “as powerful as the
world” (20), due to technology causing global environmental changes. Nobody can argue that
this extreme technological power accompanied with an uneasonable over-consumption of
energy is not responsible for environmental degradation. Most of us willingly accept this fact
because negative environmental changes are undeniable and technology serves as a handy
convict to be blamed.

When we talk about technology, most of us imagine machines, gadgets, energy flows,
information flows, science, or something else that was created in human minds, produced
through human labour, and used to fulfill human needs. We see our relationship with
technology as master and servant. Due to this instrumental perception of technology, we
perceive technology as a phenomenon external to the essence of humanity. In Aidan Davison
words, “our everyday use of the term technology executes this fallacy of externalization by
referring simply to the external objects that surround us and are apparently external to the
human condition” (96). Hence “technologies become the external, static objectifications of the
culturally neutral knowledge provided by science. [And] technological object stand divorced
from the essence of human knowing and experience” (Davison 96).

Externalized technology has become the favoured target of blame for environmental
degradation, because as long as technology remains external to human essence, we can pretend

to be innocent. While we believe that powerful and consumptive gadgets are to blame, the



solution seems to lie within our grasp. We just have to stop “cutting butter with a nuclear
powered chainsaw” (Van Der Ryn and Cowan 88), and either find an alternative energy for our
chainsaw, or use a butter knife, if worst comes to worst. Eco-efficiency, not requiring life-style
changes, is the most endorsed solution. Every time Western society faces a situation in which
some change is required, as Davison reveals, it always reaches for the solutions not demanding
the change of accustomed habits.
The least disruptive, and thus the apparently most feasible, responses to
unintended consequences become those that tamper as little as possible with
this form of life. ... Apparently less feasible alternatives [are those posing]
radical and unpalatable challenges to the constructive pattern of technological
culture. (Davison 107)
Eco-efficiency proposing that we are capable of “doing more with less” (McDonough

and Braungart 50) is the subject matter dominating the sustainable development discourse led

by economic and political powers. McDonough and Braungart, in their bookCradle to Cradle,

joke that if there was a motto of the industrial revolution it would have been: “Ifbrute force
doesn’t work, you are not using enough of it” (30). A few decades later, we have now realized
that we cannot afford this approach anymore, so we have invented ecoefficiency as the
opposition to “brute force.” The motto of eco-modernist sustainable development, rooted in an
“assumption that we will employ the most efficient, the least risky, and the most convenient of
our technological servants vigorously and optimistically, [and] that there is a little sense in any
antitechnological position” (Davison 97), seems to be “every problem has either a

technological answer or a market solution” (Ecological Literacy 24).

McDonough and Braungart do not believe in eco-efficiency as a long-term strategy
because it is just “finetuning the existing destructive framework™” (90). They demand a

fundamental change of form of production, from “cradleto-grave” processes to self-feeding



“cradle-to-cradle” strategies, and reorganizing market relations which endorse the producers’
responsibility of the fultlife cycle of a product. They replace the idea of ecoefficiency with
“eco-effectiveness”. “Long-term prosperity depends not on the efficiency of a fundamentally
destructive system, but on the effectiveness of processes designed to be healthy and renewable
in the first place” (“Eco-effectiveness,” MBDC). They say, “Our concept of eco-effectiveness
means working on the right things-on the right products and services and systems-instead of
making the wrong things less bad” (76). Even though the “cradleto-cradle” strategy seems to
be a more promising solution than eco-efficiency, it still perceives technology as an object of
human mastering, external to the essence of human existence. As a result, ecological
preservation continues to be a technological issue exterral to human ethical responsibility.
McDonough and Braungart do not address the ethical dimension of ecological awareness, since
they believe that an appropriate design can avoid posing limitations on the Western standard of
life. They claim, for example, that industrial waste produced by corporations is not the product
of morally wrong action but is the “consequence of outdated and unintelligent design” (43).
Davison argues that as long as technology remains perceived as excluded from human
essence, it will remain understood as a servant to humanity, and not as a constitutive element of
it. This perception hiding the reality that “issues of morality and ontology [cannot be] excluded
from issue of technology in the technological culture” (Davison 86) is thereason why eco-
modernism fails “to illuminate the moral relationship of technological culture to other cultures,
to the future, to nature, or to its own inhabitants [and] to shed light on the moral meaning of
sustainability” (Davison 56). The cause, and at the same time the effect, of excluding ethics
from mainstream discourses on the role of technology within environmental rehabilitation is

that “both technocratic and cultural discourses about sustainability have substantially failed to
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investigate how technologies, woven as they are within the fabric of our practices, express,
shape and perpetuate our philosophical commitments” (Davison 94). Eco-modernism fails to
offer a new understanding of the quality of life based on a recognition of the intrinsic vales of
all elements united in the wholeness of terrestrial existence. “While technological progress is
able to serve as external means toward the technical end of mastering nature, it is unable to
serve as external means to the ultimate moral end of human well-being in a welcoming,
sustaining world” (Davison 113).

Perceiving technology not as a culturally and morally neutral phenomenon, but as the
essence of humanity, will not only help us to recognize the real cause of environmental
degradation but also to discover our own nature. In order to reveal the essence of humanity, we
need to abandon the sum-of-gadgets perception of technology and see it as a framework which:
builds our social, cultural, and political life; determines our understanding of reality;drives our
individual actions; or serves as a measure scale against which we measure the quality of our
lives. All the technologies and techniques that we use inevitably influence our perception of
reality. For instance, “the invention of mechanical time ... launched European culture into the
tunnel of linear, chronological time in which progression makes more sense than permanence”
(Davison 70); or the glass mirror “may have been of profound philosophical significance” too,
since by providing us with an exernal image of ourselves it “might also encourage a
heightened sense of personal ego; greater faith in possibilities of the detached objective
observer, increased identification with individual difference rather than communal similarity”
(Davison 88). Regardless to what extent these deliberations are accurate, technological advance
unquestionably determines our understanding of reality according to which we conduct our

actions. Technologies “woven ... within the fabric of our practices, express, shape, and
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perpetuate our philosophical commitments” (Davison 94). Only if we realize that we are the
technological society, not only because we use gadgets, but that “technological society names a
peculiar political and moral condition in which the greatest common goal is understood as the

greatest possible productivity of technosystems” (Davison 93), can we place technology at the
essence of human existence and interweave the realm of technology with the real of human

ethics.

The Deformed World and the Hidden Self

Technology creates the conditions that Western society might call development, but it is
also a deformation of our awareness, values, and practice. Technological society ignores the
spiritual dimension of the world which prevents us from seeing anything other than
instrumental values. Language and technology cease to engage human practitioners in the
revelation of the originating mystery of things. ...Modern technology encloses our experience
in such a way as to imprison things within human purposes” (Davison 118). The intrinsic value
of all elements of terrestrial existence, the recognition of which is crucial for the rejection of the
master-servant perspective, remain ignored. We tend to overlook that the spiritual and physical
dimensions of our life are mutually determining and indivisible. Undeniably, physical
environmental degradation is an immediate result of our materialism. However, materialism
also causes spiritual damage. The ItalianrAmerican architect Paolo Soleri claims, our “quiet
greed”, “is not [just] causing pollution, but itis pollution” (181). Overwhelmed by the amount
of matter, “man’s genius is decaying within the process of ecological decay” (179).

According to Davison, the world we are building is deformed and unsustainable “because
it encodes in our everyday practices a profound dualism of means and ends” (115). A dualism

of means and ends “brings the ends — commodities — to the foreground of our experience,
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whilst ensuring that the means — technosystems — recede from view” (Davison 110). Because
we neither see how technology is related to natural processes, nor the relationships within
technology and technological structures, we became “skillful beings” (Dreyfus in Davison
174), who can operate technology and adapt to social, political, economic, or legal structures.
But we do not ask how these systems work, what sustains their existence, how they interact
with us and the rest of the world. From an environmental point of visv, perhaps the most
dangerous element of this deformed Western world is the hidden dependence on natural
resources sustaining our lives, and our hidden mutual dependence on each other. As a result of
this hidden dependence we do not live in the real world,but we live our everyday practice in an
imaginary technologically fabricated world. We transform the real world without seeing it, and
we “willingly sleepwalk through the process of reconstructing the conditions of human
existence” (Winner in Davison 98).

Due to this deformation we do not know the world and we do not know ourselves. By
hiding ourselves from the fact that technological frameworks reconstruct both the natural world
and our minds--that technology is the essence of our humanity-we not only lose the ability to
understand natural and technological processes, but also the ability to know ourselves. Jacques
Ellul claims, “man is no longer able to recognize himself because of the instruments he
employs” (146). Due to our denying of the existenceof fundamentally unhealthy deformations
of cultural frameworks, we remain unaware of our own deformations as well. As Davison says,
we are able to laugh at the moral destabilization that a Coke bottle caused in an Aboriginal
community in the movie “The God Must Be Crazy,” but “we remain unreflective about the
technological sources of our own moral destabilization” (Davison 21). It is not that we would

tolerate moral destabilization in our society, but we have created deformed measure sticks for
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its evaluation, which allow us to hide reality and to see ourselves in a way we want to. “With
the logic of an infant who closes their eyes so you cannot see them, technological sleepwalkers
hide only from themselves” (Davison 102).

The Western mind, operating upon frameworks driven by purpose and a linear timeline,
is “blind to cybernetic circularities of the self and the external world” (Bateson 451), because
“the cybernetic nature of self and the world tends to be imperceptible to consciousness insofar
as the contents of the ‘screen’ of consciousness are determined by consideration of purpose”
(Bateson 450). Therefore Western man, who adapts the environment to his/her purposes,
instead of adapting him/herself to the environment, is capable of destroying him/herselfand the
environment “with the very best of conscious intentions” (Bateson 152). This deformed
consciousness, which listens to the purpose but ignores the cybernetic response, constructs our
denial of an interdependent relationship with the world, and make us unconsciously dishonest
to ourselves. For instance, most of the things we buy are not necessary to our survival, but are
commodities that are either just a promise of “enjoyment whose true location is fantasy* The
Puppet 145) based on the notion thatif you buy “X” you will get also something else; or
“commodities that offer us ‘X without X’, deprived of substance (coffee without caffeine,
sweetener without sugar, beer without alcohol, etc)” (The Puppet 148). This is an example of
our unwillingness to honestly admit that we are willing to fictively enrich “X” with a false,
instrumental “extra” value, since “X” itself cannot deliver enjoyment arising from its intrinsic
value and we deceptively pretend to avoid the consequences of our desires by deprivig the
commodity of its inner unwanted core. The fact that an imaginative purpose can replace the
reality of the meaninglessness of both the extra value and the commodity deprived of essence

causes the member of consumerist society to “live in a world wherefantasy is more real than
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reality” (Boorstin in The Nature 69). This ideology of false imagination, characteristic to
market-driven capitalism and fostered by our wishful thinking, allowing us to deny our
deformation and dependence on nature, survives orly thanks to our inauthenticity which is
stronger than courageous honesty. In turn, this ideology serves as a platform upon which
commodities with an imaginary extra “green” value, or imaginarily deprived of their
environmental impacts, can be smuggled irto our genuine ecological attempts. Our “willful
blindness has reached epidemic proportions” (The Nature 85), and because it remains
unnoticed, it has become extremely dangerous. “Simply reaching for a cup of coffee in a
moment of conviviality at a sociological conference on globalization is an event of momentous,
yet typically unnoticed, paradox, irony, delusion, and danger” (Davison 103). Orr aptly
compares our rejection of reality as “denial ... in the service of ideology and seHinterest” to
the attitude of the churchman who refused to look into Galileo’s telescope (The Nature 86).
Instead of placing technology outside of the realm of human essence, which moves the
responsibility for environmental degradation solely on technology, we need to realize thd
humanity and technology are not two autonomous entities, but one indivisible realm and that
“technology is not the neutral vehicle of human agency, [but] it is the essence of human
agency” (Davison 101). We need to see that “purely technological advance” is impossible
(Naess 93) and “technological innovation is a form of political and moral innovation ... a form
of social experiment” (Davison 104). The relationship between technological and social
innovation is reciprocal. Technology creates the preconditions for change in social, ethical, and
legal frameworks, but it is also a product of them. Therefore, all goods made in a thirdworld
country by cheap child labor, lying on a shelf in an airconditioned supermarket in a developed

country “are products of ethical frameworks as much as of factories” (Davison 106).
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While some might suggest abandoning technology in order to rediscover ourselves, Davison
claims that technology, as the source of our moral destabilization, cannot be separated from the
process of recovery. Also, Gregory Bateson stresses the importance of technology within the recovery
of our mind and environment. He suggests, in his proposal for “A High Civilization™ capable of a
balanced relationship with the environment, that it would be imposslb and insane to “retun to the
innocence” of Aboriginal cultures, since we would basically be starting the same process all over
again. Vice versa, we need to hold onto “whatever is necessary [including technology]... to maintain
the necessary wisdom in thehuman population” (503). Because “technology, like language, is not
simply a manifestation of human knowing, it is also a precondition for it” (Davison 104), it is an
indivisible part of the creation of new ecological knowledge. Since a rejection of techlogy is neither
possible--since it is the essence of our humanitynor desirable, and since it is the vehicle of our
knowing, we need to discover a new moral judgment within technology through a deep examination
of the relationships between the human ming technology, and planetary ecology. The prior objective
of “greening” the planet thorough “greening” Westemn society is not to make us act upon our present
knowledge, but to restore our consciousness by relating ourselves to the real world of planetary
ecology and to make us aware of the fact that we cannot save the real world while living a fictitious

Western one.

Knowledge and Competition

The preference of technological solutions to environmental degradation is poted in
Western scientific and technical approaches to knowledge. Scientific knowledge does not foster
environmentally responsible behavior, because although it provides us with valuable
information, “theoretical and technical knowledges ... lack the capacty to produce wise

action” (Davison 162).
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Our understanding of what constitutes knowledge, is rooted in the thousands of years
long fight over “objective” truth. Before knowledge became the “subject of science,” objective
truth about the world lay in the world without men, and knowledge was gained in the subject’s
attempt to define himself in relation to the object (Serres 21). Since science has entered the
history of humankind, “truth is not to be observed in the appearance of things, but is to be
produced by those who think™ (Davison 120), and knowledge has become the product of the
final agreement between men ending the fight over the truth. “Thus experienced by the former
individual subject, me or you, an obedient receiver or transmitter and a possible mventive
producer of knowledge, the process of knowing runs from trials to cases to causes, from
judgments to choices, and so never leaves juridical arena” (Serres 212). In order to preserve,
justify, and value knowledge detached from the object, Western society developed a structure
of authorities possessing power over the “objective” version of knowledge. It has been
forgotten that the more knowledge pretends objectivity, “the more our instrumentalist
epistemology aspires to universality, and the more our vision is crammed with devices, the less
we understand our social end ecological correlationality. The less we understand the reciprocity
of self and world” (Davison 143). Besides a detachment from the objective world, the other
flaw of Western knowledge is its division into numerous independent disciplines, preventing
Western society from building an holistic environmental wisdom. Numerous isolated
disciplines create numerous selfreferential subjective realities. It is this isolation and self
referentiality, which makes any discipline of human knowing incapable of providing a
sufficient holistic solution for environmental degradation. “The fragmentary studies are
satisfactory only because the questions posed are fragmentary” (Naess 78), and fragmentary

questions are unquestionably the source of our blindness to the unity of planetary ecology.
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Dominant Western science tends to oppose, discredit, and reject any alternatives, such as
Gaia theory or the traditional ecological knowledge of indigenous cultures, that challenge the
mainstream scientific system of belief and its frameworks (Doubleday 47). Perhaps the reason
why scientific knowledge is so opposed to other alternatives challenging its structure is that the
manufactured reliability of its structure is the only source of its authority. However, when it
comes to “greening” the planet and society, representatives of Western knowledge should bear
in mind that it is not really important who is right or wrong, but what ensures the harmony and
survival. Seeking more “green” alternatives, we should search for both new knowledge and
new knowledge structures, because it is difficult to find “green” knowledge “‘within
frameworks which, by the virtue of their historical development and institutional bias, are
unecological if not anti-ecological” (Doubleday 47).

Western knowledge’s built in argument is indivisibly interwoven with the realm of
competition, the foremost Western stimulation. Competition, perceived as the vehicle of
development and thus the most valuable element of capitalism, is not only unecological when
its subject matter is unecological, but more importantly it is unecological as a framework of
human interaction. Competition driven by selfinterest, aspiring for individual satisfaction,
cannot create harmonized whole. Even “green” competition produces winner and losers, which
ruins the positive motivation based on an enjoyment of the process of environmental
preservation for all people engaging in it. Such competition instead provides enjoyment for a
few successful competitors favouring the instrumental value of the superior position, in turn
leading to the mental and physical exhaustion of the competitors. When it comes to the
importance of knowledge within environmental preservation, competing partis tend to

withhold their knowledge in order to succeed, rather than provide their knowledge to other
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parties for the sake of planetary ecology.

Within “green” competitions, “greenness’” becomes a tool rather than an objective. Any
“greenness’ rating system, or “green” competitors who claim that to be “green” is their
objective and “green” competition is just tool to inspire and spread the ideals of sustainability,
need to realize that those who see “greenness” to be their genuine objective do not need to be
the “greenest.” Those who are inspired by competition and begin to desire to be the “greenest”
may succeed in the subjective manner of competition, but hardly implement “green” ideals to
other non-rated areas of their lives. “Green” competitions should nd misplace the spreading of
ecological awareness for providing a “greenwashing” tool which can be abused by the
economic self-interests of competing parties. Furthermore, “green” competition cannot escape
the technological perception of sustainability, since rating systems can only operate on
measurable values. No rating system can measure the transformation of a competitor’s value
priorities, the genuineness of their “green” intentions, the rediscovered joy of engaging in
activities independent of the consumerist market, a harmonized human community, or an
intensified civil society. But these incommensurable elements are the core of environmental
and social sustainability. Most importantly, since “the function of empirical datagathering is to
take the decision out of the ethical domain and place it into the much more manageable domain
of technique” (Spector 148), competition as a form of data gathering places environmental
responsibility into the domain of technology, instead of into the realm of ethics whee it

belongs.

Ontology
Revised epistemology might be a precondition of a more sufficient and more sensitive

responses to the issue of environmental preservation, but it is not a drive leading us towards a
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“green” society. Rather it is just a vehicle of changes, because only the priory revised and
modified Western mind can recognize the importance of reevaluated knowledge and enjoy the
process of environmental preservation. McDonough and Braungart bring up a valid point to the
issue of sustainability by asking, “how exciting is sustainability ... If a man characterized his
relationship with his wife as sustainable, you might well pity them both” (155). Sustainability,
achieved by minimizing our environmental impacts, is according to them, principally boring

and incapable of providing positive motives, while sustainability based on the technological
challenge of designing things in principally good cradleto-cradle patterns--not limiting our

self-expression--is a positive drive towards sustainability. Their reason as to why we should

take this challenge is the recognition of the impossibility of getting away from the conditions
we create. “We are not leaving this [planet] ..., and we will begin to become native to it [like
Aboriginal cultures are] when we recognize this fact” ( 89). Here they seem to mistreat the
“green” message provided to us by Aboriginal cultures, because it is not a recognition of the
impossibility of escape that makes them such devoted caretakers, but a recognition of he

intrinsic value of every element of nature. The excitement of doing things principally good still
retains an aftertaste of unpleasant injunction if initiated by the motif of not having any other
option. Our “green” behavior should be a response to the ‘moral challenge posed by the ideal
of sustainability” (Davison 200), and not the technological challenge posed by a fear of death.
In order to make sustainability genuinely “exciting,” positive, and fulfilling of our desires, we
should not act under the pressure of not having any other option, but upon our “green” desires
and inner beliefs. Then our “green” behavior will be driven by the excitement of the challenge
to harmonize our beliefs with our performance, and not by the excitement of the technological

challenge to harmonize our greed with the limits of natural resources.
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Our world is not only deformed by everyday technological practice, but first of all by the
technological deformation of the meaning of our lives. Technology, as a realm constructingthe
meaning of our existence, “is not only worldbuilding, it is simultaneously world-revealing and
must be therefore read as ontological text” (Davison 115). It is impossible for us to enjoy
producing less, consuming less, while the meaning of our existaice is seen as the production
and consumption of matter produced through the “hard work™ of technological engagement. If
our only drive is an instrumental joy, conditioned with the recognition of our purposefulness
and the purposefulness of everything else we can hardly be expected to recognize the intrinsic
value of our existence and of the whole terrestrial unity; thus any action towards
environmentally responsible behavior remains just an unpleasant, selfpurposeful action of
“saving our butt.”

The absence of ontological questions within environmental discourse is a consequence of
absenting moral issues within environmental discourse, combined with absenting ontological
questions within moral discourse. Gouinlock claims, “the absorbing questions of the noral
implications of the nature of man and the world” are absent to present a moral discourse, so we
do not feel moral obligation to seek ontological questions (79). Without a revision of our
meaning of existence, moral philosophy remains to build its judgnent of what is “good” and
“bad” upon a meaning of existence deformed by technological structures. “The divorce of
ontology from moral philosophy may indeed make moral philosophy easier, but it also thereby
makes it largely irrelevant to our moral experierce and to the worlds we build” (Davison 150).
In order to make moral philosophy relevant and beneficial to the process of “greening” society,
the question of morality must be based on a recognition of the new “green” meanings of our

existence. Since the role of ethical action is not to suppress our desires and joy, but more
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importantly it is “an attempt to open up possibilities, to enrich the world’ (Macntyre qtd. in
Davison 163), we need to reevaluate in what sense we want to see the world enriched in ordr
to decide which possibilities will make ethical action healing for both planetary ecology and the
Western mind.

“Green” behavior, and for that matter “green” design, “is not simply a more efficient way
of accommodating our desires; it is the improvement of desire and all of those things that
affects what we desire” (The Nature 28). Those who seek where we should turn in “greening”
the planet must see, like the authors of Factor Four saw, “the recourses that we need most
urgently to rediscover and to use more fully and wisely are not in the physical world, but
remain hidden within each one of us” (qtd. in Davison 34). “Green” society and the planet are
neither a question of technological skills and knowledge, nor an issue of revised epistemology
alone but a question of reconstructed meaning of our existence; hence “the ultimate object of
ecological design is ... human mind” (The Nature 30).

As productive beings, we tend to seek enjoyment in accomplishing the goals we have
assigned to ourselves. If we were to perceive “green” society, or ultimately the “green” mind,
as a state that we aim to achieve, we would easily become frustrated from the norachievability
of this task. In order to harmonize our enjoyment of “green” behavior with our “green” inner
beliefs, we need to abandon our technological desire to accomplish a task, and seek enjoyment
within the process of the transformation of our minds initself. Likewise, “ultimate moral goods
are not realized as the completion of a practical task, but are ralized as the ongoing
achievement of cultivation and sustaining good in our lives” (Davison 160). The “green” mind
is not without environmental impact at all (since this is impossible), but that which genuinely

engages in its own transformation. Therefore, we should not focus on how ultimately “green”
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our society and mind look, but in the kind of process in which we should engage. Our task is
not to theoretically prescribe some sort of desired form of “greenness” and go for it, but to
engage in an everyday practice of examining, revealing, and continuous retrospective

reevaluating of what the “green” mind and “green” society might stand for.

The Everyday Practice of History Making

To begin sustainability discourse with ontological questions helps to achieve a more
significant change towards sustainability than technology can provide. In order to depict the
kind of change which is required to balance the cybernetic systems of planetary ecology and
Western society, we could use Bateson’s allegory of a thermostat as a “homeostatic circuit”
balancing the temperature in a house (479). When the conditions become unbearable, it is not
sufficient to act within the old settings, and we need to set the thermostatto a new level. Using
another Bateson allegory, we can picture ourselves in the position of adversary nuclear super
powers simulating nuclear war. The fact of being in an enemy relationship creates a set of rules,
which themselves are enemy to all of theinvolved parties. In order to win the war, the parties
cannot operate within these rules because “the question is not what is the best thing to do within
the rules as they are at the moment. The question is how we can get away from the rules within
which we have been operating” (Bateson 484-5). It is apparent that our unecological behavior
has become unbearable and the social rules within which we operate have became enemies to
our physical and spiritual survival, therefore the thermostat of our behavior mst be reset and
the enemy social rules must be abandoned.

To endorse “green” competition and to apply “green” technology uncritically is nothing
more than following accustomed dangerous rules. It is like going to elections in order to decide

who is going to lead the inherently wrong system less badly. This might be a convenient
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attitude, and natural to Western society, but it is insufficient in its “greening.” We need history
making attitudes in order to reset the rules of our inherently norecological system. The authors

of Disclosing New World claim that going to elections is not historymaking: “something that

makes history ... changes the way in which we understand and deal with ourselves and with
things” (Spinosa, Flores, and Dreyfus 2). Our understandirg of what has to be done on both the
global ecology and “green” architecture levels “requires a revolution in our thinking that
changes the kinds of question we ask™ (The Nature 27). Systemic transformation cannot be

conducted solely through the change of epistemology and ontology as abstract theories, but

only as a transformation of the questions we ask within our everyday performance.

As Davison sees it, “our world-building becomes invisible not simply because dualism
of means and ends blinds our thirking, but because it blinds our experience in everyday
practice” (113), hence the deformation of the system can be recognized and its remedy can be
delivered only through engaging in new forms of everyday practice. It is not an abstract moral
philosophy that forms our morality, but it is rather, according to Davison, “the world of practice
in which our everyday moral choices take place ... [because] these worldstructures frame the
moral domain. They give it its shape, in terms both ontological and practical”’(160). Dreyfus
says, “ethical practices can function perfectly well without abstract universal principles of
rightness being invoked, while principles of rightness are totally dependent upon the everyday
practices for their application” (qtd. in Davison 162). Hence, there is no abstract moral
philosophy that can serve as a vehicle of change, but only moral practice itself in its sel
reflective form. Sustainability is achievable only as an everyday event of our individual sel
transformation through our rediscovered “relationality” with all beings and informational

energy and matter flows sustaining our existence. “We require skills of judgment that can lead
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us from the foreground of selfproduction towards the background of world-producing means

that relate us to our wider social and ecological reality” (Davison 158), developed through a
constant questioning of the essence of our being, and allowing us to distinguish instrumental
reasons from those inherent to the nonrdeformed core of humanity--the reasons contemplating

the unity of terrestrial ecology. Unlike technological rationality, the “rationality of relationship

... brings to light the moral character of our essential relationality as members of human and
biotic communities. It brings to light our esserce as children, siblings, parents, lovers, ...”

(Davison 166).

Since we are technological beings, the skill of relational judgment must be developed at
the level of technological practice. Even though we can agree with Naess that “[a] lack of
critical evaluation of technique” is responsible for our technological deformation, and that
technology must be “culturally tested” (Naess 94), we should emphasize that since
technological culture as a whole is not yet familiar with the genuinely critical examination of
technology and technological structures, sustainability lies within individual questioning and
decision-making, subverting present Western cultural rules, rather than following them. The
only guideline to follow in this examination is individual character Questions concerning
technological production such as: “Why do I need this? Is it sustaining my physical survival?
How does it influence my emotional experience? Where does it come from? How am I related
to the process of its production?”” must be on a daly basis accompanied with “epistemological
and ontological deliberations”. There is no other way of becoming ecologically responsible
than by practicing the skill of moral judgment in our everyday interaction with people, other
forms of life, things, and events around us. There is no scientific knowledge we should learn

before starting to practice our everyday historymaking--there are only real situations ahead,
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through which we will learn in the same way as acquiring skills of judgment in reflectiven-
action learning. Davison reminds us, “whereas for instrumental reason the written text is the
pragmatic exemplar of learning, for the practical reason it is the ultimate experience of others
and things” (167).

“Sustainability is nothing less, in late modemity, than the craft of moral life” (Davison
177), and only through practicing and developing this craft can we get closer to the ideals of
sustainability. Despite our efforts, we will never be able to take the quotation marks off of the
word green, in the same way as no cybernetic system, including planetary ecology, can ever
achieve ultimate equilibrium. We have to be aware, as has already been mentioned, that what
we are trying to achieve is not a final static “green” product called “green society,” butrather an
infinite process of transformation which in itself makes us “green”. This transformation is
infinite because it will continue day by day and never achieve a final state, there are an infinite
number of possibilities that can be engaged in every sngle day, and there is infinity that has not

yet been done.
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Chapter II. - A role of “Green” Architecture within Planetary Ecology

Architecture: From Theories to Context

“Green” architecture, in its present mainstream form focused on the “green” features of a
building, can hardly represent something more, even in the “cradleto-cradle” form, than an
attempt to decrease the negative environmental impacts of the building. More significant results
are achievable through “green” architecture understood as a discipline with the intent of

building a “green” society. According to Ethics and the Practice of Architecture, “architecture

is about shaping our physical habitat to suit human purposes, and in doing so has the capacity
to fulfill spiritual and emotional needs”(Wasserman, Sullivan, and Palermo 13). But
architecture should not only be about fulfilling human needs, moreover dout forming human

needs. Architecture is, as a technological discipline, inherent to the human essence and as such
it is both the result and determinant of human behavior. The fact that architecture is not only a
product, but also an element influencing himan behavior, must be emphasized in the search for
the role and meaning of “green” architecture.

A brief look at streets we live in and the images in architectural magazines reveals the
huge division between architecture endorsed by architects and archiecture that is widely used;
division which poses an enormous obstacle for architects’ abilities to form society. Modern
architecture and International style have entered the discipline of architecture as a resolution of
an internal struggle during the confusion of neo styles, providing modern “answers” as to what
architecture should be about. Even though International style has been based on modern ideas
of social equity and has aimed to approach and serve the entire modern world, only the
community of architects and a small portion of Western society championed its universal

aesthetic and utilitarian values. An International style which ignored cultural diversity remained
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foreign for the majority of Western society. The post-modern refusal of a universal tuth gave
birth to theories in which the “measure of success [should] be internal, ...[and the] project
[should be] evaluated according to its own theory of success” (Spector 57). Although the idea
of pluralism within architectural theory promises more oppatunities for reflecting local cultural
identities, post-modern pluralism is based more on promoting individual creative freedom than
an attempt to bond architecture and local identities. Thus, thepost-modern response to modern
architecture did not manage to bridge the abyss between architecture favored by architects and
architecture inhabited by the majority of the Western world. Fabricated theories,
understandable only to experts, discredited the role of architecture and the general public
instead turned to the cheap housing industry which offered familiar and understandable forms
which inevitably led to a decrease of quality and consequently a lack of demand for the quality
of the urban environment. The origin of the present situation, in which the archiiecture
endorsed by experts is extremely different from the forms widely applied, is not indicative of a
lack of aesthetic or utilitarian quality appreciated be architects, but is instead a reflection of the
fact that these qualities were developed within disciplinary theories detached from the desires
and comprehension of ordinary people.

Contemporary architecture has entered a state which Christopher Alexander has called in
his “Manifesto 19917, the “Collapse of the Present Mainstream Theory of Architectire” (108).
Some of the major failures of this theory are according to him that:

* it “does not deal with Third World building, low-cost housing, or community affairs.”

* it “does not deal with ecological problems.”

* it “does not deal with ... facts now known about the relation between human behavior
and the environment.”

* it “has failed to give any general coherent explanation of the values necessary for
building well.”

* it “has not produced buildings that ordinary people like.”

+ it “has not provided any mora leadership that can establish the value inherent in the
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built world” (“Manifesto” 108).

The biggest concerns, which we can trace in Alexander’s criticisms, are the lost
relationships between the general public and architecture, between theory and pracice, and the
loss of moral guidelines through which we can measure inherent values. What Alexander
demands is, to “free architects from the mental picture that has been constructed for them.
...[and] which is not connected to real human feelings, but only tothe artificially constructed
aesthetic rules of a design intelligentsia” (“Manifesto” 110). This paper does not challenge
architectural aesthetic or utilitarian theories, but rather the process in which these theories are
applied into a design, as well asthe nature of the relationship between all parties involved
within the design process. If “green” architecture takes the same path of detachment of theory
from human desires, beliefs, and practice, it will remain only a fashionable manifestation of a
few enlightened individuals rather than a meaningful movement providing reasonable results in
environmental preservation. In the same way as historymaking must involve a change of
thinking, a change in the way architects and the public think about architectue is the essence of
“green” architecture. Architects and the public must find common ground upon which they can
establish a more fertile relationship, based on mutual respect and a common respect for the
earth, capable of exploring alternatives beyond the ones characteristic of the present
technological understanding of “green” architecture.

In order to reattach architecture and the public, the design process must be perceived as
an attempt to deeply explore and reflect the uniqueness of a particular contex rather than a
mere attempt to apply some theory into that context. Unquestionably, “architecture is most
context-sensitive of the arts” (Spector 159). By context we usually understand geographic,
social, cultural, technological, or political structures. Since present socially constructed contexts

are rather limiting to building a “green” society, “green” architecture should turn away from
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focusing on social context, and look instead at the contexts of individual beliefs and the context
of planetary ecology.

Since Western society represents context extremely non-ecological, “green” architecture
should not take the entire society as context but rather particular individuals involved in the
design process. “Green” architecture justifying itself upon the valwes and rules characteristic of
the entire society must accept these in their original, critically unquestioned form, since a
particular design process obviously cannot influence the entire society. However, if a design
process manages to provide enough space to deliberate on values, priorities, or the issue of
relationality with the people involved, the nonrecological context of Western society can be
transformed into a more ecologically favorable context of a “greenly” redesigned human mind.
The goal of this effort is to make individuals understand that there are more significant
variables to consider than those constructed and endorsed by the market economy or Western
democracy. The idea that “good architecture creates context” (Spector 184), gains more
significance in “green” architecture than in any other architectural form. Although “green”
architecture does not create the context of planetary ecology, it makes it to be part of the
individual mind. The discipline of “green” architecture must perceive iself as a context-maker,

or context-revealer, more importantly than a technological problem solver.

The Green Message: From Matter to Information

The request for recognition of a new context is arequest for a new understanding of the
role of architecture within planetary ecology. The fact that the mainstream form of “green”
architecture is focused on decreasing physical environmental impacts is a result of perceiving a
building to be the sum of emergy and matter flows, rather than a medium carrying a message.

This paper states that when it comes to the overall effect of “green” architecture on planetary
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ecology, the element of the “green” message within architecture is more important than the
performance of one individual building.

Gregory Bateson recognizes two forms of ecology. First, “bioenergenetics” concerns
material bodies and the energy flows between them; second, “informational or entropic ecology
... deals with the budgeting of pathways and of probability” (476). From the perspective of
“bioenergenetics,” the world is global system of matter and energy flows consisting of
numerous interacting subsystems. According to the “informational or entropic” form, besides
matter and energy flows ecology consists of information flows. Every physical element of
“bioenergetics” possesses a mental dimension, which altogether create an overall mental
system inherent to planetary ecology.

The individual mind is immanent but not only in the body. It is immnent also

in pathways and messages outside the body; and there is a larger Mind of
which the individual mind is only a subsystem. This larger Mind is ...
immanent in the total interconnected social system and planetary ecology.

(Bateson 467).

Therefore, when we speak about ecology, we are not supposed to deal only with matter,
but we should also imply a process of developing and exchanging knowledge. Bateson explains
this through the example of a philosopher, who even if he dies and his material body is no
longer part of bioenergetics, his ideas continue to live and influence bioenergetics through
informational ecology (476). The recognition of informational ecology might help us to
recognize the importance of informational pathways within Western society. This means that
instead of focusing on changing the form of our physical performance from a bioenergetics
point of view, we should focus on the mental processes triggering it. Technology as a sum of

gadgets is a part of bioenergetics, while technology as a social framework is a part of

informational ecology. As argued in Chapter I, we need to change the questions we ask, hence
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the way we deal with information. Western greed, as the cause of environmental degradation, is
more or less the result of information upon which our society has developed in the past and
which guides it in the present. Therefore, the only remedy is to spread new information and to
invoke the imagination for the sake of imagining alternative futures.

Within bioenergetics, architecture represents the sum of physical relations
exploiting/nurturing, balancing/distracting the global planetary system. A building consumes a
certain amount of “food” in the form of matter and energy, transforms it, and returns it to the
environment. This cyclical pattern is the essence of all natural terrestrial processes within
bioenergetics. The only difference is that in natural processes matter returned to the cycle is
capable of transforming itself again into “food” in reasonable time, and the amount of aergy
required to create and operate a subsystem of relations is not bigger than the amount of energy
available in the world without human interference. Within this perception, any single “green”
building--even one designed through waste-less “cradle-to-cradle” strategy, where recycling of
a designed object is the primary motivation and not just “an awkward afterthought”
(McDonough and Braungart 70)--cannot be more than the “less bad” approach, since it is still
less “green” than a building that was never huilt at all.

Fortunately, informational ecology offers us a more encouraging picture of the role of
architecture within planetary ecology. In the same way that an individual mind is not only
immanent to the individual body, but also to “a larger Mind” (Biteson 467) with which it is
interconnected through “pathways and messages” flowing outside the individual body, an
individual building is part of the same “wider ecomental system” (Bateson 492). Within
informational ecology, architecture is not just an amount of matter and energy flows

accommodated in physical bodies, but it is the sum of information flows. Its role is to
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participate within ecology as a tester, transmitter, and source of information that can lead to
either balancing or upsetting the stabiity of bioenergetics through modeling our further
physical actions.

While a “green” building within bioenergetics decreases the environmental impact by the
difference between the impacts of one traditional and one “green” building, within
informational ecology, a “green” building is capable of spreading ecological awareness
multiplied by the decrease of the impact on bioenergetics by the number of people inspired by
that particular building. In this way we are getting from a oneplus-one decrease to an
exponential decrease of overall environmental impact caused not only by architecture, but also
by other realms of our practice. No matter how much we decrease the environmental impact of
one building, ecology will benefit more from one inspiring “green” buidling, than from one
inhabited cardboard box.

The “green” house of Elemér Zalotay, a radical Swiss architect of Hungarian origin, was
built in a way that was incomprehensible for the surrounding community. While it may have
represented extremely low environmental impact, with great design qualities, and a great
architect’s creative and personal courage, it probably made more of a negative than a positive
ecological contribution. This “natural eruption ...[and] canopy of anarchic movement” (Wines
208) has became the target of local hate and has hardly encouraged society to follow its way.
Although Zalotay’s house triggered a large dispute, which is necessary for spreading ecological
awareness, it has missed an opportunity to create a space for creative dialogin which people are
willing to learn. The community in the neighborhood which has developed a resistance to this
piece of work is hardly willing to reconsider their own understanding of architecture, and they

are even less willing to revise the basic valus of their society. In this situation, where people
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feel threatened by a situation imposed on them, all parties approach the dialog with their own
argument and determination to defend their standpoint. This is not an atmosphere in which an
individual is willing to seek out the flaws of the society he/she is defending. Hence, in this
situation neither is the learning, nor is the resett