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Green Futures 

– from utopian grand schemes to micro-practices 
In the last decade of planning and policy making, utopian thought and experimental approaches to the organisation of society and the built environment have been rare. What has instead evolved during recent years is a rather firm consensus around the sustainable society as something created within the frames of the current society, by small steps such as urban densification, improvement of public transport, recycling of materials, 'environmentally friendly' production and consumption, green taxes, etc. This consensus has been described in terms of a postpolitical condition in which the underlying assumption is that the liberal socioeconomic world order should be kept. Critical researchers, hence, argue that this 'light greening' of the current societal and urban structures is not deep-reaching enough to really handle the threats posed by climate change, uneven global development, and growing socio-economic segregation. They call for visions of alternative futures and more deep-reaching approaches, but are often quite unarticulated in terms of describing these alternative socio-environmental futures and accompanying strategies. At the same time, in the wake of the 'triple crisis', social movements are growing that challenge the predominant social order and open up for new ideas on green futures. Where can attempts in this direction be found and how can they be understood? To what extent are the current utopian energies strong enough to go beyond present comprehensions of social relations? To what extent are utopian thoughts and practices, in all its different guises, affecting political endeavours and institutional change? To what extent and how can historical utopian thought be re-read and made useful for current engagements in the field?


The symposium analyses alternative socio-environmental futures on the basis of the following areas: 

· Analysis of contemporary and/or historical utopias/ecotopias/ideas on alternative futures presented in for example architectural visions, politics, or popular culture 

· Analysis of existing utopian/alternative practices. How to go beyond current categories, hegemonies, centres, normalities – queer, post-capitalist, ecofeminist etc. strategies?

· Theoretical reflections on the tensions between what may be described as mainstream and alternative images of the future – alternative in what sense and in comparison to what? 

· Reflections on how “utopian” and ideas turn “real”, processes that enable institutional change, how radical initiatives travel or spread and how they change during the process of going from the marginal to the mainstream

The scale ranges from utopias in terms of global visions of future socio-economic-environmental structures to existing alternative local micro-practices within institutions and/or everyday life. The scope includes alternative organisation of production and re-production, spatial organisation, socio-environmental relations, forms for change, transition, pluralism, governing, planning, use of technology, etc. 



Organized by the Green Futures network and DevNet.
Johan Hedrén, Linköping University: http://www.tema.liu.se/tema-v/medarbetare/hedrn-johan?l=sv
Karin Bradley, Linköping University: http://www.tema.liu.se/tema-v/medarbetare/bradley-karin?l=en
DevNet: http://www.csduppsala.uu.se/devnet/
Practical information
Phone numbers: 

Johan Hedrén:  +46-73-6732676

Karin Bradley: +46-70-9186088

The accommodation for our international keynote speakers is at President Hotel, Platsmarkör på karta är ungefärlig

Vattengränden 11

602 22 Norrköping, Sverige

+46-11-12 95 20
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Arbetets museum (”Museum of work”)

http://www.arbetetsmuseum.se/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=82&Itemid=103
http://maps.google.se/maps?q=Arbetets+museum,+Norrk%C3%B6ping&hl=sv&ie=UTF8&ll=58.590848,16.183784&spn=0.006631,0.01929&sll=58.588865,16.180759&sspn=0.012067,0.036328&z=16&vpsrc=6
Kåkenhus:
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Schedule Sepember 6:

Chair 10-12: Johan Hedrén

Chair 13-17: Karin Bradley

Speaker introductions by Tom Mels, Karolina Isaksson, Ulrika Östling-Gunnarsson, Ylva Uggla and Moa Tunström

Venue: Arbetets museum, Alvarummet, 6th floor

10.00-10.15 Introduction by Karin Bradley and Johan Hedrén 

10.15-11.15 Erik Swyngedouw 

Trouble with Nature: “Ecology as the New Opium of the People” 

11.15-12.15 Lucy Sargisson 

Architecture and Utopia: three contrasting case studies: Dubai, New Urbanism 

and Cohousing 

    Lunch

13.15-14.15 Katherine Gibson 

Sustaining Places: Disclosing New Development Pathways 

14.15-15.15 Alexander Vasudevan 

Alternative Urbanisms and Spatial Politics: Towards a Genealogy of 

the Urban Commons 

    Coffee

15.45-16.45 Constantin Petcou & Doina Petrescu (atelier d'architecture autogérée) 

R-Urban: Strategies and Tactics for Participative Utopias and Resilient Practices 

18.00 Dinner at the restaurant Durkslaget (Korsgatan 13)
Schedule September 7

Chair 9-12: Karin Bradley

Chair 13-17: Johan Hedrén

Venue: Kåkenhus, room K7A

09.00-09.30 Ulrika Gunnarsson-Östling

Politicising planning through images of the future
09.30-10.00 Ylva Uggla

Urban nature as heterotopia: City-marketing and the construction of the National City 
Park in Stockholm

    Coffee

10.30-11.00  Karin Bradley

Spatial forms of post-capitalist futures

11.00-12.00 Discussion

    Lunch 

13.00-13.30 Tom Mels

Globalism, particularism, and the greening of neoliberal energy landscapes

13.30-14.00 Martin Hultman

From Hydrogen societies to Hydrogen economy. Transformations of Environmental Utopias 1978-2005 from the viewpoint of fuel cells and hydrogen

14.00-14.30 Alf Hornborg 

Why Solar Panels Don't Grow on Trees: The Cartesian Roots of Technological Utopianism 


    Coffee

15.00-15.30 Meike Schalk

Reflections on how utopian ideas turn ‘real’, processes that enable institutional change


15.30-16.00 Johan Hedrén

Utopian creativity: on transgression and change in discourses on green futures  

16.00-17.00 Discussion

18.00 Dinner at the pub Black Lion Inn (Gamla Rådstugugatan 11)
Participants

Karin Bradley is a postdoc researcher at Linköping University, Department of Water and Environmental Studies and Assistant Professor in Urban Studies at the Royal Institute of Technology, Stockholm. Her research concerns sociocultural perspectives on sustainable urban development, environmental justice and alternative futures. Her current work deals with utopian thought in the shaping of urban-rural futures and particularly the contemporary movements around commons, peer production and peak-oil.

Karin.bradley@liu.se
Björn Ekelund is a senior lecturer and architect MSA at LTU and Sweco. His research is focused on sustainable architecture and urban design. More specific on how normative values and political decisions in some extent is a result of the design of cities and buildings for sustainable development. His research concerns especially the design relationship between perception, public participation and sustainable technologies.
Bjorn.ekelund@sweco.se
Katherine Gibson is a Professorial Fellow in the Centre for Citizenship and Public Policy, University of Western Sydney. She is an economic geographer engaged in re-thinking economics and urbanism in the light of feminist, postcolonial and poststructuralist theory and subjects as community economics, regional governmentality in relation to sustainability, etc. She has directed large action research projects with communities in Australia, Papua New Guinea and the Philippines. Together with Julie Graham she is the co-author of several books, including  “The end of Capitalism (as we knew it)”(2006), “A Postcapitalist Politics” (2006) and “Class and its Others” (2000). 
K.Gibson@uws.edu.au
Ulrika Gunnarsson-Östling is a PhD in Planning and decision analysis, with specialisation in urban and regional studies. She defended her PhD thesis “Just Sustainable Futures: Gender and Environmental Justice Considerations in Planning” in June 10th 2011 at KTH – The Royal Institute of Technology, Sweden. Her dissertation deals with issues of gender and environmental justice when planning for sustainable futures. Earlier publications include: 
Gunnarsson-Östling, U. and Höjer, M. (Forthcoming 2011), “Scenario Planning for Sustainability in Stockholm, Sweden: Environmental Justice Considerations”. International Journal of Urban and Regional Research, and Larsen, K., Gunnarsson-Östling, U. and Westholm, E. (2011) “Environmental scenarios and local-global level of community engagement: environmental justice, jams, institutions and innovation”. Futures, Volume 43, Issue 4.
ulrika@abe.kth.se
Johan Hedrén is a senior lecturer at Water and Environmental Studies, Linköping University, engaged in research and education from a cultural and social science angle. The central themes in his commitments are ideologies and discourses on the environment and sustainable development, utopian thought on the same issues and the relation between politics and science. The main theoretical inspiration is from the neo-marxist and post-structuralist domains. Together with Björn-Ola Linnér he was a guest editor at  Futures for a special issue about Utopian Thought and Sustainable development in 2009, which was the main outcome of an international workshop on the same topic a few years before.
Johan.hedren@liu.se
Alf Hornborg (PhD in Cultural Anthropology, Uppsala University 1986) is Professor of Human Ecology at Lund University, Sweden. He has published widely on the cultural and political dimensions of human-environmental relations in past and present societies, particularly from the perspective of world-system analysis and global environmental history. He is the author of The Power of the Machine (AltaMira, 2001) and Global Ecology and Unequal Exchange (Routledge, 2011), and lead editor of Rethinking Environmental History (AltaMira, 2007), The World System and the Earth System (Left Coast Press, 2007), International Trade and Environmental Justice (Nova Science Publishers, 2010), and Ethnicity in Ancient Amazonia (University Press of Colorado, 2011). 
alf.hornborg@hek.lu.se.

Martin Hultman is currently Postdoc at Umeå University, Department of science, technology and environment. He holds an interdisciplinary MA in Social and cultural analysis and PhD in Social and technological change from Linköping University. His  research interests span different aspects of energy- and environmental politics; particularly environmental history and history of science and technology regarding energy-, climate and environment where he has for example published the book From Hydrogen societies to Hydrogen Economy. Expectations regarding hydrogen and fuel cells 1978 – 2005 in relation to energy- and environmental politics (2010), as well as articles as for example Back to the future: The dream of a perpetuum mobile in the atomic society and the hydrogen economy (2009). Theoretically he elaborate on posthumanities and material~semiotic theories such as discourse and actor-network  theory which has resulted in the book Material~semiotics: Posthumanistic keytexts (forthcoming). Hultman’s current research critically engages with Environmental Utopias, Ecopreneurship and Expectations on ‘green’ technologies. 

martin.hultman@idesam.umu.se
Karolina Isaksson is a senior researcher at the Swedish national road and transport research institute (VTI) in Linköping and Stockholm. Her research is generally oriented around ambitions to integrate environmental concern in urban and regional spatial planning and in transport policy and planning. Isaksson’s theoretical interest is focused around issues of power, (environmental) justice and norms of mobility. A key theme in Isaksson’s research is the issue of change and transformation.
Karolina.isaksson@vti.se
Björn-Ola Linnér is professor in Water and Environmental Studies and at the CSPR at Linköping University. He is actively involved in the international climate negotiations. His recent publications analyse policy integration between climate policy and sustainable development objectives, transnational governance and utopian/dystopian thought in climate science and policy.

bjorn-ola.linner@liu.se
Tom Mels is a lecturer (Docent) in human geographer at the University of Gotland, Sweden. His main research interest is in historical geographies of power, with a focus on the politics of landscape and nature, environmental justice and uneven development. He is European Editor of Landscape Research, and his work has appeared in journals such as Environment and Planning D: Society & Space, Journal of Historical Geography, Cultural Geographies, and Geografiska Annaler B.

Tom.mels@hgo.se
Constantin Petcou is an architect based in Paris whose work focuses on the intersection between architecture, urbanism, and semiotics. He coordinates a number of research projects and European networks (ie. Peprav, Rhyzom, Rurban) and has published a number of articles and book chapters and co-edited Urban Act: a handbook for alternative practice (2007) and Trans-Local-Act: Cultural practices within and across (2010). He is co-founder of atelier d'architecture autogérée, a collective platform which conducts explorations, actions and research concerning urban mutations and socio-political practices in the contemporary city. aaa acts through „urban tactics“ encouraging inhabitants to self-manage disused urban spaces, engage in nomad and reversible projects and initiating interstitial practices. aaa has acquired an international reputation and has become an important reference for contemporary participative practices in architecture and cultural initiatives related to sustainability. AAA has been laureate of the European Prize for Urban Public Space 2010 and the Prix Grand Public des Architectures contemporaines en Métropole Parisienne 2010.
aaa@urbantactics.org 

Doina Petrescu is Professor of Architecture and Design Activism at the University of Sheffield. She is the other co-founder of atelier d’architecture autogérée.  Her research focuses on two main strands – gender and space within contemporary society and participation in architecture. Her approach attempts to multiply the relationships between research, teaching and socially engaged practice and to broaden the scope of architectural discourse by bringing cultural, social and political issues to inform the design and thinking processes in architecture. She is aiming for a `creative´ research methodology, which reinvents its tools by crossing approaches from different disciplines: architectural theory and design, contemporary arts, social sciences, political philosophy, feminist theory. She is the editor of Altering Practices: Feminist Politics and Poetics of Space (2007) and co-editor of Architecture and Participation (2005), Urban Act (2007), Agency: Working with Uncertain Architectures (2009) and Trans-Local-Act (2010).
d.petrescu@sheffield.ac.uk
Lucy Sargisson is an Associate Professor of Politics at the University of Nottingham. Her research concerns political utopias and utopianism. It includes imaginary explorations of utopianism, and also lived experiments. Her publications deal with alternative lifestyles, intentional communities, religious fundamentalism, and feminist and environmentalist theories. She is currently working on a book project, 'Fools' Gold? Utopia in the Twenty-First Century' (Palgrave Macmillan), dealing with different aspects of contemporary utopian thought as manifested in architecture, theory, fiction and social experimentation. Another ongoing project deals with property and utopian alternatives to private property.
Lucy.sargisson@nottingham.ac.uk
Meike Schalk works in Stockholm, and in Berlin as architect and researcher. She teaches Critical Studies at the School of Architecture and Built Environment, KTH, and pursues an artistic praxis (together with the artist Apolonija Šušterčič). She presented her PhD Imagining the Organic City. Modern Tropes of Organization in 2007 in the subject of theoretical and applied aesthetics in landscape architecture at The University for Agricultural Sciences, Alnarp SLU. She was project leader for the artistic research project Participative Mapping in 2010. She is co-initiator of the feminist group FATALE (Feminist Architecture Theory – Ananlysis Laboratory Education) pursuing research and education within, and through, feminist architecture theory and practice. She is also part of the editorial board of SITE.

Meike.schalk@gmail.com
Erik Swyngedouw is Professor of Geography in the School of Environment and Development at Manchester University. He was professor of Geography at Oxford University and Fellow of St. Peter’s College until 2006. His research interests include political-ecology, urban governance, democracy and political power, water and water resources, the political-economy of capitalist societies, and the politics of globalisation. He has published over 50 papers on these themes. Recent books include ‘Urbanising Globalisation’ (co-edited, OUP 2003), ‘Social Power and the Urbanization of Water - Flows of Power’ (OUP 2004) and In the Nature of Cities (co-edited, Routledge, 2006). 
Erik.swyngedouw@manchester.ac.uk
Moa Tunström is a PhD in Human Geography and she is currently postdoc researcher at the Dept of Urban and Regional Studies at the Royal Institute of Technology (KTH) in Stockholm. Her research concerns discursive constructions of the city, the urban and urban planning in a contemporary context, and norms and values connected to these constructions. The central question is how the city and the urban is talked and written about, and thereby constructed - as place, as life style, as an urban planning project etc. In the PhD project this was investigated in urban planning texts of different types, and in the postdoc project architecture and planning education, and specifically the ideas among students, is in focus.
Moa.tunstrom@abe.kth.se
Ylva Uggla is associated professor of Sociology at Centre for Urban and Regional Studies (CUReS) at Örebro University, Sweden.  Her research concerns multilevel governance, environmental politics and regulation, urban planning and local politics. Central issues are the interplay between science and policy, and the handling of uncertainty in decision-making processes. Empirical objects in the environmental field are climate change adaptation, sea transport of oil, and biodiversity and intervention in natural biological systems. Other areas of interest are the negotiation of nature in urban areas and how the urban and nature are constructed in planning processes and city-marketing.
Ylva.uggla@oru.se
Alexander Vasudevan is a lecturer in Cultural and Historical Geography, Faculty of Social Sciences at the University of Nottingham. He is currently working with a project on Alternative Urbanisms/Cartographies of protest, seeking to highlight the role of the German squatter movement from the 1960s onwards, relating it to recent debates about 'rights to the city' and the role of community planning and participatory architecture. He is also engaged in a collaborative project on Spaces of Enclosure where questions are explored as how individuals resist/reformulate practices of enclosure of public space. What forms of insurgent citizenship/subjectivity are prominent in practices of enclosure? To what extent can we identify a recognisable counter measure (a process of 'commonisation')?
Alexander.vasudevan@nottingham.ac.uk
Rikard Warlenius: Economic historian and PhD Student in Human Ecology at Lunds University, researching on historical and contemporary examples of ecologically unequal exchange. Former journalist and activist in trade unions and the climate movement. Has written books on labor movement history and on climate change. The latter includes Utsläpp och rättvisa ("Emissions and justice") 2008 and Vägen till Köpenhamn ("The Road to Copenhagen") 2009. 

Rikard.warlenius@cogito.nu
Abstracts

Trouble with Nature: “Ecology as the New Opium for the Masses”

Erik Swyngedouw

”Let’s start by stating that after ‘the rights of man’, the rise of the ‘the rights of Nature’ is a contemporary form of the opium for the people. It is an only slightly camouflaged religion: the millenarian terror, concern for everything save the properly political destiny of peoples, new instruments for control of everyday life, the obsession with hygiene, the fear of death and catastrophes …. It is a gigantic operation in the depoliticization of subjects” (Badiou 2008: 139). 

“Every time we seek to mix scientific facts with aesthetic, political, economic, and moral values, we find ourselves in a quandary …. If we mix facts and values, we go from bad to worse, for we are depriving ourselves of both autonomous knowledge and independent morality” (Latour 2004: 4).
Several decades ago, Raymond Williams argued that “Nature is perhaps the most complex word in the language”, wrought with all manner of histories, geographies, meanings, fantasies, dreams, and wish images (Williams 1988: 221). Yet, he also concurred that Nature is socially and politically one of the most powerful and performative metaphors of language (Williams 1980). In the wake of the current environmental ‘crisis’, it has gained considerable purchase in political debate, economic argument, and public intervention. If there is a conceptual challenge in need of exploration for planning theory, Nature must undoubtedly rank very highly. And this is all the more urgent as the socio-ecological conditions -- the ‘states of nature’ as it were  -- in many places on earth as well as globally are under serious stress.

Nature is indeed very difficult to pin down. Is it the physical world around and inside us, like trees, rivers, mountain ranges, HIV viruses, microbes, elephants, oil, cocoa, diamonds, clouds, neutrons, the heart, shit, etc…? Does it encompass things like roses in a botanical garden, freshly squeezed orange juice, Adventure Island in Disneyland (one of the most bio-diverse eco-topes on earth), a Richard Rogers skyscraper, sewage flows, genetically modified tomatoes, and a hamburger? Should we expand it to include greed, avarice, love, compassion, hunger, death? Or should we think about it in terms of dynamics, relations and relational processes like climate change, hurricane movements, speciation and species extinction, soil erosion, water shortages, food chains, plate tectonics, nuclear energy production, black holes, supernovas, and the like? 

In his recent book, provocatively titled Ecology without Nature, Timothy Morton calls Nature “a transcendental term in a material mask [that] stands at the end of a potentially infinite series of other terms that collapse into it” (Morton 2007: 14). He distinguishes between at least three places or meanings of nature in our symbolic universe. First, as a floating signifier, the ‘content’ of Nature is expressed through a range of diverse terms that all collapse in the Name of Nature: olive tree, parrot fish, SARS virus, love, reproduction, the Alps, mineral water, markets, desire, profits, CO2, money, competition, … . Such metonymic lists, although offering a certain unstable meaning, are inherently slippery, and show a stubborn refusal to fixate meaning durably or provide consistency. Nature as metaphor remains empty; its meaning can only be gleaned from metonymic references to other, more ordinary signifiers. 

Second, Nature has “the force of law, a norm against which deviation is measured” (Morton 2007: 14). This is the sort of invocation of Nature that is mobilized, for example, to normalize heterosexuality and to think queerness as deviant and unnatural or that sees competition between humans as natural and altruism as a produce of ‘culture’ (or vice versa). Normative power inscribed in Nature is invoked as an organizing principle that is transcendental and universal, allegedly residing outside the remit allocated to humans and non-humans alike but that exercises an inescapable performative effect and leaves a non alienable imprint. This is a view that sees Nature as something given, as a solid foundational (or ontological) basis from which we act and that can be invoked to provide an anchor for ethical or normative judgments of ecological, social, cultural, political, or economic procedures and practices. Consider, for example, how many of recent sustainable planning efforts legitimize their activities by invoking some transcendental view of a Nature that is out of synch and requires re-balancing. 

And, third, Nature contains a plurality of fantasies and desires, like, for example, the dream of a sustainable nature, the desire for love-making on a warm beach under the setting sun, the fear for the revenge of Nature if we keep pumping CO2 into the atmosphere. Nature is invoked here as the stand-in for other, often repressed or invisible, longings and passions – the Lacanian object petit a around which we shape our drives and that covers up for the lack of ground on which to base our subjectivity (Žižek 1999b). This is a procedure by which we invest in Nature, displaced onto the plain of an ‘Other’, our libidinal desires and fears, a displacement of the abyss that separates the disavowed Real ‘hard’ kernel of being from the symbolic world in which we dwell. It is the sort of fantasy displayed in calls for the restoration of a true (original but presumably presently lost) humane harmony by restoring the world’s ecological balance. Here, Nature is invoked as the ‘external’ terrain that offers the promise, if attended to properly, for finding or producing a truly happy and harmonious life (see (Stavrakakis 1997a)).

In sum, the very uses of Nature imply simultaneously an attempt to fixate its unstable meaning while being presented as a fethishised ‘Other’ that reflects or, at least, functions as a symptom through which our displaced deepest fears and longings are expressed. As such, the concept of Nature becomes ideology par excellence and functions ideologically, and by that I mean that it forecloses thought, disavows the inherent slippery of the concept, and ignores its multiplicities, inconsistencies, and incoherencies (Morton 2007: 24). Every attempt to suture, to fill in exhaustively and to colonize the meaning of Nature is part of hegemonizing drives that are inherently political, but are not recognized as such (Laclau and Mouffe 2001; Stavrakakis 2000). Suturing Nature’s meaning is of course systematically undertaken in almost all public debates, policy documents and planning discourse that invoke Nature or the environment. The disavowal of the empty core of Nature by colonizing its meaning, by filling out the void, staining it with inserted meanings that are subsequently generalized and homogenized, is the gesture par excellence of de-politicization, of placing Nature outside the political, that is outside the field of public dispute, contestation, and disagreement. 

It is in this sense that Morton proposes ‘to think ecology without nature’, to abandon the concept of Nature all-together. This is not a stupid or silly gesture to disavow ‘the Real’ of all the things, feelings, and processes associated with Nature that I listed above. On the contrary, it is exactly the recognition of the inherent slipperiness and multiplicities of meaning suggested by such metonymic lists of really existing things, emotions, and processes that urges us to consider that perhaps the very concept of Nature itself should be abandoned. Slavoj Žižek makes a similar point when he states that ‘Nature does not exist!’ (Žižek (1992) 2002). His Lacanian perspective insists on the difference “between [a] series of ordinary signifiers and the central element which has to remain empty in order to serve as the underlying organizing principle of the series” (Žižek 2000: 52). Nature constitutes exactly such central (empty) element whose meaning only becomes clear by relating it to other more directly recognizable signifiers. While every signifier is to a certain extent floating (that is undecided with respect to its associated referent), it is much easier to imagine, say, what ‘CAT’ stands for (despite the great number of different sorts of cats, let alone the infinite emotive and other meanings individuals associate with these creatures) than what Nature stands for. For Žižek, any attempt to suture the meaning of empty signifiers is a decidedly political gesture. Yet, for him, the disavowal or the refusal to recognize the political character of such gestures, the attempts to universalize the situated and positioned meanings inscribed metonymically in Nature lead to perverse forms of depoliticization, to rendering Nature politically mute and socially neutral (Swyngedouw 2007a). 

Bruno Latour, albeit from a completely different perspective, equally proposes to ditch the concept of Nature. For Latour, there is neither such thing as Nature in itself and for itself nor something like Society (or Culture) (Latour 1993). For him, the collection of things (human and non-human) that fill in the world consists of continuously multiplying nature-culture hybrids. With Michel Serres and others, Latour argues that these socio-natural ‘messy’ things are made up of proliferating sets of networked socio-natural assemblages that are defined as quasi-objects; they stand between the poles of nature on the one hand and culture on the other. They are simultaneously both and neither, yet they are socio-ecologically significant and politically performative (Latour 2005). They form the socio-natures that define, choreograph, and sustain every day lives and things (Swyngedouw 1996). Think of, for example, greenhouse gases, Dolly the cloned sheep, a dam, a bottle of milk, water networks, or electromagnetic waves. They are simultaneously social/cultural and natural/physical, and their coherence, i.e. there relative spatial and temporal sustainability, is predicated upon assembled networks of human and non-human relations (Swyngedouw 2006). This perspective, too, rejects retaining the concept of Nature and suggests in its stead to consider the infinite heterogeneity of the procedures of assembling -- dissembling -- reassembling the rhizomatic networks through which things, bodies, natures and cultures become enrolled and through which relatively stable quasi-objects come into purview (Castree 2003; Braun 2006). The world is radically heterogeneous, and the more-than-human (human and non-human assemblages like a cow, a personal computer, the parliament, irrigation systems, a transport network) ‘collectives’ that constitute the almost infinite collection of things we call ‘world’, ‘earth’, or ‘cosmos’ congeal relationally constituted assemblages that “are of a highly variable duration and spatial extent – sometimes very durable, sometimes of seemingly well-bounded extent” (Henderson 2009: 284). This Latouran gesture also attempts to re-politicise Nature, to let quasi-objects enter the public assembly of political negotiations and considerations. For Latour too, there is nothing left to retain from the concept of Nature (Latour 2004). 

Despite the rejection of the concept of Nature advanced by these theorizations, it is indisputably the case that many of the world’s environments are in serious ecological trouble and planners, policy-makers and activists desperately search or call for urgent and immediate action in the face of the clear and present danger posed by environmental degradation and possible ecological collapse. For those attuned to the mess many of the world’s environments are in, linguistic acrobatics as those introduced above might sound esoteric at best and nonsensical and counter-productive at worst, coming from the usual suspects of critical social theorists and sexy, but politically vacuous and pragmatically impotent, cultural musings. 

The critical cultural perspectives explored above lead to a series of arguments and claims about Nature and how to think, conceptualize, and/or politicize it. This is the conceptual conundrum I wish to disentangle further in this contribution. Dissecting the conceptual challenges posed by the mobilization of Nature in a wide range of social sciences, political discourses and policy/managerial practices is absolutely vital in a world in which socio-ecological dynamics like resource depletion, climate change or environmental degradation pose challenges that, if unheeded, might possibly lead to the premature end of civilization as we know it, to the end of us before our sell-by date has expired.

The main points of argument I wish to unfold are as follows: 

1. Nature and its more recent derivatives, like ‘environment’ or ‘sustainability’, are ‘empty’ signifiers.  

2. There is no such thing as a singular Nature around which an environmental policy or an environmentally sensitive planning can be constructed and performed. Rather, there are a multitude of natures and a multitude of existing, possible or practical socio-natural relations. 

3. The obsession with a singular Nature that requires ‘sustaining’ or, at least, ‘managing’, is sustained by a particular ‘quilting’ of Nature that forecloses asking political questions about immediately and really possible alternative socio-natural arrangements.
4. I conclude with a call for a politicization of the environment, one that is predicated upon the recognition of the indeterminacy of nature, the constitutive split of the people, the unconditional democratic demand of political equality, and the real possibility for the inauguration of different possible public socio-ecological futures that express the democratic presumptions of freedom and equality. 
(
Architecture and Utopia: three contrasting case studies: Dubai, New Urbanism and Cohousing

Lucy Sargisson

Architecture shapes our lives. In this paper I explore the ways in which our lives are being shaped by architecture in the twenty-first century and ask whether this is taking us toward a green future. I do this by examining three examples of realized architectural utopianism from the perspective of a political theorist. This means that I will be focusing on questions of power and social relationships (and not the more technical or scientific aspects of architecture). 
The paper opens by considering the relationship between utopia and architecture. This is an enormous topic as the relationship is ancient and complex and thousands of manifestations of architectural utopianism exist across the world. Briefly, architecture has an ambivalent relationship with utopia – in some historical periods utopianism has been viewed negatively (for example, Corbusier’s work was negatively described as utopian during the 1980s).  And sometimes there is conflict about which utopian vision of the future architecture should be pursuing. Critics often believe their forbears to be seeking the wrong utopia. But utopianism exists as a living strand in architectural thought. Utopias always ask ‘what’s wrong with the present?’ And they seek to imagine better alternatives.  And each generation of architects, each school of architecture and each faction within these groups contains strong ideas of what is wrong with current architecture (including but not limited to building, use of materials, use of space, design and construction). Each offers different (sometimes competing, sometimes conflicting) suggestions about how to improve things. Within and behind these debates lie conflicting ideas about how the world should be, what is the nature of the good life and how to organise space in such a way as to facilitate or enable this. 

The main body of the paper is focused on discussion of empirical cases, which I offer as examples of different kinds of utopian impulse. These are arranged into three groups. One is a cityscape: the fantastic city of Dubai. The next two are town-scaled projects: Seaside (Florida, USA) and Poundbury (Dorset, UK) and both are exemplars of New Urbanism. The final group of cases are a collection of neighbourhood-scaled Co-Housing projects. My aim in this paper is to explore ways in which contemporary architectural facilitates and/or prohibits a green future. To this end, I ask the following questions of each case study: 

Who owns the vision? (Green political theorists and activists always insist that the flow of power and initiative should begin at the grassroots.)

What is the content of the vision that guides these projects? (Do the creators of the guiding vision desire a green future and if so, what does this look like?) 

Is this sustainable? (Socially, economically and ecologically).

Section One: Dubai City

Dubai city glistens: it is a realized fantasy in a land of perpetual sunshine. Fabulous structures rise from artificial islands and soar like gigantic boats over seas of deepest blue. Dubai is visually stunning and it is made so by its iconic buildings. To walk through the coastal districts of Dubai city is to walk through an architectural fantasy land. Each of the many unusual buildings in Dubai is remarkable, striking, and unique. Together they constitute an architectural phenomenon unrivalled anywhere else in the world: a city of dreams.  And this fantastical city is offered as an exemplar of completely an unsustainable architecture, which is driven by values and power structures that are antithetical to a green future.

Section Two: New Urbanism – Seaside and Poundbury

Seaside, Florida, USA is a small seaside town of approximately 500 residential dwellings and 76 commercial units on 80 acres of land near Seagrove Beach in northwest Florida.  It is a new town: development began in 1982 and is almost complete in 2011. It is a picturesque settlement with (by American standards), narrow-than-usual streets, smaller than usual plots (with houses built close to the street-edge of the plot), all producing  higher-than-usual density and pedestrian-scale living. Most buildings are made of painted wood, with overhanging roofs and trellis work. Seaside evokes descriptors such as ‘old fashioned’, ‘cute’, and/or ‘picture-book’. 

Poundbury, Dorset, UK is a town expansion scheme, which seeks to home 5,000 people in a compact pedestrian-scale urban village. Development began in the mid 1990s and is due for completion in 2025. The settlement contains homes, shops (and other commercial premises), public buildings and light industry. It is a high-density development. Homes are clustered around courtyards. The designers seek high levels of sustainability via building specifications, design and sourcing of materials. The result is a picturesque settlement and this is another ‘picture-book’ town.

Seaside and Poundbury are offered as examples of an architectural approach to that might adhere to some principles of physical sustainability but which raise questions about social and economic sustainability. Discussion hangs on an examination of the ownership of the visions (each of these towns is strongly associated with one key individual).

Case Three: Co-Housing
Co-housing has its roots in Denmark and it began as a utopian and radical movement. In the last decade it has grown and spread. This growth has been accompanied by a decrease in radicalization and a shift towards a concern for quality of life. But cohosuing still retains certain features which, I suggest, make it interesting for a discussion of green futures. 

For example, co-housing communitites contain a combination of shared and private space. This is often accompanied by a mixture of privately owned and rented homes. A second characterising feature of co-housing is an emphasis on community. To live in a co-housing community involves something more than the purchase of a property or the acquisition of a lease. (Most co-housing communities have community agreements, rules and/or codes of practice). And a third defining feature of co-housing is 

is the role played by users in the design of the community. This, I suggest is crucial and the conclusion reached in this paper is that it matters who owns the vision.

(
Sustaining Places: Disclosing New Development Pathways

Katherine Gibson

In light of challenges posed by the Anthropocene this lecture explores how we might transform economic practices by transforming our understandings of self, self-other and place relations. I ask, how might we act upon our interdependence with each other and our environment to create liveable and sustainable futures? I suggest we allow ourselves to be affected by our geographies, to resonate with the glimmers and hints of creativity whereby people on the ground are building economic and ecological resilience. Drawing on the work of J.K. Gibson-Graham I present three research strategies: 1. Bringing to visibility community economy practices that are attentive to more than human needs, 2. Action research tools for taking back the economy for people and place, 3.Practicing an ethic of care for community economies and ecologies through more-than-human bodily learning. 

(
Toward a Genealogy of the Urban Commons 

Alex Vasudevan

The purpose of this paper is twofold. It critically examines the constitution of a radical alternative urbanism through the idea of the ‘commons.’ It also develops a detailed case study of the German Hausbesetzerbewegung (squatting movement) in Berlin from the late 1960s to the present. The idea of the commons (variously described as ‘the common’, ‘commonwealth’ and ‘commoning’) has recently witnessed a resurgence of interest, whether as a normative ideal, a set of constituent practices, or as an emergent political ethos for the assembling of more just and equal worlds. One of the main motivations of this paper is to explore how the commons might take geographical shape as an explicitly urban project, and how it relates to existing and emerging scholarly debates and activist practices that seek a more just city. In the first half of the paper, I argue that this can be examined in 4 ways. First, I examine the spacing of the ‘commons’ as an emancipatory composition or assemblage. Second, I explore the invention of an urban commons as a mode of subjectification capable of radically altering the relationship between living labour, constituent power and new insurgent forms of urban citizenship. I then go on to rethink the commons as a distributed set of transversal geographies and the important role of translocal collaboration in the creation of alternative spaces in the city. I conclude by looking at the important role that an alternative affective sphere plays in the composition of a radical urban commons.

In the second half of the paper, I shift attention to the development of the German Hausbesetzerbewegung in Berlin. I concentrate, in particular, on the significance of squatting as one example of a wide range of practices that over the past few decades have prioritised the development of value-creating activities in the city that are not subsumable to or simple expressions of capital. The main aim of this part of the paper is to re-examine the micro-practices of squatting as a complex constituent practice through which the relentless logic of accumulation was actively contested and creatively interrupted. More specifically, I retrace the historical geography of squatting as a form of critical urbanism while building on Antonio Negri’s notion of “separation.” The paper draws particular attention to the act of squatting as an organized practice of antagonistic separation through which alternative forms of living labour are produced and a new counter-geography of the commons is enacted. In this way, I seek to re-examine the relationship of squatting to new ways of thinking about and inhabiting the city and to, in turn, extend debates surrounding the potentiality of a radical urban commons. The paper concludes with broader reflections on the relationship between occupation-based tactics and the struggle for social justice in our cities. 

(
R-URBAN Strategies and Tactics for Participative Utopias and Resilient Practices  

Constantin Petcou & Doina Petrescu (atelier d'architecture autogérée) 

It is perhaps for the first time in history that our society develops global awareness and calls for the necessity of collective action to face the challenge of the future: global warming, depletion of fossil fuels and other natural resources, economic recession, population growth, housing and employment crisis, increased social and economic divide, geo-political conflicts, etc.

While governments and institutions seem to take too long to agree and act, many initiatives start at local scale. These initiatives are nevertheless confronted with the difficulty of changing the current economic and social models of society based on globally scaled economics, which are based on increasing consumption and subsequent exclusion of those who are not able to ‘consume’. How to support initiatives that oppose the current consumption models?  How to construct a more socially oriented economy? How to initiate progressive practices and sustain ecological lifestyles while acting locally and small scale? How to reactivate cultures of collaboration and sharing within the current society, based on individualism and competition? What is the role of architecture in this undertaking? 

The R-Urban strategy proposed by atelier d’architecture autogérée explores possibilities of enhancing the capacity of local resilience by introducing alternatives to the current models of living, producing and consuming in cities, suburbs and rural areas. It is a bottom up approach to ecological regeneration that starts at the level of everyday life and in which ecological principles extends beyond the environmental aspects to include social, cultural, and economic concerns.

R-Urban draws on the active involvement of citizen in initiating collaborative practices and creating solidarity networks, closing cycles between production and consumption, operating changes in lifestyles, acting ecologically at the level of everyday life. The strategy is based on a series of economic, cultural and social agencies which consist in coordinated actions at different local scales (domestic, neighborhood, city, region) and complementarities between key fields of urban activity (i.e., economy, habitat, mobility, urban agriculture, culture).

In terms of utopian resilient models, R-Urban follows a long tradition that started with that started with Howard’s Garden City and Geddes’s Regional City and continues today with Transition Town.  We also follow a ‘transductive’ Lefebvrian method in the way we frame the project by the existing reality and  ‘introduce rigour in invention and knowledge in utopia’. In his ‘Right to the City’, Lefebvre underlined the key role of urban imaginaries in understanding, challenging and transforming the urban and opening the door to a multiplicity of representations and interventions.  From this point of view, R-Urban is a ‘transductive’ project, both rigorous and utopian, popular and experimental.  It is a bottom-up approach based on the aggregation of many individual and collective interventions that chose to function together and complementary, forming metabolic networks. Such networks accommodate multiplicity and valorize imagination at all levels. 

R-Urban tries to give back the possibility of re-appropriation and re-subjectivation of labour as fundamental ontological activity, while developing links and transversalities between work and emancipatory social, cultural, political and environmental values. 

The diversity of activities developed by R-Urban will allow not only a new assemblage of emerging agencies but also a gradual disassembling of a system in crisis. 

R-Urban recognises the condition of ‘dweller’ as political and promotes an emancipatory politics of living within populations who are usually limited in their existential choice by their social condition and the spatial, social and cultural experiences they have access to.  

Our presentation at the Green futures symposium will introduce the principles of R-Urban together with few other related projects realised by atelier d’architecture autogérée in Paris. We will try to show that in such projects, architecture becomes a collective and forming process, which empowers architects and users alike, shifting from an elitist profession to a shared activity and relational practice in which the architect plays new roles.  

(
Politicising planning through images of the future
Ulrika Gunnarsson-Östling

One major challenge in contemporary research about planning is how to change societies in a more sustainable direction. However, in the last decades of planning research and practice for sustainable urban development, more radical transformations have been rare. Instead, planning for sustainable development is viewed as something that can be achieved within society’s current frames (Bradley, 2009; Keil, 2007). However, futures studies often pro​pose radical changes in terms of technological development and behavioural change to approach sustainable development, but social structures such as the vulnerability of different societal groups to environmental problems and gender roles are seldom explicitly analysed. The focus is typically on changing physical or technical aspects, but without asking who should change or highlighting social structures (Wangel, 2011).

The aim of this paper is to contribute new knowledge and deepen existing knowledge on long-term planning for sustainable development through merging planning with a critical futures studies perspective. This paper thereby proposes a more prescriptive postmodern planning and highlights both process and outcome. 

By suggesting the Just City approach, Fainstein (2000; 2010) also falls within the more prescriptive postmodern tradition. The Just City approach is a ‘normative position concerning the distribution of social benefits’ (Fainstein, 2000:467). It highlights process values and desirable out​comes. Thus, it recognises that just processes do not necessarily result in just out​comes, an issue which is also discussed by e.g. Bradley et al. (2008), Larsen and Gunnarsson-Östling (2009) and Gunnarsson-Östling and Höjer (2011).

In the view of Fainstein (2000; 2010), the purpose is to recommend nonreformist reforms and thus improvements should be made within the current structures. Fainstein (2010:20) denotes this as a form of ‘realistic utopia​nism’. Thus, ‘[t]he discussion does not go so far as to investi​gate the broader concept of the good city’ (Fainstein, 2010:58) and e.g. environ​mental issues are not considered. 

Harvey (2009) is critical towards the approach of acting within the capitalist regime and questions capital accumulation and economic growth as prime targets in city development. He claims that the question of what city we desire is inseparable from what kind of people we want to become. He thereby approaches transformative futures studies. The field of futures studies is characterised by plurality regarding research approaches and one way of classifying those different approaches is that they respond to one of the three questions ‘what will happen’, ‘what can happen’ and ‘how can a specific target be reached’. They thereby belong to the three categories predictive, explorative and normative scenarios (Börjeson et al., 2006). 

Normative scenarios in turn can be divided into preserving and transforming scenarios, where preserving scenarios depict images of the future built on today’s societal structures (Börjeson et al., 2006:728-729). In transforming scenarios the goals are seen as very difficult to reach within today’s structures and major societal changes are therefore seen as necessary. 

One form of transforming scenario studies is backcasting. Robinson (1990:822) writes that ‘[t]he major distinguishing characteristic of backcasting analyses is a concern, not with what futures are likely to happen, but with how desirable futures can be attained’. Dreborg (1996:814) states that back​casting is especially useful for ‘long-term complex issues, involving many aspects of society as well as technological innovations and change’.

However, futures studies often lack a critical and reflexive perspective (Gunnarsson-Östling, 2011). Inspiration for critical and transforming sustainable futures could instead be found within the field of political ecology where researchers have also called for alternatives. Swyngedouw (2007) sees the need for imagining and naming socio​environ​mental futures and Keil (2007:57) notes that radical change is needed and proposes a radical urban political ecology, meaning that sustain​ability cannot be achieved within capitalism as we know it.

This paper highlights normative scenarios as a way of clarifying political dimensions of planning and visioning about sustain​able futures. They can be a way of depicting antagonistic futures.

(
Urban nature as heterotopia: City-marketing and the construction of the National City Park in Stockholm

Ylva Uggla
Today, cities all over the world are engaged in city-marketing and the creation of city brands. In the endeavour to attract people and capital cities strive to create place identity and present themselves as unique, but the bulk of the marketing draws on almost identical ideas of consumption, referring to design, culture and spectacular or iconic buildings. However, characteristics such as a good environment, clean and green city, and proximity to nature may also be used in city-marketing. Although the values attached to nature and green areas in the city are well documented, the role of nature in city-marketing is less researched. 

This paper explores the enrolment of “nature” in place promotion. To this end, the case of Stockholm is used. In its place promotion Stockholm draws strongly both on the image of a world-class city with specific urban qualities and on the image of a green city complete with nature and water. In the promotion of Stockholm as a green city two emblematic sites are salient: the National City Park and the archipelago. The park traverses the city, and in the city-marketing it represents green oasis and nature experiences in the city, whereas the archipelago represents unspoilt nature just outside the city. Simultaneously these sites represent cultural history and a variety of recreational activities. This paper focuses the National City Park, which is the first national urban park established in the world. The park cuts through the urban landscape and provides a good case for the study of urban nature. The aim is to analyze the construction of the National City Park and the role of nature in this construction and in city-marketing.

In the marketing of Stockholm, besides cultural history, green space and nature are enrolled to mark the character of Stockholm. In one of the tourist guides, for example, the distinctive feature and quality of Stockholm is defined as “the interplay between the city and the wild nature which surrounds it and traverses it”.   
To analyze the construction of the National City Park and the “otherness” of nature this paper draws on Michel Foucault’s concept of heterotopias.
 Foucault introduced the concept to capture places that constitute counter-sites in a culture, and describes heterotopias as “enacted utopia in which the real sites, all the other real sites that can be found within the culture, are simultaneously represented, contested, and inverted”. These places stand outside the regular order of space and function on their own terms. Thereby the concept of heterotopias embraces the simultaneously mythical aspects of nature and its contestations of culture and society. 

The National City Park is founded and formed in society and per definition an urban phenomenon, including elements of the big city. Yet, the park functions on its own terms, representing a counter-site in the urban landscape. In the construction of the National City Park there is an emphasis on history, education, entertainment, recreation and nature experiences. By focusing education and leisure activities the park is constructed as a place out of the ordinary compared to everyday life in the city. Facets, such as finance, industry, trade, communication, innovation and power, that commonly are associated with big cities are absent in the construction of the park. 

The creation of the brand, Stockholm – the capital of Scandinavia, is based on the idea that Stockholm is the most important place in Scandinavia for business and tourism.  The brand is supposed to function as an umbrella for all the stories you can tell about Stockholm. In the considerations concerning the brand the main associations concern features such as money, media, culture, pace and potential. In the creation of the brand, the beauty of Stockholm was recognized, but this circumstance was considered insufficient to sell the city. Instead the brand is built on the idea of a big and important city in an attractive region. In this course beautiful sceneries and urban nature are less important. These features are rather taken for granted, and not defined as unique characteristics of Stockholm. In the following marketing activities, however, nature is enrolled to mark what is special about Stockholm. This applies especially to the tourist information, where Stockholm is presented as The Green and the Blue City. Likewise, in marketing Stockholm with references to wild nature the National City Park is an emblematic site. Despite the construction of the park, as of culture-historical, ecological and recreational value, the tourist information mainly stresses the green features of the park. 

By representing “a space that is other, another real space” (Foucault 1967: 6), the National City Park and urban nature, as heterotopias, are conducive to the construction of Stockholm as a vibrant, modern and innovative city.  
(
Spatial forms of post-capitalist futures

Karin Bradley

Historically, architects have spearheaded the production of utopian images, stories of the new and profoundly different societies. However, from the 1980s and on, in the wake of the critique of the large-scale modernist planning coupled with the Thatcherist “there is no alternative”-rhetoric, utopianism within architecture has been quite absent. However, during the last few years, with the increased attention to climate change, financial crises and growing global inequalities, a renewed interest for the utopian has arisen. The architectural magazine Volume has an issue on sustainability in a post-capitalist society (18/2009), conferences are arranged on the topic “Utopia today” (2010), MoMA in New York has an exhibition on “Small scale, big change – New Architecture of Social Engagement” (2010). 

This paper explores contemporary strands of architecture and urban design that have an ambition to redirect the current trajectory of societal development. The material is drawn from a review of architectural magazines and exhibitions from the years 2007-2011. The spatial visions and practices are analysed in terms of what notions of economic and social organisation they portray, and forms of relationships to the non-human world. Three broad categories can be distinguished: 1) the eco-tech utopianism of zero-emission cities, 2) the micro resistance architecture in the form of spatial interventions, architecture of and for “the commons”, and 3) architectural political ecology engaging with large scale infrastructure and transformation of landscapes. The paper discusses the potentials and problems of these approaches and investigates to what extent they may be interpreted as seeds of post-capitalist futures. 

(
From Hydrogen societies to Hydrogen economy. Transformations of Environmental Utopias 1978-2005 from the viewpoint of fuel cells and hydrogen

Martin Hultman
Visions of the future are part of day to day politics both as expectations and goal to strive for. Environment has always been part of how people imagine the future. With the identification of global environmental problems from 1960’s and onward, it became even more important to describe a future in which these problems was delt with. In this article shifting Environmental Utopias are analyzed as a way to understand dominating actor-networks in energy- and environmental politics. 

Utopia is in everyday language usually given a negative meaning of being a goal that is unattainable. In this article, the concept is instead used in its original meaning of being both a non-place, uotopia, which has not yet been realized and a description of a good society, eutopia (Kumar, 1991; Manuel & Manuel, 1979; Carey, 1999; Schaer, 2000). Utopia is characterized by the description of a future human community in which conflicts are no longer present. Utopia does not appear as bizarre or uninteresting, but attracts its readers with a scientific terminology, logical necessity and emotional attraction. From the 1800s, utopia was integrated into the political ideologies, something that became even more intertwined in the 1900s so-called future studies (Manuel & Manuel, 1979). The study of utopias has in recent years shifted from merely have been linked to literary studies to include more of sociologically inspired analysis of different types of visions for the future as reflected in science fiction movies, media, foresight, forecasts, investigations, and future models (Parrinder 2000 ; Manuel & Manuel 1979; Kumar 1991). 

Transformations of the environmental utopia 1978-2005 is in this article followed from the viewpoint of fuel cells and hydrogen in a data material consisting of ethnographic field notes, 27 governmental reports, 34 research investigations as well as over 2000  mass media articles. This data has been retrieved by searching databases such as Media text and Press text with the word hydrogen and fuel cells as well as library catalogues.

Hydrogen Economy is analysed as a technological conservative utopia described as scientifically logical, conflict-free and presented together with an emotionally seductive metaphor of clean water. The purpose of the present article is to analyse the transformations of the environmental utopia 1978-2005 from the viewpoint of fuel cells and hydrogen. The set up is as follows. In section 2, I will present how two different utopias was formulated and proclaimed 1978-1986. In section 3, I investigate the explicit struggle between these different environmental utopias in the years 1986-1990. Then, in section 4, I will discuss how the proponents of an ecologically modern discourse gained power and how this changed the environmental politics 1990-1999. Section 5 then, I examine how the ecologically modern discourse fuelled the formulations of the ecomodern utopia – Hydrogen Economy 1999-2005. Section 6 is a discussion on the elements of this ecomodern utopia and 7 offers conclusions.         

(
Globalism, particularism, and the greening of neoliberal energy landscapes
Tom Mels

This paper explores how the current expansion of wind power as a source of renewable energy and a material-symbolic harbinger of green futures is caught up in a tension between two environmental ideologies.  While corporate ideology trades on a discourse of global nature and environmental havoc, the anti-wind power movement tends to bring out conservative notions of place and nature. It is the argument of this paper that both can be read as powerful ideological vehicles designed for the preservation of the neoliberal and reactionary roots nourishing their favored image of the future. On the basis of empirical evidence from Sweden, the paper also claims that these ideologies constitute a substantial challenge for current efforts to design a more communicative or collaborative planning system.

At first sight, the wind power industry and the lobby against its expansion seem to have completely divergent ways of understanding wind power in the landscape. On the one hand, wind power developers tend to promulgate what might be called “globalist” arguments of climate change and global responsibility in its promotion of wind power. To explore this further, the paper demonstrates how a particular wind power company in Sweden mobilizes different kinds of scientific evidence to construct a technologically minded, market-biased discourse of energy production, climate and landscape.  From their point of view, wind power technology and its landscape embody the technological proof of an emergent aesthetic of sustainability. Yet, it may just as well be argued that wind power and its aesthetic is a part of how energy companies mobilize science, labor power, technology and rhetoric to secure a spatial fix, expanding market shares and capital accumulation. Those same companies are frequently heavily involved in the global extraction and consumption of non-renewable resources. Hence this aesthetic instantiates a classic form of reification in that it obscures how the current expansion of wind energy is part and parcel of a broader tactics in the uneven reproduction of capitalism’s environmental badlands. 

On the other hand, in critical judgment against wind power,  arguments which emphasize place-specific notions of nature and local landscape quality, and wind power as a damaging threat to what are seen as established aesthetic values, prevail. The paper takes a closer look at an anti-wind power lobby organization called Society for the Protection of the Swedish Landscape (Föreningen Svenskt Landskapsskydd or FSL), which practices a form of activism typical of particularism, but not of an activism aligned to what David Harvey has described as “militant particularism”. Rather than a globalist aesthetic of sustainability, this invokes the landscape as a visual retreat, producing a powerful and conservative spatial aesthetic of anti-modernity. While this landscape ideology may work on the local scale as a maneuver against what is perceived as the increasingly abstract social and economic relations of globalization, it simultaneously reproduces an ideology of secluded and privatized neoliberal landscapes and lifeways.

 Thus both sides communicate very different messages about nature, landscape and the future role of wind power. Yet, at the same time, globalism and particularism also effortlessly – or so it seems – jump scale from the local to the global. In the globalist argument, landscape becomes redundant because it is transmogrified into universal science, global neoliberalism and worldwide climate change. Following the particularistic argument, landscape is again reduced, but instead boils down to a fundamentally local issue.  Adopting and adapting to the neoliberal present, both accounts remain at some distance from a more environmentally just landscape as promulgated through radically global senses of place.

(
Why Solar Panels Don’t Grow on Trees: The Cartesian Roots of Technological Utopianism

Alf Hornborg

Ever since large masses of Europeans and North Americans seriously began to worry about the sustainability of their fossil-fuelled society over forty years ago, most of them have continued to find comfort in the conviction that fossil-fuelled technologies will ultimately be replaced by new technologies fuelled by renewable energy sources such as sun and wind. By and large, the unsustainability of fossil fuels has thus not prompted the affluent North to question energy-intensive, high-tech society as such, but rather to put their faith, with even more determination, in technology. The assumption that humanity as a whole is benefitting from “technological progress” remains as fundamental a component of the modern world view as it was two hundred years ago, when European societies were beginning to experiment with fossil-fuelled industrialism, seemingly oblivious to its roots in slavery and soil mining on colonial cotton plantations. This paper discusses the possibility that the mainstream assumption of technological progress is a cultural illusion. It suggests that the very concept of “technology” is a cultural category, reflecting the historical experience of particular segments of global society. The casual, self-evident way in which most modern people refer to technological progress suggests that technology tends to be perceived as a temporal parameter hinging on the state of human knowledge regarding how to exploit various kinds of potential inherent in biophysical nature. “Technology” is thus conceptually distinguished from “economy” as well as “ecology”, as if access to technology did not have any requisite implications beyond inventiveness itself, such as purchasing power (money) or asymmetric societal flows of natural resources and environmental load displacement. The paper briefly reiterates earlier arguments for the existence of such economic and ecological prerequisites of modern technology, and proceeds to discuss how inattention to these matters enables utopianists of various ideological persuasions to couch their visions of a sustainable future in unrealistic technological scenarios. In dissociating modern technological objects from their economic and ecological prerequisites, significant shares of populations in the North continue to believe, at least since the early 1970s, that their levels of energy consumption in a post-petroleum world will be maintained by investments e.g. in vast areas of solar panels in the Sahara desert. This belief is interesting, considering the severe financial difficulties that several of the world’s most advanced economies are already facing. It also raises the question why, if such “clean” technologies have been “within reach” for several decades, they have not been adopted a long time ago, at least by nations unable to afford a fossil-fuelled infrastructure? The absence of a satisfactory answer, this paper argues, reflects a fundamental flaw in the mainstream modern understanding of “technology” as a total, socio-ecological phenomenon, and thus also in the feasibility of technological utopianism. Rather than merely a way of organizing local relations between humans and their natural environment, technology should be seen primarily as a way of organizing global human society. In globally redistributing natural resources and local capacities to save time and space, a technological system variously defines the possibilities of different local populations to organize human-environmental relations and displace environmental burdens to other populations. To posit a local technological future thus has inevitable, if now largely invisible, implications for the future of other segments of world society and the biosphere. Since billions of years, living organisms have developed ways of harnessing solar energy that are vastly more efficient than that of any solar technology. What contemporary technological utopianism does not reckon with is that any attempt to convert solar energy into mechanical, labour-saving energy (such as electricity) enters the realm of social science. Investment in solar technology inevitably entails a societal redistribution of resources. It may be accessible to some, but ultimately at the expense of others.

(
Reflections on how utopian ideas turn ’real’, processes that enable institutional change – by the example of the ”laboratory of participation” for IBA 2020 on the former Tempelhof airfield in Berlin

Meike Schalk

If architecture, urban planning, and design truly intended to turn towards Green Futures, they would have to rethink fundamentally their roles in relation to nature and society: their value systems, material cultures, social structures, but also institutionalizing practices of their disciplines. A search for purely technological environmental solutions, simply added to the status quo without questioning professional protocols and identities would not be enough. A real change required utopian ideas that can envision structural changes, and altering practices to bring them about.
My focus in this presentation will be an actual participation process in Berlin by the example of Tempelhofer Freiheit (Tempelhof freedom), a former airfield in the centre, which will be turned into a park. For pursuing this change, the Berlin Senate for City Development (Senat für Stadtentwicklung) has announced a program for citizen involvement. It includes several different approaches to participation, and the plan is to show this process and its results in an International Building Exhibition in 2020, which I will discuss.

By now, the field has already opened its gates to the public during daytime hours giving space to leisure and social activities such as biking, jogging, skating, cross-country skiing in winter, but also to gardening, barbecuing, and hanging out. With minimum design interventions, the large field is basically only programmed at this point for monitoring its uses. The new open spaces are greatly appreciated by the adjacent communities, but also inhabitants from all over Berlin and tourists. 

Already since 2007, various steps for initiating and managing a collaborative planning process are on their way, from an Internet dialogue, citizen polls, focus groups and open group dialogues, to the proposal of so-called pioneer fields, where in the future temporary self-generated projects with a more “spontaneous” character would be allowed to take place. Beside these efforts, the senate has called in a mixed expert committee consisting of a group of young architects, sociologists, a gender theorist, city planner and geographer, curator, and philosopher to formulate the participative project as a coming IBA (International Building Exhibition) for 2020. 

IBA is not a conventional exhibition, but rather functions as a sort of institution for testing new urban ideas, and to anchor them in German architectural culture.  As such it works both inside and outside conventional city planning protocols, providing it with an experimental field regarding spaces and generous time spans. The question evolves now how IBA will formulate its new task managing the change from a focus on more representational and product-oriented forms of architecture and urban design examples towards a relational and process-oriented way of doing architecture.

This is a truly unusual project with great transformative potential for two reasons at least, concerning the hugeness of the area, and the process of planning for it: Rarely does it happen that such a large empty space, of 368 ha in the middle of a city can be freed for a different future, of which 250 ha will not be built on but instead turned into parkland. The area represents an enormous resource as urban green, and public spaces for recreational, cultural, and social activities, but also as a mental space for letting new ideas and activities evolve, formerly unthinkable to have in a city centre. Unusual for Berlin and Germany is also the invitation of citizens to participate in a planning process, urgently demanded though, as the latest protests in Kreuzberg-Friedrichshain, and in Stuttgart have shown.

The becoming of Tempelhofer Freiheit has engaged the fantasy of thousands of commentators, and fuelled countless individual proposals in various real and virtual forums and formats by now. At the same time, the promised collaborative planning process as it has developed so far has already received much criticism from various fractions. This paper will draw the development. It will take into account the different forms of public citizen participation and community involvement that have evolved in this context, and explore various private initiatives that have formed with their more or less utopian and/or political proposals. Evaluating the process, the paper attempts a sketchy outlook on the future of participative city planning.

(
Utopian creativity: on transgression and change in discourses on green futures  

Johan Hedrén
“... when the system really seams in the process of losing its legitimacy, when the ruling elite is palpably uncertain of itself and full of divisions and self-doubts, when popular demands grow louder and more confident, then what also happens is that those grievances and demands grow more precise in their insistence and urgency. We focus more sharply on very specific wrongs, the dysfunctioning of the system becomes far more tangibly visible at crucial points. But at such a moment the utopian imagination no longer has free play: political thinking and intelligence are trained on very sharply focused issues, they have concrete content, the situation claims us in all its historical uniqueness as a configuration;” (Jameson 2004).

Fredric Jameson’s analysis stresses the impact of the specific historical conditions on utopian activities. Not only does attitudes towards utopian thought vary a lot throughout history, but also the conditions for its creation. My departure in this presentation is that such variations also are present within each unique historical configuration. Due to different discursive frameworks we can expect a different kind of utopian thought in official politics on sustainable development, than in public planning on the same issues. My aim is to compare a few relevant practices in order to find out the general patterns, conventions and potentials within them: the UN Summits on sustainable development, Swedish environmental politics, marketing of what is supposed to be “green” products and an exhibition about green planning and architecture at Louisiana museum in Denmark 2009 (Green Architecture for the Future). The analysis of marketing is based on a small study that I performed recently on basis of three ecologically motivated magazines, and the analysis of environmental politics draws on several studies performed during over two decades.

An important point of departure is an understanding of utopian thought as primarily negative: its potential is not so much related to its specific imaginations, ideals and envisioned implementations, but rather to its power to destabilize the unfair systemic relations that make up the current world (Jameson 2005). Their function is, accordingly, to be “productively alienating”, freeing the imagination from the present. On basis of that, an analytical distinction can be made between mystifying and destabilizing text. While the former brings the basic properties of the current system to the future (for example the utopia of the free market), the opposite is typical for the latter.  

A common trick in mystifying utopian thought is the application of symbolic solutions: solutions only within the symbolic system, only at the discursive level, that works through a mystification of current social and ecological relations. There are a number of mystifying concepts and phrases that can be found frequently in current discourses on the green relations for the future, such as holism and ecological modernisation.

The outcome of the analysis will finally be discussed in relation to a matrix developed for the characterisation of different kinds of utopian thought on basis of the degree of tangibility (abstract or concrete) and scope (fragmentary or inclusive) (Hedrén 2009). A hypothesis is that mystification tends to be linked to abstract and fragmentary thought, while more tangible and comprehensive utopian expressions more frequently connect to destabilizing content.
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