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I would like to begin by firstly chal-
lenging the separation and parcelling 
of research and design. The interre-
lation of these two aspects has been, 
and remains, a central approach 
to my thesis work, and serves as a 
jumping off point to enter the logics 
and values of the project itself.

By this breaking of a separation I 
mean to challenge that these two 
aspects are in fact separate entities, 
and that it is possible to isolate them. 
To think to isolate them I would 
go so far as to say is an ideologi-
cal and ahistorical act which is at 
war with complex reality. And I am 
completely enthralled with complex 
reality— not only because it is ur-
gent, but because it is the only op-
tion we have to deal with the world 
in which we are a part of. A world 
Tim Ingold would call a “meshwork 
of lines”. To illustrate this point I 

would like to make an analogy to 
the inseparability of thinking and 
responding. Meaning that I can only 
say something or write something or 
articulate a thought if I’m provoked. 
I can only ever have a thought if I 
am provoked, by something which 
exists. I cannot simply imagine or 
create a reality internal to my own 
world without deriving some obser-
vations or affections from the world 
in which I am a part and encounter. 
All I can ever do is respond. And 
everything we have to say is in re-
sponse to something. We have noth-
ing to say if we don’t have anything 
to respond to— we need material in 
order to think about anything. The 
thing needs to exist and affect you 
in the first place. So we respond to 
the world, to people, to objects, to 
environments, to other ideas, and 
so on. Without those things there 
is nothing to say. You wouldn’t even 



exist yourself. So all thoughts are 
responses, and no thing can be cre-
ated from nothing. And a conclusion 
I would draw from that is to say that 
thinking is to create something, it is 
to design. And thinking derives from 
our responses to the envronment we 
observe, encounter and experience. 
And we give back to that world by 
engaging it, by being attentive and 
responding, in kind. We return the 
favor of being affected by the world 
by affecting the world. (Which could 
be called design.) So there is no sep-
aration between our encounter with 
the world and our affecting it. You 
could say that is what constitutes the 
encounter— that it is a response in 
kind.

I continually go back to a short es-
say from Sanford Kwinter respond-
ing to the off-hand claims made by 
Anslem Haverkamp that memory is 
creation and invention— “creating 
links from one place and thing to 
another— rather than mere repro-
duction”. It’s a sentiment that moves 
me because it cuts to the core of an 

understanding that thinking, mem-
ory, remembering, even mourning, is 
an act of creation, of design. And if 
we extend this understanding to one 
in which we understand thinking as 
being tied to a response to the world, 
as Ingold, Harraway, Deleuze and 
others would allude, then it’s all the 
much more startling to link thinking 
to memory, and memory to creation. 
Kwinter would go so far as to make 
an argument that agency, “the capac-
ity of overcome inertness and torpor 
to act” or in other words “the capacity 
of organized matter to demonstrate 
rudimentary features of life”, is as-
sociated with intelligence, which he 
proposes was originally made possi-
ble by memory.

“All perceiving is also thinking, all 
reasoning is also intuition, all obser-
vation is also invention.” - Rudolf 
Arnheim

If this premise, that thinking, re-
sponding, encountering, affecting, 
creating, designing, remembering, 
knowing, and acting are interwoven 



and co-producing each other, is to 
be established, then the conclusion 
must be to embrace this meshwork 
of ‘thinking and acting all at once’ 
throughout all that we do. I draw 
this line from Paul Hajian, who in a 
guide book for architectural drawing 
described the practice of architecture 
as “thinking of everything at once”. 
He makes this claim from the simple 
observation that “architectural draw-
ing is part of a process that involves 
large quantities of information. The 
process of designing is not simple, 
linear, not (for the most part) hier-
archical.” In this way as architects 
we think through drawing and re-
cording complexity— in a manner 
of form which attempts not merely 
to reproduce real life in its entirety, 
but to search and explore connec-
tions within the complexity, which 
can be articulated and communicat-
ed, without losing the complexity, or 
proposing a finite understanding. In 
other words, an invitation to be able 
to enter into the complexity, without 
reduction or overwhelming. Hajian I 
believe is alluding to a core urgency 

of the practice of architecture, be-
yond drawing built form, in which, 
as Kwinter would say, “the architect 
in the twentieth century not only 
builds worlds but must confront the 
world that is already built, as well 
as the subjects and the mores that 
are forcibly built within and by it.” 
Which I take as a call to remain in 
the anxiety-giving struggle to build 
immanently and to think of every-
thing all at once.

Furthermore, to make this literal, I 
approach ‘design’ in the same way I 
have approached ‘research’. In the 
same emancipatory act even. Which 
is to extend this complexity and 
thinking and working through the 
meshwork of complicated processes 
which have created ‘our’ world— the 
interrelated landscapes of geography, 
technology, culture, building, geology, 
politics, etc. — Not only across scale 
but simultaneously extending this 
meshwork across time and the (on-
going) history of their (ongoing) for-
mation. Which is a way of thinking I 
would relate to topological thinking 



(or forming, performative think-
ing— what a thing does as compared 
to what a thing is.). A term used by 
Corrado Curti in which he differ-
entiates from “thinking in terms of 
entities (typology)” towards “think-
ing in terms of relations that define a 
space of possible entities.” By this he 
means that thinking can shift away 
from examining shapes to “thinking 
of buildings as the actualization of 
virtual forms based on relations ... 
and of architecture as the discipline 
that investigates these relations in-
stead of their actualizations.”

So if we can accept ‘research’ to be 
done is such a way, I would say that 
we can also approach ‘design’ in such 
the same way. Which would then 
also be an open ended exploration. 
Just as with topological research, an 
open ended design would not pro-
pose a finality or truth about what is 
happening or did happen, or claim 
to know or direct what will happen. 

With research we know the com-
plexity is too large to simplify down 
to simple truths— beyond even the 
understanding that no history is ever 
objective, and all perspectives are 
only ever partial, biased and incom-
plete. Yet we still struggle to grapple 
some, I wouldn’t say understand-
ings, but the ability to feel and move 
with the complexity— to engage the 
complexity, as a participant in it (not 
merely an observer). I would say that 
is all we can ever do. But to actually 
engage would mean to never give 
up on this complexity, but instead 
to expand it and try to continually 
place ourselves within it— always 
starting over again from where we 
left off. (An intentional oxymoron.) 
As soon as you are a researching as a 
participant rather than as an observ-
er, you are already designing! A point 
that Susan Sontag and John Berger 
would insist upon! If you photograph 
reality, you have constructed an im-
age of that reality which will now 



time travel and produce and effect 
other realities. And there is power in 
that, which should be engaged with 
responsibility. As an observer- par-
ticipant you are constantly looking 
for lines to move with or against, or 
diagonally, or above, or below, or so 
on.

Or as Tim Ingold makes a point of 
distinction between the “lifeworld” 
of spheres— “a centrifigual view”, 
“to be perceived from within” — and 
the world as a globe, “an object of 
contemplation, detached from the 
domain of lived experience.”  His 
point is that “with the world imaged 
as a globe, far fromcoming into be-
ing in and through a life process, it 
figures as an entity that is, as it were, 
presented to or confronted by life. 
The global environment is not a life-
world, it is a world apart from life.” 

As said before, to find something 
in history is a process of creation. 

This is the image of the sphere. Something of the 
difference in connotation between ‘globe’ and 
‘sphere’ is suggested in their very acoustic reso-
nance: ‘globe’ is hard and consonantal; ‘sphere’ soft 
and vocalic. A globe is solid and opaque, a sphere 
hollow and transparent. For the early astronomers, 
of course, the cosmos itself was seen to be com-
prised of a series of such spheres, at the common 
centre of which stood man himself. The idea was 
that as man’s attention was drawn ever outward, 
so it would penetrate each sphere so as to reach 
the next. This is illustrated is taken from the Scala 
Naturale of Giovanni Camillo Maffei, published in 
Venice in 1564, and dedicated to the Count of Al-
tavilla. Here there are fourteen concentric spheres 
which – Maffei tells us – may be envisaged to form 
a giant stairway, the ascent of which affords, step-
by-step, a comprehensive knowledge of the uni-
verse. In the picture, the Count is shown taking the 
first step, under Maffei’s direction.



When we think about connections, 
and what to look for, or how to look, 
or pay attention— to see things at 
all— to map and draw those connec-
tions is to create them. And we can 
give agency and creative power to 
that, as James Corner describes when 
contrasting mapping from tracing, 
“to what is and to what is not yet.” 
“In other words, the unfolding agen-
cy of mapping is most effective when 
its capacity for
description also sets the conditions 
for new eidetic and physical worlds 
to emerge. Unlike tracings, which 
propagate redundancies, mappings 
discover new worlds within past 
and present ones; they inaugurate 
new grounds upon the hidden trac-
es of a living context.” When you 
draw lines (because that is exactly 
what we are doing), we create those 
lines, in the unique way in which 
you or I have drawn that line, or 
connection, which is unique to our 
sight, and is a new micro reality. So 

I think it would be dumb and un-
fortunate to abandon that thinking 
when doing design work. I think to 
occupy such a realm is stressful and 
not easy, and you won’t ‘figure it out’ 
the first time, or really ever (and I 
think thats the point). But I will say 
again, it remains urgent, as Corner 
again describes the “unfolding agen-
cy of mapping may allow designers 
and planners not only to see certain 
possibilities in the complexity and 
contradiction of what already exists 
but also to actualize that potential. 
This instrumental function is partic-
ularly important in a world where it 
is becoming increasingly difficult to 
both imagine and actually to create 
anything outside of the normative.”

It’s a tough thing to stay with, the 
complexity (the trouble), but I think 
thats the design challenge. Which 
maybe shouldn’t even be called de-
sign, but rather engaging, moving, 
feeling, acting, participating, build-



ing, making, mapping, dancing, or 
even politics (as a verb). All we can 
do is engage the world, and by en-
gaging we are designing. Therefore 
designing can be better described 
as an act of ongoing engagement, 
rather than an act of producing pro-
posals for how to intervene in the 
world. Which doesn’t mean to say 
that we cannot think ahead about 
what we do, but we should placate 
that thinking ahead as already a part 
of the engagement. Often in design 
studios students are given a task of 
performing research (in a theatri-
cal sense) and then concluding the 
research by extrapolating a few key 
points, or summarizations, which are 
then converted into design needs, 
which are then addressed with a 
building design proposal. And the 
student passes on how well they can 
translate broad research into narrow 
points which can then be clearly and 
directly responded in with tangible 
design product. The success of this 

project is based primarily on how 
well the linear stream of rational 
thinking can be presented— as if 
it was a sales pitch. ‘Community A 
has a shortage of B, so we created a 
design which addresses the need for 
more B, and we did that by imple-
menting design strategies X and Y.’ 
I cannot express to you how abun-
dantly opposed I am to all of that. I 
just think this depiction of reality is 
ridiculous and never true. For one it’s 
completely insulting and reductive to 
the research and curiosity that those 
students usually began with, or are 
still doing. Because research doesn’t 
complete, it just doesn’t. To pick 
a point at which it has to pretend 
to terminate and have summaries 
drawn out of, is arbitrary. (Which I 
would argue is different than finding 
lines to move in relation to.) So if 
research is design, then a design or a 
building cannot complete either. De-
sign also doesn’t complete. Because 
the extrapolations, the summaries, 



the tangibly design needs, as a fixed 
entity which can be drawn conclu-
sively, are fiction. And we should at 
the least not pretend that they are 
another other than that— or at least 
acknowledge the incompleteness and 
impossibility to establish them defin-
itively. If we accept that, we approach 
design differently. We wouldn’t pre-
tend that we have resolved anything, 
or understood everything. We would 
know that it’s not possible to come 
to a complete understanding and we 
would act with humility. We would 
know that the design doesn’t under-
stand, contain, resolve or respond 
to the entirety of the complexity of 
the world in which it is in and the 
things that are constantly forming 
and changing that and being affected 
by what we design. In one part that 
should be obvious, but yet we ap-
proach talking about design as if we 
don’t know those realities. To think 
it’s possible to identify the limits of 
a community and make definable in 

a list what the needs of that commu-
nity are, is problematic. To reduce 
complexity to a definable list is im-
mediately disregarding the things 
which are not possible to be included 
in a list. It is akin to thinking that a 
canon of architecture is even possible 
to produce. Because it requires mak-
ing the undefinable defined— which 
immediately requires a valuation 
system about what can and cannot 
be seen as something which can be 
included into a list or an archive. It 
values practitioners over informal 
settlements. It values written history 
over oral history. It values ideas pre-
sented in a treatise over ideas jotted 
down in a notebook. It values things 
we can see over things we don’t yet 
know. All of which would perhaps be 
not problematic if we acknowledged 
the impossibility of our valuation 
systems to go beyond their limita-
tions— that they cannot depict real-
ity, but instead create their own real-
ities based on their own constructed 



values. There would need be a rec-
ognition of our designs involvement 
with a world beyond that which we 
can summarize, and attempt some 
engagement with the unknown, and 
incomplete. As soon as we think we 
have understood and resolved com-
plexity, or boiled it down, made it 
tangible, and hierarchical, is the mo-
ment in which we have left reality. 
Which is less to say that a design 
should attempt to engage all aspects 
of complexity, but more to acknowl-
edge the limitations of the possibil-
ity of that. All of which should be 
understood as the opposite of saying 
‘don’t design anything’. Instead it 
means to design not as a means to 
an end, but as a process of engage-
ment and thinking, which should 
have no conclusion— even if it leads 
to building something. The building 
of something is never more than a 
part of a process of exploration and 
engagement with complex realities. 
The power of which, as Corner says, 

“resides in their facticity”. “Although 
drawn from measured observations 
in the world, mappings are neither 
depictions nor representations but 
mental constructs, ideas that enable 
and effect change. ... Mapping
is always already a project in the 
making.”

With my project I have made a ded-
icated effort to be both ‘designing’ 
and ‘researching’ all the while. The 
‘facts’ that I have encountered, and 
continue to encounter, perpetually 
shift my thinking, my understand-
ings and my engagements with my 
building, writing, drawing, talking 
and so on. (With my tutors, other 
students, housemates, workshop col-
laborations, squattors, pirate librar-
ians— who are all also my friends.) 
I present my research and design in 
the same breath, as my project has 
been about exploring that process. 
My drawings and maps give equal 
presence to conversations, technical 



aspects of construction, emotions, 
desires, weather, methods of work-
ing, changing decisions, movements 
of bodies, environments of mud and 
darkness, and tracings of tools, ma-
terials, friends and how those things 
(and many more) came together to 
build. My friendships are not com-
plete, my readings are not complete, 
the building is not complete, and the 
presentation is not complete. And 
I never intended them to be. And I 
don’t think they can be. Anyone who 
has been in a long term relationship, 
or any relationship— friend, family, 
romantic or otherwise— knows the 
fallacy of staticity. To impose an idea 
of remaining the same upon a part-
ner, a child, a collective, an environ-
ment, a building, a thought, is a war 
with reality, and could be considered 
abuse even. And I’m not interest-
ed in that, I’m opposed to that. So 
i’ve made an effort to be moving in 
the flux of those things and trying 
to find ways to build from within 

and out of those shifting field of 
things— which has not always been 
easy. But I just think thats what life 
is. Constantly working on our re-
lations, which are never stable, and 
demand our commitment to being 
attentive and present. An act which 
is design, which we are constantly 
doing, to some degree or another. So 
I feel with Ingold when he speaks of 
“joining with” undead artifacts, and 
Harraway when she speaks of “stay-
ing with the trouble”, and certainly 
with Harney and Moten when I say 
that I don’t intend to graduate, but 
to remain committed to study, in 
mutual debt, “to each other ... in a 
nurses’ room, ... in a barber shop, ... 
in a squat, a dump, a woods, a bed, an 
embrace.”
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Increasing disorder in a dining table, by Sarah Wigglesworth and Jeremy Till



Tomi: Recording is a contradic-
tion because, as you were say-
ing, how those discussions which 
are so much beyond the few word 
description of something... 
which is this somewhat secret... 
only the people there know...  
well now maybe we are revealing 
it, but I think its an interest-
ing idea. 

Michele: Are you recording?  Ah 
ok, so you started the recording 
with a doubt about what to re-
cord 

Tomi: Yeah and I feel thats al-
ways how it is... I liked what 
you were saying and I wanted to 
catch it, but I missed it 

Michele: It changes a bit the... 
knowing its being recorded

Tomi: Yes of course

Michele: Because then we also 
need to think about how it will 
be to transcribe it.

Tomi: Yes but sometimes its also 
nice to record not just for the 
sake of turning it into a docu-
ment, but also just for the sake 
of memory 

Michele: Thats also whats go-
ing on in parallel with the dia-
ry [of the Tower of Love] thats 
also a recording 

Tomi: Yeah, and the orientation 
can be different, in the modes 
of how we record, and their in-
tentionality.  Same with maps 
and drawings.  You can make 
maps, and drawings and stories 
for your friends in order to 
help them to get somewhere, to 
meet you somewhere, to find you, 
to know what... the shape of 
something is, what the size of 
something is, as that can help 
them plan or think about how to 
do more things.  Or you can make 
those things with the intention 
of exploitation, conquering, 
controlling... The orientation 
or the difference can be subtle 
sometimes, but quite real.  

Michele: Thats a quite big thing 
going on in our discussions, and 
it could be connected to our 
discussion about the tower when 
we brought everything for exam-
ple slowly from one place to the 
other one.  From the old place 
of the tower to the new one. And 
also the rhythm that was be-
hind the construction which was 
with the intention of... an-
ti-capitalistic, anti-exhaus-
tive (in the coercive compulso-
ry sense)... maybe in-efficient 
instead of efficient. Taking our 
breaks, having our own pace... 
And it’s like what you were say-
ing.... right now.  So one thing 
can be done with a certain in-
tention and is not related with 
what generally is conceived to 
be the form of the construction 
itself. 

Tomi: Yes, that it might look 
like one thing but in fact be 
quite another thing.  And I 
think I was already following 
one of your vectors when I was 



beginning.  Because you were 
saying that the construction of 
the tower is also similar to a 
different orientation because 
you’re building something but 
you’re making it on different 
terms.  Terms which you are de-
ciding with the people that are 
involved.  

Michele: Ah yes, and was similar 
to the notion of recording it-
self, the having a diary, which 
could be done backwards way... 
I don’t know, used as a weap-
on against... or to use it in a 
completely different way than 
having a recording... -- like 
the one we are having now.  So 
the concept is not much what 
you’re doing but how you are do-
ing. 

Tomi: And there was something 
else you said... I can’t re-
member exactly.. but something 
about how people were deciding 
to take breaks and rest at their 
own point.. and there was a word 
you were using...

Michele: .. I said about the 
pace, our own pace and our own 
rhythm— re-accounting differ-
ently for efficiency and produc-
tiveness. Doing something, con-
structing a building, not in the 
way which is generally meant by 
efficiency and productivity, but 
still doing that, building ef-
fectively, through this other 
how.  So you have in the end the 
tower, you manage to reach what 
it is you want to build, but 
with other meanings (means).

Tomi: But it seems like you were 
kind of recognizing in the way 
that we were building there was 
this balance between still con-
structing but constructing in 
ways which are not limited or 
connected to the dominant modes 
of how construction *has* to 
be, but that you can construct 
things not only slower but with 
different considerations and 
more considerations.

Michele: And then the focus is 

shifted to staying in the place.  
Away from building and towards 
doing something, for us, our 
well being. So the focus becomes 
us, as a group of people more 
than the tower as a physical 
structure.  A concern about our-
selves and that we could enjoy 
that night.  Not so much caught 
in the anxiety that we finish 
before sunrise and risk being 
seen building, but to enjoy the 
moon, the cold, the sound of the 
highway.  And the darkness, and 
the mud, and the feeling of be-
ing there, in the park, among 
the bushes, being protected, but 
exposed to the lake— safe but 
open, free but afraid of being 
seen.  And you enjoy those feel-
ings. 

Tomi: I like this attentiveness 
and really having to pay atten-
tion to what is around you.  You 
said it well.  Why do you think 
it is so imperative that we make 
things in this way?  Maybe its 
not the right question, because 
I don’t want to make it compar-



ative but I’m not sure how to 
ask the question otherwise, so 
I will— what do you think pulls 
those aspects out, or which 
parts is more urgent: the slow-
ness or the being with other 
people?

Michele: Hm yeah wow, maybe let 
me start from something that can 
be more chronologically related.  
At the beginning I went there 
with the idea of like (12:27)

Tomi: So I kind of sense that 
you are also connecting... there 
is quite an integral link and 
tie between the slowness and 
attentiveness with caring, and 
responding and constructing 
well-being between people.  Be-
cause in order to be attentive 
to each others needs and desires 
and what we want to do and what 
should we do, we also need to 
be slow and attentive to each 
other and surroundings and en-
vironment around us in order to 
act and do those things, which 
go against traditional dominant 

logics of, not only the pace at 
which something is constructed, 
but the pace at which it is con-
ceived and valued and what that 
value is for.  Which you could 
say there is a certain speed of 
capital which takes priority 
that the capital must contin-
ue to move and accelerate and 
grow at such a pace that every-
thing else, all other aspects 
of life become completely ne-
gated and discarded and cannot 
be considered because they get 
in the way of this processual 
incessant march, this unrelent-
ing speed, towards the growth of 
things that destroy our capacity 
for life.  And we have to stop 
and be like “why the fuck are we 
building these things, and whose 
well-being is it for?”  I mean 
of course you could say its for 
the well-being of some fuckers 
who have addresses and names, 
but there is also this impend-
ing logic of things having to be 
built for no reason we remember 
anymore.  So to move slowly with 
love and care is a bit of resis-

tance to that, and those things 
are quite integrally tied.

.. But how was your experience 
then in the ways we were work-
ing together, with the rhythms 
of rest and discussions about 
what we should do, and should 
it be and how would we link 
that to those sorts of actions 
that happen in the bike work-
shop? Where do you see over-
laps, or also if you just want 
to comment about how those ac-
tions happen.  Because I think 
in the bike workshop, each time 
is also an experiment in making 
things with other people, and 
having to be jointly creative 
with the other people.  In my 
mind— not to be, ... well I’ll 
just put things out there— each 
person comes in here, thats an-
other specific construction that 
we build.  It’s a very specific 
person and each person is dif-
ferent.  We have such a range 
of people who come in here with 
such a range of experiences, 
range of knowledges, range of 



bikes, range of problems, range 
of amount of time that they have  
to deal with the issue, range 
of the tools that we have to 
do it, knowledge we have to 
fix that problem, and so on.  
And all of those specificities 
come together in this web in 
which each action, each act 
of making something, or fix-
ing something, is different, 
and requires us to not be 
that machinist, capitalist or 
hardcore marxist who smashes 
the same thing the same way 
each time.  But we need to be 
very attentive and improvis-
ing each time, and responding 
to the specificities of that 
situation.  There are proba-
bly more variables that I’m 
not thinking of, that go on 
infinitely— language, barriers 
(or opportunities— because 
sometimes you have to speak 
more with your hands), back-
grounds, etc... 

Michele: And also trying to 
solve problems that we don’t 

know.  Like either the people 
that have a problem with the 
bike, and also us the volun-

teers.  So overcoming all these 
barriers which could be consid-
ered not barriers— so none the 
less we have to be caring and 

attentive of the time the vis-
itor has, or the requests that 
people have, and to overcome the 

thing which is out of our knowl-
edge, and together find a way to 
interact with each other and 
trying to do something that we 
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don’t know.  Like create knowl-
edge and arrive to formulate a 
solution together, with all the 

variables as it is as you were 
saying.  And we are building our 
knowledge ourselves, of what we 
know about bikes, and also how 
we build the relations with peo-

ple.  We’re learning how to give 
the best welcoming to the peo-
ple, like how to interact with 

them.  And that is something 
that I feel has been building 
in my mind— that is a knowledge 
which keeps on building, because 
it is not like it is built up 

(and remaining stable) through 
my own research, but something 
people driven (produced by expe-
rience and contact with others). 
Every person brings something— 
me the people around me, and the 
person who comes to fix the bike, 
and hopefully also that the 
workshop itself is enriched a 
bit, not just from the bike that 
is fixed, from having a better 
bike, but also having had the 
feeling to have built something 
also.  Which could be physical 
building, relation building, 
and building the way in which 
you exchange or grow knowledge, 
feelings, enthusiasm, emotions.  
Because you have all the kind 
of emotions of joy and frustra-
tion, which is shared, which is 
something that doesn’t happen in 
a normal shop.  You don’t see 
or feel that the people who fix 
your bike are frustrated, or if 
you are the cause of some frus-
tration or some joy.  But you 
just exchange money for fixing, 
and because you are confront-
ed with all these other peoples 











feelings you relate more your 
actions.  You say “ah wow, may-
be I do something that I—  up to 
now assume that I put my bike in 
a box, in a bike workshop which 
is called ‘shop’ and I get some-
thing back in exchange of mon-
ey, and now I have to deal with 
emotions, and how do I feel? I 
realize that I could feel bad 
because I cause frustration to a 
person, or good because I made 
the volunteers happy.” And you 
are finally in contact with peo-
ple, sharing these emotions.  
Which can be a critique of the 
dominant logic in the same way 
we spoke about with the tower, 
of the slow pace and the breaks 
and the attentiveness of the 
well being of the people (who 
you also relate to and with whom 
you share pains and joys with 
more), and I think they are sim-
ilar in this way.  You do some-
thing, with people, and it con-
tains all these aspects which 
you don’t usually realize, both 
when you buy a house, when you 
buy a bike or when you pay for 
repairs, but they are there.

Tomi: Yes, and all of these ex-
changes or building of relations 
of knowledges and emotions are 
brought together not merely to 
fix a thing or build a relation, 
but to do both things, simulta-
neously, which produces a power, 
because it grows both the things 
which literally enable us to 
move (the bike) and our ability 
to do it again. Because we know 
more— jointly— and we know each 
other more, and we feel closer 
to each other, because we have 
gone through this process of 
discovery together, which evoked 
and produced emotions which are 
as you say, typically removed 
from the process of construction 
or repair, or making in general. 
It produces the ability to be 
affected by each other, and to 
turn that affection into an ac-
tion, by affecting us more, and 
our environment.  Which is done 
by, as you say, a certain opac-
ity to the process of making.  
Making of bikes and towers, but 
also opacity of making knowl-
edge.  None of this is happening 

in an exclusive space, but in 
public, in a shared moment be-
tween the people engaged in it.  
So know we both know it, because 
we were there.  And we can more 
easily join in with the move-
ments of each other, to enhance 
those movements more, through 
attention, care and presence.  
And because we have the tools 
and the space, the physical 
space, to do it as well.

... to be continued... 
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