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CHAPTER 5: ADDRESSABILITY 
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5.1 Introduction: The Domestication of the Global 

 

[T]he history of the Modern Age […] is initially nothing other than the history of a 
spatial ‘revolution’ into the homogeneous outside. It carries out the explication 
of the earth […] This history brings about the catastrophe of local ontologies by 
doing away with the old poetry of domesticity […] Every empirical place on 
the earth’s surface becomes a potential address of capital, which regards all points in 
space in terms of their accessibility for technical and economical measures (Sloterdijk 
2014, 31).  
 
  

A 1972 image by the architectural collective Superstudio, from a project entitled 

Supersurface: An Alternative Model of Life on Earth, pictures a hippie couple strolling 

together, hand-in-hand, along what appears to be a beach or desert landscape, over which has 

been imposed the image of geometric grid infinitely receding into the distance (Natalini et al. 

1972). As introduced in Chapter 2, Superstudio’s use of the grid evokes the idea of a 

technological infrastructure capable of satisfying people’s needs, eliminating the necessity for 

material possessions and thereby facilitating a nomadic existence—a “negative utopia” (Lang 

et al. 2003, 69), at once celebrating and critiquing a technologically determined condition of 

dematerialization. The image suggests that, by staying close to the ground, away from the 

corrupting and vertical influences of the industrial city, an authentic horizontal life can be 

built from the bottom-up, a life without objects or architecture, free of vulgar materialism. 

Whereas the demonstrators of ’68 famously announced the Situationist slogan “sous les 

pavés, la plage” (beneath the street, the beach), in this world it is as though beneath the 

beach, in turn, lies some kind of invisible network, supporting a new relationship with the 

environment that effectively transforms the outside into the inside. As a famous architecture 

critic once quipped, “Superstudio seems to envisage the future ‘city’ as a continuous 

Woodstock festival for the benefit of ‘all’ (meaning a highly restricted elite)” (Rowe and 
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Koetter 1983, 47). In retrospect, perhaps Superstudio’s negative utopias may be regarded as 

an avant-garde for what counterculture historian Fred Turner refers to as a “networked 

cultural style” (2006, 238), signifying a new kind of epistemology with a strange provenance, 

combining information science with holistic esotericism, that would in time—thanks in large 

part to innovations in environmental media—migrate into the culture at large, fostering a 

return to “the local” premised on the installation of a system of global governance; the grid as 

global operating system. As such, we might consider Supersurface as a pictorial 

representation of a historical turning point—one with particular significance in relation to the 

current locational turn—when it was first realized that “that no human action could count on 

an outside environment any more” (Latour 2009, 144). If, as Bruno Latour claims, this 

“disappearance of the outside is certainly the defining trait of our epoch.” (Latour 2009, 144, 

emphasis mine), then it is arguably in relation to this very idea that the multiple, sometimes 

otherwise irreconcilable perspectives in this dissertation, may be understood to converge; or 

as the Autonomist philosophers Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri state “for better or worse 

we all share a world that has no outside” (Hardt and Negri 2009, xvii).  

 

I began this dissertation with an introduction to the locational turn (Christov-Bakagiev 

2012; Manovich 2006; Tuters and Varnelis 2006), framed as a response to media theoretical 

discourses concerning the dematerializing effects of networks on location and “the end of 

geography” (Virilio 2005, 9). While so-called cyberculture theorists of the ’90s tended to 

conceptualize a dualistic relationship between the real and the virtual that was blind to 

physical location (Bell 2006, 15-46), by the ’00s an ethnographic approach to new media 

scholarship came to challenge this binary distinction (Miller and Slater 2001) through 

approaches referred to in terms of the “‘grounded Web,’ and its associated geo-locative 

research practice” (Rogers 2009, 8). Although initially associated with notions of critique 
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developed by artistic communities’ practice in the early ’00s (Zeffiro 2012), “locative” thus 

came to be identified more broadly with “the end of cyberspace and its placeless-ness, and 

the end of the virtual as a realm apart” (Rogers 2009, 28), corresponding to a methodological 

shift in new media scholarship towards the idea of “online groundedness” (ibid, 8).37 At the 

same time, and relatedly, “locative” also became associated with technological innovations 

concerning the return of geography as a significant factor in internet governance, as discussed 

in Chapter 2, leading in the course of time to the emergence of an entire new field of 

geolocative scholarship as discussed in Chapter 3. In using the concept of “locative” to mark 

a break with cybertheory, once fashionable postmodern theoretical frameworks have in many 

cases been abandoned, as relics of armchair philosophy, in place of empirically grounded 

research methods sensitive to how technologies actually work in the world. While there is 

much to be gained from this latter approach, there is also arguably something to be gained 

from re-entering into discussion with earlier postmodern media scholarship, hence my 

decision to place the work of Bruno Latour alongside that of Fredric Jameson in an attempt to 

stage a dialogue between these normally divergent approaches. The ascendency of 

empirically driven methods in new media studies should not eclipse insights derived from 

more hermeneutical approaches, or else risk a kind of disciplinary segregation of the field 

from broader theoretical discussions taking place in the humanities.  

 

                                                
37 To illustrate his claim regarding online groundedness, media scholar Richard 

Rogers offers the example of Google Flu Trends (2009, 8), in which Google, at the time of 
the H1N1 crisis in 2009, developed a computer model based on the correlation of the 
frequency of search queries in the location of past flu outbreaks, as identified by the United 
States' Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), with which they were able to 
locate the spread of the flu much faster than the CDC (see also: Mayer and Schonberger 
2013, 28-29)—though it should be noted that recent scientific research has also contested 
Google’s claims here (Lazer 2014, vx). 
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With such a critique in mind, this dissertation can thus be understood as, in some 

sense, a problematization of the locational turn in relation to theories of governance, 

epistemology and ontology—via theories developed by Michel Foucault, Fredric Jameson 

and Bruno Latour respectively. Given that these different philosophical approaches are not 

always compatible—indeed sometimes seemingly in outright contradiction—my object of 

study therefore appears differently in the dissertation depending on the perspective I assume; 

however, at a sufficient level of abstraction, something like a cubist portrait, comes into view. 

In order to arrive at this perspective, we need first to loop back to earlier in this dissertation, 

where I sought to situate the locative-turn through an approach that I referred to as media 

genealogy, weaving together lineages concerned with how new technologies may be thought 

to inaugurate new rationalities, in order to account for how technological fantasies 

concerning “the global” and “the local” may, in fact, be understood critically in relation to a 

history of governance. In Chapter 2 we saw how, in his genealogy of European economic 

globalization, Foucault claimed that a new art of government shifted the locus of power away 

from location—in terms of a sovereign’s control over his subjects and his fiefdom—towards 

what can be understood in terms of a networked form of power based on the management of 

probabilistic processes, initially introduced through the innovation of statistical population 

models. Foucault’s narrative can be seen as having truly come to full fruition with the 

innovation of environmental media, as envisioned by cybernetics (cybernetics coming the 

Greek kybernetike meaning ‘governance’); prototypedby avant-garde artists such as 

Superstudio, if only in the spirit of critique; and implemented today by Silicon Valley 

technologists—an argument also explored in current media art theoretical discourse 

(Diederichsen and Franke, 2013). It is in relation to this narrative, and by way of conclusion, 

that I will close this chapter, and indeed the dissertation as a whole, by offering the concept 

of kosmoikos—a neologism combining the Greek words for “world” (cosmos) and “habitat” 
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(oikos)—as a term of art for the notion of ubiquitous technological addressability that 

underpins the contemporary locational turn, whose outline and genealogy I will trace through 

a series of evocative images and concepts imagining the world as one vast domestic 

interior.38 

 

In Chapter 2, I introduced an anecdote concerning how, in the first public presentation 

of Glass, Google co-founder Sergey Brin presented the wearable computing device as the 

culmination of his idea “that eventually you wouldn’t have to have a search query at all” 

(2013). Given the ubiquity and centrality of Google search, I likened the scope of Brin’s 

ambition to a transformation in the fundamental discursive framework underlying knowledge 

itself, the creation of a milieu of ubiquitous and universal addressability capable of capturing 

every action. Under this new paradigm, addressability extends to incorporate nonhuman 

things as well, as “[o]ur cameras, our microphones, are becoming the eyes and ears of the 

Web, our motion sensors, proximity sensors its proprioception, GPS its sense of location” 

(O’Reilly and Battelle 2009, 8), thereby blurring distinctions between foreground and 

background, inside and outside, nature and culture. In a canonical text concerning the 

introduction of new technologies into the nineteenth century American landscape, historian 

Leo Marx identified the implicitly religious characterization of technology as “a transcendent 

symbol: a physical object invested with political and metaphysical ideality” (L. Marx 2000, 

206); a narrative that he referred to as “the machine in the garden”. Arguably today, however, 

with the phenomenon of ubiquitous addressability, no longer does nature provide a backdrop 

                                                
38 Whereas the philosopher Peter Sloterdijk evokes the famous large-scale glass and 

iron enclosure of The Crystal Palace from the 1851 Great Exhibition in London as a kind of 
prototypical space of globalization, a “world interior of capital […] that has drawn inwards 
everything that was once on the outside” (Sloterdijk 2014, 13), the notion of kosmoikos 
differs from the former insofar as the metaphor is explicitly post-architectural and implies a 
particular political genealogy. 



142 

for technology, but rather technology creates instead another world within which nature —

“second nature” in the Western Marxist jargon (Lukács 1971, 128)—is encapsulated; the 

garden in the machine. It would be ironic, were it not so tragic, that this all-encompassing 

state of second nature has arrived at the very moment that “first nature”, as it were, seems to 

be disappearing—as Latour remarks: “Just at the time when first Nature had begun to loosen 

its grip, the second Nature of The Economy imposes its iron laws more tightly than ever” 

(2013a, 126). 

 

As an illustration of this metaphysical inversion, let us briefly consider the 2013 

American science fiction film Elysium (Blomkamp 2013). Set in the year 2154, the film takes 

place in two locations, an impoverished and environmentally degraded slum on Earth, and a 

Torus-shaped space station, named “Elysium”, in which the rich live. Following action-

movie genre conventions, the plot is driven forward by the protagonist’s (Max Da Costa’s) 

attempt to access the medical technology within the space station, for which he has to 

overcome adversity in order to cure a child’s life-threatening condition. If Max is a morally 

righteous character from the film’s outset, the character of Spider, a computer hacker who 

gets Max onto Elysium for a price and who makes a living by smuggling desperate refugees 

into the space station, is by contrast morally repellent. Since Elysium provides access to its 

medical technologies to all who are considered to be its citizens, at the decisive moment of 

the film’s conclusion, Spider reveals to Max that he can hack into the space station’s 

operating system, thereby saving not only the life of the child, but distributing needed 

medicine to the all the inhabitants of Earth as well, simply by making everyone a citizen of 

Elysium. However, in order to do so, Max must sacrifice himself by becoming a kind of 

avatar through whose body Spider surprisingly redeems himself—a revolutionary act that 
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Walter Benjamin might have framed in terms of a secular form of divine justice (Benjamin 

1996).  

 

Commenting on the film’s supposed political message, the director Neill Blomkamp 

claimed “This isn’t science fiction. This is today. This is now” (Hiscock 2013, n.p.), 

endorsing an interpretation of his film as a critique of inequality. A symptomatic reading in 

the style of Fredric Jameson (1983), however, might focus on the fact that the truly heroic act 

that effectively institutes the reign of Heaven on Earth is not the protagonist Max’s act of 

self-sacrifice, but rather the hacker Spider’s act of changing the root-level permissions on the 

operating system. In other words, in Elysium the ultimate solution to the world’s problems 

comes down to an open-access systems philosophy. As an allegory for the contemporary idea 

that all problems are amenable to “design solutions,” Elysium speaks to a contemporary form 

of belief propagated by Silicon Valley—as expressed, for example by Google Chief 

Executive Eric Schmidt’s claim that “connectivity can revolutionize every aspect of society – 

politically, socially, economically [… and] fix all the world’s most pressing problems” (2012, 

n.p.)—a phenomenon that technology critics have referred to as solutionism (Paquet 2005, 

315; Morozov 2013, 5), which can arguably be traced back to a secularized form of 

providence that curiously emerged out of the environmental movement of the ’60’s American 

counterculture. 

 

  



144 

5.2 Cabin Ecology & Total Design 

 
Suppose that you were suddenly told: “In the pursuit of economies of scale, you have 
been put in charge of the whole Earth” (Beer 1983, 797). 
 
 

In 1965, at a gathering of the United Nations, the American politician and diplomat 

Adlai Stevenson II remarked that “[w]e travel together, passengers on a little space ship, 

dependent on its vulnerable reserves of air and soil” (Gaither and Cavazos-Gaither 2012, 

596), a metaphor that the American visionary designer Buckminster Fuller subsequently 

popularized with his bestselling publication Operating Manual for Spaceship Earth, which 

proposed a “world-engulfing” response to the environmental problems of the day, such as the 

“debilitating exploitation of fossil fuels” (Fuller 2008a, 128-129). In 1971, the American 

ecologist Howard Odum made a scientific case for the Spaceship Earth concept in which he 

argued that “[t]he biosphere is really an overgrown space capsule” whose “carrying capacity” 

was a function of its food production to population rate (H. T. Odum 1971, 125). Both 

Fuller’s and Odum’s thoughts frequently appeared in the Co-Evolution Quarterly, the 

successor publication to Stewart Brand’s the Whole Earth Catalog (introduced in Chapter 2), 

along with the writings of Odum’s brother Eugene, who cultivated a teleological vision of the 

natural world as “an orderly process of community development […] directed toward 

achieving as large and diverse an organic structure as is possible within the limits set by the 

available energy input” (E. P. Odum 1969, 164).39 In the pages of the Co-Evolution 

Quarterly, the Earth was frequently imagined as a single governable system in which optimal 

                                                
39 In the early ’90s the Odums would go on to form part of the scientific committee of 

the Biosphere II project (Reider 2009, 200), a closed ecosystem constructed in the Arizona 
desert—enclosing 1.3 hectares of biomes including ocean, rainforest, wetlands, desert, 
grassland and agriculture—promoted in the media as a scientific experiment in space 
colonization, though in point of fact staffed and operated by members of a fabled ’60’s back-
to-the-land commune and theatre troupe. 
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equilibrium could be achieved via intentional human interventions given sufficiently 

powerful technologies. In this way of thinking, which has been referred to as “cabin ecology” 

(Anker 2010, 84), nature appears as a great chain of nested homeostatic systems, moving 

from the scale of genes, through ecological niches, to the whole of the Earth, with a 

cybernetic governor steering the course. This influential idea spurred a debate, published in 

the Co-Evolution Quarterly, concerning the proper role of technology in relation to social, 

economic and ecological problems culminating in a serious discussion of space colonization, 

which included the likes of such popular scientific and intellectual figures of the time as 

Fuller, the Odums, Lynn Margulis, Carl Sagan, Jacques Cousteau, Lewis Mumford, and Ernst 

Schumacher (ibid, 113-6).  

 

As the editor of the Whole Earth Catalog and the Co-Evolution Quarterly and a 

figurehead of the emerging environmental movement, over the course of the next several 

decades, Stewart Brand and his colleagues formed a thought collective that would go on to 

develop a series of highly influential public forums including WIRED magazine, the premier 

platform for technology journalism. In the estimation of historian Fred Turner, their work 

helped “realigned the cultural meanings of computing” (2006, 249) through promoting the 

idea—also central to cabin ecology—that social, technological, biological and economic 

systems mirrored each other and behaved according to common principles, following a 

rhetorical model initially pioneered by cyberneticians, who saw themselves as “breaking 

down the false dichotomies between mind and matter, human and non-human” (Bowker 

1993, 117). Turner thus argues for the vital ideological function of the Whole Earth thought 

collective, in fostering “the central faith of the military research world: that experimentation 

and the proper deployment of the right technologies could save the world” (2006, 244), and 
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in paradoxically amalgamating this faith together with countercultural notions of 

consciousness modification and ecological awareness. 

 

There is a scene towards the beginning of Elysium (2013) when, as an orphaned child 

growing up in poverty, Max (the film’s protagonist), is given a locket by a nun. In place of an 

icon of Christ, however, the symbol of their faith is an image of the Earth from space; the 

same image, in fact, that historically helped galvanize public support for the environmental 

movement in the early ’70s and which appeared on the cover of the Whole Earth Catalog. As 

an aggregator of reviews for small-scale, so-called “appropriate technologies” (Winner 1992, 

20), the Whole Earth Catalog, served as a kind of bible for the back-to-the-land movement, 

in which, between the years of ’68 and ’73, the largest rural migration in US history took 

place, with some 750,000 Americans moving to live in over 10,000 communes (Turner 

2013a, 134). In addition to being a kind of social laboratory for new ways of living together, 

the back-to-the-land communes of this period also became places of architectural 

experimentation in which the geodesic dome, associated with Buckminster Fuller, was 

envisioned as an alternative to dominant architectural forms. Consistent with the predominant 

esoteric strain of thought in the ’60s counterculture, rectilinearity in architecture was 

associated with “squares,” jargon for conventional thought and lifestyle, while the dome was 

conceptualized in terms of a “countertechnology” (Scott 2007, 211), in opposition to the 

mainstream. Indeed, the dome seemed the perfect metaphor for the commune as a future 

utopian society in miniature, modelled on the idea of a distributed network, where each node 

was weak, but which together formed something virtually indestructible (Curtis 2011); as 

Fred Turner puts it: “[i]f the ministrations of hierarchically organized governments and 

corporations had thrown the earth’s energies out of balance, the dome’s ferociously efficient 

management of surface tension modelled a world restored to energetic homeostasis” (2006, 
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94). Marrying esoteric ideas and a nomadic relationship to territory with a growing global 

environmental awareness, Fuller’s domes thus acquired an iconic status amongst many of the 

back-to-the-landers (Turner 2006, 94-97; Sadler 2006; Scott 2007, 180), despite the fact that 

they were difficult to build, and poorly suited for habitation.40  

 

 Fuller believed design innovation, as opposed to politics, to be the real force driving 

historical progress; at one, point for example, arguing that peace activists should “shift their 

effort from mere political agitation to participation in the design revolution” (Fuller, Walker, 

and Killian 1970, 110, emphasis mine). An unlikely hero of the counterculture, Fuller held 

strong ties to the military-academic establishment, having licensed the geodesic dome 

technology—for which he held a patent though he was not in fact the inventor—to different 

branches of the US government for a variety of uses, including as the official national 

pavilion typology at world expositions during the height of the Cold War period and for the 

sheltering of radar equipment in the construction of the Distant Early Warning line along the 

Arctic circle, in order to detect the flight of Soviet intercontinental bombers (Scott 2007, 

155). Accordingly, as the flip side to his utopianism, Fuller also nurtured an apocalyptic 

vision regarding the ultimate utility of his domes, marketing them as a second line of defence 

against thermonuclear war (Fuller 1965, 40). Like the notion of the pharmakon then—

introduced in Chapter 3—Fuller’s domes can thus be understood in some sense as both the 

illness and its cure; “an image of defense against an increasingly hostile environment, from 

which it was simultaneously derived” (Scott 2007, 232). 

 

                                                
40 Already in 1955, the renowned American architect Philip Johnson had noted that 

the walls and doors necessary to divide a habitable living space would effectively negate the 
integrity of the geodesic structure (P. Johnson 1955, 43). 
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 Fuller’s ultimate vision for “the design revolution” can be understood in terms of total 

design, of “transform[ing] the planet into a single art work” (Wigley 1998, 5), a project that 

he believed could only be managed by a figure that he referred to as the comprehensive 

designer, whom he described as “an emerging synthesis of artist, inventor, mechanic, 

objective economist and evolutionary strategist” (Fuller 1969b, 176). Perhaps Fuller’s most 

fully realized implementation of his utopian modernist ambition was a project entitled World 

Game (also known as Geoscope), initially intended as a 100 foot diameter scale 

representation of the Earth, on which would be displayed various types of data, and which he 

proposed for the interior of the geodesic dome that he had designed for the Unites States 

pavilion at the ’67 world exposition in Montreal. Fuller imagined World Game as a “great 

world logistics game” (2001, 473), whose objective he contrasted to the zero-sum logic of 

Cold War game theory in that the game’s end state would be one in which “[e]verybody must 

win” (1969a, 114). Proposed as a kind of prototype cybernetic command centre for Spaceship 

Earth, World Game seemed to suggest the “immediate dissolution of all sovereign nation-

state boundaries” (Youngblood 1970, 35) so that everyone would be “able to become a world 

citizen and [be] able to enjoy the whole earth, going wherever he wants at any time” (Fuller 

2008b, 158, emphasis mine). 

 

In the same way that the slogan “make love, not war” had served to unite elements of 

the youth movement against the Vietnam war in the mid-to-late ’60s, by the early ’70s the 

slogan “think globally, act locally” functioned as a rallying cry for the new environmental 

movement, begining with the founding of Earth Day in 1970 and the signing into law of the 

National Environmental Policy Act by President Nixon, who stated in an address to the 

nation on January 22, ’70: “The great question of the seventies is, shall we surrender to our 

surroundings, or shall we make our peace with nature and begin to make reparations for the 
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damage we have done to our air, to our land, and to our water?” (Nixon 1970). Amongst the 

most vociferous voices of the new environmentalism at this period was the Stanford zoologist 

Paul R. Ehrlich, who stated, on the occasion of the first Earth Day, that: “[i]n ten years all 

important animal life in the sea will be extinct” (Bailey 2010).41 On that same day, a San 

Francisco avant-garde architecture collective by the name of Ant Farm also staged an 

environmental media performance in Sproul Plaza at the heart of the UC Berkeley campus—

the site, a decade earlier, of the first student sit-ins—in which they deployed an inflatable 

vinyl shelter in response to an “air failure,” in reference to the use of tear gas in the square 

against demonstrators a year prior, when Governor Ronald Reagan had declared a state of 

emergency and called in the National Guard to combat civil unrest (see: Scott 2007, 209-

215).42 Later in that same year, Ant Farm were invited to the annual International Design 

Conference, a renowned event for industry professionals which continues to this day. Having 

taken “environmental design” as its theme that year, the conference would witness a dramatic 

clash between a new generation of radical architects and the industrial design establishment 

over the nature of the environmental problem (Twemlow 2012, 110-135). Amongst the 

agitators was a young Jean Baudrillard who, critiqued both the event’s theme and the 

discourse of environmental alarmism in the culture at large, as evoking a “mythic enemy who 

                                                
41 A teacher and mentor to Stewart Brand (Brand 2010, 56), Ehrlich’s ideas also 

gained widespread legitimacy through the mainstream media during this time (Gardner 2012, 
160-162) though his Malthusian thesis has since been discredited (Sen 1997, 26-28). 

42 Beyond its activist component, Ant Farm’s broader conceptual project from this 
period was to construct what they referred to as a “cybernetic society of media pneumads” 
(Cougar 1970, p.5), a concept that they developed in the pages of the Whole Earth Catalog 
(Turner 2006, 88). The architecture historian Felicity Scott considers Ant Farm, alongside 
Superstudio, as part of an avant-garde movement that “destabilized the very ‘medium’ of 
architecture” in the early ’70’s by engaging with the consequences of the new cybernetic 
paradigm (Scott 2007, 240); whose significance has, however, been largely obscured within 
the dominant architecture historical narratives of this period (Scott 2001).  
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is in us and all around” when, in fact, he argued that “the real issue is not the survival of the 

human species but the survival of political power” (French Group 1974, 208).43 

 

  

                                                
43 Before going on to establish himself as a postmodern theorist, Baudrillard, like Paul 

Virilio, began in architecture, as part of a collective focused on the design of pneumatic 
environments (Dessauce 1999, 21; Baudrillard 2006). 
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5.3 Post-Environmentalism 

 

In the sphere of the political, one cannot abstract out what is political, leaving only 
universal human equality (Schmitt 1988, 11). 
 
[I]t is our Globe, our ideal idea of the Globe that should be destroyed for any work of 
art, any aesthetic to emerge (Latour 2013a, 96). 
 
 

In 2002, the Dutch Nobel prize winning chemist Paul Crutzen published a short piece 

in Nature in which he offered the term Anthropocene for a global condition in which humans 

had become a geological force, having transformed up to half of the planet’s land surface, 

dammed or diverted most of the world’s major rivers, removed over a quarter of the primary 

production of the oceans, used more than half of the world’s readily accessible fresh water 

and produced more nitrogen than terrestrial ecosystems can naturally fix, thus dramatically 

altering the carbon composition of the Earth’s atmosphere. Soon after, the idea began to 

make the rounds through scientific journals, and by 2008, the Stratigraphy Commission of the 

Geological Society of London—the internationally recognized association responsible for 

maintaining the official timetable of the earth’s history—affirmed that the stable interglacial 

period that saw the emergence of human civilization had come to an end with the planet now 

entering a new period without parallel in the stratigraphic record. The Anthropocene has thus 

understandably been treated as an epistemological rupture—a proverbial end of nature—in 

which, in the words of Steward Brand, “humanity’s role has expanded to the point that the 

entire Earth is our niche” (2010, 275) or in the words of Bruno Latour “none of the elements 

necessary to support life can be taken for granted” (2008, 9). But whereas Brand interprets 

the Anthropocene as an imperative to finally engage in total design (now referred to as “geo-

engineering”)—adapting the original Whole Earth Catalog slogan “We are as gods and might 

as well get good at it” to read “We are as gods and HAVE to get good at it” (Brand 2010, 
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1)—for his part, Latour is deeply skeptical of any type of environmental action at the global 

scale as a potentially “premature totalization of nature” (Latour 2004d, 124).  

 

Recalling the image of the Earth from space as framed in Max’s locket—an image 

indelibly associated with the figure of Steward Brand44—Latour notes that, as the icon of 

environmentalism, this image not only masks both the fundamental role of science in its 

composition, but also erases the vestiges of a Christian theology that are moreover to be 

found at its core (Latour 2013a, 93). As contemporary biology increasingly draws a relatively 

chaotic picture of nature as being continually in flux, debunking the so-called “balance of 

nature” as a illusory (Drury 1998, 142), it is argued, for example, that the cybernetic concept 

of nested homeostatic ecosystems, as championed by cabin ecology, can in fact be traced 

back to eighteenth century Deism (Sagoff 2011), with its belief in a providential order united 

under the auspices of a divine sovereign authority.  

 

In contrast to both Jameson’s project of “global cognitive mapping” (1984b, 92), as 

discussed in Chapter 3, and the cabin ecologists’ holistic environmentalism, for Latour, “the 

global, the universal and the natural, act as so many dangerous poisons, that obscure the 

difficulty and the cost of laying down the networks of equipment that render the 

consequences of action visible (Latour 2013a, 95). As discussed in Chapter 4, Latour has 

developed a notion of aesthetics that calls on artists, scientists and moralists to render these 

issues proximate without necessarily prescribing courses of action. For Latour, to take action 

                                                
44 During the 1968 Apollo 8 mission, the first manned spaceflight to the moon, 

astronaut William Anders was only scheduled to take pictures of the moon’s surface. Two 
years prior, however, Stewart Brand had famously distributed buttons asking the question 
“Why Haven’t We Seen a Photograph of the Whole Earth Yet?” (Markoff 2005, 154; Turner 
2006, 69). When Anders himself decided to take a photograph of the Earth rising over the 
moon, it went on to become “the most influential environmental photograph ever taken” 
(Brooks 2011, 17). 
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in response to the crisis of the Anthropocene requires amplifying sensitivity to issues 

immanent to the environment; it requires “learning to be affected” (Latour 2004c, 206). 

Following Latour, then, we could say that the search for location in a networked age brings 

us in the end to contemplate the Anthropocene as the ultimate problem of aesthetic 

representation. 

  

What would it take, asks Latour, in order “to feel that you are really responsible for 

something so far away as the chemical composition of the atmosphere?” (2013a, 93). While 

the answer to such an ambitious question is not necessarily obvious, for Latour it is clear that 

the total design fantasies of cabin ecology can not work for the simple reason that they 

imagine nature as kind of monolithic ahistorical machine. In spite of the powerful illusion of 

location as so many addresses rendered accessible from the gods-eye-view perspective—

suggested, for example by “the intoxicating manipulation of Google Earth” (ibid, 93)—for 

Latour, there is no universal background against which anything may be said to act; instead, 

locations must always be composed through processes that are disputative by nature. What I 

am calling kosmoikos, then, may be understood as referring to a history of collective efforts 

at reimagining relationships with a natural environment that does not, however, pre-exist the 

political relations of its inhabitants. To explore the consequences of this agonistic type of 

post-environmentalist thought on the concept of location at the core of this dissertation first 

requires a brief recapitulation of Latour’s own political philosophy before returning, in 

closing, to sketch the political double bind that it represents. 

 

Though Latour claims to have pursued “the same research project for twenty-five 

years” (2013b, 2), in discussing Latour’s political philosophy, Graham Harman has sought to 

periodize Latour’s development into three stages. In what he identifies as Latour’s early 
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period, Latour tended to extend the concept of citation from the field of bibliometrics into a 

general ontological principal—stating that “[n]o matter what a paper did to the former 

literature, if no one else does anything with it, then it is as if it never existed at all” (1987, 

40)—so that an entity’s relative significance was understood to be a function of its 

popularity, which in turn led to the charge that Latour was unable to distinguish between a 

thing and its representation and that he harboured a “Machiavellian view” (Amsterdamska 

1990, 496). In what Harman identifies as Latour’s middle period, which he claims began with 

the publication of We Have Never Been Modern (1993b)—though he considers Latour’s 

Politics of Nature (2004d) as being the most emblematic work of this period—Harman 

suggests that Latour began to modify his earlier “might makes right” position; applying 

notions of democratic due process to the “imbroglios of science, politics, economy, law, 

religion, technology, fiction” (Latour 1993b, 2); gradually turning his attention towards 

environmentalism; and developing his influential concept of the parliament of things (Latour 

1993b, 142-145). Harman connects the late Latour to the publication of An Inquiry Into 

Modes of Existence (2013c)—a book in which, as Harman puts it, “his former actor-network 

approach is repositioned and subjected to strict limits” (2014, xi), as merely one of fifteen 

different ontological modes, each with their own incommensurable criteria of truth—

claiming that, in this period, Latour treats politics “as a specific manner of dealing with 

things” (ibid, 83, emphasis original), a notion explored in Chapter 4 . While Latour’s 

opponents on the left have criticized him for his “political gradualism” (Noys 2010, 80), 

Harman remarks that, in his late period, “Latour’s politics are becoming more vociferous in 

connection with climate change and his critique of the capitalist homo œconomicus” (2014, 

114). As already remarked in Chapter 1, Latour has, for example, opened a dialogue with 

Fredric Jameson (Latour 2013a, 127; Latour 2014a) in response to Jameson’s claim—itself 

an variation of Baudrillard’s statement at the 1970 International Design Conference in 
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Aspen—that “it is easier to imagine the end of the world than to imagine the end of 

capitalism” (Jameson 2005, 76), a sentiment with which Latour is in agreement; though, 

somewhat surprisingly, in light of their philosophical differences.  

 

In order to guard against the Anthropocene’s immanent threat of total planetary 

disintegration—a situation that Latour refers to as kakosmos (2004d, 99; 2014b)—as an 

environmentalist, Latour calls for the construction of new tools, “equipment, instruments, 

skills, and knowledge that will allow experimental metaphysics to start up again, in order to 

decide collectively on its habitat, its oikos, its familiar dwelling” (2004d, 136). The type of 

environmentalism for which he advocates, however, “has nothing to do with nature” (ibid, 3), 

but is concerned rather with notions of diplomacy—what he calls “the requirements of 

discussion and due process in building the common world” (ibid, 131)—based on the 

contention that meaningful and lasting solutions to the environmental crisis will only ever 

come about once attempts have been made to account for the radically differing perspectives 

on the constitution of nature itself. Latour has come to refer to this approach as cosmopolitics, 

drawing on the original double meaning of the word cosmos as referring both to the “world” 

as well as to “arrangement” and “harmony” (ibid, 239), a concept that he considers to protect 

against “the premature closure of politics” (2004b, 454)—the latter tendency which he 

associates with liberal governance.  

 

In what can be understood as a rebuke to all forms of holistic thought, including the 

humanistic discourse of liberal political theory, Latour thinks of the cosmos as the negotiated 

by-product of agonistic politics—as opposed to simply being a silent background for human 

action. While Latour borrows the term cosmopolitics from the Belgian philosopher Isabel 

Stengers—who describes the former as “a speculative concept [intended to] affect the way in 
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which we understand ourselves and understand others in contrast to ourselves” (Stengers 

2011, 356)—he develops the concept himself in contradistinction to the late German 

sociologist of science Ulrich Beck’s call for a new cosmopolitanism as “the project of a new 

world ethics” (Beck 2011, 1357), which seeks to overcome “methodological nationalism” 

through an appeal to “otherness”. Whereas Latour reads Beck’s cosmopolitanism as 

envisioning a single ontological world occupied by humans “each endowed with the same 

psychology, each knowing a language translatable into every other language, and each 

possessed of only slightly contradictory representations of what-there-is” (Latour 2004b, 

454), Latour argues that while different entities may appear to occupy the same world, their 

epistemologies may in fact be so radically different that they should really be understood as 

existing in distinct worlds from one another.45  

 

Since, for Latour, “the ability to imagine a political order is always directly predicated 

on a certain definition of science” (2004b, 454), the notion of public experiment—with its 

capacity to “forge relations between new knowledge, things, locations and persons that did 

not exist before” (Born and Barry 2010, 116)—can be understood as central to his 

cosmopolitics. In recognizing nature to be the product of various conflicting public 

                                                
45 To illustrate this point he offers the example of the notorious Valladolid 

controversy, from sixteenth century Catholic theology, concerning an encounter between 
Spanish Christian conquistadors and Amerindian animists, over whether the Indians had 
souls susceptible to salvation. While Catholic theological debate only considered the former 
question, Latour emphasizes how the Amerindians conducted their experiments according to 
a different set of protocols. For the Amerindians the question was not whether the 
conquistadors had souls, as every living thing did from their perspective. Rather, the question 
was whether the conquistadors were perhaps purely spiritual entities without bodies. Echoing 
Foucault’s contention that different epistemes parse the world differently, Latour thus argues 
that the inquiries of the Amerindians were no less objective than those of the Europeans. 
Although the antagonists could not agree on what counted as human, Latour alleges “[a]t no 
point were the Amerindians asked what issue they took to be in dispute, nor is Beck asking 
now. But asking that question is only the first step en route to adequate complexity” (2004b, 
452). 
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experiments, cosmopolitics thus appears as a fundamentally agonistic concept, “an analytics 

committed to ongoing, publicly visible, and democratic experimentation on the proper role of 

nonhumans […] across major conflicts of nature-cultural attachments in a globalizing world” 

(Blok 2010, 22). According to Latour then, Beck’s principle mistake was to have prematurely 

unified the cosmos through assuming the existence of a single, pre-existing 

“mononaturalism” (Latour 2004b, 453), functioning as a container for, as opposed to a bi-

product of political action. In so doing, Latour criticizes Beck for transforming politics into 

an operation of economic governance under the auspices of a single sovereign authority, as 

opposed to acknowledging the ineradicable dimension of conflict, which Latour believes 

must necessarily precede the establishment of any legitimate political order. If, as Latour 

argues, the ’70s idea of “[t]he ecosystem integrated everything,” then it did so “too quickly 

and too cheaply” (2004d, 131) without accounting for the full range of actors; and therefore, 

at its essence, he perceives of it too as a form of governance as opposed to a properly political 

concept. Insofar as it seeks to address global problems such as climate change, Latour’s 

cosmopolitics can thus be understood—at least in spirit—as contrasting to the “design 

solution” model in which, with the flick of a switch, a hacker-cum-comprehensive designer 

can simply reallocate resources in orded to “fix all the world’s most pressing problems” 

(Schmidt 2012). With the return of the environment to the forefront of concerns, in order to 

effectuate this vision Latour envisions a dramatically expanded role for public experiment in 

the representation—in terms at once scientific, political and aesthetic—of issues as part of a 

democratic deliberation process.  

 

In the Making Things Public: Atmospheres of Democracy exhibition (Weibel and 

Latour 2005), Latour assembled a vision for his idea of public experiments in order, as he 

expressed it at the time, “to re-present anew what are the common stakes” (2005a, n.p.)—as 
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illustrated, for example by the MILK Project (Polak et al. 2005) that used GPS to tell a 

“geostory” about the globe-spanning network gathered inside a commodity. As the politics of 

climate change have come to occupy a greater part of his concern, Latour has framed the 

normative objective for such public experiments in terms of “converg[ing] towards a 

common geostory” (2014b, 14)—the prefix “geo” deriving from Gaia of Ge, the name given 

by the Greeks to the primordial Mother Goddess. Against both its apparent religious and 

totalizing connotation, Latour, however, defines Gaia as: “[c]onnectivity without holism” 

(ibid, 15); a term for humankind’s realization that “the destiny of all the cosmos –or rather 

kosmoi—is fully interconnected” (2010b, 480); and “the most secular figure of the Earth ever 

explored by political theory” (2013a, 8).  

 

When he initially began developing the concept in the early ’70s, the chemist James 

Lovelock wrote that “the Gaia hypothesis implies that the stable state of our planet includes 

man as a part of, or partner in, a very democratic entity” (Lovelock 2000, 137). Revising the 

theory however in the late ’00s Lovelock suggested that the Earth now looked set to revert to 

a “hot state with a stable climate, one that it has visited many times before [in which] Gaia 

can still self-regulate and survive with a diminished biosphere” (2009, 180). While Lovelock 

has referred to Gaia in cybernetic terms (2000, 23), at the same time he has also railed against 

the cabin ecology image of the Earth “as a demented spaceship” (ibid, 11). Unlike the Whole 

Earth environmentalism of the cabin ecologists, Gaia’s nature—at least in Latour’s 

interpretation—is multiple, alive with nonhuman agencies, open to scientific dispute and 

characterized as a vast shared interior, a vision therefore of particularity in the aggregate as 

opposed to one of holism, leading Latour to insist that “because Gaia has a history […] it 

cannot be compared to a machine and […] cannot be reengineered either (Latour 2013a, 66). 

For Latour, “[t]here is no way to think of Gaia globally” (ibid, 81)—and since, elsewhere, he 
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also contends that “the notion of a local interaction has just as little reality as global 

structure” (2005b, 202)—what matters, then, are not the “mythical sites of the local and 

global,” but rather the “direction of the movements […] of what is being transported: 

information, traces, plans, formats, templates” (ibid, 205); traces which depend however on 

vehicles for their transport. But, because an actor’s reality is related to the connectivity of its 

network, the only way for Gaia to make itself felt is therefore for the Earth itself to become 

“fully equipped with enough sensors” (Latour 2013a, 96); therein lies the paradox of 

kosmoikos.  

 

Latour claims that oikos, the old word for household and the common root of both 

ecology and of economics “is no longer able to unify or to pacify”—instead “[people] decide 

for themselves where, with whom and with which agencies they wish to live, which oikos 

they are ready to defend against which other oikos” (2013a, 129). Latour seems, however, to 

imply that as a prerequisite to cosmopolitics—in order for us to feel Gaia through the 

medium of public experiments, like the MILK Project for example—we will first need a fully 

interconnected cosmos in which every scale, from “the local” to “the global,” can have its 

own unique address and serve as a vehicle through which actions could travel. In light of the 

practically inconceivable number of unique addresses made possible by the so-called Internet 

of Things (2
128

 unique addresses for routing Internet traffic and 2
96
 unique addresses for 

inventorying physical objects), the medieval scholastic philosopher Duns Scotus’s concept of 

haecceity, denoting the particularity of a thing, has been proposed as an appropriate 

metaphysics for ubiquitous addressability at the scale of Gaia (Bratton 2014). If the slogan of 

the ’70s environmental movement was “think globally, act locally, ” it may be argued that, 

today, our mediated actions are increasingly global—insofar as they may be seen as no more 

than “a thin membrane on top of a vast machine [an] interface layer within a larger global 
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computing stack” (Bratton 2013)—while, at the same time, with the locational turn and 

locative media, our thoughts turn evermore towards “the local.” But whereas the cabin 

ecologists envisioned the construction of an ark-like dwelling as a rapturous refuge through 

which to transcend the fallen material world, post-environmentalism seeks to compose of a 

common dwelling here on Earth, a kosmoikos. The key distinction between these forms of 

environmentalism hinges on recognizing the essential difference between politics and 

governance—a distinction that the dominant discourse of liberalism, arguably, works to 

efface. 
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5.4 Conclusion: Kosmoikos 

 

[A]ll significant concepts of the modern theory of the state are secularized theological 
concepts (Schmitt 2005, 36). 
 
 

Throughout this dissertation I have used Foucault’s concepts of the apparatus and the 

milieu in order to discuss “the system of relations that can be established between […] 

discourses, institutions, architectural forms” etc. (Foucault 1980, 194). Defining an apparatus 

as “anything that has in some way the capacity to capture, orient, determine, intercept, model, 

control, or secure the gestures, behaviors, opinions, or discourses of living beings” (Agamben 

2009b, 14), the Italian political philosopher Giorgio Agamben traces a genealogy of its 

origins back to the second century Christian church’s notion of oikoniomia as “an apparatus 

through which the Trinitarian dogma and the idea of a divine providential governance of the 

world were introduced into the Christian faith”—for which reason, he points out, that certain 

Gnostic sects referred to Christ as “the man of economy” (ibid, 10). While he claims that his 

aim in proposing this particular account is merely to render intelligible the kinship between a 

disparate series of elusive phenomena (Agamben 2009a, 31), Agamben nevertheless seem to 

be suggesting a theological pedigree to the idea, explored in different forms throughout this 

thesis, that intertwined notions of location and economics have been used to mediate 

between—as well as to govern across—scales, from the individual and the global. Indeed, in 

the fourth century, in what Foucault considers to be “one of the fundamental elements 

introduced into Western society” (Foucault 2009, 258), Christian theologians developed this 

concept into what they referred to as oikonomia psuchōn, or the conduct of souls—a concept 

which, discussed in Chapter 2, Foucault went on to trace in relation to his genealogy of 

liberal governance.  
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In classical Greece, the word oikos, at the root of the word “economy,” originally 

referred to the private home as distinct from the public realm, a spatial arrangement that the 

philosopher Hanna Arendt refers to as a “gulf that the ancients had to cross daily to transcend 

the narrow realm of the household and ‘rise’ into the realm of politics” (Arendt 2013, 33). 

Seen as both the natural centre of animal life and the proper domain of economic 

management, the oikos was understood to be pre-political and despotic as opposed to the 

democratic life of the polis, founded on the destruction of kinship ties, which freed one from 

obligations to necessity in order to participate in the free life of political citizenship (bios), in 

which an ideal of equality was enacted through action (praxis) and speech (logos). Based on 

this foundational distinction, in a well-known, though relatively brief formulation (ibid, 22-

78), Arendt argued that, from the perspective of foundations of democratic theory, the 

modern notion of political economy could in fact be understood as a contradictory concept.  

 

Out of her return to antiquity, Arendt fashioned a critique of how society—which 

Foucault describes as “one of the great discoveries of political thought at the end of the 

eighteenth century” (Foucault 2001, 352)—came to conquer the democratic ideals of the 

polis through changing the concept of privacy. Whereas in antiquity, politics had been 

opposed to necessity, in modernity the social was opposed to the intimate, making the 

expression of difference a private as opposed to public matter. Arendt therefore treated 

spatial division as a basic unit of political analysis where “to have no private place of one’s 

own (like a slave) meant to be no longer human” (Arendt 2013, 64) and in which a clear 

distinction between the interior private realm and the exterior public realm was seen as a 

fundamental condition for the democratic social contract, concluding that in modernity, the 

public realm had effectively lost power to gather people together (ibid, 53). Arendt argued 

that, from the perspective of modern statistical techniques of governance, the democratic idea 
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of action, as manifested through “rare deeds” (ibid, 42), had therefore lost meaning and 

significance, “appear[ing] only as deviations or fluctuations” (ibid, 42).46  

 

According to Foucault, it was indeed with the development of new statistical 

management techniques in late eighteenth century Europe that the economy became 

understood as a kind of force of nature with the magical capacity to remotely govern the 

social body, and to produce new forms of subjectivity, a period that also witnessed “the birth 

of a sort of thinking about space that […] extends far beyond the limits of urbanism and 

architecture” (Foucault 2001, 353). While Foucault rarely used the term media himself, his 

rather idiosyncratic take on governance may arguably be understood as a kind of media 

theory insofar as his genealogies were concerned with how small independent technical 

innovations constrain and afford action. While locative media, for example, transform our 

personal relationships with our physical environments to an almost revelatory extent, they do 

so as the latest innovations in governmental rationality (Barreneche 2012; Gabrys 2014). In 

contrast to the established narrative framing geolocation as a remedy to demateralization, 

media genealogy thus apprehends the contemporary locational turn as, in some sense, its 

paradoxical culmination. As such, kosmoikos may be understood as having a double valence 

referring at once to a spatial concept of domestication and to a governmental concept of 

economization. 

 

While Agamben identifies the concept of oikonomia with a notion from antiquity 

concerning “a pure activity of government that aims at nothing other than its own replication” 

                                                
46 In another aspect of the relationship between the inside and the outside dating back 

to antiquity, in Greek mythology Hestia (sister to Zeus, goddess of domesticity and of 
architecture), had a relationship with Hermes (messenger to the gods, known for his ability to 
moves freely between ontologically distinct realms); which, it has been suggested, Arendt’s 
binary account fails to take into consideration (Cameron 2008, 123). 
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(Agamben 2009b, 22), he claims that “modern apparatuses differ from their traditional 

predecessors” in the sense that, in case of the latter, it was possible to profane the traditional 

apparatus and thereby “to restore the thing to the free use of men” (ibid, 18); in other words, 

Agamben posits the idea of profanation as the liberation of an otherwise captured form of life 

and the possibility to acquire an alternative form of subjectivity. Offering the mobile 

telephone as a contemporary example of a modern apparatus, Agamben claims that one 

“cannot acquire a new subjectivity, but only a number through which [one] can, eventually, 

be controlled” (ibid, 21), in effect echoing a claim made by Friedrich Kittler that “media are 

at work replacing people with their addresses” (Kittler 1996, 724). As Peter Sloterdijk, a 

frequent interlocutor with Bruno Latour, imagines it, the history of European modernity may 

furthermore be thought to have brought about a new metaphysical condition, a “spatial 

‘revolution’” in terms of how we conceptualize the outside, from which perspective “[e]very 

empirical place on the earth’s surface becomes a potential address of capital” (Sloterdijk 

2014, 31). The conquest and appropriation of location indeed constitutes a foundational act in 

European law, according to the German political philosopher Carl Schmitt, through which the 

law was constituted both internally, as “a kind of supreme ownership of the community” 

(Schmitt 2006, 45) and externally, in the confrontation with other competing claimants. 

According to Schmitt, any state based on the rule of law necessarily requires that a sovereign 

authority exist prior to the law in order to establish a “homogenous medium” (2005, 13), 

within which legal jurisdiction could function in all cases, including exceptional emergency-

type situations outside of the law. For this reason, Schmitt equated true political power with 

the sovereign’s right to decide on the state of exception.   

 

For Schmitt, politics properly referred only to the actions of a sovereign authority on 

the stage of international relations, as well as to the internal struggle to acquire that authority, 
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from which position it was possible to decide on the fundamental constitution of the body 

politic. Schmitt considered democracy as an existential struggle between the polis and its 

enemies to decide upon what exactly constituted an exceptional situation beyond the reach of 

the law; a distinction that he claimed could “neither be decided by a previously determined 

general norm nor by the judgment of a disinterested and therefore neutral third party” (2008, 

27). Whilst Schmitt conceptualized politics pluralistically at the scale of international 

relations (Schmitt 2008, 53), he assumed the polis of a given nation to be singular, leading 

Latour to identify “Schmitt’s error [with] his belief that it is only on high, among the 

powerful and on rare occasions, that the political mode has to look for exceptions” (Latour 

2013c, 347). Similarly, the Belgian political philosopher Chantal Mouffe argues for a 

rethinking of Schmitt’s concept of a singular demos so that “[t]he moment of rule is 

indissociable from the very struggle about the definition of the people, about the constitution 

of its identity” (Mouffe 2000, 56).47 In spite of Schmitt’s extreme conservatism—like 

Heidegger he was even, for a brief period, a member of the Nazi party—Mouffe claims that 

“Schmitt highlights the fact that democracy always entails relations of inclusion/exclusion 

[…] a vital insight that democrats would be ill-advised to dismiss because they dislike its 

author” (Mouffe 1997, 25), while Latour, for his part, argues that “[t]he great virtue of 

dangerous and reactionary thinkers like Schmitt is to force us to make a choice much starker 

than that of so many wishy-washy ecologists” (Latour 2013a, 105).  

 

Agamben posits that this fundamental insight of Schmitt’s—that at a foundational 

level, democracy entails relations of inclusion and exclusion—implies that one of the main 

functions of Western political systems has historically been to qualify forms of life for their 

                                                
47 Graham Harman indeed identifies Mouffe and Latour as intellectual neighbours, 

with the difference between the two stemming from the greater significance that Latour’s 
theory places in the role of nonhuman entities (Harman 2014, 160). 



166 

inclusion within their territorial boundaries. In a method that he refers to as genealogical, 

Agamben traces the dialectic of inclusion and exclusion back to antiquity, positing an 

ontological split between political citizenship (bios) and the indistinct vital force shared by 

man, gods and animals (zoe), out of which noumenous substance of the body politic is 

fashioned. If, for Schmitt, sovereign authority exists above the law, then Agamben’s insight 

is that zoe also exists outside of the law, but at the opposite end of the spectrum, where it is 

invisible to those within the polis. With this notion in mind, then, what I call kosmoikos may 

be understood in terms of the process by which oikonomia—whether in the antiquarian or 

contemporary sense—seeks to qualify forms of life for entry into a polis envisioned at the 

scale of the Earth; a kind of omega point in the Western political theological imaginary, 

satirized by Julian Barnes’s story of Noah’s Arc (2010, 1-31), as told from the point of view 

of a woodworm who perceived Noah as a kind of tyrannical prison warden, for whom 

nothing was permitted inside the body politic that had not first been qualified and accounted 

for entry. Kosmoikos may thus be read as both diagnosis and remedy in which technology at 

once represents both the promise of inclusion and the immanent threat of ontological 

exclusion. 

 

Another consequence of Schmitt’s insight was that it led him to argue that, in 

postulating every person as inherently equal to every other person, liberalism had a tendency 

to reframe the concept of the enemy as a moral as opposed to political opponent—as for 

example in the use of categories such as ‘good’ and ‘evil’ to designate the enemies in the US-

led war on terror (Mouffe 2005, 246)—invoking the concept of humanity as a kind of 

ideological weapon and vehicle of economic imperialism. As such, Schmitt argued that 

liberal humanism posited an “empty equality,” often masking more profound and disturbing 

forms of inequality—the latter which he claimed were merely displaced into “another sphere, 
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perhaps separated from the political and concentrated in the economic, leaving this area to 

take on a new, disproportionately decisive importance” (Schmitt 1988, 12). Amplifying 

Latour’s criticism of Beck, Mouffe draws on Schmitt in order to critique cosmopolitanism as 

a “an empty name disguising the actual disappearance of democratic forms of government 

and indicating the triumph of the liberal form of governmental rationality that Foucault called 

‘governmentality’” (Mouffe 1997, 24).  

 

As an alternative to cosmopolitanism, Latour’s cosmopolitics seems to depart from 

Schmitt’s assertion that if “[t]he political enemy need not be morally evil or aesthetically 

ugly […] he is […] existentially something different and alien, so that in the extreme case 

conflicts with him are possible” (Schmitt 2008, 27; quoted in Latour 2013a, 101), in order to 

suggest that, in introducing “unexpected non-human agencies into the disputes […]  the 

question of enmity is vastly expanded” (Latour 2013a, 102). Thus, without necessarily 

lowering the exclusionary status of the polis, cosmopolitics may nevertheless be understood 

as expanding the criteria of bios, by seeking to extend logos to the proverbial woodworm of 

zoe. Latour refers to the process of capturing and representing this proliferation of disputative 

agencies in order to “make us sensitive to Gaia’s sensitivity,” as the “post-natural, post-

epistemological situation” of the natural sciences (ibid, 102, emphasis mine)—a fundamental 

renegotiation in our relationship with the concept of oikos, “in the very definition of having, 

holding or occupying a space” (ibid, 130); the representation of which he claims, as we have 

seen in Chapter 4, “requires the use of all the technologies—especially information 

technology” (2005a, n.p.). With “no frame, no goal, no direction,” Latour likens this post-

epistemological situation to a genealogical understanding of history as “the process by which 

varying contingent occasions have been offered a chance to render later events more 

probable” (2013a, 72). 
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*** 

 

It has been remarked that Latour’s approach is almost exclusively “forward-oriented,” 

insofar as it focuses “on that which is constantly becoming […] always in the making,” from 

which perspective “[i]t is almost as if everything always starts anew,” posing the potential 

danger that the past is “lost or forgotten” (Asdal and Moser 2012, 295). While this criticism 

may have some validity, Latour’s approach can nevertheless in part be understood as an 

operationalization of methodological insights gleaned from Foucauldian historicism, and 

genealogy in particular. While Foucault developed a number of very broad concepts, Latour 

agues against interpreting him as a general theorist of power—a misreading arguably 

produced by the reception of Foucault’s work in Anglo-American academia (Cusset 2008)—

claiming that “no one was more critical of social explanations” (Latour 2005b, 86). Drawing 

on the Foucauldian genealogical approach introduced at the beginning of this dissertation, in 

this chapter I have sought to place Latour’s notion of a “post-epistemological situation” into a 

broadly historical perspective, first by juxtaposing the current climate crisis in relation to ’70s 

environmentalism, and then by exploring the political theology of cosmopolitics.  

 

As we have seen, Foucault’s approach to genealogy made tactical use of the past in 

order to highlight the relative contingency of prevailing norms. Agamben’s approach, by 

contrast, seems to identify overarching metaphysical dynamics as determining history, 

arguing that the aforementioned dialectic of inclusion and exclusion is “the hidden matrix of 

the politics in which we are still living […] that we must learn to recognize in all its 

metamorphoses into the zones d’attentes of our airports and certain outskirts of our cities” 

(Agamben 1997, 114). Insofar as Agamben’s genealogical method has been described as 
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“rendering the structures of the present inoperative by tracing their features through to an 

originary point” (Murray 2010, 7), it may be argued that, rather than genealogy, Agamben’s 

approach corresponds more to Jameson’s conception of history as, for example, “the 

sequence of modes of production and the succession and destiny of the various human social 

formations, from prehistoric life to whatever far future history has in store for us” (Jameson 

1983, 60). After Jameson’s famous pronouncement that “it is easier to imagine the end of the 

world than to imagine the end of capitalism,” he goes on to state that “[t]he problem to be 

solved is that of breaking out of the windless present of the postmodern back into real 

historical time, and a history made by human beings” (Jameson 2003, 76). As in esoteric 

traditions of theology, this type of historicism may be understood as an attempt to awaken to 

the truth of history in order to free the present from an enslavement to the past, so that 

humans might become the subject, as opposed to the object of history.48  

 

For his part, Bruno Latour argues that, in order to formulate a response to the 

environmental catastrophe of the Anthropocene, we need “to encounter again the beings 

proper to religion” (2013a, 36) for their power to convert, a relationship that he in fact 

characterizes with the concept of “proximity” (ibid, 46). To nurture such a relationship with 

an animated environment need not, however, be understood as some kind of return to 

animistic religion—especially if, as Foucault has told us, “there is, in fact, no such thing as 

a return” (2001, 359). While the common root of cosmos in both cosmopolitics and 

                                                
48 Kabbalists, for example, saw truth as revealed indirectly through the multiple and 

fragmentary parts of material nature, with the human’s task being the “reestablishment of the 
harmonious condition of the world”—although, crucially, not in terms of a return, but rather 
“as something new” (Scholem 2011, 13). Indeed, Jameson’s periodization of late capitalism 
in relation to a tripartite, or trinitarian framework of past and coming ages, corresponds to an 
eschatology narrative in both the Talmud and the Bible—a tripartite periodization approach 
that is also fashionable in certain media theoretical interpretations of Foucault (Galloway 
2004, 27). 
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kosmoikos evokes the ideal of a harmonious arrangement; in contrast to religious beings, the 

existence of the entities they summon are imagined as always remaining open to dispute. 

Whereas we normally think of religion as concerned with the invisible and the far away and 

science as concerned with the near, the idea of proximity corresponds to an influential 

framing within the field of religious studies that contrasts the unbounded and transcendent to 

the particular and the immanent—the latter referred to as locative space in which “there is an 

ideological insistence on a democracy of responsibility for maintaining the proper loci” 

(Smith 1990, 121)—an expression of faith in an ontological arrangement, arrived at through a 

democratization of the means of representation, where everything has its right place and no 

point on the surface of the Earth can ultimately escape the fate of addressability inside of the 

world as interior. 

  



The search for location in a networked age. Source: Natalini et al 1972 




