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The Capitalocene

We live in a time in which humans are changing the earth’s biosystems through the burn‑
ing of fossil fuels on a gigantic scale. The geological stratigraphic layers are changed by 
the abundance of plastic and nuclear waste, the (de)growth of forests and so on. This 
phenomenon is referred to as the Anthropocene, i.e., the period where humans are the 
dominant force in shaping the environment and climate (‘the age of man as geological 
force’, Moore, 2019). But this is a deceptive term (Crist, 2013; Haraway, 2016; Moore, 
2019), because not all humans are to blame for this exploitation of nature and our 
planet for the creation of endless accumulation of capital (i.e., capitalism). Instead, some 
humans (usually white, male, and wealthy) do the exploitation while other humans are 
exploited and face the consequences of this imbalance of power (Ghosh, 2021; Moore, 
2019). As such, the planetary crisis is better understood through the concept of the 
Capitalocene, which is the inextricable connection between the maximisation of profit 
and the suppression and domination of humans, their cultures, non‑humans and nature. 
This exploitation goes back to the invasion, colonisation and devastation of other coun‑
tries (Ghosh, 2021; Moore, 2019) and this fate was ‘meted out to indigenous peoples, 
to the Irish, to virtually all women, to African slaves, to colonial peoples around the 
world’ (Moore, 2019). This cheapening of life and work, and abuse of raw materials 
and people (through slavery or low‑cost labour) makes possible the endless accumula‑
tion of capital for a minority of people, sequentially creating grave injustices within the 
world that we live in.

This planet‑transforming process is near exhaustion: people are starting to resist this 
reality; raw materials are becoming depleted; soil, water, and air on Earth are toxified 
(affecting the very people and nature the system exploits). Climate change makes unfet‑
tered growth more difficult and more expensive. All of this is not only destabilising the 
planet but also questioning the very system and values that are at the cause of it all. It also 
highlights the challenges we face: that our governments’ promised climate neutrality tar‑
gets far into the future cannot be just a technological fix if our societies remain coupled 
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to endless consumption, production and systems of power that create these ‘embodied 
injustices’ (Tucker, 2021), such as those described earlier.

This chapter explores the implications for (and of) architecture in the Capitalocene, 
followed by concepts of radical inclusivity, biophilia and topophilia, leading to a restora‑
tive approach that is illustrated with a case study.

Architecture in the Capitalocene

Architecture, which includes not only the built product but also the process and pro‑
duction of architectural activities (Mangold, 2010), is at the heart of the exploitative 
profit‑making global structure, giving (quite literally) a facade to this growth‑oriented 
system. Typically, surplus capital and profits have been required to create architecture, 
which in turn enabled the safe storing and growth of capital in real estate. This continu‑
ous production in the name of profit has led to an extractive and exploitative built envi‑
ronment and industry with embedded injustices and suffering, and is thereby complicit 
to the planetary crisis (e.g., vast extraction and waste of resources both nearby and far 
away; pollution of land, water and air, manipulation and exploitation of nature and dif‑
ferent communities). Architecture has customarily celebrated and therefore legitimised 
‘the activity of those in power, often at the expense of large numbers of disadvantaged 
others’ (Ward, 1996, 27). Architecture has been complicit in the exploitation of people at 
different stages of its process, production and end product (e.g., unsafe construction sites; 
negative impacts on health and well‑being; displacement, exclusion and inequalities of 
people; unfit end solutions for their purpose). Not only is architecture the spatialisation 
of capitalism (Till, 2020), but by extension it is typically also the spatialisation of exclu‑
sivism and privilege, originating by the privileged, and working for some humans but not 
for the majority of other humans, let alone nature and non‑humans.

All of this has been partly made possible by the ‘architecture‑as‑art’ view – a symbol of 
class and social superiority, including the social superiority of the architect – that is still 
the prevailing discourse, affecting architects’ internal values. This view and the associated 
activities are disconnected from social and moral imperatives (Ward, 1996, 28), further 
perpetuating capitalist abuse of nature and the other. Similarly, the ‘architecture‑as‑ 
science’ view was also used to reinforce power and authority by the dominant culture. 
This happened because attempts to put social issues at the heart of architecture, and the 
scientific background to those social issues, were quickly silenced or completely misrep‑
resented until relatively recently (Ward, 1996). This silencing is exemplified by William 
Morris, an advocate for socialism of the nineteenth‑century Arts and Crafts Movement, 
who realised that reawakening of the lost crafts could potentially put all people in charge 
of building production again, thereby empowering them (Ward, 1996, 31–32). Another 
unfairly silenced example is Hannes Meyer, the director of the Bauhaus in the late 1920s, 
who believed that ‘the making of architecture was essentially a social process, involving 
not just one individualistic designer but the whole community’ (Ward, 1996, 33). Mor‑
ris and Meyer’s shared bravery was derived from an idea capable of redirecting some 
of the monetary flows and distribution of power away from the cultural elite holding 
most capital and authority. They moved quickly to deflect any revolution of this kind. 
Instead of advancing the social and moral imperatives in architecture, the agenda of 
‘ architecture‑as‑science’ declared itself as the liberation of people, diagnosing people’s 
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needs without consulting them. Thus, architects became ‘cultural gatekeepers’, only ad‑
vancing the elite’s interests (Ward, 1996, 35). It paradoxically argued that ‘the social 
process of architecture could only be achieved through its suppression’ (Ward, 1996, 36).

The role of architecture in its complicity in the planetary crisis and oppression through 
the capital‑driven structures of power are now being revealed and questioned. Instead, 
‘architecture‑as‑social‑process’ is needed (Ward, 1996, 35–36), recognising that to em‑
power people and community, means to challenge the capitalist profit‑seeking structures, 
i.e., the same structures which are also at the heart of the societal and planetary crises. 
Tackling one cannot be done without the other, and clearly points to architects’ moral 
obligation. Crist (2013) argues that to face the global challenges, our priority should be 
to pull back and scale down, and ‘welcoming limitations of our numbers, economies, and 
habitats for the sake of a higher, more inclusive freedom and quality of life’. However, our 
current architectural values and culture, obsessed with ‘starchitects’ is unfit to address the 
big societal and planetary challenges we face (Fraser, 2015, 26). As such, it is our duty 
to create conditions and practices to address these challenges while decoupling from the 
unequal terms of power, wealth and opportunity that come with extreme profit‑seeking 
structures. Buildings designed for profit typically have a built‑in obsolescence, i.e., they 
are not designed to be permanent (Ward, 1996, 49). Profit‑seeking commonly leads to 
cheap, standardised, mass‑produced solutions instead of adaptable, diverse, user‑driven 
approaches that meet people’s needs and conditions (Mangold, 2010; Ward, 1996). Peo‑
ple directly impacted by development are also generally not involved in its creation and 
production. Solidarity is often omitted from design, leading to universalising and inter‑
preting others’ needs (Ward, 1996, 65), without contact with the people it serves (Ward, 
1996, 57; Yusof and Kozlowski, 2015, 78–103).

Moreover, nature and non‑human species rarely feature in a profit‑seeking world, un‑
less it is to exploit them. Urbanisation, where the majority of people live in urban areas, 
has led to an increasing lack of access to connection with nature and a lack of day‑to‑day 
experience with nature from one generation to the next (Beery et al., 2015, 2023). The 
concern is that this disconnection may affect how we think about the natural world and 
our connection with it as humans, and lead to its destruction (Beery et al., 2015). In the 
past, humans lived close to nature, and they saw themselves as part of and not separate 
from nature. We have now migrated from rural to urban areas and from outside to 
internal environments (Tabb, 2021). This indoor life affects health and well‑being and 
detaches humans from the natural world to which they belong (Tabb, 2021), leaving its 
exploitation and consumption mostly unchallenged, leading us further into the climate 
and biodiversity crisis. This is why Haraway (2016) argues it is time for the Chthulucene, 
in which human beings are not the only important actors as centred in the Anthropocene 
and Capitalocene but are completely intertwined with all other species on our planet.

Radical inclusivity, biophilia and topophilia

It is clear that architecture’s priority should be empathy, solidarity and communality 
with humans and non‑humans and nature, rejecting the current false boundaries between 
nature and humans and endless profit‑seeking exploitation. This is closely aligned with 
principles of radical inclusivity, biophilic design and topophilia – each briefly unfolded 
below and illustrated by a design case study.
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Radical inclusivity is defined by Nawratek and Nawratek (2015, 21) as ‘a possibil‑
ity to use the building in various ways, by various users, human and not human ac‑
tors’. Radical inclusivity means creating user‑adaptable architecture that ‘moves away 
from a polished unapproachable architecture towards one that is inviting, inclusive and 
un‑intimidating for people to interact with’ (Cole, 2015, 122). The idea is that even 
an egoistic programme and building can also work for the common good and should 
include social infrastructure; e.g., a building with private functions yet with open acces‑
sible spaces for (or shared with) the public (Nawratek and Nawratek, 2015). However, 
the word inclusivity is questioned by Tonkiss (2015), given that ‘different people want 
different things’ and that this can create conflict when trying to design for everybody so 
that it risks working for nobody. Instead Tonkiss argues to aim for ‘non‑exclusionary’ or 
‘anti‑exclusionary spaces’ – but the terms are based on the same intention, i.e. ‘the same 
space being used by different sets for different purposes at different times’ (Nawratek and 
Nawratek, 2015, 21). This description is also used to characterise hybrid building ap‑
proaches (Pelsmakers et al., 2020), however radical inclusivity explicitly centres nature, 
non‑humans and social inclusivity.

Gaining empathy for different users starts in architecture education, where internal 
values are first established. Encouragingly, empathetic teaching approaches and strate‑
gies in architecture education are being formulated (see Chapter 7 in Nisonen et  al.; 
Nawratek, 2021), suggesting trading the conventional individualistic master‑apprentice 
design studio model for active peer‑learning discussions and workshops with teachers as 
facilitators in a blended learning model (see also Donovan and Pelsmakers, 2019; Pels‑
makers et al., 2019).

Such educational environments create the space where new architectural thinking, 
approaches and ideas can be freely explored. Myllymäki (2021) did exactly that with 
her masters in sustainable architecture design thesis On How To Reimagine Lost Spaces 
Through The Concept Of A Table and challenged exploitative, profit‑seeking and exclu‑
sionary architecture. She imagined a more equal future for local people and other species; 
to not fall prey to the capital developer‑led programmes (i.e., capital‑led) but instead be 
community (end‑user) led. The project is set in the outer suburbs of Paris, on the remains 
of a forgotten railway line called the Petite Ceinture. Focusing on this existing place and 
neighbourhood in Paris, the case helped to understand how simple everyday needs of 
every person has to be considered as a starting point for social, cultural and environmen‑
tal change. From this deep understanding, a communal kitchen shared with neighbours 
and urban citizens becomes a prototypical temporary, movable infrastructure. A food 
loop of farming food in the city from seed to community growing, and enjoying, and 
composting, creates fertile soil for socially binding actions, supporting a radically inclu‑
sive and restorative living culture.

Myllymäki’s thesis (2021) is as much an exploration of an existing place, as it is 
a design thesis ending with imaginative visualisations of a possible future on‑site. The 
existing social and physical structures are carefully studied in order to preserve and en‑
hance through making components with minimal redirection and construction, instead 
of rewriting and reclaiming a place for the sake of capital gain and self‑fulfilment. Myl‑
lymäki’s design is subject to at‑the time available local, recycled materials and building 
parts (discussed in Chapter 3), as well as the community needed to create a place inside 
and out, leaving the architect as a sort of ‘mediator of the community’ (as discussed in 
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Chapter 5), as she herself puts it: ‘when we let go of the idea that every part of a city 
should be resolved, planned, and built to its maximum capacity, we start to uncover a 
resource already fulfilling its greatest potential in solitude, governed by the people who 
then need it the most’ (Myllymäki, 2021, 153).

Radical inclusivity principles are connected to the principles of biophilia and topo‑
philia (Tuan, 1974), of which biophilia is the most established one. In architecture, bi‑
ophilia1 is generally interpreted to mean people’s innate connection to nature (Ryan, 
2014), whether visually or physically. However, the typical biophilia interpretation in 
architecture is reductive. Instead, the connection to nature was distinctly intended to be 
an emotional connection of humans to other living organisms, related to our evolution‑
ary adaptability and survival (Beery et al., 2015). For decades Wilson (2016) has deliv‑
ered the vital importance of understanding species, and not only biologically but socially 
formed ecosystems, in which taking care of the pack is essential to the whole society’s 
survival. Biophilia centres around the notion that our appreciation of the natural world 
evolved to support the survival and health of our ancestors.

Biophilic design includes, e.g., access to good natural daylight and ventilation and 
views of nature, and this supports physical and mental health and well‑being (Griffin, 
2004). For example, visual connection to nature can lead to reduced stress, improved 
mood and relaxation and increased restorative benefits with increased biodiversity (Ryan 
et al., 2014). Non‑visual connection to nature in the built environment relates to e.g., 
air flow and scents and nature sounds (water, rustling of trees), and has been shown to 
lower stress and blood pressure and improve mental health. Simultaneous exposure to 
visual and non‑visual connections to nature leads to greater well‑being benefits. Access  
to nature also encourages physical activity and helps the sleep cycle (Tabb, 2021). Bio‑
philia has developed into the biophilic design of housing and urban design and further to 
Biophilic Urbanism, Biophilic Cities and a social movement; the different characteristics 
of biophilic design at different scales are summarised in Table 4.1.

Similarly, in Myllymäki’s design, the location of the Petite Ceinture itself attests how 
amazing nature is at spreading even when forced to retreat from the cityscape into fal‑
lows left untouched and undisturbed, in turn creating a retreat for animals and humans 
alike. In line with biophilic and radical inclusivity principles, Myllymäki proposes pres‑
ervation of all wildlife, making sure not to disrupt any important layers of the ecosystem, 
introducing only lightweight infrastructures like a protective veil, freely welcoming a 
diversity of life‑forms into the space. These ecology of repair principles extend to the 
restorative safeguarding of a major green corridor linking to local waterways and vast 
forests outside Paris. This was done, again not by building, but the opposite: restoring it 
by leaving nature alone and by elevating the corridor as an important biodiverse, inclu‑
sive cycling and walking route through central Paris, and enabling coexistence of people 
and different endangered species. This also brings different people closer into nature, 
affecting health and well‑being, reconnecting humans to everyday nature to which they 
belong (Tabb, 2021). As described before, a reconnection to nature can encourage envi‑
ronmental concern and more sustainable lifestyles that reject exploitative patterns (Beery 
et al., 2015).

The difference between Biophilic Design and Biophilic Urbanism (Tabb, 2021, 29) is 
where the former creates human–nature interactions and the latter includes the social 
aspects (e.g., the mix of uses, social infrastructure, public space etc.), but also includes 
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a broader environmental dimension (e.g., open spaces, parks, corridors) and a trans‑
portation dimension (e.g. alternative modes of transport, reduced impact of cars and 
reduced greenhouse gases, increased clean fuel use etc.). Beatley (2020) simply states that 
‘biophilic cities are just and equitable cities; cities that exemplify and commit to a Just 
Biophilia, a recognition that contact with nature is a right deserved by all irrespective of 
income, race or status’, highlighting that radical inclusivity as defined earlier is intrinsic 
to biophilic design principles. Furthermore, biophilia challenges the design processes in a 
positive, more inclusive way by changing the role of the planner and power relations of 
urban planning. This is achieved through meetings and discussions between citizens for 
shared understanding of the human connection to nature, and the need to bring nature 
back into citizens’ daily lives as a collective goal.

However, at present, the institutional level of planning sustainability is usually broad 
and separated in sectorised governance areas, instead of being considered in the social and 
cultural context at the macro and micro levels. Moreover, the current biophilic efforts in 
architecture and urban planning fail to escape a human‑centric perspective, where nature 
only exists to serve, soothe, and satiate people’s stomachs, lungs, and minds. Generally, 
the focus is on what nature can do for humans and not for the benefit of non‑humans 
or nature alone. Holistic approaches are lacking, because sustainability strategies such 
as the greening and rewilding of areas, and participation projects with local communi‑
ties, are typically planned and organised separately (Hajer, 1995; Vazquez, 2022). For 
example, stormwater projects, green walls and pollinator meadows appear to the city as 
technical products while participation in the allotment gardens are managed by social 
projects, green management, or the garden society.

Further, collected user data are generally simplified and generalised in a few catego‑
ries, so do designers really know for whom they are planning? Despite recent attempts 
to tackle social inequalities and impacts of planning on the lived environment (through 
soft‑GIS and user‑friendly planning) connections to everyday emotions of the community 
and genuine inclusivity in planning have often been neglected. Yet community visioning 
and true democratic processes are crucial and are acknowledged in the 1994 Aalborg 
Charter, which has over 2,500 regional signatories in the EU (Aalborg Charter, 1994).

At the heart of Myllymäki’s case study (2021) is empathy towards a place and the 
people realising this. Through ‘the art of noticing’ (Tsing, 2015), Myllymäki discovers 
that empathy and radical inclusivity (acceptance) of people are essential to restorative 
architecture. Tsing (2015, 20–29) defines ‘the art of noticing’ as where the designer no‑
tices unintentional patterns, the interplay of temporal rhythms and scales in the divergent 
life‑forms, and where the designer reorients their attention to understanding that making 
worlds is not limited to humans. Myllymäki’s design concept is accordingly realised in 
collaboration with, and dedication to, existing life forms on‑site, with an objective to 
let a discouraged community rebuild itself, and enabling different life forms to co‑exist 
(see Figures 4.1 and 4.2). Urban fallows, like disused rail and tunnels, are often seen as 
wounds in the urban structure, yet they can be a refuge and solace for often marginalised 
communities and left‑alone nature. In the Petite Ceinture people had painted murals on 
the retaining walls and planted seeds next to the disused wooden tracks to ground them‑
selves into the place (see Figures 4.1 and 4.2).

Myllymäki’s (2021) project ‘becomes an investigation of the people. The people, 
whose presence and minds are needed in order to make sense of a place […] above all 
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recognizing the value in the Petite Ceinture, the people, and their efforts’ (Myllymäki, 
2021, 153). To investigate people and their needs, Myllymäki created personas based 
on deep contextual (desktop) research2 – see Figures 4.3 and 4.4. This process is closely 
aligned with Havik’s (2014, 2019) threefold‑step framework of description, transcription, 

FIGURE 4.1  The existing stone retaining walls of the Petite Ceinture and the new wooden 
frame create an alleyway in between for gardens and leisure. Illustration of two 
‘flaneurs’ on a morning walk along the Petite Ceinture with its murals (painted 
unobserved) and left‑alone nature (Myllymäki, 2021).
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and prescription. Her proposal of a literary view on the experience, use and imagination 
were applied during the pandemic. Specifically, Myllymäki follows the framework taking 
the selective position of a designer addressing reality critically and understanding social 
spatial practices and moreover, using narratives offering a passage to new ways of living 
(Havik, 2014, 27–32, 107, 149–150).

The notion of personas (or characters) is used for dual purposes; firstly, the empathetic 
views of the area are discovered seeing the place through the eyes of another, e.g., from 
the viewpoint of different local inhabitants. The second purpose is that even nature and 
existing structures can be studied as ‘characters’, connected to the urban social memory 
of the place (Havik, 2019, 104–106, 115–119). After the descriptive step (i.e., collection 
and analysis of detailed material, atmospheric and other contextual observations through 
‘the art of noticing’), the social aspects of the site analysis are foregrounded through a 
transcriptive step. For example, empathic and inclusive understanding is created from 

FIGURE 4.2 Illustration of portable seedbeds on the rails (Myllymäki, 2021).
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interviews and observations of social activity of different user groups but also from liter‑
ary narratives and personas (characters) – see Figure 4.3. Both in student projects and 
in real life this helps to see how places are lived, used and remembered by inhabitants. 
In the prescription of the framework, fictional scenarios are used to imagine possible  
futures and spatio‑temporal structures for the current and prospective users (see Fig‑
ures 4.4 and 4.5).

Through the art of noticing, Myllymäki (2021) was then able to recognise com‑
mon unmet needs shared by the neighbourhood personas, embedded in real stories 

FIGURE 4.3 Introduction of the six human personas used in Myllymäki’s (2021) thesis.
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of vulnerable local people, who find themselves lacking a complete home. Myllymäki 
uses personas to navigate through her proposed programme and later design iterations. 
The same personas guide the designer every step of the way and help her to communi‑
cate her design proposal for the place. She goes in depth to explore the meanings of food 
and the activities around food for different people, and allows those ideas to give birth 
to the architecture instead of the other way around. As a result, Myllymäki envisions 

FIGURE 4.4  Imaginary scenarios of the six human personas and their weekly routes mapped 
around the main site (Ornano) (Myllymäki, 2021).



Who do we create architecture for, and why? 71

a meeting place revolving around food, welcoming everyone with an appetite to feel 
loved, refuelled and fulfilled. Moreover, the major binding ties of the ecosystems are 
food webs (Wilson, 2016, 106), and links back to the appreciation of the natural world 
that evolved to support the survival and health of our ancestors, which is at the heart of 
biophilic principles.

Nature, often similarly homeless inside the city, is a seventh persona, and it is never 
neglected in Myllymäki’s work. For example, white button mushrooms revive a piece 
of lost culture in twenty‑first‑century urban life and are given a home to grow in 
abandoned railway tunnels (see Figures 4.5 and 4.6), opening an almost invisible yet 
straight‑in‑our‑stomach kind of connection between natural processes and human life. 
The biophilic design aspects that are included in the case study are listed in Table 4.1.

While buildings can create public biophilic spaces such as rooftop gardens, green walls 
at street level and courtyards, we need to think more radically: not of a building with 
some greenery, but of a fundamental rewilding of our cities (i.e. greenery with some 
buildings located within), so as to connect natural areas together and expand biodi‑
versity, while ensuring that humans are part (again) of nature (and not simply have a 
daily interaction with it). The importance of biophilic cities and buildings goes beyond 
human health and supporting humans that thrive; it is also of crucial importance for 
non‑humans to thrive by providing habitats, movement corridors and sources for food 
for different species (Beatley, 2020).

The tunnels are no 
longer used for 

leisure or 
agriculture, but 

serve their purpose 
for the lightrail 

line. The portable 
mushroom farm has 

been moved 
elsewhere.

Tunnel openings 
are all open for 

anyone to come see 
the art walls and 

mushrooms resting 
in stacked crates. 
Lights have been 
installed on the 
walls for a safer 

hike.

The tunnels are 
prohibited and all 

openings are 
blocked. Only a few 

explorers dare to 
travel inside the 
tunnels to find 

entrances to the 
Catacombs.

FIGURE 4.5  Potential temporal scenarios for proposed future action inside the tunnels of the 
Petite Ceinture, with space given over to mushrooms (a seventh non‑human per‑
sona) and bringing humans and nature closer together (Myllymäki, 2021).
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However, protecting local biodiversity is only one part: we must also protect more 
abstract and larger‑scale notions of nature. It is also about how cities and their ecologies 
are linked at (bio)regional scale but also globally and to reduce their climatic and ecologi‑
cal impacts: ‘they work to protect more distant nature at the same time that they work to 
protect, regenerate and celebrate local ecologies and biodiversity’ (Beatley, 2020).

The notion of biophilia has been further expanded into topophilia (‘fondness of place’) 
and includes affiliation of all living and non‑living elements of nature (e.g., stone, wa‑
ter), the latter is usually excluded in the definition of biophilia, though often implicitly 
present. Topophilia is also acquired through culture‑based learning by experiencing the 
environment.

Whether biophilia and topophilia have an underlying evolutionary basis or not re‑
mains open for debate, but the benefits of a day‑to‑day connection to nature (whether 
living and non‑living elements) are well documented, and create ‘a rationale at a deep 
human level for how place attachment may be a powerful tool in creating environmental 
concern and interest in local sustainability efforts’ (Beery et al., 2015). Connecting urban 
citizens with nature and their local place may bring about a greater self‑awareness of our 
destructive actions and hence may lead to actions towards more sustainable living, reject‑
ing exploitation and the systems that support it.

TABLE 4.1  Examples of biophilic design characteristics at different scales; summarised from Tabb 
(2021). Text in italics signifies all the biophilic principles at different scales as present in 
Myllymäki’s case study.

Biophilic Buildings Biophilic Streets Biophilic Blocks

– Passive design
– Renewables
– Food growing
– Views to nature
– Sun/daylight access
– Natural ventilation
– Natural materials
– Durability, adaptability
– Landscaping

– Accessibility
– Pedestrian movement
– Edible landscapes
– Protective trees and vegetation
–  Social infrastructure 

(sidewalks, benches etc)
– Reduced night lights
– Car free connections
– Good solar access / protection

– Clustered blocks
– Human scale
– Social infrastructure
– Free courtyards
– Native planting
–  District heat or cooling  

(e.g., geothermal)
– Recycling
– Play areas
– Food growing

Biophilic Neighbourhood Biophilic Communities Biophilic Eco regions

– Play areas
– Schools
–  Gardens and community 

gathering places
– Mixed use
–  Views and walking 

access to nature
– Native planting
– Sense of place
–  Car free zones, walking 

networks

– Mixed use
– Urban agriculture
– Recycling
–  Sustainable urban drainage 

systems
– Car free environment
–  Social infrastructure (e.g. 

schools, library)
–  Community Renewable energy 

provision

–  Integrate development 
with natural areas and 
topography

–  Connections to nature and 
of nature and water

– Habitat protection
– Flood resilience
– Renewable energy
– Connects to other regions
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Changing our internal architecture values towards ecologies of repair

It is clear that the principle of empathy relates to the philosophy of biophilia and its origi‑
nal idea of humans’ inherent emotional connection to nature. Empathy asks the designer 
to stand in the shoes of others, especially the most vulnerable in society and those with 
no voice (including nature and non‑humans). The absence (or presence) of empathy in ar‑
chitectural thinking goes beyond professional and official roles and is innately connected 
to architects’ inter‑subjective ‘internal values’, i.e., shaped by the profession’s traditions 
and worldviews that have been complicit in exploitation.

Architects’ internal values need to expand the concept of nature from objective biolog‑
ical and ecological notions into socially and culturally shared practices involving people 
in restorative practices (Blanco‑Wells, 2021; Söderlund, 2019; Söderlund and Newman; 
2015; Tabb, 2021). Such restorative practices, also referred to as ecologies of repair 

FIGURE 4.6  An exemplary spread of Myllymäki’s thesis featuring a catalogue of plants and 
mushrooms with deep roots inside the French culture or based on the heritage of 
the six personas (on the left), and a collage of a railway tunnel being used as a 
greenhouse, accompanied by a story by one of the human personas (Myllymäki, 
2021).
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(Blanco‑Wells, 2021), brings biophilia and radical inclusivity together by connecting so‑
cial and ecological issues to (a)mend what is seen or felt as broken. Repair and restoring 
are not conceived from a moralising or romantic point of view but offer an inclusive so‑
cial perspective and encompass material and non‑material circumstances for the design of 
infrastructures as part of a network of complex ecosystems (Blanco‑Wells, 2021, 2–10). 
Especially in a crisis, such as climate change, the crisis itself represents a possibility for 
collective rethinking and change.

Myllymäki’s (2021) proposed restorative environments occur at different scales: from 
mushroom and food growing to composting and communal kitchen, to a biodiverse 
protected cycling loop that provides a haven for a diversity of life‑forms. Myllymäki of‑
fers an alternate reality to the Capitalocene and sees it as the architect’s responsibility to 
‘design out’ social and ecological injustices by eliminating profit‑seeking in its construc‑
tion and operation. Instead, as an architect Myllymäki envisions a natural cycle profiting 
nature and humans in symbiosis. For all cooking and fertilising purposes, the kitchen 
and garden rely on leftovers, bio‑waste from daily bypassers, and any surplus food past 
its best‑before date from nearby restaurants or markets, completed solely by organic 
processes and local hands. In return people, some lacking capital needed for engaging 
in a formal type of leasing, or a decent meal and a family to share it with, receive fresh 
produce grown on their very own seed beds, creating a feeling of belonging and accom‑
plishment enjoyed in tune with the whole community. Since there are no rooms for rent 
or paywalls to encounter, only seedbeds to retain by anyone willing, people give value to 
the system by lending their time, talent and empathy, with radical inclusivity at its heart. 
Myllymäki’s restorative approach further manifests itself in approachable, accessible and 
user‑adaptable architecture, which is in line with Cole’s (2015, 122) earlier described no‑
tion of radical inclusivity.

Moreover, radical inclusivity is extended to nature and the climate by avoiding any 
extractive practices and carefully designing components that serve several functions 
and living forms, as per Nawratek and Nawratek’s (2015) definition of radical in‑
clusivity. For example, the piloti structure adapts through seasons, guiding rainwater 
towards thirsty crops, able to shelter different lifeforms (e.g., people, animals, and 
vegetables) through the coldest months, and providing shade during hot summers (see 
Figure 4.7). Existing unused, gloomy tunnels house mushrooms, provide natural re‑
frigeration and allow bats to hibernate undisturbed. Similarly, the open kitchen hosts 
events ranging from communal dinners to pop‑up juiceries, to social workshops, and 
accidental encounters (see Figures 4.5 and 4.9). It is a place where different lifeforms 
can simply be among one another, rest, breathe, sit down, or even sleep. Then if it 
is ever unwanted, everything can be disassembled and moved to a new location or 
reclaimed, returning the site to a better place than it was before (see Figure 4.8). As 
Myllymäki (2021) imagines wooden arches rich in colour encircling the community 
kitchen, she also underlines that the proposed detailed design has to be reviewed in 
reality after acquiring available (locally reclaimed) materials, expertise from users and 
volunteers, and crafted and executed in a way that invites the community to be a part 
of the slow, eventful process, with the ability to empower people as described earlier in 
William Morris’ vision.

Myllymäki (2021) discovered that through centring different living‑beings with empa‑
thy in her work, her own ‘internal architect values’ shifted. Instead of controlling every 
detail and aspect of the project, she discovered that an architecture of empathy and repair 
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FIGURE 4.7  The wooden structure provides shadow and shelter for the inside, enabled by new 
and existing vegetation (Myllymäki, 2021).

FIGURE 4.8  The facade elements utilise existing fencing and reclaimed polyfibre, and create a 
rigid structure by steam bending and ancient wood joinery instead of nails or glue; 
it can be user‑adapted, disassembled and moved (Myllymäki, 2021).

needs to encourage and enable people and other life‑forms to adopt and adapt a place 
to its unique context that changes over time. This uncertainty indeed is a different kind 
of ‘architecture’ with a new aesthetic that might be viewed by the prevailing architecture 
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culture as ‘messy’, ‘rough’, ‘incomplete’, ‘ impermanent’. A new architectural thinking 
goes hand in hand with new ideas about what it looks like, as also suggested by Hill 
(2021), and how it is (re)presented and communicated. This is reflected in Myllymäki’s 
(2021) illustrations, which are deliberately suggestive instead of directive, in order to 
encourage free interpretation, imagination and adaptation by local people and adapted 
to suit the locally available reclaimed resources. In the end, Myllymäki’s make‑shift in‑
clusive intervention that is user‑adaptable and repairable over time, might achieve a level 
of longevity and importance in people’s lives hard to imagine with architect‑controlled 
unadaptable buildings that might not meet users’ needs and that might become prema‑
turely obsolete.

Conclusion

This chapter highlights how architecture in the Capitalocene has been complicit in the 
exploitation of people, nature and other living forms for centuries. Architects’ internal 
values have been both influenced and upheld by the prevailing profit‑seeking societal 
system that normalised these architectural products based on exploitation and leading to 
embodied injustices.

We argue that the principles of radical inclusivity, where an approachable, un‑ 
intimidating architecture can be used by different living‑beings in different (adaptable) 
ways, along with biophilia’s innate love towards diverse humans and all living creatures 
and topophilia’s inclusion of the non‑living natural world, might be a starting point in 
challenging and changing our internal values from exploitative to restorative.

FIGURE 4.9  The communal kitchen is built with minimal construction as an open galley 
kitchen, in order to make everyone feel welcome to cook, chat over the counter, 
or stop for a cup of coffee (Myllymäki, 2021).
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Illustrated through the design process of a case study, we show how a restorative ar‑
chitecture that centres empathy, inclusivity and solidarity with people, nature and other 
living‑beings helps repair past damages and rejects embodied injustices. Doing so re‑
quires a renewed thinking about our own role as architects and how and what architec‑
ture to create and (a)mend, and for whom. While the damaging impacts of our current 
architectural thinking are significant, the potential for renewed architectural thinking to 
contribute to a less exploitative and more just and inclusive society for all, is even more 
significant, and urgent.

KEY TAKEAWAYS FROM CHAPTER 4

• The current human‑centric profit‑seeking approach in design of the era of the Capitalo‑
cene has for centuries upheld an unjust system, exploiting both people and nature, but 
could be redirected towards an inclusive, biodiverse, restorative future with the principles 
of Biophilia, Topophilia and Radical Inclusivity.

• At present, architecture practice takes little notion in whom they are designing for, re‑
sulting in designs unfit for their purpose or the user, sequentially becoming obsolete 
prematurely.

• Empathy towards the other, whether human or non‑human, is at the heart of Radical 
Inclusivity, that aims for adaptable, non‑threatening spaces suitable for all different users.

• Biophilic (= ‘love for nature’) design centres around the fundamental rewilding of our 
cities as well as care for the nature surrounding them, reconnecting humans with nature 
once more.

Notes

 1 Bio stands for ‘life’ and philia denotes fondness.
 2 Travel to the site was not possible due to the global Coronavirus Pandemic.
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