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1
Introduction

Environment politics beyond 
environment

To express is always to sing the glory of God. Every stratum is a judgment of 
God; not only do plants and animals, orchids, and wasps, sing and express 
themselves, but so do rocks and even rivers, every stratified thing on earth. 

– Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari1

This book is about cities and for cities as enablers of what I call ‘environ-
ment politics beyond environment’. Please bear with me if the statement ‘one 
should take care of the environment’ feels old to you. Despite the lengthy 
history of environmentalism, let alone the outpouring of scientific facts 
that insist upon the urgency of action, we still constantly hear the voices of 
climate change deniers, as well as those who think that our actions are unre-
lated to the atmospheric change. Maybe, just maybe, our approaches have 
been wrong. At least that’s what ‘new ecology’ writers have been saying. My 
argument for ‘environment politics beyond environment’, which this book 
is all about, draws its philosophical groundings from this ‘new ecology’ lit-
erature.

What then is ‘new ecology’, and how is it different from ‘old ecology’? The 
standard criticism of ‘old ecology’ unfolds in three main questions: 

1. On its human/nature division: In proclaiming the norm ‘we have to 
protect nature’, aren’t we normalising the human/nature dichotomy 
– as if environmentalism is something that we do as charity, indepen-
dent from sustaining our everyday life?

2. On its top-down moral grounds: Is an apocalyptic moral imperative 
– ‘we have to do something, or we will all die’ – an effective way to 
garner a wider audience for environmentalism?
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3. On its over-reliance on ‘logical thinking’: Aren’t humans material 
beings – i.e., isn’t it wrong to rely solely on cerebral or ‘rational’ deci-
sions for inducing an action or a desire for change?

What I refer to as ‘new ecology’ in this book is the recent literature on 
anti-essentialist environmentalism, which defies the essentialist dichotomy 
between human and nature, as well as the essentialist morality of the norm 
‘we have to protect nature’. Often also referred to as ‘posthumanism’ or ‘affir-
mative ecopolitics’ in the Anthropocene, ‘new ecology’ literature is ‘new’ for 
the following reasons. 

Above all, ‘new ecology’ literature fundamentally questions the essen-
tialist division between human/nonhuman or culture/nature, highlighting 
how they are intricately intertwined with one another through co-develop-
ment/co-evolution processes.2 New ecology writers argue that the story of 
‘how humans came to become what we are today’ cannot be told without the 
roles of nonhuman agencies. Our material being itself is a product of his-
torical evolution from micro-organisms; in a more contemporary context, 
no one can deny that our everyday cognitive decision-making is constantly 
influenced by different ‘nudges’ from nonhuman agents, either atmospheric 
weather patterns or digital gadgets that we interact with from the moment 
we start our day.

Second, ‘new ecology’ does not impose environmentalism on us as a 
top-down moral imperative; rather, it focuses on demonstrating how much 
we are dependent on ecosystem functions and all the nonhuman ‘ancestors’ 
who render possible the material world in which we inhabit. We learn to be, 
rather than have to be, response-able to the feedback, reactions, and voices 
from the nonhuman world, as we start becoming more aware of the fragility 
and materiality of our bodily existence – the destiny of which is entangled 
and interconnected with the density of other species (who are at the brink of 
disappearing precisely because of our irresponsible interventions).

Finally, inspired by pragmatic empiricism that rejects any a priori con-
ception or values, ‘new ecology’ emphasises the empirical and sensory 
experiences of our immediate surroundings – arguing how our pro-envi-
ronment actions should be fuelled by (and cannot be disconnected from) 
our everyday experiences of the world or ‘what surrounds us’. This implies 
that ‘love for nature’ is something to be learned and cultivated, starting with 
appreciating our everyday interaction with local surroundings. 
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In short, ‘new ecology’ tries to go beyond the kinds of environmentalism 
that relies on the fetishised understanding of ‘nature’ or ‘the environment’ 
that unnecessarily creates the boundaries between our everyday living 
(human needs) and ecosystem functions (ecological needs). Adopting this 
‘new ecology’ attitude to further environmentalism – especially in today’s 
world of social and political division – this book proposes how cities can 
perform ‘environment politics beyond environment’.

Why cities? On what grounds am I proposing that ‘cities’ would be an 
adequate scale for environmental action? Indeed, ‘global city’ scholars have 
already noted the rising influence and power of cities in the global economy 
and politics. They have highlighted that cities, as global economic power-
houses and concentrated human settlements, are now important figures 
driving policy trends or more progressive political agendas. Think of 
American cities’ mayoral statements on welcoming international refugees, 
for instance. Baltimore Mayor Stephanie Rawlins-Blake has stated that: 
‘There are few among us who can claim that their ancestors were indigenous 
to the United States. The welcoming of immigrants and New Americans is a 
critical part of my strategy to grow Baltimore, and I hope that refugees from 
Syria will look to our city as a potential place to call home’.3 

Further, political actions on climate have been led by several international 
networks of like-minded cities, who together hope to start a global movement 
and culture that normalises ‘pro-environment’ ideals. The examples of such 
city networks include but are not limited to: C40 Cities Climate Leadership 
Group, United Nation’s Cities for Climate Protection Campaign, and Local 
Governments for Sustainability (ICLEI)’s Cities With Nature. In short, tran-
scending ideology or partisan politics at the national scale, cities have been 
playing an instrumental role in promoting human societies that are socially 
and ecologically responsible.

Adding to this existing dialogue on ‘why cities matter’, this book provides 
another rationale on why cities would be a particularly ‘good scale’ for 
enacting and leading global environment politics. This discussion goes 
beyond the conventional global cities literature, which has mainly paid 
attention to the ‘intensity’ of cities, instead emphasising the advantage of 
‘complexity’ that cities possess, arguing that this can help cities advance 
‘environment politics beyond environment’. With this complexity in mind, I 
ask: How could we engage with those who are not particularly interested in 
nature or the matters of ‘the environment’? How could ‘the environment’ be 
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deeply situated and integrated into our (humans’) everyday socioeconomic 
affairs – to the point where we cannot simply imagine any politics or policy 
decisions without factoring in our relationship with the environment? The 
book tries to address these questions by drawing examples from cities that 
have been under-researched on that front. 

The book unfolds as follows. First, in ‘Why Cities? Towards a New The-
orisation of “Scale”’ (Chapter 2), I theorise what a ‘good scale’ for enacting 
environment actions should/would look like, especially given that the 
impacts of environmental degradation are local (as in actual households are 
affected) and global (as in climate change happens everywhere in a ubiqui-
tous manner) at the same time. Who can say for sure what the reason, or the 
‘root cause’ is when it comes to ever-more-frequent tornado events in the 
USA, severe bushfire season in Australia, or severe droughts in South Africa? 
We can blame the world, global capitalism, and every decision related to 
climate crisis, but we can also blame the regional and local, for their inabil-
ity to act promptly within their capacity and jurisdictional boundaries. By 
exploring the tension between ‘ever-expanding’ versus ‘ever-narrowing’ 
notion of scale in environment politics, I identify the characteristics of what 
could be considered an adequate or ideal scale for pro-environment initia-
tives. Next, I use the ideal aspects of ‘city-scale’ as a demonstrative example 
that captures these characteristics, arguing that cities can be frontiers of 
doing environment politics thanks to their physical graspability (‘small 
enough’), the degree of influence and leadership that cities possess (‘intense 
enough’), and the extent of complexity that allows cities to take on a more 
holistic approach to governance – taking account of the interaction effects 
(‘large enough’). 

After the theoretical explorations as to why cities are a good scale for 
action in environment politics, I move on to discussing different cities’ 
empirical experiences of engaging with citizens who often brush off the 
‘green agenda’ as a partisan shibboleth. In ‘Darwin vs. Tulsa: How Cities 
Talk About ‘Nature’ Without Saying the Word’ (Chapter 3), I investigate the 
specific strategies of how cities re-articulate environment politics without 
saying the word ‘nature’ or ‘the environment’, in attempts to reach out to a 
broader audience who are often put off by the ideological claims associated 
with ‘green agenda’. Especially in the current divisive political climate, I ask: 
how do cities still manage to pursue pro-environment actions, and what are 
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their strategies for working with those who may or may not be interested 
in nature in the first place? Based on interviews with urban planners and 
environmental activists in Tulsa, Oklahoma (USA) and Darwin, Northern 
Territory (Australia) – whose regional economy is largely dependent on 
dark energy resources – I discuss the practices, strategies, and visions of 
what I call ‘pragmatic environmentalism’. Focusing on tangible material 
objects and everyday surroundings, pragmatic environmentalism prioritises 
concrete actions over ideological agreements, and presents a speculative 
hope that we might be able to link immediate benefits (of whatever feels 
good to us for now) and long-term benefits (of our sustainable future).

The book then goes further to understand the positions of cities who 
often suffer from chronic socioeconomic precarities that require immedi-
ate attention, and how they try to balance competing ideals between ‘green’ 
and ‘equity’. In ‘Cleveland vs. Cape Town: Can a City Aspire to be Green and 
Inclusive?’ (Chapter 4), I explore how cities – particularly those who are 
under the stress of addressing poverty and inequality – attempt to effectu-
ate a marriage between ‘green’ and ‘equity’ agendas. The ethics of ‘protecting 
nature’ may be widely accepted in affluent cities, which have the resources 
and means to pursue green-only initiatives without further justification. But 
that is not necessarily the case for cities that suffer from chronic poverty 
and inequality; it can be considered a luxury for a city to think about nature 
or the environment, if its constituents cannot imagine a future beyond the 
next few months. What is it like to pursue pro-environmental initiatives in 
a context where addressing poverty and social inequality have to come first? 
How can cities advocate for longer-term green agendas when the socioeco-
nomic challenges of ‘right now’ remains unanswered? Based on interviews 
in Cleveland (Ohio, USA) and Cape Town (South Africa), this chapter 
addresses these questions by studying how the convergence between the 
green and equity agendas could occur. The chapter concludes that hope lies 
in the willingness and capacity of social actors who create public dialogues, 
mainstream narratives, or policy articulations that proclaim the pragmatic 
benefits of environmentalism – effectively harnessing the local social, polit-
ical, and economic contexts produced by each of their unique territorial 
experiences and histories.

In ‘Cities and Complexity: Linking “the Social” with “the Environmental”’ 
(Chapter 5), I return to the theoretical starting points outlined in Chapter 
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2, weaving together experiences from each of the cities visited in Chapters 
3 and 4 to animate the empirical advantages of ‘city-scale’. More specifi-
cally, in an attempt to extend the argument that I have made in Chapter 
2 – the point that cities are an ideal scale of environment action thanks to 
their ‘complexity’ – I explain what we can learn from the social assemblage 
theory literature, which views social entities as ‘complex systems’. What does 
it mean for a social entity to be a ‘complex system’? I define ‘complexity’ by 
explaining three key aspects of complex social entities: intense interaction 
effects, unpredictability of emergent qualities (that rise out of those effects), 
and respecting the radical heterogeneity and difference among their constit-
uents (which produce those effects). Based on this definition of ‘complexity’, 
I demonstrate how cities can capitalise on their ‘complexity’ as a way to 
develop more concrete and creative linkages between ‘the social’ affairs and 
‘the environmental’ affairs. 

In the concluding chapter (Chapter 6), I disclose my main motivation 
for writing this book, which was fuelled by my desire to imagine another 
‘reality’ that casts hope in the possibilities of the unknown, for the unknown. 

In today’s world of political and social division, it has become increasingly 
difficult to arrive at a wider consensus on ‘why the environment matters’. 
Terms such as ‘nature’, ‘ecology’, or ‘the environment’ are often dismissed as 
left-leaning political discourse, while the matters of the environment affect 
all of us. But let me play a devil’s advocate: who is anyone to judge differ-
ent people’s life choices and paths? Who are we to impose an essentialist 
moral standard against people’s lives? According to Dewey, recognising the 
uniqueness (or ‘singularity’) of individuals is what differentiates today’s 
world from ancient culture, whose customs, traditions, and rigid conser-
vatism tries to vilify individual characteristics as deviations from normal, 
or as ‘dangers against which society had to protect itself ’.4 However, at the 
same time, celebrating the radical plurality of unique individuals can be at 
odds with creating a collective vision for our society, which may ask indi-
viduals to sacrifice their selfhood for the pursuit of common good. This 
tension posits a difficult riddle especially in the context of global climate 
crisis where cities and localities are obliged to mobilise themselves in the 
face of extreme weather events. 

If the urgency of climate crises calls for more swift and immediate action, 
we should find more creative and inventive ways of engaging with those who 
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do not necessarily share our ideological viewpoints or philosophies on life. 
This book is a testament to that very quest of how we can ‘mainstreamise’ 
environment politics and its movement, while at the same time radically 
embracing the differences (or ‘singularities’) that render societies complex, 
unpredictable, and hence exciting. 
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Why cities? Towards a new  

theorisation of ‘scale’

Climate change is real, and extreme weather events are its physical man-
ifestations. A growing literature in political theory, anthropology, and 
geography is embracing the concept of ‘Anthropocene’, which refers to the 
current ecological crisis physically affecting our everyday lives – in the form 
of urban flooding, heat waves, tornadoes, and cyclones. 

The scale of political action, or the main political actor who should be 
responsible for dealing with this ecological crisis, is now in question. Who 
can really say the real reason, or the root cause, of ever-more-frequent 
tornado events in the US Midwest, urban flash flooding in Paris, or severe 
droughts in Cape Town? While we can attribute it to the umbrella-like exis-
tence of neoliberalism and its harmful effects everywhere, we can also turn 
our blame to local politicians and institutions for their inability to take 
action within their assigned boundaries of control. 

I would like to show, in this chapter, why cities are an adequate scale 
for doing ‘earthly politics’. Here, ‘earthly politics’ refer to pro-nature or 
pro-environmentalist initiatives that are motivated and driven by our 
attachment to local territorial experiences. ‘New ecology’ writers such as 
Bruno Latour,1 Donna Haraway,2 and Anna Tsing3 argue that the motivation 
behind any pro-environmental political action should be connected with 
our empirical, physical experiences with our immediate surroundings, or 
our everyday relationship with nature/environment. In the era of Anthropo-
cene, where we feel the consequences of climate change in a more tangible 
manner, the importance of local action is clear: several surveys, polls, and 
studies have found that the more we physically experience extreme climate 
events or weather patterns locally, the more we’re likely to admit to the real-
ity of climate change and become more engaged with pro-environmental 
political actions.4 
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But why cities? Why is ‘urban scale’ an adequate scale for enacting on 
pro-environment politics? In this chapter, I propose a new theorisation of 
‘scale’ in doing earthly politics (i.e., who is acting, who should be responsible 
for addressing planetary environmental degradation). In order to situate my 
proposal within the existing scholarship, I consult with the ‘politics of scale’ 
literature in urban theory and geography, as well as the renewed attention on 
‘scale’ issues raised by now-fashionable ‘new ecology’ literature. 

While the decades-long theorisation on ‘politics of scale’ in geogra-
phy have made an excellent contribution on performative aspects of scale, 
they have failed to respond to the affirmative politics movements in which 
scholars and policy makers attempt to theorise scales as ranges in which 
political action can be mobilised. On the other hand, the recent rise of the 
‘new ecology’ movement often fails to move beyond the romanticisation of 
the local, which is easily subject to criticisms, such as ‘local trap’ where the 
small is not always intrinsically ‘good’. As an alternative, I theorise ‘scales of 
political action’ that can be simultaneously both materially situated (local) 
and ubiquitous (global), mainly using Gaian ecology and complex theory. 
Finally, as a concrete example of ‘scales of political action’, I propose cities as 
frontiers of doing earthly politics, focusing on the characteristics of urban 
conditions that match our new theorisation of scale.

theoretical impasse of ‘politics of scale’

‘Politics of scale’, ‘politics about scale’, ‘scalar politics’, or simply, ‘scale’, were 
at the centre of urban theory between the late 1990s and 2000s, especially 
in the field of geography and international urban politics.5 Especially in the 
literature’s latest developments, writers were particularly committed to dis-
mantling or de-essentialising a priori notion of scale, using the examples 
in which scales can only be understood in relation with one another under 
the all-pervasive influence of neoliberal power dynamics.6 A decade on, 
the scholarly attention on such political theorisation of scale has declined. 
This is partly because there was already enough research and writing on 
how scales are a product of naturalising global capitalist social relations; we 
have reached a general agreement that scale is a relative concept, and that 
the idea of fixed, essentialist scales is more or less outdated.7 On the other 
hand, the decline of work on ‘scalar politics’ can also be attributed to this 
tradition’s failure to accommodate the rising needs for a more affirmative 
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conceptualisation of scale.8 Scale, in the context of global urban politics, was 
often discussed as either (a) an utterly relative concept that is only useful for 
scholarly analysis;9 or (b) utterly subject to neoliberalism, different scales 
performing as its mere puppets.10 The discussions around ‘politics of scale’ 
were mostly comprised of how the urban scale, or cities as agglomerated 
zones, are serving the global flow of capitalist economy and its resulting 
socio-political relations. For instance, ‘scalar politics’ was often used in the 
context of explaining ‘spatial fix’, where cities and urban spaces are physical 
manifestations of how global capitalism (and neoliberalism) operates in 
reality (e.g., gentrification, or inhabitant interests being pushed out by the 
interest of capital).

In other words, it can be said that while the efforts to tear down the fixed/
essentialist categorisation of scale in politics (e.g., local, regional, national) 
has largely been successful, most of them have been unable to theorise a ‘suc-
cessful progressive reconfiguration of scale’11 that can challenge the status 
quo. This eventually resulted in ‘so what’ questions: you understand how 
political concepts are constructed through repeated social processes and 
performances,12 and yet you fail to re-invent these concepts in a way that 
can initiate a new tradition or concoct a social change. Hence, the dominant 
literature on ‘politics of scale’ faced an impasse, as it is unable to articulate 
scale as concrete ranges in which political action can be mobilised. The idea 
of ‘performativity’ of scale has always been there, but only in the sense of 
acting under the script already written by capitalism, rather than writing a 
new script entirely. This is one of the most acknowledged criticisms made 
on ‘politics of scale’, which points out that its theoretical obsession with 
all-pervasive neoliberalism often strip localities of their agency.13 

In short, there has been a deficiency in the existing paradigm of ‘politics of 
scale’ in addressing how scales can be framed as active entities that prompt 
political actions. This deficiency has become ever more visible today in the 
context of affirmative environment politics (or ‘new ecology’ movements), 
in which the arrival of Anthropocene is often translated into pragmatic 
possibilities for action. Scholars in this context14 have effectively exited the 
‘everything neoliberal’ dialogue by focusing on imagining everyday alterna-
tives or ‘whatever action’15 at the arrival of Anthropocene. The uncertainty 
is finally accepted as a part of living reality, which then leads to a courage to 
take actions that are possible for here and now – actually becoming comfort-
able with not-knowing what will come next: ‘Precarity means not being able 
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to plan. But it also stimulates noticing, as one works with what is available’.16 
‘Scales’ in this context are not only just subject to neoliberal social rela-
tions, but also perform as important boundaries in which political actions 
can be mobilised – which can be understood as a transition from passive 
understanding of scale (as an analytical category) towards more affirmative 
understanding of scale (as an entity of action). This chapter aims to recog-
nise such shift in the literature; going further, it also aims to provide a more 
concrete theoretical framework through which scales can be theorised as an 
active source of enacting affirmative environment politics. 

the scale problem in environmental governance

The limits of national scale in tackling climate governance have been well 
noted by the environmental politics literature.17 The gist of this literature 
underlines (1) a ‘spillover’ problem of biodiversity, where the mismatch 
between ecosystem boundaries and political boundaries necessitates col-
laboration across different localities; and (2) a ‘tragedy of the commons’ 
situation in which each state’s selfish pursuit of its national interest can ulti-
mately doom the entire planetary ecosystem. These two main issues render 
environmental governance a ‘collective action problem’18 where the account-
ability, or who should be responsible for taking action, cannot be limited to 
specific borders or boundaries – which is precisely what makes ‘the environ-
ment’ a difficult object of governance.

Identifying the scale of political action to tackle planetary environmental 
degradation is a highly contested issue; no one can truly have the final say 
in defining its physical/territorial boundaries, because it is simultaneously 
local and planetary. Who can really say the real reason, or the root cause, 
of flash flooding in Paris or severe droughts in Cape Town? The answer is 
likely to be ‘everyone’ – the world economic system and every conforming 
decision that led to global warming, especially the countries with advanced 
economies that have been major perpetrators of climate change. But that 
doesn’t mean that it should only be about some abstract notion of ‘everyone’. 
Local governments, institutions, and social actors are also responsible for 
this, as they have failed to take on immediate regulatory measures that can 
make concrete changes to our everyday environment. When the source of 
the problem is unclear – as we see in environmental governance, where local 
actions are intrinsically connected to the functioning of the planetary eco-
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system (and not exclusively confined to its territorial limits) – the arena 
for political action (i.e., its boundary or scale) can never be definitely fixed 
and is continuously reshuffled and redefined, oftentimes between the local 
and the global. Local, because the common territorial condition – which 
is explicitly and concretely attached to the everyday lives of the population 
– is indeed a source of political solidarity and action.19 Global, because in 
the end, we all acknowledge that what we are experiencing locally is funda-
mentally and inevitably related to the planetary environmental degradation, 
which requires us to behave as a part of ‘the whole’ (i.e., the earthly ecosys-
tem). Environmental governance is one of the specific occasions in which 
a political issue does not correspond with its territorial boundary, causing 
states (as a scale of political action) to lose their legitimacy to govern.20

This situation is well articulated by Dyer, who coined the term ‘climate 
anarchy’, underlining states’ inability to cope with climate issues effectively 
(e.g., states’ failure to reach an inter-state agreement on carbon emission 
reduction targets).21 Climate anarchy refers to ‘a divergence from estab-
lished mechanism of global governance’, a new (dis)order that poses a 
‘challenge to national governmental perspectives on world politics’.22 The 
tension between ecological responsibility and territorial jurisdictions23 lies 
at the heart of this anarchy, resulting in the collapse of a state-driven gover-
nance logic: sovereignty. ‘[C]limate anarchy emphasises human survival and 
ecosystem stability’, Dyer notes, and ‘[s]overeignty, even territoriality in a 
literal sense, will be difficult to maintain under conditions of climate change’. 
However, despite the potential negative connotation of the word ‘anarchy’, 
climate anarchy, according to Dyer, is an opportunity for new social co -
ordination and action, rather than a source of paralysis: ‘[i]t is a positive and 
creative anarchy rather than the negative and defensive anarchy’,24 where 
the agency and initiatives of local/municipal governments can flourish in 
the absence of state-level action. For instance, local governments – through 
transnational municipal networks, such as ICLEI,25 the Climate Leadership 
Group (C40), and EUROCITIES – are now taking matters into their own 
hands, without waiting for states or inter-state agreement.26 

Such frustration around the state’s inability and the subsequently 
emerging landscape of local leadership is essentially tied to the increasingly 
popular proposition of ‘new ecology’ literature,27 which highlights how our 
empirical relationship with our immediate surroundings and environment 
should be the driving force behind any pro-nature initiative. The fundamen-
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tal limitation of state-driven environmental politics comes from the fact that 
‘nature’ or ‘the environment’ becomes an abstract concept (as opposed to a 
physically concrete local problem) that leads to ideological debates – often 
ending up as a ‘left or right’ partisan issue.28 The recent federal election 
in Australia revealed this particular symptom,29 in which the state-driven 
pro-nature argument, devoid of any empirical local experiences, fails to 
forge a true sense of connection between our everyday living and the envi-
ronment. It is not an exaggeration to say that pro-ecology movements are 
often dismissed as an idealistically normative, or ‘too radical’ argument that 
only makes sense within the left-wing political propositions, while in fact 
the matters of the environment affect all of us without discrimination.

While the limits of state-level action are well noted, and the rise of new 
localism in global climate politics is now evident,30 it is still unclear what 
‘scale’ should be identified as the most appropriate range for mobilising 
political action, especially in terms of which scale should be accountable or 
responsible for tackling environmental degradation. Currently, the general 
agreement is that it should be (1) simultaneously local and global and (2) 
not fixed to a territorial boundary and yet with a concrete political entity 
for action (e.g., municipal governments). This conundrum of ‘beyond ter-
ritorial’ (and thus global/planetary) versus ‘realistically located somewhere’ 
(and thus local) is the most critical problem I identify in theorising scales of 
political action. I explain this as the clash between two theoretical issues: the 
‘ever-expanding’ and ‘ever-narrowing’ notions of scale.

ever-expanding versus ever-narrowing  
notions of scale

Ever-expanding notion of scale

What we can learn from the latest developments in politics of scale litera-
ture31 – related to other poststructural efforts to dismantle a priori categories 
– is that scale is a social construct, and therefore we need to pay attention 
to how it is constructed through repeated sociopolitical processes.32 Despite 
those processes being almost always subject to neoliberal social relations, we 
can also extend this idea in a different direction: precisely because scale is 
something that is constructed, it can also be undone by new practices. The 
question, then, becomes not merely about the meta-purposes and intentions 




