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Derived from careful and extensive 
observational research of Chicago’s 
Thompson Center plaza, the notions 
presented here reflect the dilemmas 
and advantages of city dwellers living 
and working in the bustling metro-
polis that is Chicago. The nonstop 
motion of the city permeates the mind 
and creates a constant disruption, 
figuratively and metaphorically. This 
constant disruption both helps and 
hinders as it provides an escape from 
the inevitable, mundane commutes 
and activities of life in the city.
This particular space parallels these 
aspects of the city through its 
functionality, architecture, and usabil-
ity. Intersecting people, interrupted 
paths, and in-between places create a 
paradigm of perspective. Still, the 
commuter holds the power of choosing 
his or her “route”. Allow this insight to 
guide and inform your perceptions, 
actions, and attitudes towards the 
banal obstacles of life not only in the 
hustling, bustling city of Chicago, but 
in any place you may find yourself IN. 
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Sonder
John Koenig

Sonder. You are the main character, the 
protagonist, the star at the center of your 
own unfolding story. You’re surrounded 
by your supporting cast: friends and family 
hanging in your immediate orbit. Scattered 
a little further out, a network of acquain-
tances who drift in and out of contact over 
the years. But there in the background, 
faint and out of focus, are the extras. 
The random passersby. Each living a life 
as vivid and complex as your own. They 
carry on invisibly around you, bearing the 
accumulated weight of their own ambi-
tions, friends, routines, mistakes, worries, 
triumphs and inherited craziness. When 
your life moves on to the next scene, theirs 
flickers in place, wrapped in a cloud of 
backstory and inside jokes and characters 
strung together with countless other 
stories you’ll never be able to see. That 
you’ll never know exists. In which you might 
appear only once. As an extra sipping 
coffee in the background. As a blur of 
traffic passing on the highway. As a lighted 
window at dusk.
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In two significant modern attempts we 
have seen that an individualistic anthro-
pology, an anthropology which is 
substantially concerned only with the 
relation of the human person to himself, 
with the relation within this person 
between the spirit and its instincts, and 
so on, cannot lead to a knowledge of 
man’s being. Kant’s question What is 
man? whose history and effects I have 
discussed in the first part of this work, 
can never be answered on the basis of a 
consideration of the human person as 
such, but (so far as an answer is pos-
sible at all) only on the basis of a consid-
eration of it in the wholeness of its 
essential relations to what is. Only the 
man who realizes in his whole life with 
his whole being the relations possible to 
him helps us to know man truly. And 
since, as we have seen, the depths of 
the question about man’s being are 
revealed only to the man who has 
become solitary, the way to the answer 
lies through the man who overcomes his 
solitude without forfeiting its question-
ing power. This means that a new task in 
life is set to human thought here, a task 
that is new in its context of life. For it 
means that the man who wants to grasp 
what he himself is, salvages the tension 

of solitude and its burning problematic 
for a life with his world, a life that is 
renewed in spite of all, and out of this 
new situation proceeds with his thinking. 
Of course this presupposes the begin-
ning of a new process of overcoming the 
solitude—despite all the vast difficul-
ties—by reference to which that special 
task of thought can be perceived and 
expressed. It is obvious that at the 
present stage reached by mankind such 
a process cannot be effected by the 
spirit alone; but to a certain extent 
knowledge will also be able to further it. 
It is incumbent on us to clarify this in 
outline. Criticism of the individualistic 
method starts usually from the stand-
point of the collectivist tendency. But if 
individualism understands only a part of 
man, collectivism understands man only 
as a part: neither advances to the 
wholeness of man, to man as a whole. 
Individualism sees man only in relation 
to himself, but collectivism does not see 
man at all, it sees only “society.” With 
the former man’s face is distorted, with 
the latter it is masked... It is obvious that 
such an event can only take place if the 
person is stirred up as a person. In 
individualism the person, in conse-
quence of his merely imaginary mastery

of his basic situation, is attacked by the 
ravages of the fictitious, however much 
he thinks, or strives to think, that he is 
asserting himself as a person in being. 
In collectivism the person surrenders 
himself when he renounces the direct-
ness of personal decision and responsi-
bility. In both cases the person is 
incapable of breaking through to the 
other: there is genuine relation only 
between genuine persons... Life and 
thought are here placed in the same 
problematic situation. As life errone-
ously supposes that it has to choose 
between individualism and collectivism, 
so thought erroneously supposes that it 
has to choose between an individualis-
tic anthropology and a collectivist 
sociology. The genuine third alternative, 
when it is found, will point the way here 
too. The fundamental fact of human 
existence is neither the individual as 
such nor the aggregate as  such. Each, 
considered by itself, is a mighty abstrac-
tion. The individual is a fact of existence 
in so far as he steps into a living relation 
with other individuals. The aggregate is 
a fact of existence in so far as it is built 
up of living units of relation. The funda-
mental fact of human existence is man 
with man. What is peculiarly characteris-

tic of the human world is above all that 
something takes place between one 
being and another the like of which can 
be found nowhere in nature. Language 
is only a sign and a means for it, all 
achievement of the spirit has been 
incited by it. Man is made man by it; but 
on its way it does not merely unfold, it 
also decays and withers away. It is 
rooted in one being turning to another 
as another, as this particular other being, 
in order to communicate with it in a 
sphere which is common to them but 
which reaches out beyond the special 
sphere of each. I call this sphere, which 
is established with the existence of man 
as man but which is conceptually still 
uncomprehended, the sphere of “be-
tween”. Though being realized in very 
different degrees, it is a primal category 
of human reality. This is where the 
genuine third alternative must begin. 
The view which establishes the concept 
of “between” is to be acquired by no 
longer localizing the relation between 
human beings, as is customary, either 
within individual souls or in a general 
world which embraces and determines 
them, but in actual fact between them. 

“Between” is not an auxiliary construc-
tion, but the real place and bearer of

Between Man and Man 
(IV Prospect)
Martin Buber

an excerpt from:
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what happens between men; it has 
received no specific attention because, 
in distinction from the individual soul 
and its context, it does not exhibit a 
smooth continuity, but is ever and again 
re-constituted in accordance with men’s 
meetings with one another; hence what 
is experience has been annexed natu-
rally to the continuous elements, the 
soul and its world. In a real conversation 
(that is, not one whose individual parts 
have been preconcerted, but one which 
is completely spontaneous, in which 
each speaks directly to his partner and 
calls forth his unpredictable reply),  a 
real lesson (that is, neither a routine 
repetition  nor a lesson whose findings 
the teacher knows before he starts, but 
one which develops in mutual surprises), 
a real embrace and not one of mere 
habit, a real duel and not a mere game—
in all these what is essential does not 
take place in each of the participants or 
in a neutral world which includes the 
two and all other things; but it takes 
place between them in the most precise 
sense, as it were in a dimension which is 
accessible only to them both. Some-
thing happens to me—that is a fact 
which can be exactly distributed be-
tween the world and the and the soul, 
between an “outer” event and an “inner” 
impression. But if I and another come up 
against one another, “happen” to one 
another (to use a forcible expression 
which can, however, scarcely be para-
phrased), the sum does not exactly 

divide, there is a remainder, somewhere, 
where the souls end and the world has 
not yet begun, and this remainder is 
what is essential. This fact can be found 
even in the tiniest and most transient 
events which scarcely enter the con-
sciousness. In the deadly crush of an 
air-raid shelter the glances of two 
strangers suddenly meet for a second in 
astonishing and unrelated mutuality; 
when the All Clear sounds it is forgotten; 
and yet it did happen, in a realm which 
existed only for that moment. In the 
darkened opera-house there can be 
established between two of the audi-
ence, who do not know one another, and 
who are listening in the same purity and 
with the same intensity to the music of 
Mozart, a relation which is scarcely 
perceptible and yet is one of elemental 
dialogue, and which has long vanished 
when the lights blaze up again. In the 
understanding of such fleeting and yet 
consistent happenings one must guard 
against introducing motives of feeling: 
what happens here cannot be reached 
by psychological concepts, it is some-
thing ontic. From the least of events, 
such as these, which disappear in the 
moment of their appearance, to the 
pathos of pure indissoluble tragedy, 
where two men, opposed to one another 
in their very nature, entangled in the 
same living situation, reveal to one 
another in mute clarity an irreconcilable 
opposition of being, the dialogical 
situation can be adequately grasped 

only in an ontological way. But it is not to 
be grasped on the basis of the ontic of 
personal existence, or of that of two 
personal existence, but of that which 
has its being between them, and 
transcends both. In the most powerful 
moments of dialogic, where in truth 

“deep calls unto deep”, it becomes 
unmistakably clear that it is not the 
wand of the individual or of the social, 
but of a third  which draws the circle 
round the happening.  On the far side of 
the subjective, on this side of the 
objective, on the narrow ridge, where I 
and Thou meet, there is the realm of 

“between.” This reality, whose disclosure 
has begun in our time, shows the way, 
leading beyond individualism and 
collectivism, for the life decision of 
future generations. Here the genuine 
third alternative is indicated, the knowl-
edge of which will help to bring about 
the genuine person again and to estab-
lish genuine community. This reality 
provides the starting-point for the 
philosophical science of man; and from 
this point an advance may be made on 
the one hand to a transformed under-
standing of the person and on the other 
to a transformed understanding of 
community. The central subject of this 
science is neither the individual nor the 
collective but man with man. That 
essence of man which is special to him 
can be directly known only in a living 
relation. The gorilla, too, is an individual, 
a termitary, too, is a collective, but I and 

Thou exist only in our world, because 
man exists, and the I, moreover, exists 
only through the relation to the Thou. 
The philosophical science of man, which 
includes anthropology and sociology, 
must take as its starting-point the 
consideration of this subject, “man with 
man”. If you consider the individual by 
himself, then you see of man just as 
much as you see of the moon; only man 
with man provides a full image. If you 
consider the aggregate by itself, then 
you see of man just as much as we see 
of the Milky Way; only man with man is a 
completely outlined form. Consider man 
with man, and you see human life, 
dynamic, twofold, the giver and the 
receiver, he who does and he who 
endures, the attacking force and the 
defending force, the nature which 
investigates and the nature which 
supplies information, the request 
begged and granted—and always both 
together, completing one another in 
mutual contribution, together showing 
forth man. Now you can turn to the 
individual and you recognize him as man 
according to the possibility of relation 
which he shows; you can turn to the 
aggregate and you recognize it as man 
according to the fullness of relation 
which he shows. We may come nearer 
the answer to the question what man is 
when we come to see him as the eternal 
meeting of the One with the Other.

e 
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A project and attempts for reaching 
some certainty in order to end a large 
number of disputes and to advance the 
art of inventing...Ramus reproached 
Euclid for, having cared for the rigor of 
demonstration, he abandoned the 
method that seems to be more appropri-
ate for enlightening the mind; but good 
Ramus, who had wanted to modify 
Euclid’s method, lost not only rigor but 
also truth and exactitude. The excellent 
author of Nouveaux Essais de Geomet-
rie has in a way put together the clarity 
of order with certainty. Mr. Mercator, 
one of the best geometers of our time, 
has also published Elements of Geom-
etry, where he shows in some essays 
how one could join in geometry clarity 
and certainty. In my view, however, if 
one cannot obtain both simultaneously, 
it is better to be exact at the cost of 
order rather than to keep order at the 
expense of truth. And one could say 
much in favor of the order Euclid has 
adopted. I had observed also a defect in 
those who attempt to write demonstra-
tively, namely that they cut the subject 
matter in so many small propositions 
that the mind is distracted by that. This 
is why one should distinguish the most 
important propositions from the less 

important ones. There is also this further 
defect: the authors who write by means 
of propositions do not know where to 
conclude, since there are infinitely many 
propositions. I think there are two limits 
prescribed by reason, which are: 
1) it is necessary to continue the synthe-
sis until one can turn it into analysis, 
2) it is useful to continue the synthesis 
until one sees infinite progressions, 
3) whenever there are nice theorems, 
especially those that are useful 
for practical matters, it is good to mark 
them down too. But the first rule 
suffices as far as what is necessary is 
concerned.

The Art of Controversy:
Advancing the Art of Discovery
Gottfried Willhelm Leibniz

an excerpt from:
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Against the perspective of the city as 
a totalizing control center, Lefebvre 
developed the concrete utopia of an 
urban society as a differential space–
time. Seen from this point of view, the 
city can be defined as a place in which 
differences know, recognize, test, 
confirm, or offset one another: space–
time distances are replaced by contradic-
tions, contrasts, superimpositions, and 
juxtapositions of different realities. 
Differences must be clearly distinguished 
from particularities: they are elements 
of active connection, while particularities 
remain mutually isolated, external, and 
can easily turn into antagonism toward 
other particularities. Over the course of 
history, however, they come into contact 
with one another. Their confrontation 
evolves into mutual “understanding,” 
and hence into difference, a concept that 
obtains its content not only by means 
of logical thought but along a variety of 
paths, that of history and those of the 
manifold dramas of everyday life. In this 
way, and under these circumstances, 
particularities become differences and 
produce difference. As Kipfer, Milgrom, 
and Andrew Shmuely remind us in this 
volume, there is also an important dis-
tinction between minimal and maximal 

an excerpt from:

Space, Difference, Everyday Life
Reading Henri Lefebvre

difference. Minimal or induced differ-
ence tends toward formal identity that 
fragments everyday life and peripheral-
izes social groups. Maximal or produced 
difference implies a fundamental social 
transformation. Sources for maximal 
difference can be found both within the 
interstices of everyday life and in the 
midst of prisings. For Lefebvre, differ-
ence is a multidimensional concept 
emerging from political struggles. It has 
to be understood as an active element 
that is constantly produced and repro-
duced. Differences can only present 
and re-present themselves within their 
reciprocal relationships. In this context, 
Lefebvre’s famous call for a right to 
the city has to be reconsidered as the 
right to difference. It means essentially 
the right not to be forced into a space 
that was produced only for the purpose 
of discrimination. It refers to a renewed 
centrality, to the places of meeting 
and exchange, to life rhythms, and a use 
of time that enable a full and complete—
maximal—use of these places. This right 
cannot be simply interpreted as the right 
to visit or to return to traditional city 
centers. It can only be formulated as the 
right to a transformed, renewed urban 
life. Lefebvre’s grand project envisions 

a possible path to this urban world in 
which unity is no longer opposed to 
difference, where the homogeneous no 
longer conflicts with the heterogeneous, 
and gatherings, encounters, and 
meetings—not without conflicts—will 
replace the struggle of individual urban 
elements that have become antinomies 
as a result of divisions: this urban space 
would provide the social basis for 
a radically transformed daily life that 
is open to possibility.

15
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It is not readily apparent what such a 
diverse collection of operational defini-
tions might imply. What such definitions 
do suggest in common is that distrac-
tion consists of the addition of some 
form of stimulus, Y (experimenter-de-
fined as a distracting stimulus), to 
another stimulus, X (experimenter-de-
fined as a persuasive stimulus). How-
ever, before con- sidering what effects 
such a combination of stimuli might 
have on persuasion, logic dictates a 
consideration of whether or not such 
experimenter- defined distractions 
actually function as subject-defined 
distractions. The need to consider 
distraction as subject-defined has 
certain implications for a useful concep-
tualization of distraction. That is, an 
assertion that distraction has occurred 
when stimulus Y has been added to 
stimulus X is not necessarily intuitively 
appealing unless it can be demonstrat-
ed that the combination of the stimuli 
somehow alters someone’s perceptual 
situation. What this suggests about an 
adequate conceptualization of distrac-
tion is that it consists of an addition of a 
stimulus, Y, to another stimulus, X, the 
combination of which alters the percep-
tual situation for someone. The most 
obvious way in which the addition of 
stimulus Y might alter the perceptual 
situation would be to reduce the amount 
of attention paid to stimulus X. One way 
to determine whether or not distraction 
has occurred, then, would be to examine 

whether or not the addition of stimulus Y 
resulted in a reduction of attention to 
stimulus X. An examination of attention 
to stimulus X requires a measurement of 
such attention. It is the view taken here 
that a sensory approach to the measure-
ment of attention may not be of much 
use in determining the nature of poten-
tial persuasive processes since focusing 
one’s senses on a specific point for a 
specific amount of time would not 
necessarily suggest anything about 
attitude change. The measurement of 
attention in terms of reception or 
retention of a stimulus does seem 
potentially more useful and is justifiable 
on the grounds that such a measure-
ment forms a sufficient condition for 
inferring attention. Such an approach 
implies that distraction is the occur-
rence of a stimulus that reduces the 
reception of a simultaneously occurring 
message. However, since this additional 
stimulus can itself be a message 
(although it may also be a non-message 
in that it may lack any information or 
content), distraction also may be 
considered to consist of an increase in 
reception of the distracting stimulus 
which may or may not be accompanied 
by a reduction in reception of the 
original message, perhaps depending 
upon the complexity of the distraction. 
When the distracting stimulus lacks 
content, it might be considered a 
distraction from a message. When the 
distracting stimulus contains content, it

might be considered a distraction both 
from and to a message. Both of these 
types of distraction can be found in the 
research on the effects of distraction 
upon attitude change. What is really 
being suggested is that distraction be 
conceptualized in terms of how a 
person’s reception is altered. Except 
perhaps in rare cases such as when a 
distraction manipulation involves the 
introduction of static to an audio tape, 
most phenomena that might reasonably 
be expected to be distracting involve 
both distraction from something and 
dis- traction to something. To the extent 
that a person is distracted from a 
stimulus, one might expect his reception 
of that stimulus to suffer. To the extent 
that a person is distracted to a stimulus, 
one might expect his reception of that 
distracting stimulus to be enhanced. 
Such a view of distraction allows one to 
postulate that a person is distracted by 
an additional stimulus whenever his 
reception of the added stimulus is 
enhanced and/or his reception of the 
original stimulus is hindered. Perhaps it 
should be noted that distraction that is 
only from a message may lead to differ 
different mental processings from 
distraction both from and to a message. 

A person experiencing distraction from 
a message (e.g., static) may attempt to 
filter out the distraction while still 
processing the message. A person 
experiencing distraction from and to a 
message may attempt to process the 
distracting stimulus as well as the 
message he is being distracted from. 
Furthermore, it should be added that 
considering distraction in this way may 
be implying the presence of distraction 
everywhere. This would not even be 
inconsistent with a sensory approach to 
distraction. That is, no organism can 
receive all of the stimuli constantly 
bombarding it. Those stimuli that are 
received are determined by the multi-
tude of stimuli themselves along with 
past stimuli. There is no situation in 
which distraction is completely absent. 
The concern of Osterhouse and Brock 
that subjects exposed as a group to a 
counterattitudinal persuasive communi-
cation could be distracted by the 
nonverbal reactions of other members 
of’ that group seems warranted. To 
attempt to study the effects of the 
presence or absence of distraction may 
be absurd. What may be worthy of study, 
however, are the different effects of 
different amounts of distraction.

A Conceptualization 
of Distraction
James T. Tiedge

19
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Repetition is not generality. Repetition 
and generality must be distinguished in 
several ways. Every formula which 
implies their confusion is regrettable: 
for example, when we say that two 
things are as alike as two drops of water; 
or when we identify ‘there is only a 
science of the general’ with ‘there is 
only a science of that which is repeated’. 
Repetition and resemblance are differ-
ent in kind - extremely so. Generality 
presents two major orders: the qualita-
tive order of resemblances and the 
quantitative order of equivalences. 
Cycles and equalities are their respec-
tive symbols. But in any case, generality 
expresses a point of view according to 
which one term may be exchanged or 
substituted for another. The exchange or 
substitution of particulars defines our 
conduct in relation to generality. That is 
why the empiricists are not wrong to 
present general ideas as particular 
ideas in themselves, so long as they add 
the belief that each of these can be 
replaced by any other particular idea 
which resembles it in relation to a given 
word. By contrast, we can see that 
repetition is a necessary and justified 
conduct only in relation to that which 
cannot be replaced. Repetition as a 

conduct and as a point of view concerns 
non-exchangeable and non-substitut-
able singularities. Reflections, echoes, 
doubles and souls do not belong to -the 
domain of resemblance or equivalence; 
and it is no more possible to exchange 
one’s soul than it is to substitute real 
twins for one another. If exchange is the 
criterion of generality, theft and gift are 
those of repetition. There is, therefore, 
an economic difference between the 
two. To repeat is to behave in a certain 
manner, but in relation to something 
unique or singular which has no equal or 
equivalent. And perhaps this repetition 
at the level of external conduct echoes, 
for its own part, a more secret vibration 
which animates it, a more profound, 
internal repetition within the singular. 
This is the apparent paradox of festivals: 
they repeat an ‘unrepeatable.’ They do 
not add a second and a third time to the 
first, but carry the first time to the ’nth’ 
power. With respect to this power, 
repetition interiorizes and thereby 
reverses itself: as Peguy says, it is not 
Federation Day which commemorates or 
represents the fall of the Bastille, but 
the fall of the Bastille which celebrates 
and repeats in advance all the Federa-
tion Days; or Monet’s first water lily

which repeats all the others. Generality, 
as generality of the particular, thus 
stands opposed to repetition as univer-
sality of the singular. The repetition of a 
work of art is like a singularity without 
concept, and it is not by chance that a 
poem must be learned by heart. The 
head is the organ of exchange, but the 
heart is the amorous organ of repetition. 
Pius Servien rightly distinguished two 
languages: the language of science, 
dominated by the symbol of equality, in 
which each term may be replaced by 
others; and lyrical language, in which 
every term is irreplaceable and can only 
be repeated. Repetition can always be 
‘represented’ as extreme resemblance 
or perfect equivalence, but the fact that 
one can pass by degrees from one thing 
to another does not prevent their being 
different in kind. If repetition is possible, 
it is due to miracle rather than to law. It 
is against the law: against the similar 
form and the equivalent content of law. 
If repetition can be found, even in 
nature, it is in the name of a power 
which affirms itself against the law, 
which works underneath laws, perhaps 
superior to laws. If repetition exists, it 
expresses at once a singularity op-
posed to the general, a universality 

opposed to the particular, a distinctive 
opposed to the ordinary, an instantane-
ity opposed to variation and an eternity 
opposed to permanence. In every 
respect, repetition is a transgression. It 
puts law into question, it denounces its 
nominal or general character in favour 
of a more profound and more artistic 
reality... Expecting repetition from the 
law of nature is the ‘Stoic’ error. The 
wise must be converted into the 
virtuous; the dream of finding a law 
which would make repetition possible 
passes over to the moral sphere. There 
is always a task to recommence, a 
fidelity to be revived within a daily life 
indistinguishable from the reaffirmation 
of Duty. Biichner makes Danton say: ‘It 
is so wearisome. First you put on your 
shirt, then your trousers; you drag 
yourself into bed at night and in the 
morning drag yourself out again; and 
always you put one foot in front of the 
other. There is little hope that it will ever 
change. Millions have always done it 
like that and millions more will do so 
after us. Moreover, since we’re made up 
of two halves which both do the same 
thing, everything’s done twice. It’s all 
very boring and very, very sad.’

Difference and Repetition
Gilles Deleuze

an excerpt from:
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Sit with your mind open 
Raise to your feet slowly
Rock back and forth blindly
Move with feeling stretching 
The void is open
Tunnel endless twisted
Run right into it
Stop at the entrance 
Yell for acceptance
Tear the dimensions
Separate the inflections
Dive between the meaning
Send love to the reflection
Care for the obsession 
Let the hate burn out
Like a fire eating itself
Disconnect from logic
To know truth for a moment
Go step into the darkness
Go fly into the headspace
Go zooming past the neurons
Serotonin champagne
Sip deep

Go Step Into The Void
Matthew P. Hill

27
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