
Name was a researcher. He worked part me in a museum’s archi-
val secon categorizing new discoveries and innovaons, and had 
access to the newest findings. His responsibility was to fill forms, 
categorize scienfic and cultural classificaons, and make ideas and 
objects accessible to sciensts and cultural paconers. He liked to 
think of himself as someone who smoothed creases and made 
everyone’s job easier. He even had some agency over the archives 
cacategories and definions.
Name was the person no one saw or would never see, the person 
who did the ground work for excing discoveries and innovaons – 
the cataloguing, filling in forms, updang databases. He oen saw 
himself as a mediator because he organised a deep past using the 
latest scienfic equipment available in the labs. 

Name somemes felt lodged within a strange me loop – in trying 
to create the illusion of a universal present – a here and now – by 
virtue of his job, the place of his job. In trying to determine the past 
with scienfic precision name saw that he was trying to forge a 
vicvictory over all things forgoen, all things dead. Why else should 
anyone care how the stone figurine was made and with which kind 
of stone? Aer all, nothing must be lost; nothing can be lost. If an 
object or informaon did get lost, all memory of it would slowly be 
discarded  – there was an elaborate process for that which Name 
wasn’t a part of but knew existed. 

In aIn any case whether an item was lost and found or discovered or in-
vented, someone like name was always there to catch it as it fell 
and resurrected it in its own right. 

Everything will be documented. 

Every document shall be deemed as important as the previous one. 

There will be a catalogue of important documents for everyone to 
see and use as they deem fit. 

Maybe someone would use this catalogue of documents to envision 
a clear, workable and concise future – maybe there was that perfect 
reading of of the present and past, maybe the perfect document 
that answered all the quesons lay somewhere! 

It happened one day that it fell upon name to look through and 
work on the latest set of photographic evidence concerning an 
elusive specimen that had just been found.
These parcular sThese parcular sets of images were handed to name with some 
basic informaon: First were the details related to the finding: this 
specimen had been seen only once aer nearly twenty years, and 
that too in the most strangest of ways. According to another Biolo-
gist, Dr. D’ Souza, just when he had almost given up hope of ever 
finding the parcular specimen, he had chanced upon it during one 
of his treks; Second, there were intricate drawings of the specimen 
aaached. And third, there were the basic measures of form: size, 
weight, colour, and so on.

But the more informaon Name had about the specimen the more 
confused he got. The specimen couldn’t be categorised. Of course 
he could easily box it away unl someone found some new infor-
maon which could further help him categorise the specimen 
(which was how this usually worked). But Name couldn’t get him-
self to do that either, and, the current generic categories weren’t 
sufficient any longer. And the growing realisaon of this alarmed 
name.name.

This was the first me he knew absolutely nothing about something 
so concrete.

As a result, Name was finding it more and more difficult with each 
passing day to define it. Suddenly the reasonable parameters with 
which he usually categorised different forms of life were ge ng ob-
scured. His aempt to deconstruct the specimen had a direct rela-
onship to charng out the human so that a stable relaonship of 
difference with other species could be formed and maintained as 
two separate categories – what were the easily understood ‘human’ 
and and ‘everything else’ categories were dissolving into an unseling 
homogeneity.

Was the aempt to document the specimen acng like a smoke-
screen for science actually trying to pick apart the human, map it 
and hence determine absolute autonomy over itself and 
sovereignty over nature – and hence the future.

Where did this need to map 
everything come from? 
Did documentaon guarantee 
an objecve reality of the given 
specimen even when that 
parcular thing migparcular thing might not even 
exist? Name felt his authority 
waning. 

Of late within his own research lab name was 
unsure of his posion: he wasn’t sure if he was 
closer to the machines he used, or the specimen 
itself – which once had life, was breathing, prob-
ably created offspring in some way, which had 
organs that had properes. There was an 
undeniable relaonship with what name observed 
and the machinery he used to observe it. The quest 
for certainty was like looking at something invisible 
and trying to decode it to get informaon. And 
what of the equipment he used? Were not his 
methods to observe the uncertain as narrow and 
uncertain as the thing he was looking at? Name 
was not able was not able to get the informaon he wanted out 
of the specimen: the microscope was born out of 
the need for refined observaon and the need to 
decipher the invisible. But to what extent could he 
really see what was there – at every point name 
could only see upto a certain degree of magnifica-
on, and the rest he speculated upon. Imaginaon, 
he saw, too funconed in this manner, although 
against the backdrop of infinity and science it was 
set within real models of thought and funcon. It is 
more the semblance of infinity that drives us to 
imagine. Imaginaon, like art, needs its associaon 
to the infinite to connue to be. The creaon and 
maintaining of an undetermined and free space is 
crucial crucial for the connuaon of imaginaon – there 
must be freedom somewhere, no?

The microscope, the imaginaon, 
the specimen, Name and the 
enre event that was taking place 
were all subject to the same push 
and pull of certainty and uncer-
tainty, and ran the risk of being re-
duconist. 

How then could name determine 
the phenomenon of the specimen? 
He knew that he was pu ng 
himself under the scanner first, 
subjecng himself to the same 
scruny first. He didn’t mean to 
allude to a romanc cohesion of 
eeverything, everywhere: rather, he 
knew that all observaons 
pre-suppose ideas that funcon like 
axioms. And it is through metaphor, 
potenal and constraint that each 
one is related to the other. 

This flew dangerously close to how it was easy it was to refer to con-
sciousness: It is a lile difficult to talk about the coherence and the 
universality of consciousness without using poecs and metaphors. In 
order to state something logically, there needs to be some kind of 
classifying register against which an idea or concept or thing can be 
ordered. In order to do that there must be something else to contrast 
it with; for example, we know a tree is a tree because it is not a table. 
It is impossible It is impossible to know one thing without knowing the other because 
in order to have a box, there must be what is inside the box and what 
is outside the box. When we consider Being, this not only includes 
what ‘is’ but also ‘is not’ as the space that encompasses it. And these 
two go together; they cannot be separated.

Name saw that this took him back to what is 
termed as the most generic form of the univer-
sal: an abstract naturalness that remains the 
same (i.e. consciousness), the individual as 
simply a parcular instance of the life of that 
species (the creaon of identy, the subject). 
Every individual is seen as the epitome of a ge-
neric humanity, which is an abstract category in 
itself. It does not ‘lie’ anywhere but within hu-
manity itself. Consciousness is seen as the first 
underlying category on which subjecvity is 
constructed as a form of difference. 
This category (Consciousness) is not sufficient 
in itself. It funcons in between complete ab-
stracon and immediate concreteness. Each in-
dividual is of a specific character and is also of 
a generic humanity. Eternal changing subjecv-
ity (a form of difference) too, ulmately be-
cause of its openness as a process – suggesng 
ththat the whole world is made up of that differ-
ence – ulmately only reduces all that differ-
ence to similarity. 

So in order for Name to even talk of it or relate 
to consciousness in and of the self in a reason-
able way he realised that there must be some 
register of measurement, order and relaon – 
only then can it be lied out of its incomplete 
romanc abstracons oen sprinkled with 
God, and into more relatable concreteness. 
Perhaps this is why it is so difficult to come to 
terms with alienaon as an accentuated 
human condion; the condion of humanity as 
an alienated version of the once pure human 
already presupposes a lost unity which was 
once in abundance. And as we move towards a 
more and more fractured future, this alienaon 
only only gets more and more abstract. We need to 
ask: what is it that we want to ‘return’ to? 

The real is not real any longer, rather 
it is a set of hyper-real subjects in hy-
per-real se ngs. The identy of the 
subject is now a combinaon of hy-
per-reality and hyper-abstracon. 
We are aware that this mediated re-
ality is a fallacy but we cannot be 
aware of it at all points and we 
cannot deconstruct it and live with 
mere parts. The external hyper-real 
is all encompassing, and it is con-
structed inside our minds. We oscil-
late between the knowing and the 
un-knowing of this fact i.e. between 
the thinking of thinking and mere 
being.The ‘catching oneself’ in the act of knowing 

is the re-affirmaon of the humanness of 
the human. And it is this that we work to-
wards. But to catch oneself at mes isn’t 
enough, we want to be eternally caught. 
But we are also afraid of being in the state 
of eternally caught. For it this ability that 
ssets the human apart from all other forms 
of being. As much as we want to be human, 
we also don’t want to be merely human. It 
is the push and pull between reminding 
ourselves that we were once less human 
and hence more animal, and wanng to be 
caught that perhaps is the underlying con-
dion of humanity today.

How to look at being in the future (being 
as we know it today) without paranoia, 
especially when the nature of control 
threatens to, and is threatened by the 
human in the future? Can the overriding 
assumpon of the richness of the 
human be finally dealt with reasonably? 
WhWhat then was the relevance of the ar-
chive name was dealing with? The inabil-
ity to archive thought made name 
wonder about the incompleteness of 
pure episteme. 

Now what of the specimen? 
Name did not really care now; he 
just connued to key in the infor-
maon he was handed, conn-
ued to organise latest findings 
from the experiments being con-
ducted. 

Name saw his job as a part of the explosion of 
data and the drive to almost quanfy the subject 
– to map the subject using carefully organised 
informaon, measurement and technology. This 
informaon created the subject itself – the 
eternal, posive but finite feedback loop. The 
discdiscrepancy, name saw is born out of our general 
understanding that the subject is actually infinite. 

More and more tradional spaces (imaginaon, 
creavity, the individual) that were once under-
stood as infinite, that once relied on its 
associaon with the infinite, are now being 
reconfigured in its relaonality to finite 
ccategories – the fields of constraint within which 
they exist, and which allow them to create itself. 
Name realised that these spaces can now be 
quanfied (and measured) as algorithms; it 
seems that there is almost a drive to measure the 
extent to which the infinite operates. Is the play 
now being transferred to that between the sub-
ject actualised thject actualised through data and the subject as 
onc. And if so, why are they sll two separate 
categories? 

There seems to be a feverish delirium of being, a feshized 
living that encompasses us. Each moment is heavy, a present, 
some heavy universal present that is everywhere and no-
where at the same me. There is only a point in and of me, 
which mulplies into forming the illusion of the universal pres-
ent. That is because everyone feels that ‘present’ as an innate 
part of themselves, a parcular point of and in me irremov-
able from a concrete hyper-reality where presence and iden-
ty are solid – if I feel it, then everyone must be feeling it.

Name connued to struggle. Soon the 
specimen’s image and its growing pure culture 
came to precede the specimen itself, and what 
preceded all of this was name’s aempt to map 
it. Name began realising that any work he did 
would never be a product of the specimen, the 
specimen was soon becoming inconsequenal – 
both in both in temporality and conceptually. The imper-
ave to 'see' what is 'there' made the science of 
it a metaphor and accuracy became a stand in for 
authority. As name tried to become more and 
more accurate and detailed in his work, he rea-
lised that he had also become a metaphor for a 
ulitarian philosophy and its will to power. He 
saw that he was essenally working towards pro-
ducing a 'similitude of reality' that was central to 
science itself and to mapping an abstracon of a 
reality, that was itself abstracted.

Name began to queson definions in general 
now – what was this sloppy idenficaon of 
himself with a collecve; imaginary iden es 
presented a considerable problem. Humanity, 
humans, individuals, community and similar 
overused conceptual approaches looked like 
major philosophical errors. The individual self, 
its its constructed identy and the process of 
thought, and the geographic and sociological 
categories of collecve living, abstracon of 
naon states, family, community, country and 
naon states…all have fast changing defini-
ons in me and space.

In light of this, how could he possibly arrive at 
and make adequate One definion of the spec-
imen (even though it would be one of many – 
he was sure others would eventually have 
their own definions of the specimen too – 
but how could he have just one?). Was there 
such a one definion for the human? It is 
alalways the human and the ‘everything else’. 
What was this ‘everything else’? Could the 
specimen inhabit an amalgamous, porous 
space that also had a real definion that did 
jusce to its own idea and concept? Just like 
the human now inhabited a space, although 
oen ill-defined, but certainly a large and gen-
erous space comprising ideas and concepts, 
real and abstract.

So how does the human learn to think of what 
constutes the ability to think of thinking, in a 
way that is inherent to reality? And what does 
the human do about the constant need to 
evade the representaon of this thinking? The 
aempt to resist representaon uses 
rrepresentaon itself as a medium to elaborate 
the resisng of representaon. We are thus 
caught in an infinite loop of evasion and 
submission submission to our ideas, concepts and realies. 
It is not sufficient, however, to be content with 
this. The human must scratch the skin off every-
thing in order to look for meaning – no meaning 
can be sufficient within itself or all compassing. 
How then do we access that space when the 
thinking of the ‘thing’ and being of it are 
inseparable? 

The contradicon name saw was that 
the human was sll being looked at an 
as unchanging category. Why is there a 
desperate need to latch onto a dated 
and romanc idea of the human when 
so much had changed? The desperaon 
to remember the once human human 
seemed seemed to be the base reasoning for his 
job. The individual as we know it and 
logic of the subject were effecvely 
waging war with each other.
His focus had now changed to looking 
the condions that allowed for his job to 
exist in the first place. It was obviously 
because of the ability to measure pre-
cisely that formed the bases for his en-
quiry – both of these could not be with-
out the other. But both could also not be 
disnct from the other.


