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One evening, when I was still toddler, my parents brought home a white, 

fuzzy Malteser puppy. He was a sweet little dog that we named Flodder — very 

shy, but very loving. We became good friends, often playing around the house 

and cuddling on the couch or in bed. He was the kind of dog that took a liking 

to everyone, and whom everyone instantly adored as well. I remember that my 

parents’ gardens would be visited by pigeons and other birds often. While we 

expected some kind of dog’s hunter’s instinct to kick in, chasing down the birds, 

we instead found that he was just watching them and allowing them to be — just 

softly batting his eyes and tilting his head while listening as they chirped and 

cooed. He was the kind of dog that strolled around the garden and stopped to 

smell the roses and dandelions. Some years after we adopted him, we also took 

in a stray kitten called Milo. Flodder, instead of reacting in a hostile fashion to 

him was merely curious — eventually even taking the kitten under his wing. He 

lovingly nurtured the cat, regularly licking out his ears in an attempt to clean 

him, which Milo would gladly allow.  

When anyone was ill or sad, Flodder would come lie next to you to give you 

comfort as if somehow, he knew that you were feeling miserable. He was never 

prone to harm anyon. Quite the opposite in fact. Strangely, he gave an obvious 

preference for plant foods — vegetarian spaghettis that my father would some-

times give him being among his favourites. Seeing him interact with us, the birds 

and our other animal companions showed me that empathy was not only some-

thing that was to be reserved for humans, but for other species and life forms 

as well.  

When I was about sixteen years old, Flodder died as a result of cancer. He 

had been ill for a while, so we were expecting it — but it struck all of us hard, 
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especially my mother who shared the closest bond with him. His departure left 

a void. Yet, somehow, we noticed he still lives on in a way. When my parents 

adopted another puppy about two years later, an energetic spark of lightning 

named Fieke, Milo the cat continued the ear washing tradition. Now he was the 

one assuming the role of caretaker instead of Flodder, licking and combing her 

ears with his tongue-brush. When another dog called Lotje entered the scene 

several years later, he taught her to wash his ears in a funny twist. It took a while 

for them to get to this point, because they didn’t seem to get along at first. But 

then, it happened and today they are friends.  

It’s strange how Flodder’s behaviours and mannerisms lingers within them, 

transcending time and body. He has left a mark on a next generation of cats 

and dogs. But not only they. I notice how he also lingers within my family and 

within me, enough to cause me to write about him and share his legacy. 

Flodder, a creature with the wolf as his ancestor, singlepawedly shattered all 

expectations that we have of the non-human. I learnt from him by being around 

him, by connecting with him through all my senses. He, often staring at me with 

his big obsidian eyes and me, meeting his gaze. Me, coming home from school 

and hearing him bark from upstairs as a call to come and collect him because 

he was afraid to fall through the gaps of the stairs (or maybe too lazy, or a dif-

ferent reason, but I’m quite certain he wanted me to collect him as we repeated 

this game every single day). It wasn’t a reasonable type of communication like 

we expect to have with another human (though whether these types of commu-

nication are always successful is up for debate). A lot of what happened within 

our connection pervades me and I’m aware I did not fully understand him —

not rationally at least. Yet we connected. We met, perhaps merely grazing the 

surfaces of each other’s understanding of the world we share, but nonetheless 

he made a deep impression and left residue in my being. Through him, the 

notion that cats and dogs are mortal enemies became undone — planting within 

me some of the seeds that would make me become aware of the binary thinking 
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that is so prevalent within human reason. With binary thinking I mean the po-

larization of notions such as good and bad and the idea that they are mutually 

exclusive, that one thing cannot be the other simultaneously — that dogs by 

default hate cats and vice versa.  

This idea that one thing cannot also be the other is a remnant of a mindset 

dating back to Ancient Greece, which we find formulated within the philoso-

pher Aristotle’s Metaphysics. Getting his inspiration from Socrates and Plato, 

he perpetuated a philosophy dominated by logic. It was introduced under the 

form of his Law of Non-Contradiction, which in its ontological formulation 

states that it is impossible for one thing to both belong and not belong to the 

same thing at the same time and in the same respect.
1

 The formulation of this 

principle, however, fails to hold into consideration the process of change as well 

as that the world is undeniably riddled with contradiction. Flodder could not 

be reduced to the rigid idea we have of the growling and pissing dumb bête that 

would force us to consider ourselves as being of ‘rich world’ as opposed to the 

idea (with thanks to Heidegger) that the animal is of ‘poor world’. Furthermore, 

it would force us to think that the non-human non-animal is ‘without world’ 

altogether.  

The law of non-contradiction (LNC for short) has forced us to divide our 

understanding of the world in two’s, starting from the dogmatic idea that human 

perception is the only correct way of perceiving and understanding our exist-

ence and consciousness. While it’s likely that this law has been formulated with 

the intention of aiding us to gain a better understanding of the world we live in 

and that logic undeniably has been instrumental to the advancement of the sci-

ences and human society, the law limits our views by telling a narrative from a 

singular anthropocentric and essentialist perspective. However, such an essen-

tialist narrative cannot hold in a world that is aesthetic. As artists we are familiar 

with the uncanny nature of aesthetics. We have an awareness that images are 

contradictory; tricksterish; illusionary; never quite being what they appear to be 



4 
 
on first sight — something which René Magritte exemplified a certain awareness 

of with his famous painting “La trahison des images”, which depicts a hyper-

realistic pipe with a writing scribbled below reading “Ceci n’est pas une pipe”.  

As artists, whether we focus ourselves on the visual, the sonic, the olfactory, 

the tactile or the gustatory, we are trained extensively to perceive in an active 

manner so that we might notice what others might miss if perceiving something 

in a passive manner. The best example would be the creation of perspective 

drawing, where we become aware of the different lines appearing in an image 

that influence our sense of distance. Depending on which position we take, the 

image we see and the drawing we make becomes different. If we unquestionably 

believe what we see, taking one’s appearance for its essence, then we miss out 

on the complexity of what comprises an object’s truths.  

The more recent philosophical school of Object-Oriented Ontology (OOO) 

provides a valuable alternative to the anthropocentric essentialist narrative: the 

idea that objects (by which they mean all objects that can range from atoms to 

humans to universes) withdraw from the relation (or their sum of relations) we 

have to an object.  This implies that there are a variety of ways in which an 

object can be perceived or related to that are all valid from that point of view, 

yet none of these relations exhaust the perceived object; not even the self-per-

ceiving object.
2

 OOO puts objects at the centre of the study of ontology. Within 

this view, nothing exerts a special status over anything else. Humans are not 

inherently superior to dogs and vice versa — neither are they inherently superior 

to plants, rocks, kettles and whatsoever.
3 

I find this alternative view important for several reasons. First and foremost, 

it closes the gaps between different modes of access. It puts them all on equal 

footing. The arts and sciences, the first formerly being riddled with the contra-

dictory (which can be frustrating for scientists) and the latter formerly stereo-

typically clinging to LNC, no longer need be stereotyped in this fashion. They 

no longer need to be separated in their hunt for truth, creating the possibility 
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for them to meet and collaborate with one another. Human access no longer 

maintains a preferential treatment over the modes of access of other life forms, 

dissolving the false concept of ‘Nature’ which unnecessarily separates humans 

from crabs, iguanas, pine trees, shrubs and plankton.  

This is not to say that the arts and sciences, humans and crabs are identical. 

To claim such, would be a form of reductionism, which we by all means should 

try to avoid. This, however, is to say that there need not be any type of  superi-

ority ascribed to one group over the other. Going beyond the binary allows us 

to be curious and to open up the possibility of learning of (and through) these 

other modes of access, seeing the world in its beautiful complexity and allowing 

us an opportunity to gain deeper understanding. Perhaps this understanding is 

one that we could not gain if we were to approach it from our own limited (yet 

also valid) point of view. If we as a collective species wish to understand our 

own existence, we would do well to keep an open mind and stay receptive for 

input that appears alien to us. 

Furthermore, stepping away from anthropocentrism and reductionism allows 

us to think in ecological terms and acknowledges that the presence and actions 

of a human do not happen in a vacuum. We see that the human affects the 

world, but also that the world and all its inhabitants (including the human) af-

fects the human. Taking seriously the existence of global warming, we can al-

ready feel how our actions have affected ourselves and the other through ex-

treme weather conditions such as heat waves, snow storms, hurricanes and 

floods affecting countries across the globe. Going a step further: every object in 

the world, whether it be the world as a whole or the parts it’s made of, affect 

one another — every single one of them caught in an interconnective mesh4
 

(further down this dissertation, we will call this interobjectivity or intra-action). 

Through our senses of perception, we are able to discover some of the traces 

left behind by the collision or merging of objects — causal traces, which we will 
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discuss are aesthetics remnants that evade being reduced to any of the entangled 

objects involved in their creation.  

This introduces a radical idea formulated by the OOO scholar Timothy Mor-

ton: causality is an aesthetic phenomenon. Consequently, art is the study of 

causality.
5

 Of course this is not to say that causality is entirely illusory; some 

nuance is required here. Nonetheless, this allows us, as artists and art lovers, to 

rethink our notions on beauty and to broaden the field to include non-humans 

as possible artists in their own unique way and acknowledge them as important 

collaborators within our own artistic practice — of course without making our-

selves guilty of relativism regarding the important contribution of the human 

with regards to their artistic practice. I must note here that the way in which 

Morton, and also, I approach aesthetics within this idea does not have a 1:1 

relationship with Baumgarten’s understanding of aesthetics. My understanding 

draws back to the classical meaning of the word aesthetikos. Aesthetics in this 

sense refers not to the critique of beauty, but to that which is perceivable 

through the various senses and mind.
6 

The rejection of the dogmatic categorization of what constitutes reality into a 

binary system and the aversion towards the reduction of non-human objects as 

objects-for-humans that we find within OOO resonated deeply with me. I no-

tice in retrospect that these themes have always been keeping me occupied. 

They have formed the glue that connects the different art projects that I have 

created during my time at LUCA, even before I was introduced to this particu-

lar school of ontology. These art projects, although varying in subject, have all 

been created from a place of emergency; an uncontrollable necessity to move 

beyond the binary. The necessity to move beyond the binary is not only an 

artistic urge. It is also a personal one — a dream I have for the future. By moving 

beyond the binary, I do not necessarily mean to get rid of them. Over the years 

I have come to understand the necessity of having structures in place to be able 

to make sense of the world and to communicate.  
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My suggestion is to broaden up our understanding of binaries. To move be-

yond the binary does not mean to broaden the y or x-axis where binaries are 

placed on with the intent of forming a spectrum. The y and x-axis, spectrum or 

no, are flat lines. They are superficial. They are an invitation to reductionism 

that still traps one in the binary, but one with just more space to move. Instead 

I want to follow the z-axis, an axis that was in the arts introduced in perspective 

drawing and is now prevalent in 3D-modelling, into the deep. I want to follow 

the line pointing to the third dimension, to come to the fourth dimension where 

things move and eventually to the ‘place’ where things withdraw from my com-

prehension. It is imperative that we not destroy but deepen our understanding 

of what appears fixed and rigid to be able to speak of them while still appreci-

ating their complexity. 

 I hope to dedicate space to the topics that have challenged me to rethink my 

understanding of being with a strong focus on the aesthetic. In the first chapter 

we will lay out some foundations: an introduction to speculative realism, the 

basic principles and origin of object-oriented ontology, quantum philosophy 

and how all of these contrast with Kant and Heidegger’s ideas. The reason why 

I test them against Kantian ideas rather than other contemporary ones is be-

cause I feel Kantian ontology and aesthetics still run very prevalent within the 

art education I’ve been part of. So, in a sense, this is my personal response to that. 

The second chapter will be dedicated to tension between language and aes-

thetics, with a focus on gender. We will discuss Judith Butler’s concept of gen-

der performativity and gender as a social construct and which role aesthetics 

and language have to play within the formulation of these concepts. Like Kant, 

the reason why I have chosen Butler is because her ideas are a primary source 

of reference within contemporary feminisms and queer theory. We will also be 

looking at Bohm’s rheomode and some Native American cultures as possible 

inspirations for a mode of language which allows us to speak about the perceiv-
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able while allowing things to contradict themselves. Starting from Bohm’s rhe-

omode, I will also come to formulate an alternative to Butler’s performativity: 

generativity. 

In the third chapter we will start from Donna Haraway’s mythological ‘A Cy-

borg Manifesto’ to establish a link in depth between Object-Oriented Ontology 

and Object-Oriented Programming. This is a link which has been denied by 

some but has been supported by others. From here we will discuss how com-

puter technology is increasingly making us aware of the interconnectedness of 

objects and of the aesthetic nature of causality, primarily through how images 

affect us but also each other with thanks to programming. We will discuss how 

aesthetics can destabilize the established order through contemporary charac-

ters which I will call rheomorphs, who have drawn inspiration from Jungian 

trickster archetypes as well as Haraway’s cyborgs and computer hackers. Fur-

thermore, we will ponder on the liminality of the human body and human ac-

cess through discussing animal phenomenology. 

The final chapter will be dedicated to how sound is a most immediate and 

apparent example for experiencing affection within the interconnective mesh 

through the phenomena of vibration and resonance. For this, I will discuss 

Waldenfels’ ideas on responsivity in contrast to Object-Oriented Ontology and 

Kant’s Stimmung.  
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Say my name, I will vibrate 

And I will linger in the sound for a time 

Gathering all of your tiny pieces 

And all the things I didn’t get quite right 

[...] 

Say my name, I will vibrate 

I will not contain, contain you at all. 7 

I started out writing this piece with a quote by Ian William Craig, an experi-

mental musician and visual artist whom I found myself listening to often. His 

tenor vibrates and lingers between layers of ambient melodies; a trembling scaf-

fold, so to speak. His voice is a humble presence rather than a commanding 

one, yet by no means subordinate, collaborating together with the other sounds 

to shape this harrowing piece. In his own words, sung in a different song, we 

hear something shifting and connecting; holding one another in a slight grip—a 

gentle hold, sounds enveloping one another and yet still allowing them to move 

in freedom.
8

 How firm must a handshake be to be considered one? Where do 

we set the threshold? A desire to not desire to contain.  

We find it turned into a promise, in the form of a mysterious lively weave of 

energy. A song; a structure with ethereal, leaking boundaries ending on the sug-

gestion to stop listening; a suggestion passively defied by whoever is able to hear. 

I’m reminded of John Cage’s 4’33” where the audience sits in so-called quiet-

ness, only to realize that as long as they are able to hear nothing is ever quiet. 

We hear our breathing, the blood gushing through our veins, our heartbeats, a 

snort and murmuring among the audience, cars outside the room rushing by, a 

crane hefting a heavy object. Where does a sound end and where does another 

begin? We distinguish sounds as having separate sources but within our per-

ception we hear a transforming composition that by all means feels, somehow, 
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singular. Sound is a shape-shifter, a powerful ghastly non-body. Imagine the 

density of the sound of a string quartet turning flimsy, fading into an apparent 

aural field where we witness hands clapping in applause, the creaking of seats 

as people rise up, their feet collectively treading toward the exit of the audito-

rium. John Cage was right. The world is full of compositions, both intentional 

and accidental. Somehow, the composition never really ends—even when we 

witness the fading away of their perceivable textures, colours and rhythms.   

  Where would I even begin to contain it? Sound penetrates my body, 

entering and leaving almost simultaneously. It affects me both in the moment 

and in how I remember. This shape-shifting is a dynamic of self-conformity and 

self-defiance; to be and not to be; not a question, not mutually exclusive. We 

hear and we feel sound moving, despite its constant presence—despite its ap-

parent fixture in its persistence. It moves vaguely, towards a yonder–wherever 

that might be. The place where you’d expect the honey jar’s lid to be, yet isn’t. 

‘Yonder’ is an open end of a structure going into unimaginable depths. Point 

infinite on the axis, a non-destination; like a dog chasing its tail who manages to 

catch its tail and is chased by its tail and is caught by its tail. A strange cyclical 

situation, or as Timothy Morton would put it: a Möbius Strip or Ouroboros9
. 

Simultaneously less and more. Ever changing and yet strangely fixed in its flux, 

fluctuating in its fixture. Difficult to define the “what” of its being—difficult to 

find its essence, for somehow it has already changed the moment you tried to 

find it. Like an illusion. A trompe-l’oeil. Or in the case of the sonic perception 

of sound, a trompe-l’oreille. 

I find it interesting how Craig intuits the idea of in-between states, or rather 

states of nothingness, ever evading complete capture. Looking at his oeuvre and 

especially his writings, I notice what appears like a personal philosophy of mild-

ness where he holds on to something, loose enough that what or who he’s hold-

ing can either stay within the grasp or slip away through his fingers like sand. As 

if he was merely making a suggestion to the other to stick around. And yet he 
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is not a passive presence. There is no hint of surrender. Rather, he communi-

cates his desires to the other and reaches out his hand towards them. This is 

what I’d like, what say you?  Say my name, I’ll vibrate. If you call to me, I’ll 

respond and I’ll stick around. If I call to you, how will you respond? I won’t 

smother you, I promise. His writings in the quoted song strike me as very pro-

found metaphors referring to the sonic. The words ‘contain’, ‘vibrate’ and ‘lin-

ger’ catch my interest in particular.  While they are all related, I will be address-

ing ‘contain’ first and foremost. In this first chapter we will be exploring Object-

Oriented Ontology and its foundations, its contrast to speculative realism and 

(Post-)Kantian (art) philosophy, and its implications regarding the aesthetic di-

mension. This means we will, in fact, be exploring several different ideas on 

whether ‘objects’, whether they be human or non-human, contain a deeper 

world within them and whether this deeper world lay within our accessibility or 

not. 
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When we want to discover the core of an object, we peel back the layers to 

see what lies inside — like licking a Tootsie Pop to find a ball of soft chocolate 

taffy at its centre. What happens when we listen to sound, heads in a similar 

direction. What we hear is entwined with the vibration that we can feel shaking 

our bones and skin, appearing to us as something that has a distinct realness 

that somehow is difficult to grasp. We cannot get a hold of it with our hands, 

and yet it is there, pointing us to the rich and mysterious world that lies within 

objects; causal sources of these sounds, or so we believe, but which we tend to 

unify with the sound itself. If I may paraphrase Morton once more: when we 

hear a sound that we enjoy, we want to dig into the instrument; right into the 

horn of the brass trumpet. And yet when we look into it, it evades us. The 

sound might lead us inside of the trumpet, but it’s not the trumpet. The trumpet 

withdraws.
10

  

This event of ghastly withdrawing is not something we notice solely during the 

experience of sound. No, this is an event that we might stumble upon during 

any aesthetic event. But not only that. It’s not only that the trumpet withdraws, 

it’s also that the trumpet brings something forth which makes us want to crawl 

into it to find it but yet we can’t touch it. So, what is this thing that is sound? Or 

what is an image? A scent, and so on? What is this thing that is brought forth? 

And furthermore, how is it brought forth? Where has this sensible object gen-

erated from? To be able to think further on this question, we must first come 

to reconsider our own approach towards objects. We might be able to find a 



15 
 

 

satisfying idea within OOO, which regards objects as being meaningful and be-

ing capable of causal influence in themselves. Key to this is a departure from 

an anthropocentric worldview and also the ascribing of an equal status to all 

objects and their relations regardless of their differences. This departure abol-

ishes the need of a human signifier to ascribe meaning to an object and allows 

them to become capable of affect in themselves. Furthermore, it allows objects 

to gain an ontological depth rivalling the human’s. OOO states that objects 

withdraw from relation. This means that they are never exhausted by any of 

their relations. In other words, all the different ways in which any being can 

perceive an object is ontologically valid. However, the sum of the ways in which 

we connect with an object cannot comprise the absolute truth of this object. 

When we perceive a cat, the way in which we perceive it is ontologically correct 

— but it is only one facet of its truth. And yet, if we would make the sum of all 

of these ways of relating, there would always be something that pervades them 

— something that slips between the cracks of our perception. The object turns 

into itself, withdrawing from our complete comprehension. So, we find that 

humankind no longer enjoys a special status, but instead is acknowledged as an 

element that is placed equally among others. What I find attractive about this 

view is that it doesn’t deny scientific realism for that matter. The relationship 

the human being has with an object remains a valid relationship, but it acknowl-

edges that it is only one of many ways in which they relate. The proposition of 

the object-oriented philosophers is the idea that there are ways of relating that 

lie beyond human access. 

A key point of this new ontology is that it is anti-correlationist, a term which 

draws back to speculative realism where Graham Harman found his fertile 

ground to develop the OOO theory.  While many speculative realists have var-

ying ideas, what unites them is their heavy opposition against Immanuel Kant’s 

Copernican Revolution
11

, which brings about what Harman would call “the phi-
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losophy of human access” 
12

; the privileging of human subjectivity and under-

standing over that of non-humans. This privileging is what we call correlation-

ism. The correlationist argues that we can never know the true nature of some-

thing other than what appears to us because the mind actively structures reality, 

meaning that we can only ever know reality as it appears to us.  

In other words, within Kant’s mind, how we experience an object conforms 

to the knowledge we already possess about that object. The relation between 

thinking and being, subject and object are primary and are not to be considered 

independently from one another. Elaborating on this train of thought, not only 

is the human only human insofar they relate to the world, but the world is only 

the world insofar it appears to the human.
13

  

Formulated differently: the world cannot exist without the human, and the 

human cannot exist without the world. This human-world correlate is a notion 

which comes under heavy fire among the speculative realists. Kant would ignore 

that the world predates the human. By extent he also ignores the question of 

how to describe the world prior to human access. Quentin Meillassoux, another 

speculative realist and perhaps Kant’s harshest critic, refers to this predating as 

‘ancestral’. He points towards the fact that there has been life before the human 

and thus there exist methods of access that do not belong to the human that by 

extent don’t belong in Kant’s framework.
14

  

An accusation he makes which I can support, is that Kant and ‘theory’ more 

generally speaking have split the world into the dichotomy of human-nature, 

wherein multiplicity and complexity is trademarked only by humanity as op-

posed to the material world (or alternatively named ‘Nature’) which comes to 

be reduced to a singular entity.
15

 In a correlationist train of thought, an object 

only becomes a complex something (something that is real and valid) once it is 

perceived by the human as a result of the inaccessibility of the inner world of 

the object. 
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 I find however that Kant’s position is not entirely an invitation to reduction-

ism, because he does show the awareness that an object cannot be reduced to 

its appearance. Moreover, it looks like a surrender to the finitude of human 

perception: we will never access the true nature or the point of view of the other, 

so we might as well interpret it solely from a human perspective. While for 

Meillassoux this “finitude” is the primary problem with correlationism, for Har-

man and OOO it is exactly the opposite: the suggestion that the relation we 

have to the object comprises its entire truth because we as human beings have 

no other means to access them, which is something that Meillassoux in fact 

does not seem to oppose. 

Harman’s noted a similar correlationist problem with the post-Kantian phi-

losopher Heidegger, particularly within his “Tool-Analysis”. Thinking on the 

being of tools, Heidegger uses the example of the hammer and states we can 

approach this type of equipment in two ways. The first one, which he calls the 

“ready-to-hand” (Zuhandenheit) is to actually use the tool conform to the func-

tion we have ascribed to it. In the second, we approach the tool as “present-at-

hand” (Vorhandenheit) wherein we can stare at the hammer and try to make 

sense of it through means of analysis. In this approach, he finds that the true 

being of the hammer evades us; we won’t be able to make sense of it. A tool 

only gains ontological depth through use, only deriving meaning from the func-

tion it has to the human “for-the-sake-of” (Dasein).16 17  

While Harman acknowledges that Heidegger’s criticism liberates metaphys-

ics from the dominance of Vorhandenheit, he takes issue with the idea that 

Dasein is to be the star of philosophy and that human existence is what saves 

tools from being just meaningless physical slabs of matter. Ironically, it’s this 

view of tools as worldless lumps of matter that his tool-analysis ironically 

crushes. It’s not that the object is poor in world and only gains depth through 

meaning. It’s that the object is excessively rich in world and withdraws from 

complete comprehension when analysing it.  I agree with Harman when he says 
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that “present-at-hand” is not adequate to describe not just the human, but any 

entity for that matter of fact. We do not only find ontological and phenomeno-

logical riddles within the human but also at the withdrawing core of objects. It 

is impossible that objects become dependent on human Dasein.18 

Objects are both zuhanden -and- vorhanden for other objects as well. Dasein 

threatens to swallow up individual non-human objects into a singular total that 

can only become functioning independent actors as a result of human access. 

If this were true, there would be no such thing as physical causation. The non-

human would in this case simply be put in stasis waiting to be given purpose. 

Rather than the human saviour giving a tool its meaning by means of use, we 

find objects rubbing against other objects—giving each other meaning through 

causality—and yet, these objects’ ontologies cannot be simplified to these inter-

actions.
19

  

Again, in the object-oriented view we ascribe an equal status to all objects and 

their relations regardless of their differences. This equality holds that an object 

is meaningful all in itself and has no necessity for a human signifier. This goes 

directly against the human-world correlate of Kant and the tool-for of 

Heidegger — as well as many speculative realists who hold different ideas about 

the exact problem with correlationism.  

Considering the idea of the equal relations of objects, it follows that the manner 

in which we make sense of the world might be one, but not the ultimate point 

of reference to decide what’s what and how’s what. We find a surplus in OOO, 

paraphrasing my dear friend and LUCA alumna Jarah Orije. An excess, as 

Morton would say. Kant and Heidegger put a void between the real and the 
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known. The tool is worldless. The tool is essentially nothing, until we ascribe 

meaning to it. An animal is poor in world until our interaction with them makes 

their inner world richer and worthwhile. An insight which OOO presents is the 

distinguishing between Kant and Heidegger’s nothing, and nothingness: 

Nothingness rather than absolutely nothing: and this nothingness per-

vades things like myriad cracks in the shell of a boiled egg. Because a 

thing withdraws, it disturbs us with an excess over what we can know or 

say about it, or what anything can know or say about it—this excess is 

nothingness, not absolutely nothing, but not something to which one 

can point. If we could point it out, it would be right there, and we would 

know it—but withdrawal of a thing cannot be located anywhere on its 

surface or in its depth. I break a piece of chalk to find out what it is. 
20

 

This insight was provided in ‘Realist Magic’, written by Timothy Morton; a 

book which interestingly ponders on the relationship between causality and aes-

thetics. Admittedly, I have a soft spot for Timothy Morton as he was the first 

object-oriented ontologist I got in touch with. But more so because his ideas 

linger with me on a deeper level. Of all the OOO writers, his specific rumina-

tions seem to be the most relevant for artists active within any medium. This 

has proven itself judging from how other artists have become increasingly at-

tracted to him. For one, a three-year research project had manifested itself be-

tween 2014 and 2016 by the name of ‘Dark Ecology’, named after his book, 

with the intent of rethinking human relations to objects, which would serve as 

a starting point for artists and theorists to develop new approaches and new 

works.
21

 Furthermore, he has drawn the interest of several renowned artists as 

well such as Björk and Olafur Eliasson. What is most compelling about Morton 

is his multidisciplinary approach, finding overlapping ideas between multiple 

fields of studies such as philosophy, art and physics. Secondly, while he formu-

lates criticism on insights provided by multiple fields of study, he manages not 

to write them off as obsolete in an attempt to reduce them. 
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When we look back to his quote on nothingness, he rightfully points out that 

it is not the same as absolutely nothing. Nothingness is elusive, difficult to point 

at—yet it is also pervasive. Objects of any kind become much more complex 

and multiplicitous, resisting any kind of reductionism. This is an important sec-

ond trademark of the object-oriented approach. OOO rejects the undermining 

objects. This means that it does not try to pull apart objects into tiny quarks that 

have more ontological value than what they make. It is in a sense, a direct crit-

icism on scientific naturalism which derives existence from tiny quarks that can 

be reassembled into other shapes. They also reject the overmining of objects, 

wherein the existence of an object might emerge from an ideal form. The prob-

lem with both cases is that they assign the ‘reality’ of an object either to the parts 

(“we are all stardust”) or the whole (“we all come from a divine source”). An-

other such, I find, is correlationism, which characterizes a circumambience; 

objects floating in an environment distinct from them which links these objects 

together (such as ‘Nature’, which would supposedly encompass everything but 

humans).
22 

These are compelling points of criticism that refreshingly neither deny the 

existence of quarks nor that they can be part of a whole that binds them to-

gether. It doesn’t deny relationships. Scientific naturalism has its place and a 

human being is not only the amalgamate of tiny matter. Instead we find a re-

sistance against reducing objects to the either/or dichotomy that has been so 

prevalent within philosophy since the arrival of LNC.  

When we discover the excess of nothingness within objects, it follows that we 

find them to be irreducible. Perhaps we cannot formulate what these objects 

are on an essential level, but we can formulate what they are not. All these re-

lationships are not the objects that are involved in the relationship.  

Graham Harman would say that the objects we perceive through these rela-

tions are sensual objects, only accessible through experience (perception) while 

distinguishing them from real objects which we access through the intellectual, 
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but which withdraws from relation. The sensual object is what we can perceive, 

the thing that floats in front of the object that we can point at: its shape, its 

colours, its texture, its density, its smell, its taste — its qualities, its aesthetics. 
23 

I agree that we find the manner in which objects relate are found within the 

sensual. Yet I fear that Harman’s formulation accidentally falls into the trap of 

a too rigid ontological categorization that would make a distinction between the 

virtual/fictive and the real, which causes unnecessary confusion. Perhaps there 

is a better suited adjective than ‘real’. By all means, the sensual is not fictive. In 

fact, it is the very opposite. Even though that the sensible, that is to say, aesthet-

ics has illusionary qualities, an illusion only becomes a great illusion when it 

possesses something that is very real — being weirdly inseparable from the ob-

ject. Similarly, a lie is only a convincing lie when it possesses a truth.  

For example, Marina Abramovic made a statement some years back during 

an interview wherein she claims that performance art is ‘real’ as opposed to 

theatre.
24

 Whatever she might claim on the “realness” of performance art, I 

personally consider her perhaps one of the greatest illusionists. Whether she 

cuts herself and draws the blood streaming in her own veins or convincingly 

feigns cutting herself and drawing the ooze from a fake blood packet, this mat-

ters only for the performer and not for the audience. The only reason her per-

formance art appears to be so real is because she is a master of drawing out 

increased responsivity through the removal of the fourth wall from the audience 

and by exhausting her body in real-time, giving them the option to consider 

whether to intervene or not.  

It is perfectly possible for an actor to be a great performance artist precisely 

because he is an actor — because the great actor is aware which buttons to push 

to engage an audience —regardless of whether the blood originates from the 

human body or from a different source. That her actions towards her own body 

might turn out fatal is relevant to no one but to herself of course within the 

context of the performance. What is relevant for the audience is sensual fatality; 
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the aesthetic suggestion of fatality, because that is their only means of access to 

the performer at that point. The audience will only know when the performer 

reveals the tropes they’ve used, or if a clever someone in the audience takes 

notice and reveals the ‘deceit. As a result, people can quite often get very upset 

precisely because the experience was so real. 

 

Another such example is that of the popular internet meme ‘Goose On Fire’ 

(aka ‘Fire Duck’), a photo of a goose whose head appears to be on fire. The 

spread of the photo on social media resulted in massive backlash and was even-

tually banned from the platforms because it was flagged as animal abuse and 

graphic violence. What in fact happened at the time this picture was taken, was 

that a goose ran past a campfire and the photographer made a snapshot at pre-

cisely the right time where it appeared as if it was on fire. People took this 

trompe-l’oeil for reality, which resulted in such an outrage with drastic conse-

quences. The events surrounding this meme shows us that aesthetics tend to 

cause many effects on those who witness them, creating at least two realities 

surrounding the image. It is both a photo of a goose on fire with all the ethical 

implications and it is also a photo of a goose running past a campfire. Responses 

to these realities can vary from anger to humoristic joy. 
25 

We must take a closer look at what happens if we consider that audience and 

performer, that is to say objects, relate within the sensual. This sensual relation 

is a confrontation of sensual objects and it is very weird.  

When a sledgehammer strikes a drywall and we see the cracks, it’s not that 

the sledgehammer has somehow completely merged with the drywall. The 

sledgehammer and the drywall retain a certain kind of privacy — distinctively 

remaining themselves, albeit with some adaptations. One must come to ask at 

which point the drywall stops being a drywall if the sledgehammer keeps strik-

ing it. It would actually seem that there is a resistance emanating from both 

sides. They do not seem to enter each other’s space. But they do meet each 
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other at, let’s say, a coffee shop. Maybe by accident. A smartphone-captivated 

drywall bumps against the sledgehammer, who was really enjoying a cup of 

creamy latte macchiato, spilling it all over the drywall’s favourite sweater (par-

don my strategical anthropomorphism). 

This is what Harman would call vicarious causation, but for the sake of clarity 

and consistency within this dissertation let’s appropriate Morton’s term inter-

objectivity instead. Both terms, to their own extent, hold that objects meet one 

another within a third entity where something may lead them to interact. This 

type of causation, as we said, is also buffered: both objects do not fuse into their 

“sensual neighbours”, protected by “unknown firewalls”. And lastly, they are 

also asymmetrical, which means that the initial confrontation always unfolds 

between a ‘real’ object and a sensual one. Harman concludes: 

 

“[…] from the asymmetrical and buffered inner life of an object, vi-

carious connections arise occasionally... giving birth to new objects with 

their own interior spaces.”
26 

 

 

Morton elaborates on this concept and proposes that if real objects withdraw 

irreducibly, then causality must exist somewhere in this realm of relation, just 

like the object’s sensual qualities. Causality emanates from objects. This runs 

congruent with Einstein’s relativity theory: objects do not float in spacetime. 

Spacetime emerges from objects. So, when they interact, they do so (up to a 

point) in non-local and non-temporal sensual ether and disappear — yet not 

into the Kantian void. Interacting objects do not suddenly cease to exist. Every 

time an object interacts, we witness the birth of a new object and they are neither 

object A nor object B nor object C and so on. If we think back to the sound of 

the trumpet, we might find an answer here. The trumpet is not an isolated ob-

ject. For there to emerge sound from the trumpet, it needs other objects to be 
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able to create the sound. The sound of the trumpet is then generated through 

the collaboration multiple objects. The brass, the air particles, the walls absorb-

ing the sound, and whatnot. Outside of sound, we find new objects like these 

in traces and lingering memories; like cat scratches on your favourite sofa where 

the loose fibres stick out of the tears. We find them in mould growing between 

bathroom tiles. We see it when a tea pot shatters into shards on the floor. The 

anthropomorphic drywall’s favourite sweater retains its independence, but 

thanks to the interobjective event, there is now also at least one new object: the 

creamy-latte-macchiato-stained-sweater. We witness this birth of this object 

through the interaction of not one, but many objects. It’s not even subtle.  

In Morton’s likely most outrageous statement up to date, he proposes that 

the aesthetic dimension is in fact the causal dimension. The causal dimension 

would be the aesthetic dimension, because we experience causality only in our 

perception. And this is of course perception in the broad sense — we experience 

it in our sight, in our hearing, our sense of smell, our sense of taste, our sense 

of touch and our mind. We return to an understanding of aesthetics in the 

classical sense as not only the critique of beauty — a proposition of Baumgarten 

which has been contested heavily in its time by many philosophers such as Kant 

(although he conformed to this new definition later) and Gadamer — but as the 

study of that which is perceivable by the senses and mind.  

This is also an approach to aesthetics that is in line with a phenomenological 

tradition, where we are not concerned with the critique of taste as much as we 

are concerned with how we experience the world through perception and art.
27

 

And through this notion we can understand causality and aesthetics to overlap. 

Of course, this is a new kind of understanding of causality that requires us to 

not think of causation as a sequence of things interacting through clunking into 

each other. Rather, instead of thinking of separate objects which clunk we will 

come to understand it as objects always being partially merged and constantly 
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influencing one another. I will, of course, elaborate on this further down the 

line.  

Causal events, that is to say, aesthetic events are not limited to interactions 

between humans and the other. We find these aesthetic events in “saws biting 

into a fresh piece of plywood” and any of the above examples. If it is so that the 

aesthetic dimension and the causal dimension are one and the same, then art 

and causality become almost synonymous. Another proposal is then that to 

study art is to study causality—and that is, as he states, why art is so important. 

It’s quite a strong claim to make and whether the idea that the causal dimension 

and aesthetic dimension are perfectly one and the same is debatable — but as 

he mentions himself, he is far from the first to intuit this. 
28 

We find this idea, though not in these exact words, present in classical phi-

losophy. Plato approached the aesthetic dimension with caution, pointing to-

wards the dangers of representation and viewed it as a possible source of evil. 

For him, aesthetics and especially those found within representational arts were 

not just mirages with no influence. No, Plato was so wary about the arts because 

they are mirages with causal influence — with uncannily real effects, tricking 

people through sorceries and driving them into ignorance, leading them away 

of what is for Plato supposedly true and beautiful. In the allegory of the cave, 

this is exactly what happens. The shadows which are cast on the walls influence 

the prisoners’ perception of reality, whereas the escaped prisoner’s perception 

adjusts upon leaving the cave when he sees the sun. In this interpretation, cau-

sality is not merely perceivably physical in the sense that we could see one object 

hitting another. Causality happens outside of what we can perceive as well. 

When something influences something else without visibly touching it, Plato 

might be inclined to call it either sorcery or “the laws of physics”. Evil is another 

term he might use. And yet, despite his moralism, his ideas on the non-local 

and non-temporal influence of art provides us with very profound ontological 

insights, especially with regards to the aesthetic dimension. 
29 
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Interestingly, Morton notes that outside of Western philosophy we find this 

as well within Islamic and Buddhist tradition and refers to respectively the oc-

cassionalist Al-Ghazali and Mahayana philosopher Nagarjuna. Al-Ghazali 

holds that only God can make things happen, raising the example that fire does 

not burn cotton but that it is an intervention of God to catch it alight. However, 

we don’t need God for this because the vicarious way in which withdrawn things 

affect one another lies in the aesthetic dimension. Similarly, Nagarjuna argues 

that flame and fuel never really touch. If they did, they would be one and the 

same (meaning they would fuse completely). And yet, if they did not fuse at 

least partially then no burning would occur at all. Causal explanations become 

circular instead of linear. Nagarjuna thinks on emptiness and remarks insight-

fully that things arise from neither involved objects, which he calls nihilism. 

Emptiness then is not an absence, but the non-conceptuality of reality because 

the real is real.  The burning of the flame is then the magical display of vicarious 

causation.
30 

We encounter similar findings within quantum physics, a fundamental theory 

within physics which primarily differs from Isaac Newton’s atomistic physics 

(that is to say that objects consist out of fixed building blocks) in the sense that 

they have found that objects behave both as particles and as waves thanks to the 

renowned ‘double slit experiment’. In this experiment, light passes through two 

parallel splits carved into a plate, which can be observed on a screen positioned 

behind it. They found that the light passing through these slits creates an inter-

ference pattern on the screen — which would not be possible if light consisted 

out of particles, since in that case particles would only pass through one slit at 

a time and create two parallel bands on the screen.  An interference pattern can 

only be created if light behaves as waves. And yet they found that the light ap-

pears on the screen at multiple distinct points, which could only be possible if 

light did consist out of particles.
31 



27 
 

 

Even more baffling: when they placed a detector near one slit to observe 

through which one the particles would fly through, there was no interference 

pattern to be found on the screen—instead the parallel bands appearing! This 

is what they call the ‘observer effect’: an interference pattern can only be created 

if there is no observer near the opening. 
32 

This means that the passive act of observing has somehow affected the out-

come, which is very mysterious. Especially if one approaches this from atom-

ism, since the experiment has shown that particles can be in part described as 

waves and vice versa.  It is namely so that in atomism ‘the building blocks’ of 

matter are considered to be separate from each other and that they maintain 

rigid boundaries.  The newfound principle of wave-particle duality, however, 

suggest something else. David Bohm, one of the most prominent quantum the-

orists of the 20
th

 century, notes that while atomism has provided incredible in-

sights, we can find two related problems thanks to contemporary insights. First 

of all, he believes that theory in general has a tendency to become regarded as 

an absolute truth rather than an insight open to change.  

This was very much the case when the notion that atoms are the building 

blocks of reality became the generally accepted idea. Secondly, due to the find-

ings of the experiment, the atomistic approach leads to confusion and is only 

limited in applicability whereas now, even atoms are found to have wave-like 

qualities in certain circumstances.  Bohm then describes the atom as a “poorly 

defined cloud” that is dependent on the whole environment (including the ob-

server) for its particular form. From here on there is no division anymore be-

tween observer and observed, subject and object. Instead, they become merging 

aspects within a whole reality that seems to be indivisible and unanalysable. 
33 

When we move from atomistic insights to relativistic or quantum insights, we 

no longer regard the world as being made up by basic building blocks, but ra-

ther as being made by flux, where we find an interplay or interobjective rela-

tionship between different aspects; events, processes, causality.
3435

 Bohm leaves 
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behind the Newtonian and also the (Post-)Kantian notion of objects as ultimate 

separate entities which would provide us with a fragmented view of reality. In-

stead, quantum theory allows us to consider it as an unbroken totality. And yet 

here we are, dividing reality up into a grid which brings about all sorts of con-

fusion and problems such as the division of race, gender, economic class, an-

thropocentrism or even within the personal.
3637

 This is not to say that we should 

completely cast away the grid completely, however. I am happy to read that 

Bohm also maintains a sensible and pragmatic approach, acknowledging the 

usefulness or even the necessity of order—providing a means to compart prob-

lems into sizes that are manageable and to realize is not identical to other ob-

jects (which still does not imply that man is more valuable or vice versa).  So, 

grids are a useful thinking-tool, but only within the domains of practicality and 

functionality (as Bohm exemplifies, like dividing up a plot of land into different 

fields to grow crops).
38

 It is not so useful, however, in the broad where we come 

to regard the world itself as essentially fragmented as a result. Fragmented 

thought subdivides the world to correspond with this thought; an unfair projec-

tion of man unto the other. Again, an object withdraws from relation. Bohm’s 

brand of quantum theory could at least in a sense be seen as object-oriented.
3940 

A suggestion he makes which I find interesting is to harmonize the mind, 

having a grasp not only of the logical but also the intuitive and the poetic. This 

harmonization of ratio and intuition brings us a fertile source for developing 

new theories and Bohm seems to strongly believe this could help stabilize our 

society, on the condition we come to think of ideas as fluid and changing—even 

the ones that he is now presenting.
41

 With respect to unbroken totality, he also 

makes an interesting observation about artists and aesthetics:  

It is interesting to note that artists do not, as a rule, find these ques-

tions nearly so difficult. Thus, they generally seem to have a strong 

drive for doing their work, without regarding it as a source of ultimate 
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truths. Moreover, many artists seem to understand the primary role of 

movement quite naturally and spontaneously. Thus, Leonardo da 

Vinci said (in a way that can be paraphrased a bit): 

1. Movement gives shape to all forms. 

2. Structure gives order to movement. 

Evidently, this is close in meaning to what has been said here. Thus, 

the movement of the fluid is what gives shape to the form of a vortex. 

What gives order to this movement is a totality of structure, beginning 

with that of the surroundings in which the fluid moves, and going on to 

an intrinsic structure (atoms, elementary particles, and so forth) which 

determines the overall order of the movement; that is, how different 

movements in different places and times are related. 

We may now add a more modern insight (which Leonardo probably 

understood implicitly): 

3. A deeper and more extensive inner movement creates, maintains, 

and ultimately dissolves structure 

For example, the inner movements of electrons, protons, and neutrons 

will, under certain conditions, create and maintain the structure of a 

fluid, while under different conditions they will dissolve this structure.
42

 

Within Bohm’s mind, movement gives shape to form; causality or aesthetics 

that float in front of objects, where they become entangled and withdraw into 

themselves. Structure (the grid) is what makes form manageable. At quantum 

level even just to look at something is to alter it in some way; changing its mo-

mentum or position. Aesthetics, perception, causality, movement, change and 

flux are all almost synonymous. Also, within Karen Barad’s work, a contempo-

rary quantum physicist and philosopher, we find similar conceptions about cau-
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sality, though she rather follows (but also criticizes to an extent) the widely ac-

cepted Bohrian model as opposed to Bohm’s. In her account of agential real-

ism (which is very similar to OOO), she states that in contrary to popular belief, 

there is no clear distinction between cause and effect. Indeed, in her account 

(much like OOO) separate entities do not pre-exist their relations
43

:  

On an agential realist account, causal relations cannot be thought of 

as specific relations between isolated objects; rather causal relations 

necessarily entail a specification of the material apparatus that enacts 

an agential cut between determinately bounded and propertied entities 

within a phenomenon. The larger apparatus (e.g., the specific configu-

ration of barriers, slits, particle sources, and screens) is causally signifi-

cant. It is not that a pre-existing entity receives a mark from a separately 

determinate entity but rather that the marking or specific materializing 

"effect" identifies the agencies of observation as agentially separable 

from its "cause" (the "object") within the phenomenon. 
44

 

Barad introduces us to the term intra-action, which replaces the word ‘inter-

action’. The latter holds that separate entities precede their agencies, meaning 

that action is something that they can exercise. The former, however, implies 

that the way in which entities intra-act is a dynamic of constantly influencing one 

another. It follows that entities are not ultimately separate, but part of a process 

that does have influence in reaching a particular outcome. (For example, a re-

search apparatus or a researcher would not be separate from what is being re-

searched).
45

 (From here on, we will too replace ‘interact’ with ‘intra-act’ when 

the situation demands it).  

Bohm’s conceptions, but more so Barad’s align with Harman’s concept of 

vicarious causation and Morton’s interobjectivity46, where objects find a partial 

merging in a shared space. Also, up to a point with Nietzsche’s primordial unity. 

Interobjectivity, as defined earlier, describes how objects entangle on an aes-

thetic/causal level and are constantly influencing each other — giving birth to 
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new objects in its wake. It is an image which Morton has also borrowed from 

quantum theory, where it is stated that there is no true boundary separating one 

object from another. In this respect, there appears to be no real difference be-

tween Morton’s interobjectivity and Barad’s intra-action: different words for the 

same phenomenon. Primordial unity
47

 does something similar, but solely with 

regards to the sense of unity a human may feel when experiencing dance and 

music. For practicality’s sake, I will be referring to all of these concepts at once 

through the use of ‘interobjectivity’ as a noun and ‘to intra-act’ as a verb, as they 

are overlapping terms. 

Both Bohm’s as well as Morton’s insights have implications for artistic re-

search. As Bohm noted, a lot of artists understand these concepts on an intui-

tive level. This is a big part of our craft. If we understand the causal dimension 

to be the aesthetic dimension, then causality is our field of study, as is intrinsic 

order and movement. Knowingly or not, Bohm presents us once again the ideal 

of the homo universalis. Perhaps we can update this ideal as to not be thought 

of as an absolute or that we have to embody this within one person. 

Following the idea that the aesthetic dimension and causal dimension overlap 

and that new objects come into existence through the intra-action of objects, we 

may reflect deeper on the limitations and troubles of ascribing meaning to ob-

jects that are under constant pressure of change in the coming chapter. 

As a final note, for the sake of clarity and easy reference, I will sum up the 

basic principles of OOO which we’ve covered: 

1) OOO is anti-anthropocentric: humans enjoy no special status over other 

objects.  

2) OOO is anti-correlationist; it rejects the idea that the truth of an object 

lies solely in how it appears to us.  
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3) OOO in contrast to Meillassoux’ speculative realism, preserves the idea 

of the finitude of objects: this means that objects retain some kind of pri-

vacy. The relation we have to the object does not comprise the truth of 

the whole object. 

4) OOO rejects essentialism since objects withdraw: An object is rich in 

world — so rich that it provides us with an excess of what we can say and 

know about it. In this sense, an object withdraws from absolute compre-

hension/relation. This also means that an object cannot be reduced to its 

appearance; its appearance is not its essence. 

5) The rejection of reductionism: OOO rejects the undermining of objects 

(such as with scientific naturalism/atomism) where objects are reduced to 

parts that make up a whole. It also rejects overmining, where objects em-

anate from something bigger than itself; an ideal.   

6) As a Mortonian and Baradian addition, we’ve covered interobjectivity/in-

tra-action: objects entangle on an aesthetic and causal level, influencing 

each other in a shared space and leaving causal traces — giving birth to 

new objects through their intra-action. We can find these new objects 

within anything that is perceivable, a most notable example being sound 

which is generated through the intra-action of different objects such as 

vocal cords, air particles, walls, water, grass, etc.  
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In the previous chapter we have lined out an object-oriented framework which re-

jects correlationism, anthropocentrism and essentialism. Within this framework we 

have garnered the insight that objects withdraw from relation and that the causal 

dimension could be the aesthetic dimension. These insights acknowledge that ob-

jects merge on a causal level at minimum through what we call interobjectivity. If we 

reject correlationism, a fragmented thought pattern is no longer adequate to describe 

reality. It opens up room to question whether one’s own frame of reference is ade-

quate enough to make a judgment about the truth of the other’s being. As human 

beings, we have a tendency to ascribe meaning to others based on what we have 

come to learn about the world either through education or experience. And while 

this tendency to define is highly practical, it is also often a source of trouble for mat-

ters which can’t be caught into narrow linguistic categories — such as all things which 

are subject to change.  

This is exactly the problem OOO noted with overmining. A platonic idea of ob-

jects doesn’t hold the object in flux into account — stating that there are fixed and 

real ultimate objects floating in some otherworld which are the “true” objects.  What 

we witness in our physical world are mere representations thereof. We see a similar 

thing with language, where the word ‘chair’ is an ideal form of a set of parameters 

and functions through which we may recognize representations of ‘chairness’ within 

the perceivable realm.
48

 However, this type of overmining fails to acknowledge eve-

rything that makes a chair not a chair — or when a chair changes to something that 

is not a chair. It fails to acknowledge that a chair has not always been a chair or will 
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not remain a chair, either formally or through changing its function (eg. using in 

other ways than sitting). 

Now, I am particularly interested at this issue with language. Especially on a socio-

political level, because it is not only the case that language provides too narrow defi-

nitions for non-human objects. It does so with humans as well. It constructs catego-

ries in which we place objects based on aesthetic trademarks and idealistic associa-

tion. The most prominent and problematic categorizations are those of class, race 

and gender. It’s gender which I wish to focus on during this chapter, because gender- 

and queer theory have a lot of interesting ideas on the relationship between language 

and aesthetics (though not in so many words).  

Before I was familiar with the ideas of OOO and David Bohm, my artistic practice 

during my time at LUCA School of Arts was already entirely devoted to blurred 

lines, in-between states and flux. I found myself criticizing essentialism quite literally 

within topics such as intersectional feminism and especially queer theory. Nowadays, 

the term queer is still subject to some contest, since it was originally a slur used 

against gays, lesbians and transgender people — but is nowadays generally accepted 

as an umbrella term to describe people of any non-conforming sexual preference or 

gender identity.  

As a queer man I found the cultural expectations of what a man is supposed to be 

often quite stifling and uncomfortable for myself in particular. This made my com-

ing-out challenging, because being gay didn’t seem to conform to the ideal image of 

manhood. Or rather, the image of “how things are supposed to be”, whatever that 

might mean. As I grew up to be a teen I couldn’t get rid of this image — of a personal 

reality that conflicted with an ideal that was stuck in my head. Sadly, neither could 

my environment.  Without going into detail, I decided as a result that the best thing 

to do was to blend in as much as I could. I adapted my looks and behaviours to 

whatever was fashionable at that time and abandoned loyal friends in favour of not 

being outcasted.  
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Though I found that the burden of compromise weighed heavy on me — a burden 

which is carried (or has been) by LGBTQ+ all across the globe to varying extents. 

As the Irish drag queen Panti pointed out in her TED talk, queer love is tainted by 

social stigma and politics where even the holding of hands between same-sex part-

ners is a political act.   

When we speak of gender and sexuality, aesthetics and language have important 

roles to play. It is the very reason why LGBTQ+ activists and other minorities stress 

the importance of representation within the arts and media in a non-normative man-

ner. As long as the binary view persists that a woman wears floral dresses, likes pink 

and is supposed to be pretty — that she is weak and submissive while having an ex-

tensive knowledge of maintaining a household all while essentially being an evil suc-

cubus that gets people thrown out of paradise (which ironically contradicts the for-

mer) while men are supposed to be the exact opposite of that — then women and 

queer people of all genders will continue to face discrimination and bigotry. And 

furthermore, men will continue being forced into following the ideal of the alpha 

male and be punished by means of excessive mockery or worse when failing to per-

form.  A huge problem is this notion of “passing” for an assigned gender role, also 

for transgendered people, but also for gays and lesbians. Even if homosexuality is 

more accepted in Western societies, there is a tremendous amount of bigotry to-

wards gays and lesbians who do not act according to their traditional gender roles 

and become stigmatized even by the gay community as a result.  

I find that Bohm’s ideas and those of OOO offer insights that can provide an 

interesting premise for expanding current queer theories — especially since the de-

bate on gender is hot again nowadays (most of all on social media). But also, they 

can point out that aesthetics have a bigger role to play than ever within discussions 

regarding gender identities and expressions that rebel against the binary.  The non-

binary gender (otherwise known as genderqueer) means that one does not identify 

(exclusively) as a man or a woman and is popularly considered a subgroup of 

transgenderism. Non-binary is interesting because it defies traditional binary notions 
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of gender where one expects aesthetics to conform to the ideal objects of man- and 

womanhood. In a way, it feels like a rebellion against language’s associative function. 

Non-binary is, with its complex aesthetic nature, difficult to grasp within a system 

such as language whose primary function is to define. In this sense I deem it worth 

exploring what gender and queer theory has to say about the relationship between 

language and aesthetics, and whether it is possible to find a kind of language that cuts 

itself loose from separatism, correlationism and essentialism. There are of course 

some questions that arise. What does it mean to be a particular gender? How does 

one become a gender? Does a gender truly arise from an ideal form of man and 

womanhood, or does it arise from a process of socio-political and cultural associa-

tion and negotiation? And if we find an answer to these questions, then what can this 

say about the relationship between language and an object’s aesthetics generally 

speaking?  

I must stress here to avoid confusion that gender and sex do not hold the same 

meaning within this discourse. When we speak of sex in this type of discourse, we 

mean one’s biological make-up. Gender contrastingly can refer to one’s own expe-

rience (gender identity) or the manner in how their behaviour or looks are recog-

nized by both themselves and others (gender performativity). Now, the reason why 

I want to bring up the topic of gender here is not only personal. It seems particularly 

relevant to criticise acts of correlationism and overmining on a socio-political level. 

But the debate about gender also reveals the discord between language and aesthet-

ics, and questions what it actually means to be a particular gender. What does it 

mean to be a woman? When does one become a woman?  With interobjectivity in 

mind, it may be interesting to consider how a gender comes into being. Looking 

more broadly, I am interested in looking what this relationship between gender and 

language can tell us about the relationship between language and aesthetics more 

broadly speaking — how objects express themselves and how we construct meaning. 
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When the topic of gender is discussed, whether it be in academia or outside, a 

name that you will hear frequently is Judith Butler. Butler is a feminist philosopher 

and queer theorist, who is often considered making use of poststructuralist method-

ology (among other users we may also count Derrida, Foucault and Deleuze). Post-

structuralism is a response to, you guessed it, structuralism. Structuralism under-

stands phenomena through metaphors of language, taking it for a structure where 

signs are arbitrary. If we have a sign, which consists out of a signifier and the signified.  

The sign (the signified) has no intrinsic meaning. We use words to give the sign 

meaning (the signifier) and those words are given meaning by means of other words. 

Language can thus be seen as a self-referential totality of structures.  

Within Butler’s idea, the poststructuralist in contrast focuses not on the totality of 

structures, but on the difference between signifier and signified. This means that 

their actual focus is the gap between the meaning we give to the sign and the actual 

sign, which as we said has no intrinsic meaning.
49

 So Butler says, based primarily on 

the ideas of Derrida, that the poststructuralist rejects ‘claims of totality and univer-

sality’, but also that they reject ‘the presumption of binary structural oppositions that 

try to quell the insistent ambiguity and openness of linguistic and cultural significa-

tion’.
50

  

Translated to understandable Butler-less language: poststructuralists believe that 

language shapes how we see reality. The words we give to things, shape our under-

standing of it. In rejecting ‘claims of totality and universality’, Butler rejects that a 

particular word encompasses the total reality of the signified. This also means that 

words which imply binary oppositions, such as ‘good’ and ‘bad’, can or should never 

reduce the signified to these words. This is what she means with the difference be-

tween signifier and signified: a word gives a definition, but the object it is meant to 
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signify is more than this word. This is the methodology through which Butler devel-

ops her ideas on gender as social construct and gender performativity.  Butler’s post-

structuralism so far, at least on the linguistic and cultural front, appears well in line 

with an OOO approach.  

In a chapter on ‘Subversive Bodily Acts’ as seen in her book ‘Gender Trouble’, 

she starts with sharing a quote by Simone De Beauvoire: “One is not born a woman, 

but rather becomes one”.
51

  

 

How does one become a woman if one wasn’t a woman all along? And who is the 

‘one’ who does the becoming?”, Butler ponders, wondering how one becomes a 

gender and what that defining moment of gender construction might be. She differ-

entiates between sex and gender. To this end she points towards De Beauvoire’s 

remark that which we understand as ‘woman’ is a variable set of cultural meanings 

while at the same time she acknowledges that the woman is always sexed. This is the 

point where Butler starts to regard gender as not the same as biological sex.  

Gender is culturally (or socially) constructed. And since it is a construct, this im-

plies that a sexed body does not have to restrict itself to only the genders of male 

and female.
52

 Taking in account poststructuralism’s opposition against structural bi-

naries, we can see how she’s come about this remarkable insight. Furthermore, she 

remarks something radical which overlaps with Morton and Bohm’s ideas: 

Consider the further consequence that if gender is something that one be-

comes—but can never be—then gender is itself a kind of becoming or activity, 

and that gender ought not to be conceived as a noun or a substantial thing 

or a static cultural marker, but rather as an incessant and repeated action of 

some sort. If gender is not tied to sex, either causally or expressively, then 

gender is a kind of action that can potentially proliferate beyond the binary 

limits imposed by the apparent binary of sex. Indeed, gender would be a 

kind of cultural/corporeal action that requires a new vocabulary that insti-

tutes and proliferates present participles of various kinds, resignifiable and 

expansive categories that resist both the binary and substantializing gram-
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matical restrictions on gender. But how would such a project become cul-

turally conceivable and avoid the fate of an impossible and vain utopian pro-

ject?
53

 

Reading further into Gender Trouble, Butler does not seem to have found the 

answer to this question. What she did do, however, was propose a new way of look-

ing at gender.  She finds herself looking for an essence, or soul, within the body. But 

she notes that the body is enclosed. Approaching this from her post-structural meth-

odology, we know that she is highly focused on the gap between signifier and signi-

fied. Because the body is enclosed, the essence appears to be absent. The body lacks 

soul. And yet, the soul’s absence is exactly its primary mode of signification. The 

body becomes a signifying lack which has the effect of pointing to a structuring inner 

space.  

Ambiguously the body, which is the lack, signifies a soul which cannot show.  What 

this means to Butler is that the soul in this sense is ‘a surface signification that contests 

and displaces the inner/outer distinction itself, a figure of interior psychic space in-

scribed on the body as a social signification that perpetually renounces itself as 

such’.
54

  

In other words: what we see on the surface of the body makes us ascribe meaning 

in the form of a structured inner space which we call essence. Here she notes that 

within Western society at the very least, heteronormativity is what regulates the na-

ture of that ascribed meaning; insisting on an aesthetic coherence to correlate to that 

set meaning. Though we find disruptions of that coherence within people of any 

sexuality despite regulations, showing that sexuality does not always follow gender. 

So, she then argues that gender is not expressed or performed. This means that 

contrary to heteronormative beliefs, the way we look or the way we act is not in any 

sense crucial to gender. Instead she proposes that gender is performative, which is 

different in the sense that how you act, walk, behave or wear produces effects that 
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others (including the self) ascribes meaning to. In other words, one might be recog-

nized as a certain gender with all the meanings, roles and ethics that come with it. 

But that does not mean that this is in any sense constitutes reality.
55 

Now, here is where it gets tricky. Coming back to “non-binary” gender: people 

identifying as such really like the baseline of not being reduced by imposing meaning 

on aesthetics, which is fair enough.  I agree with Butler that there is a desire in society 

for coherence and that to achieve this coherence, meaning of aesthetics is often reg-

ulated through a heteronormative bias. But there are a few problems that rise. The 

first is the convolution of which types of insights these are. I argue that Butler’s state-

ment that gender is performative is an ontological insight and not a political one. 

Contrasting, gender as a social construct is primarily a political/social insight.   

A second that rises for me is one of linguistics and aesthetics. If gender is essentially 

absent, then how does one speak of it in our day-to-day language? The non-binary 

group, for example, is trademarked by a certain multiplicity in the sense that this 

identity can be claimed by pretty much anyone, since their aesthetics do not conform 

to the complexity of their being. This is of course not to question their identity, but 

to say that non-binary people come in all sorts of shapes. Within Butler’s performa-

tivity, the way they behave or what they wear can be any combination of what can be 

recognized culturally male and female. And it is true that because of this matter, 

gender in this sense resists grammatical (structuralizing) restrictions. But then how 

do we approach pronouns within a society where for many aesthetics still are tied to 

language while for others they aren’t or shouldn’t be? 

In the last few decades the English language was introduced to a gender-neutral 

pronoun: the singular “they”, which has often been used for non-binary identifying 

people. One runs into more trouble with the Dutch language where there is no sin-

gular gender-neutral pronoun, though I notice nowadays the word “die” has been 

introduced as a pronoun to use instead of the male “hem” and the female “haar”.  

At the University of Toronto in Canada, there was a big controversy over Jordan 

Peterson, a professor in psychology, who refused to address certain students with 
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gender-neutral pronouns. The dispute was hopefully not personal, but political. An 

addition that was made to a non-discrimination law (Bill C16), wherein it would be-

come a prosecutable offense to address someone with the wrong pronouns — which 

included the gender-neutral ones (although only if there was already another offense 

being investigated). Quickly we find people dividing into two groups. On one hand 

we find those primarily consisting out of non-binary activists, trans activists and sym-

pathizers standing against Jordan Peterson. On the other we find those who stand 

with Peterson, which also included some transgender and genderqueer people.  

While I personally disavow of Peterson’s decision on many (but not all) points, I 

do want to address something I have come to realize as a result of this dispute about 

interpretations of philosophy, language and aesthetics. It is notable that this particu-

lar brand of non-binary activism (which I need to stress does not reflect on the 

broader non-binary demography) is a kind we can also find on social media websites 

like Tumblr, which is characterized by countless videos of people explaining “the 

gender binary”, parroting a very specific and inaccurate interpretation of Judith But-

ler’s ideas.  

Sadly, this interpretation holds that gender is constructed in the sense that gender 

is not real. Their argument is that gender is a performance, which would mean ex-

actly the opposite of what Butler said. If gender is a performance, it would mean that 

how one expresses themselves constructs the gender, implying that it is important 

but also that it is a choice. And this has resulted in these activists calling for the 

abolition of gender altogether, using similar arguments as trans-exclusive radical fem-

inists (TERFs) use to discredit the transgendered. It would also discredit the non-

binary people who feel as if they’re always in-between or outside of the gender cate-

gories.  To say that gender is entirely constructed would be to say that gender is 

universally fluid, a claim which Judith Butler has in fact denied. Gender performa-

tivity says something about one’s internal identification, as does it say something 

about how a person is identified by an external — both as a result of aesthetics and 

associations with gender norms and stereotypes.  
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In this sense we could say that gender is a societal construct if a person takes an 

essentialist and correlationist approach to the other, starting from one’s own frame 

of reference to decide another’s or even one’s own gender identity. This frame of 

reference starts from established ideas of what gender entails, which might align with 

how one identifies themselves to, to then assume this is ultimately true. And ironi-

cally, to deny that gender exists is a form of correlationism as well.  It is to deny the 

reality that a vast majority of cisgendered people experience, as well as denying the 

reality of the part of the transgender community who identify with the full scope of 

man- and womanhood. Sadly, it also denies the realities of hetero-, homo- and bi-

sexuality who don’t have a choice in the matter of what sex or gender they are at-

tracted to. Again, this is not to downplay the non-binary gender identity itself. It is a 

criticism directed at those who would deny gender.  

Butler herself has stated that it was merely her intention to broaden the notion of 

gender; not to impose a dogma. If gender as a social construct was interpreted in this 

misguided way, it would imply that practices such as conversion therapy would have 

merit. This is why I argue that gender performativity is an ontological insight, but 

one that was wrongfully brought into the political. And gender as a construct is a 

political insight, but not an ontological — or at least not in Butler’s wording. At no 

point has she stated that gender absolutely does not exist. On a socio-political level, 

gender exists and is a part of the reality that we know from a human point of view. 

But it is a part of a greater reality where gender also does not exist.  And in defence 

of Butler: she uses poststructuralist methodology, which at core value rejects univer-

sality and binary oppositions. It would make little sense that she would do so herself, 

especially because of this particular line in her book: 

If the inner truth of gender is a fabrication and if a true gender is a fantasy 

instituted and inscribed on the surface of bodies, then it seems that genders 

can be neither true nor false but are only produced as the truth effects of a 

discourse of primary and stable identity.
56
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Now let’s track back to an object-oriented view. From a poststructuralist view, an 

object’s reality cannot be reduced to a word. From the object-oriented view, we know 

that a person (an object) cannot be reduced to the sum of their relations. These 

relations are how one (and this includes the self) recognizes the person’s performa-

tivity. In other words, one relates to a person and recognizes them as a gender based 

on the other’s aesthetics and association to a word. But thanks to OOO, we know 

that objects cannot be reduced to their relations. Ontologically speaking, this does 

not mean that one relationship is necessarily invalid. It broadens up the notion va-

lidity, but we need to look at which level it is valid. It follows that gender as construct 

still has merit, but only on a socio-political human level. So, this means that we must 

take some steps back to see the bigger, ontological picture.  The following is a bit of 

a difficult exercise, but please bear with me.  

Let’s say that in the binary sense, person A recognizes person B as a man. Person 

B, however, recognizes herself as a woman — despite performativity producing ef-

fects to which person A, from their frame of reference, recognizes them as a man. 

Person A has been convinced by aesthetics that she is a man and this now constitutes 

their reality. Person B (and to reiterate, we are speaking gender and not sex) is also 

convinced by her own aesthetics that she is a woman and this is her reality. Both 

realities are valid from their personal perspective, ontologically speaking. Socio-po-

litically and ethically, however, they inevitably come into critical conflict. We can 

think back to when we spoke of Goose on Fire, being met with varied emotional 

responses ranging from anger to laughter. However, the essentialism here is applied 

to a human being, which for a human being is a source of pain. And since it is a 

source of pain, we inevitably fall into considering ethos.  

As with all conflict, this is where we generally bring up our negotiation skills (or, if 

you really want to, our policing skills). One can have a conversation and hope that 

someone changes their perspective willingly as a result of a consensus. Or one tries 

to change the other’s perspective forcibly.  So socio-politically, gender is in constant 
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development through processes of negotiation and policing. And this is where on-

tology, particularly an object-oriented one or Butler’s performativity, seemingly falls 

short for humans because it does not seem to really concern itself with politics and 

ethos. At least not an ethos that only considers a particular group of humans or only 

humans. I think it would be a bad idea that it would, because if one wants to remain 

as unbiased as possible one must consider the totality of relationships and not solely 

the personal one or the human one.  

That does not mean there cannot be an ethos practice. As a human being, I do 

have my own ideas which are definitely inspired by me being human and by OOO. 

A human bias is seemingly impossible and furthermore, one has to remain grounded 

and acknowledge that there are groups of people whose issues OOO threatens to 

trivialize if the separation between ontology and ethics is too strict. But if there is any 

ethos practice within OOO, then for me it is the ethos of considering all factors that 

make up reality. And yes, that includes the various human ones; in this context most 

importantly, the issues trans and non-binary people face. By default, I would say, 

since OOO is anti-correlationist and anti-reductionist, it follows that it’s also against 

sexism, transphobia and homophobia. But it acknowledges the fact that people have 

their own realities, which may or may not change much. Thus, from an OOO ap-

proach, I think we must consider this factor when deciding how we act further.  

Looking back at what occurred in Canada, the two groups seemingly have not 

done so.  In an ironic twist this has created a, let’s call it a hyperdichotomy, which is 

“Non-Binary - Binary”.  Which brings us to discussing the second issue: the discord 

between language and aesthetics.  
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Our day-to-day and scientific language, if we approach these as modes that exter-

nalize with sense-making as their primary function, categorizes by definition. It is 

highly practical, with the intention to communicate as clearly and as concisely as 

possible. Practical as it is, however, one runs into trouble when structure is accepted 

as an absolute ontological truth outside of this practicality. This is what we saw in the 

first chapter with David Bohm’s criticism on atomism and the fragmentation on re-

ality. What we see with non-binary activism, whether they believe gender is fictive or 

not, is the pushing for gender-neutral pronouns, which is the topic of conflict in 

Canada (as well as other places and social media). This is inspired by the idea that 

at the very least that gender is not a binary and that language has to change accord-

ingly — either absolutely, or by introducing an alternative for those who identify out-

side of said binary. 

But there is something which seems odd in trying to find a solution exactly in these 

modes of language that serve to provide a structure. The ways in which genderqueer 

people can be recognized is extremely diverse. Within a binary system, not so, since 

there are a set of standards in which people can be recognized as either male or 

female — which includes a combination of first and secondary sex characteristics as 

well as clothing and behaviour. So, a combination of these characteristics is mathe-

matically added to then correlate to a set of words associated with its outcome.  

This poses a problem for the genderqueer. There is nothing visually to discern 

them from the other genders. With gendered words always pointing to something 

that is sensible, then isn’t it an oxymoron to find a solution in structuring language? 

I argue that one cannot escape any kind of categorization within these modes of 

language. The “they/them” pronouns in the singular were originally introduced by 

Casey Miller and Kate swift as a feminist response to address the issue of “he/him” 

being used as the generic pronoun.  
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However, one must note that this gender-neutral pronoun is at that time only ap-

plied to the situation when one’s gender is not known.
57

 What I mean with “gender 

is not known” is the situation where one has not seen the person in question and 

thus can’t distinguish a gender. All of this is not to say that I believe that gender-

neutrality has no place within language. What I am saying is that this is a complicated 

matter which causes frustration, albeit different ones and to different extents, to all 

involved parties. My criticism is aimed at those who would either abolish gendered 

language altogether (words which are important to cisgendered and transgendered 

alike, including ‘gender-neutral’ words) or those who would dogmatically force a bi-

nary system without acknowledging the reality of the queer person.  

So where can we look to find a solution? One option might be a collective OOO 

epiphany where we realize that a person is more than what they seem to be on the 

surface. To stop enforcing too narrow standards on what masculinity and femininity 

are supposed to be. While this situation would be the ideal, these traditions are 

deeply ingrained in many human cultures. One cannot suddenly change a way of 

thinking, especially not if the language is tinkered to bring about exactly this. 

Perhaps it is a question of using language in a different manner that aligns closer 

to the nature of the aesthetic. And perhaps the problem of the implementation of 

they/them is a now surfacing symptom of a deeper underlying problem within our 

Western languages. The Native Americans, before the colonization of North-Amer-

ica, had countless of words to describe people who posited between or outside man- 

and womanhood. One of the terms the Navajo tribe have in their vocabulary is the 

term nádleehí58
, which roughly translates to ‘the changing one’. This points perfectly 

to where we can find the means to speak about or experience that contradicts itself, 

that which resists capture and definition. ‘The changing one’ puts focus on the verb: 

an event that is occurring, rather than being a fixed noun. Nádleehí emanates the 

poetic; the aesthetic — which is exactly how Clara Sue Kidwell, a historian and prom-

inent figure in Native studies would describe the Native languages: “Native world 

views included fine attention details of position, direction, motion, form, shape and 
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texture, all frequently encoded in and expressed through highly wrought words im-

aginative and poetic in form.”
59

 Analysing grammar, she notes that verbs are more 

important in these languages than nouns.  

The attention goes towards the ways in which motion occurs, the physical relation-

ship between speakers and the time in which action takes place. This contrasts with 

European languages, which put a great importance on nouns through a subject-verb-

object system
60

.  Furthermore, these languages approach pronouns very differently. 

There exist languages that distinguish not on basis of gender, but on whether an 

object is animate or inanimate. They are also polysynthetic, meaning that rather than 

using discrete (fragmented) words they often combine elements into a single com-

plex one. As an example, the Hupa language in California has the word ‘te-s-e-ya-

te’, literally translated as ‘here and there in space in-progress-I-go-future’, which 

means ‘I be going here and there’. 
61 

It is difficult to imagine such radically different systems implemented in our cur-

rent language, and yet there are some who feel the high necessity for a mode which 

is epistemological while still putting processes on the forefront. David Bohm, like 

Clara Sue Kidwell noted how language is a tool to structure knowledge and how it is 

crucial in shaping our cognitive understanding of the world.
6263

 Bohm delves into our 

languages and searches which elements of it perpetuate a fragmented understanding 

of knowledge.  He writes that the subject-verb-object structure ‘implies that all action 

arises in a separate entity, the subject, and that, in cases described by a transitive 

verb, this action crosses over the space between them to another separate entity, the 

object.’
64

 Furthermore he notes that when this kind of understanding is carried to its 

limit, it results in the scientific fixed-particle worldview. While he acknowledges such 

fragmentations are appropriate in some situations (think back to the division of a 

plot of land), in others they are not:  

For example, consider the sentence ‘It is raining.’ Where is the ‘It’ that 

would, according to the sentence, be ‘the rainer that is doing the raining’? 



51 
 

 

Clearly, it is more accurate to say: ‘Rain is going on.’ Similarly, we custom-

arily say, ‘One elementary particle acts on another’, but, as indicated in the 

previous chapter, each particle is only an abstraction of a relatively invariant 

form of movement in the whole field of the universe. So, it would be more 

appropriate to say, ‘Elementary particles are on-going movements that are 

mutually dependent because ultimately they merge and interpenetrate.’ 

However, the same sort of description holds also on the larger-scale level. 

Thus, instead of saying, ‘An observer looks at an object’, we can more ap-

propriately say, ‘Observation is going on, in an undivided movement involv-

ing those abstractions customarily called “the human being” and “the object 

he is looking at”. 
65

 

The primary fragmentation of languages lies according to him within its lack of 

self-referentiality. Its function seemingly exists in an existence independent of 

thought and language ‘so that the divisions between language structures are then pro-

ject, corresponding to breaks in ‘what is’.’ The only place where the function of lan-

guage is analysed are linguistics, like the function of society is studied in sociology.  

Yet, this is only appropriate if there was an apparent distinction between these 

different specializations. That is to say, language is a very important part of any hu-

man science. Looking at how broadly language is used over these multiple fields, 

making such a distinction indeed does not seem to be relevant. Thus, it is of utmost 

importance that we find a way that language might give attention to its own function 

in the here and now. This way, it becomes easier to tackle questions that surpass 

singular contexts, but it also serves so that we might understand better how other 

modes of language operate so that we might use them more accordingly. 
66

  

The new type of syntax where the processes intrinsic to verbs become the focal 

point of the sentence rather than the noun may provide an alternative wherein this 

self-referentiality may generate (most notably, this idea is reminiscent of the Native 

languages). With this in mind, he asks himself whether we can change language so 

that it epistemologically aligns more with a quantum, unbroken view of reality: 
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This would help to end the sort of fragmentation indicated above, for the 

verb describes actions and movements, which flow into each other and 

merge, without sharp separations or breaks. Moreover, since movements 

are in general always themselves changing, they have in them no permanent 

pattern of fixed form with which separately existent things could be identi-

fied. Such an approach to language evidently fits in with the overall world 

view discussed in the previous chapter, in which movement is, in effect, 

taken as a primary notion, while apparently static and separately existent 

things are seen as relatively invariant states of continuing movement.
67

 

Realizing that inventing a whole new language is not practicable, Bohm suggests 

instead to introduce a mode of language similarly to the different moods it already 

contains (such as the imperative and the indicative) and develop this to the point 

where we intuitively know how to use in the appropriate context.  This mode is what 

he calls the rheomode (the prefix rheo- derived from the Greek verb reo, meaning 

‘to flow’).  

The rheomode as presented within Bohm’s work was to be considered an exper-

iment in whether we could change language in such a way that we could think differ-

ently and has obviously not been implemented in our day-to-day language at this 

point. And yet, he provides some fundaments which are interesting to ponder on. 

Yet, he asks himself, might there be words in our current system to start develop the 

rheomode from? Which one is suitable? He hilariously lands with the (over)use of 

the adverb ‘relevant’. 

‘Relevant’, he considers, can be seen as ‘a kind of groping for the attention-calling 

function that people almost unconsciously feel to be important.’
68

 This adverb is a 

derivative from the obsolete verb ‘to relevate’, which means ‘to lift’. ‘To lift’ some-

thing can be considered a way of bringing something to attention. In this sense, what 

‘relevant’ actually means is to bring something to attention ‘that is coherent or fitting 

with the context of interest’. Of course, if that which is being lifted does not fit the 
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context of interest, we say it is ‘irrelevant.’ 
69

 But another important reason why ‘rel-

evant’ is a good place to start, is because somehow ‘relevant’ levels thought and re-

alities to the contexts to which they refer: 

In effect, one is, at the very moment in which the statement is made, looking 

or giving attention both to this context and to the overall function of thought 

and language, to see whether or not they fit each other. Thus, to see the 

relevance or irrelevance of a statement is primarily an act of perception of a 

very high order similar to that involved in seeing its truth or falsity. In one 

sense the question of relevance comes before that of truth, because to ask 

whether a statement is true or false presupposes that it is relevant (so that to 

try to assert the truth or falsity of an irrelevant statement is a form of confu-

sion), but in a deeper sense the seeing of relevance or irrelevance is evidently 

an aspect of the perception of truth in its overall meaning.
 70

 

I find it funny that he mentions this, seeing during my time as an art student I have 

heard the question ‘How is this relevant for the arts?’ quite often. This question has 

always confused me, because I was never really sure what the context of art is or is 

supposed to be. I think this confusion arises because with thanks to postmodernism, 

art in this day and age overtly touches so many contexts. What the exact context of 

art appears to has become convoluted.  For some, the artistic context is the context 

where one can use the aesthetics to stimulate a social discourse. For others, art is 

deeply personal and a reflection of one’s psychology (which, could also be a social 

or political commentary). Some create art because they are captivated by aesthetics. 

Then there’s people who think or hope making art will earn them a good buck (ar-

guably naive, unless you’re Damien Hirst). And then there’s also people who prac-

tice art in combination with scientific research.  

So somehow the word ‘relevant’ cancels itself out within this context, because the 

context is too broad. ‘Relevant’ is ‘irrelevant’.  And perhaps this is the exact reason 

as to why Bohm draws on the poetic as a source of inspiration for the rheomode, 

because art is both a way of perceiving and a way of communicating. And language, 
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like art, has the potential to perceive and to communicate the flux of things. Actually, 

he does state that discerning relevance requires creative perception and that it has to 

be developed in a kind of skill (ergo, an art in the sense of artisan).  So thinking 

further on a Bohm framework, perhaps art is also discerning relevance, but not with 

such strict boundaries of what is ‘relevant’ or ‘irrelevant’ since that would cancel out 

the possibility of something becoming relevant.
71

 

 

 

 

Format of the rheomode 

 

With the idea of looking for alternatives to communicate about objects that within 

certain contexts are unnecessarily divided, such as is the case with gender, we’ll have 

a look at how the rheomode is exactly constructed: 

 

1. The first step Bohm undertakes is creating a verb in a manner so 

that it is a spontaneous and unrestricted act, that encompasses unrestricted 

meaning and is not fixed in static limits. To this end, he delves into his best 

dictionary and searches the root word of the verb ‘to relevate’. Eventually, 

he comes to the verb ‘to levate’, which means ‘to lift’. In light of the devel-

opment of the rheomode, he ascribes a meaning which implies an unre-

stricted breadth and depth of meaning, that is not fixed in static limits.  ‘To 

levate’ is thus: ‘The spontaneous and unrestricted act of lifting into attention 

any content whatsoever’ which includes the lifting into attention of the ques-

tion of whether this content fits a broader context or not, as well as that of 

lifting into attention the very function of calling attention which is initiated 

by the verb itself. 

2. He then introduces verbs wherein something can be called to atten-

tion again as with ‘to re-levate’. This means: ‘To lift a certain content into 
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attention again, for a particular context, as indicated by thought and lan-

guage.’ 

3. Furthermore, it requires an act of perception to see whether the 

content which is ‘lifted again’ fits the observed context or not. If this act of 

perception fits the context, we say ‘to re-levate is re-levant’ (Read: to lift the 

content again fits the observed context.) If it does not, we say ‘to re-levate is 

irre-levant’ (the use of the hyphen here is important in both cases). 

4. He forms nouns in similar ways he did adverbs. They will signify 

not separate entities, but continuing states of activities as indicated by the 

verbs. The noun re-levation, thus means ‘a continuing state of lifting a given 

content into attention’. By contrast, to go on with re-levation when it is irre-

levant to do so will be called irre-levation, which implies there was no proper 

attention to whether something was re-levant. 

5. Finally, we also have a noun which signifies an unrestricted and gen-

eralized totality. Levation thus means a sort of generalized and unrestricted 

totality of the act of lifting into attention.
72 

 

Bohm has applied this system to multiple other words which are all linked to one 

another. I have listed these terms, which follow this logic in Figure 1. Interestingly, 

the words in the rheomode always seem to refer to one another. For example, it is 

necessary for vidation (which means ‘to see’, or ‘to understand’ in the rheomode 

context) to levate (to lift a content to attention) and vice versa. The movements of 

these words entangle into one another. What happens in the rheomode is that this 

movement is implicated, and also that all the root words make implications to each 

other.
73

   

But something odd happens here. Looking back to structuralist methodology, they 

say language is a totality of self-referential structures. On the other hand, post-struc-

turalists reject this idea. And then comes Bohm, saying that language isn’t self-refer-

ential enough, but doing it in a clever way that creates a sense of wholeness whilst  



56 
 

 

 



57 
 

 

somehow not reducing reality to a grand total. Indeed, Bohm works through struc-

ture to bring this about, but in a way that is more informal; ordered in a specific 

manner so that we are always reminded of language’s function. Order becomes im-

plicate and we are still allowed to use it, but only when doing so is re-levant (or, as 

he would say, re-ordinant). 

The rheomode is especially interesting for philosophical and artistic discourse; all 

those contexts where matters of truth and relevance are perhaps suited for any ex-

pression of an absolute, or contexts wherein established ‘facts’ suddenly become 

subject to change because of a changing context. Of course, this implies that there 

are situations where we can speak in sure terms of the factual— but as Bohm points 

out, the word ‘fact’ points to its root ‘made’. It means that we construct something 

that can come to be consider as ‘true’ (its Latin equivalent is ‘verus’), but only after 

a rigorous amount of perception and testing the context as one would in a scientific 

context through experiment. However, bearing in mind the changing nature of the-

ory: a fact is not necessarily exempt from change as seen with the comparison of 

atomistic theory to quantum theory. So, in a similar way one can construct ‘to ver-

rate’ and ‘to factate’. The former refers to the continuous act of perceiving something 

as true in any form whatsoever (including itself) and the latter refers to the continu-

ous action of making or doing anything whatsoever (including itself). 
74

  

This is a similar approach as certain Native tribes (at the very least the Choctaw) 

had to epistemological matters, especially those of truth. Rather than an epistemol-

ogy of control — that is to say of trying to tame the world through by means of order-

ing and absolutism — their epistemology appears to be one ethics with an orientation 

towards attentiveness (or, as the Natives tend to put it themselves, of respect). Just 

like with Bohm’s rheomode, what is considered truth is built around an artificial 

notion of what this entails with the function of tying down the world for means of 

survival and guiding the community to wherever life may bring them.
75  

What also stands out in their approach towards truth is that while the Natives do 

have beliefs, they approach the relationship of their beliefs towards the reality of the 
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world with a certain agnosticism. For example, in Christianity one would have to 

accept Jesus as their personal saviour. Acceptance is a key word here. Acceptance 

implies that the relation in which they relate their own beliefs to the world is 1:1 (the 

human-world correlate). The Natives, while still having their traditions and rever-

ences, do not.
76

 For the assertion of an attentive truth, they have linguistic markers 

in place which distinguishes first-hand experiences from second-hand (or if you will, 

hearsay). Citing Lee Hester, a mixed Choctaw/Euro-American historian: 

In Choctaw, for example, the phrase ‘The cat is on the mat’, might be trans-

lated, Katosat shukbo binili. If we say Katosat shukbo binili-miha, then we 

have disclaimed direct observation, we are saying that someone told us. 

Without the hearsay marker, the assumption is that what we are saying is a 

part of our experience. But the hearsay marker miha is just the beginning. 

There are a variety of markers that describe our attitude toward the source 

of the experience, its reliability, or whether that particular experience is 

shared. For example, Katosat shukbo binili-hah means something like 

‘Don’t we agree that the cat is on the mat?’ Some of the markers can be 

given rather humorous translations. Katosat shukbo binili-cho has been 

translated by one linguist as, ‘The cat is on the mat, you idiot’. The cho 

marker implies that the cat is right in front of you, that you should open up 

your eyes. These markers generally pick out a relationship between the per-

son speaking and the statement, rather than between the statement and the 

world. In English, a statement asserts a particular picture of the world, in 

Choctaw you are more nearly relating an experience. It is difficult to assert 

a ‘truth’ in Choctaw.
77

 

So, it is apparent that within Native cultures, there is a lot more space for ambiguity 

and even humour with regards to truth—and this ambiguity, but also this attentiveness 

is intrinsic to Native languages. Coming back to nádleehí, the term points to an im-

portant insight about gender. Nádleehí does not place a person in a fixture, rather it 

shows us that the way in which a person’s gender is perceived is subject to change 

and allows aesthetics that are traditionally male or female to vary in a natural flow. 

And most notably, ‘the changing one’ describes the person in question as in a state 

of change; not as intentionally bringing about change.  
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While Butler’s idea of gender as a social construct and as performative expand 

what we know on gender, the used terminology causes a lot of unnecessary confu-

sion. Gender as ‘performative’ is haunted by its link to ‘performance’. It, sadly 

enough, carries a certain sense of intentionality and accountability. This would lead 

one to think that it is an act—an active citation of previous gender performances, with 

the intent to present oneself in one way or another. This becomes very apparent 

when she relates gender to drag performance. Drag is meant to parody and subvert 

heteronormative notions of gender. Drag is expressive. Drag is an act, which can be 

carried out by a person of any gender. Thus, a form of intentionality is always carried 

within drag. Drag is not gender. It may be presumptuous to assume that every time 

someone behaves or chooses to dress in a certain matter that this is motivated 

(un)consciously by established gender norms. Beyond the human realm of associa-

tion and also ontologically speaking, aesthetics can just arise. They cannot be re-

duced to an intentional bringing forth of something. It can also just be a bringing 

forth of something. Intentionality is not independent from sensual stimuli. The two 

must at least work together on some level. It can be intentional, in very specific cir-

cumstances like with drag or in any other situation where someone has a specific 

motivation to present themselves in some way.  

But I contest the idea that gender has to be automatically linked back to a deeply 

ingrained notion of the masculine and feminine ideals and that every set of human 

aesthetics that can be seen on a person has to be a (sub)conscious re-performance 

of these ideals, whether these re-performances are conform to these or acts of defi-

ance. The whole problem with heteronormativity is exactly that every time a gay 

person holds hands with their partner or a trans person is looking and living the way 

they are, that these gestures are seen as a defiant political act when it is not intended 

as such. This applies to the non-binary person too, as well as any minority that just 
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wants to live their life without being given a responsibility of something which they 

have no true control over.  

Now, when we look (like Bohm would) at the root of the word gender we find that 

it hails from the Latin noun ‘genus’, which can be translated as “class”. However, 

looking further into its origin we find the Proto-Indian-European prefix ‘gene-‘, 

which refers to ‘giving birth to, bringing forth, to beget’
78

. If we contrastingly look at 

the word sex, its root can be track to the verb secare which means ‘to divide, to 

separate’.
79

 This implies that sex and gender, in origin, can hold radically different 

meanings than the ones we have applied to them today. To bring something forth is 

not necessarily subject to order. A proposal I thus bring is to think of gender as a 

state of generation, aligning with the word back with its root to eliminate confusion. 

To say that gender is a state of generation or has a generative nature is different than 

to say it’s performative. To generate can well be a passive action happening that the 

object in question has no true control over, like a body that generates hair or a tree 

that generates leaves. This root doesn’t apply any responsibility to anyone. It just is. 

But it is in flux. 

The establishing of gender that has been vivated can then be considered to also be 

in a state of continuous construction (or as constructive), if we understand construc-

tion here to be the accumulation of perceived aesthetic characteristics together (from 

the Latin constructus) and placing them under a particular set of nouns and adverbs. 

This is just one example in how the rheomode might provide simple, but also more 

elaborate alternatives within our grammar and vocabulary to think on similar con-

texts in a way that suits them more appropriately. The similarities between the rhe-

omode and the structure of Native languages imply that humans have and are speak-

ing in such ways already. It thus does seem feasible to introduce something similar 

to complement our other modes of languages. The rheomode could serve as inspi-

ration for such a way speaking and writing.   

As much as I like Bohm’s ideas, I have at least one point of criticism. While he 

acknowledges that language is not the only factor that brings about a fragmented 
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worldview, he might be falling into the anthropocentric trap that all human beings 

inevitably tend to fall into (I am, of course, not exempt from this). Indeed, Bohm 

grazes the surface of other human modes of access and communication with his 

term ‘vivation’, but unfortunately, he fails in truly bringing this to a broader non-

human context. After all, there are more ways of intra-acting with the world than 

through language. As Karen Barad would note, grammar has been taken too seri-

ously and the idea that it reflects ontological reality a prior is a habit which is worth 

questioning.
80

 It is imperative that it is acknowledged that knowledge belongs to more 

objects than merely the human and that we at the very least consider what these 

might look like.  

Similarly, objects do not wait to be given meaning through language or through 

anything, since they withdraw from relation. A similar criticism can be formulated 

towards Butler’s gender performativity. While she makes an attempt at an ontologi-

cal formulation of gender aside from a socio-political one, she fails to consider that 

performativity may mean very different things to the non-human. Barad offers as an 

alternative a post-humanist version of performativity, which can be applied in a 

broader context than gender. She does not regard ‘things’ as passive blank slates 

which are waiting for representation through ‘words’.  A vision she shares with both 

Bohm, Bohr (and Butler to an extent) is that there’s no sharp distinction between 

object and subject. For her, a separation as such is an effect stemming from the 

relation of entities (she calls this agential separability). This still implies that things 

are at least partially interconnected. And then indeed, agency (the capability to act) 

also belongs to things exactly because of their intra-connectedness, because this im-

plies that things are already occurring between things that are not necessarily human. 

She says then that matter (things/objects) is performative in the sense that it (re)pro-

duces itself through the effects of its own dynamic relationship.
81 

Put more simply, this is the same train of thought as Butler has regarding gender: 

a constant but involuntary re-enactment of previous performances. But again, the 

words ‘performative’ and ‘to act’ are problematic (and thus there is a similar problem 
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with the word ‘agency’). While these by all means are actions, they cause confusion 

with regards to intentionality and accountability. This is where generativity may prove 

as a handy, broader alternative. Indeed, generation and generative can apply to many 

things. Gender is generative. One’s personality is generative. A flower may generate 

shape, colour and scent and we may give that meaning for purposes of survival, for 

example — which of course is not to say that the flower needs this meaning for it to 

be ontologically deep. It is not generative just for the sake of a human function. It is 

not even just generative for the sake of itself, not because it necessarily wants to be. 

It might well be generative for-the-sake-of being generative, without intention. Gen-

eration is then a continuous state of bringing forth something, which is not neces-

sarily intentional as we understand it in the human sense.  

Furthermore, if we link this back to what we know about interobjectivity — it could 

be said that the generation of certain aesthetics comes as a result of the collaboration 

of different objects wherein none object is specifically responsible for the generation 

itself. Like the sound is generated through the collaboration of air particles, brass 

and more — what we recognize as a (particular) gender is generated through different 

parts influencing each other to bring forth a certain aesthetic make-up. A certain 

meaning may then be constructed and ascribed to the object based on perception. 

But we have to keep in mind that the human perception is only one way of perceiving 

and is limited. That which is generated may thus be seen or be interpreted differently 

by different observers — and as is suggested by quantum theory, the very act of ob-

servation may influence the way in which an object presents itself to us.  
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Barad’s particular brand of quantum philosophy was partially based on biologist and 

philosopher Donna Haraway’s image of the cyborg. Arguably, it is an image that was 

accompanied by the digital revolution and reveals the complex nature of objects, the 

ontological equality of objects and their interobjectivity. It does so by blurring the 

lines between various dualisms, such as in mind and body, human and animal, 

man/woman, idealism and materialism. Furthermore, the cyborg also provides a 

new political myth that, while originally linked to it, could provide a way out of the 

myths of ‘the scientific progress’; male-dominated capitalism; the exploitation of na-

ture to serve the needs of culture’. Haraway gives the cyborg four definitions, which 

are not discreet but co-determinate: (1) The cybernetic organism, (2) A hybrid of 

machine and organism, (3) a creature of lived social reality and (4) a creature of 

fiction.  For example, she argues that there is no true space between ‘lived social 

reality’ and ‘fiction’, since they are constantly defining one another.
82

  

The cyborg also points us to three crucial borders we have crossed in contempo-

rary times. The first one is the breakdown of the boundary between human and 

animal, which she says is the result of pollution, tourism and medical experimenta-

tion (eg. the transplantation of baboon hearts to children). The second one is the 

one of machine and human. Haraway notes that in the past, machines could not 

operate autonomously. What is natural and what is artificial is today much more 

ambiguous: "Our machines are disturbingly lively, and we ourselves frighteningly in-

ert." The third crossing of borders then is a subset of the second: ‘the eroding space 

between the physical and the non-physical’, alluding to how technology is widespread 

and invisible; seamlessly integrating in our day-to-day life. An example is not only 
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our increased reliance on smartphones, but also how quickly many objects we inter-

act with daily are turned into ‘smart’ objects (even entire kitchens, vacuum cleaners 

and laundry machines become computerized).
83

  

These are interesting insights on the link between the dissolution of boundaries 

between human and animal, of human and technology and of virtual and analogue. 

Haraway provides an interesting, arguably object-oriented view wherein the cyborg 

is key to dissolving dichotomies which have become dogmatic to the point where 

they are harmful. These questions have been keeping me occupied simultaneously 

with questions on gender, and the link between them is now clear through this cyborg 

myth. The cyborg provides a way out of Freudian mythologies. They are outside 

gender and sexual preference: they need not be looking for completeness in the 

form of a heterosexual soul mate or to be saved by a master/father.
8485

 This insight 

points towards what we’ve established of non-human objects as well. An object, gen-

erating certain aesthetics, can be given meaning but does not need to be given mean-

ing. An object withdraws from relationship. A person which is recognized as a certain 

gender through aesthetic tropes and is then associated with a set of words (construc-

tion), does not need to be given such a meaning.  

The cyborg is a crucial myth of this time. New technology is constantly reminding 

us that separateness is an aesthetic effect, in the sense that the distinction between 

cause and effect is blurred and that it in itself is causality taking place. At the same 

time, they are object-oriented ontology made explicit: the machine that is providing 

for itself, independently from human interaction. In this chapter I will explain to you 

how the cyborg reminds us of all of these things, how OOO cannot escape its cyborg 

genesis and how it reminds us to consider the phenomenology of the non-human. 
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I remember some years ago finishing my first bachelor’s year at LUCA School of 

Arts with a computer game I developed by the name of ‘Dust’. ‘Dust’ was perhaps 

the first time I’ve engaged myself in a subconscious way with an object-oriented view 

to aesthetics. In short, it was not really a ‘game’ in the traditional sense as there was 

nothing ‘to win’. Rather, it was an interactive walk through the first object-oriented 

formulations I had written (subconsciously). The ‘player’ could explore a path by 

means of an avatar through a surreal world comprised of a variety of images and 

written text floating along the road. The content of the narrative was a personal re-

flection of an interest I had developed with lint (what I called ‘dust’ at the time); tiny 

tangles of hair, skin flakes, food particles and whatever other parts that had originally 

belonged to something else which found their way to each other and had created 

something new. I found these amalgamations inspiring; leading me to reflect onto-

logically, but also about the nature of identity and the tension I felt between the 

virtual and the analogue. Especially regarding the latter, the computer seems to have 

convoluted the boundaries between these two. Especially in computer games this is 

most apparent, but we can already ‘sense’ it just through intra-acting (or rather, intra-

acting) with a computer.  

What I wish to do in the following section is argue that computer technology has 

provided the breeding ground for object-oriented ontology — consciously or not — 

to develop its theory, even though this has often been dismissed. I believe OOO is 

for a significant part a child of the Digital Age — a child of the cyborg. The reason 

for this is that computer technology, through programming, the internet, its seamless 

integration into our daily lives provide us with the most explicit examples of interob-

jectivity and aesthetics as causal. Continuing from here, I will also establish a link 

between programming and performativity. It seems more than a coincidence that 

Ian Bogost, a foremost scholar of OOO is also a video game designer and academic 

in literature and interactive computing. The name Object-Oriented Ontology was in 
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fact derived from ‘Object-Oriented Programming’ (OOP). It’s likely you’ve heard 

about OOP languages before. Famous ones include Python, Java and C++ and they 

lie at the basis of close to every computer application you may encounter. This type 

of programming collects certain data and codes which program a functionality in 

‘objects’, which serve as a wrapper for these. These objects are stored in another 

wrapper with other objects. This is what is called a class. You can think of this in a 

platonic way. An object is a very specific chair: a plastic chair, a three-legged chair, 

one of those annoying chairs that are never stackable, a rolling desk chair, etc. A 

class is an ‘ideal’ chair or ‘chairhood’, which wraps around all these specific chairs. 

So this class ‘defines the kind of data it contains’: chairhood defines that it contains 

chairs. And it also defines ‘any logic sequences that can manipulate it’: in other 

words, the way in which these chairs can be manipulated through programming. 

Being part of a ‘class’ means that the objects which are part of it all interact with each 

other. This interaction happens through what are called messages. Furthermore, a 

class can also be put under a class. This is what we call a superclass, or for our 

example we’ll call this ‘furniture’. The furniture classes (chairhood, tablehood, 

bedhood which aresubclasses) also message one another as objects would. What is 

also interesting about classes and superclasses is that whichever property or behav-

iour is given to the superclass (which is regarded as the parent) is also given to the 

underlying subclass (the child). This is what we call inheritance . 8687

 In this manner, 

a network of things standing in interaction with each other is constructed. Objects in 

OOP work similarly as how objects intra-act in OOO.  

While we must of course acknowledge that in OOP these are very specific circum-

stances, there are significant overlaps between the two that cannot be ignored (also 

taking into account Haraway’s cyborg myth). Ian Bogost has contested the name of 

Object-Oriented Ontology specifically because he thinks it draws misleading analo-

gies with OOP. However, as pointed out by Graham Harman, Bogost’s views have 

also been contested by other academics in the computational world. Let’s take a 

look at both sides, starting with Bogost:  
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My worry arose not from the perception that Harman had absconded with 

the appellation without giving it proper credit, but because I feared the sense 

of ‘object-oriented’ native to computer science didn’t mesh well with that of 

speculative realism. 

To wit, an object in the computational sense: 

describes a pattern, not a thing. 

 

exists in stable relation to its properties. 

 

exists in stable relation to its abilities. 

 

 has direct access to other objects via their properties and abilities 

 

 is not a real object (but can be made real, e.g. on magnetic tape or as a se-

ries of instructions on a processor stack) 

 

Always relates to an intentional object (both because it is a designed object 

and because it strives to embody and enact direct modeling of the world) 

Many—perhaps all—of the aspects above conflict with Harman’s understand-

ing of objects and what it means to be oriented toward them (even if certain 

other properties of object-oriented programming, such as abstraction and 

polymorphism, might begin to approach the agitated relationship between 

objects and properties per Harman
88

 

In a blog post Harman made about Bogost’s observations, one Asher Kay (who is 

apparently active in the computer sciences) replied to Bogost from a pro-perspective 

— with support from Harman
8990

: 

With all due respect to Ian, I’d say he’s wrong: 

describes a pattern, not a thing: In OO Programming, a “class” describes a 

pattern. An object is a thing (it’s an “instance” of a class). You can think of 

a class as a “theory” of an object. It enumerates the properties of an object, 
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but more importantly, it defines how that object interacts with other ob-

jects. The only drawback I see here is that classes add a whiff of Platonism. 

But I consider the distinction between an object and our formal theory of 

an object to be important and not at odds with your approach. 

 

exists in stable relation to its properties:  Unless it generates its own meth-

ods, is prematurely garbage-collected, etc. 

 

exists in stable relation to its abilities: I don’t know what that means. 

 

has direct access to other objects via their properties and abilities:  This de-

pends what you mean by “direct”. The popular concept of “hidden point-

ers” makes object access very indirect. In fact, the term “indirection” is 

used constantly in OO Programming.  

 

is not a real object: Au contraire, if Popeye and Singapore are real, a pro-

grammatic object surely is. 

 

(but can be made real, e.g. on magnetic tape or as a series of instructions 

on a processor stack): If it’s an object, it’s already a series of instructions 

that’s stored somewhere. I don’t know how that really lends it any more re-

ality, though. 

 

always relates to an intentional object (both because it is a designed object 

and because it strives to embody and enact direct modelling of the world): 

Once again, unless it is stochastic or codes itself. But the object itself 

doesn’t really “strive” for anything. The point about modelling, however, is 

well-taken.
91

 

Bogost has clarified later that he wanted to look for an overall characterization of 

OOP, not one that account for all variants. Furthermore, he also thought the ques-

tion of the realness of ‘software objects’ is a most interesting one. I am overall in-

clined to agree with Harman and Kay on this one, though I also agree with Bogost 

that OOO and OOP do not fit 1:1.
92

 One of the greatest resemblances between 

OOO and OOP is that these objects are interacting with each other through mes-

sages in a shared space, which is the (super)class. And yet they retain their privacy. 

One object is not the other. And while OOP has a structural hierarchy, and while 
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one might say that OOO does not operate in such a way, I argue that it is less hier-

archical than it appears. It is not that an object truly emanates from a class (which is 

seen as the ‘blueprint’ of the object to which Bogost rightfully notes reeks of ‘tran-

scendentalism’). Rather, it is a matter of ordering. To level the field, we can look at 

classes as objects that also contain other objects. A superclass is a conditional object, 

since to be named such, it needs its subclasses. A class needs its objects to be under-

stood as a class. While one generally starts out with the ‘vessel’ or ‘blueprint’ which 

is the class, that which comprises the class in the concrete must necessarily generate 

from objects (the object being both itself, as well as the objects which are part of the 

class).  

While the imagery of the class as a wrapper is functional in the sense that through 

this image one can make a structure, it simultaneously adheres to and emerges from 

what ‘lies inside’.  A ‘superclass’ could be a sibling of Morton’s hyperobject. A hy-

perobject is a massive transdimensional, nonlocal, entanglement (=interobjectiv-

ity/intra-action) of objects. It is so massively distributed over time and space, that it 

is practically invisible. A hyperobject is also viscous, adhering to any object they 

touch and overruling ironic distance. To explain, we’ll take a Morton-favourited ex-

ample: global warming. Global warming is an intra-action (interobjectivity) between 

sun, atmosphere, fossil fuels and more. Global warming, like all hyperobjects, is 

present at multiple places simultaneously (nonlocality). Furthermore, you can hardly 

see it, only sometimes crossing dimensions and briefly phasing into perception as 

we perceive drastic changes in our climates such as heat waves, hurricanes and so on 

(transdimensionality). The internet, in that sense could also be seen as a hyperobject. 

A hyperobject that involves wires, electricity, humans, cat memes, Javascripts, news 

articles telling you which offensive thing Trump has done today, and so on.   

A superclass (similarly to a hyperobject) makes itself known sometimes through 

intra-actions. These intra-actions happen between subclasses, but also happen be-

tween subclass and superclass through inheritance (Morton might perhaps say they 

adhere to the object they touch). If the Earth is understood as a hyperobject, then 
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for example a physical behaviour such as gravity is what we’ve inherited from the 

world. This inheritance is shared with other objects which are part of the same world 

(viscosity).  The same is true in video games: we catch glimpses of intra-action and 

inheritance when we see ten differently coloured cubes in similar fashion flying er-

ratically across the space. When we see the cubes slamming into each other and 

perhaps showing cracks as a result of the clash, the superclass has phased into per-

ception for a brief moment.  

In the cubes example, we can recognize another resemblance between Morton’s 

OOO and OOP. Every application on a computer, including the operating system 

itself, is coded to have a sensual counterpart through which we can navigate.  We 

may perceive that which is happening in the code through screen, speakers or any 

other sensory device linked to a computer. Through these devices, we may catch 

glimpses of superclasses (as with the cubes). Catching glimpses of the superclass 

phasing into our perception includes the writing of the codes itself (as programming 

itself is also dependent on programming). It’s at this point where the lines between 

aesthetics and causality begin to blur again: the programmed action/behaviour ad-

heres to how they are perceived.  

In video games we see causality happening in the form of objects, classes and su-

perclasses messaging one another. We see this messaging, sometimes, in causal 

traces as with the cubes.  Among these objects can be you, the player-class, who is 

represented by an avatar — your means of interacting with this ‘world’. In some 

games you can ‘see’ this avatar from a third-person perspective. In other ones, you 

see the game in first person as you would look at a computer screen outside of the 

game. This avatar-object (linked to the player class) can be immediately controlled 

by means of an input device like a keyboard, a mouse or a game controller. Through 

these devices we can interact with other objects inside the game. Some of these ob-

jects may perhaps be part of the player-class itself. They share the player-class. And 

in turn, the player class may share a superclass with other classes. If we want to go 
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bigger, the superclasses could share a script. And scripts, with all the sensory ele-

ments that they are inevitably linked to, could share the game. 

Perhaps it is more accurate to say the game is a hyperobject of it own, with scripts 

and superclasses also being hyperobjects within the logic of the game. What seems 

to be in a hyperobject-spirit is the game ‘Everything’ by the artist David O’Reilly, 

wherein the player-character becomes the universe and every other object that is part 

of it. The player gains the freedom to jump from object to object, ranging from tiny 

things like pollen to massive ones, such as mountains or entire oceans. We can in-

habit this mesh from all different kinds of perspectives, yet we can still not touch its 

insides. But at least we’re trying! What is most exciting about the virtual world of 

games is that just because it’s virtual, does not mean it’s not real. It is real in its 

existence. It is real because it has causal relation to us. It needn’t ‘convince’ us of its 

ontological depth for it to be valid. While the game often convincingly appears to 

have an existence independent from the space we inhabit, it actually isn’t: it already 

shares a space with us. Somehow there is this effect of having some kind of Russian 

doll relationship to the game. The images and sounds of the screen jump right into 

us from its inorganic and electrical origin and we jump right back into them. We 

aremutually sucked into each other through a happening which in virtual reality is 

called immersion. Immersion shows us that we do not only intra-act with the game 

through input devices, but also through output devices such as the screen and the 

speaker. To immerse is to become affected. To immerse is to come to the realiza-

tion that aesthetics move something in the other — in us — through code, through 

perception. We become moved, despite that we can only touch them through a 

translation of myself from controller to code. What we see on the screen is not phys-

ical, but it is linked through a system that is. We can touch and affect these sensual 

objects through the very system they were made with and are inevitably linked to. 

And we can also ‘touch’ them through our perception.   

Immersion is thus the continuous state of a deep engagement with the sensual. 

This is not only a privilege of the new media arts. It is possible to enter immersion 
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by means of any sensual object. But the more senses that are involved, the more 

apparent immersion becomes. This is what I believe Nietzsche intuited when he 

wrote on the sense of primordial unity in the experience of sound. Sound is both for 

the ears and the skin. It is a powerful medium to bring about immersion (I will elab-

orate on this in the next chapter). Since we already briefly related primordial unity 

to interobjectivity in the first chapter, we will also be establishing a new relation be-

tween them and immersion. Immersion is the moment when we become aware of 

the distinct illusory realness of the aesthetic. It is also the moment when we become 

aware of our own intra-action with other objects. Immersion is when we realize that 

the virtual is penetrating ‘our analogue world’ and vice versa. Haraway was right that 

the border between physical and non-physical is becoming convoluted. Through 

computer technology, we are increasingly becoming aware that virtual objects are 

real objects. An second awareness is that these objects can intra-act without me.  

They can intra-act despite me. I don’t need to give them meaning; they already 

give meaning to each other. These are the wondrous insight that computer technol-

ogy make explicit about the relation between causality and aesthetics. Despite that a 

virtual object might seem static lump of nothing — not even worldless like a tool but 

just non-existent — in actuality it has a causal relation to the computer system and to 

us. It is in connection with other objects and these objects are, virtual or analogue, 

are busy affecting one another. 

We may take the work of the new media artist Ian Cheng as a beautiful example. 

Cheng creates computer simulations, which he himself would describe as ‘video 

games playing themselves’. In ‘Emissary In The Squat Of Gods’, we are not the 

player characters. Instead we are observers of the situation wherein things are acting 

without us. In this piece, a young prehistorical girl is faced with the threat of an 

erupting volcano. She has to decide how to respond to this threat and so does her 

village. Her response to the apocalyptic scenario is not quite what one would expect. 

In one of these simulations, she simply stood still for two hours. This is because 

Cheng created the script in such a way that the behaviours of the objects in these 
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simulations are highly unpredictable to even himself. He designs a loose narrative 

for these simulations, but ultimately programs them in such a way that the different 

objects visibly influence one another without any type of control being possible from 

audience nor even himself.
93

  Another such example is the Sims, a highly intra-active 

world with no pre-set story where the game has evolved so much over the years that 

the different characters, in the game’s current form, do not remain in stasis. They 

intra-act with one another and go through certain personal evolutions, having their 

own aspirations, starting families and aging.  

To name another video game where intra-action becomes very explicit, but in a 

very special way, we have Undertale by Tobi Fox. With regards to Undertale, we 

will be bringing back performativity, but in a more appropriate light. This game, 

freakily enough, appears to be programmed in such a way that it appears to be self-

aware (though it isn’t). You frequently find characters addressing not the player char-

acter, but the analogue player directly. These characters interestingly enough seem 

to assert a kind of control over the game from the inside. Depending on certain 

ethical choices you make, the game appears to be either assisting you or making a 

promise that it will use everything it has against you. An important thing the game 

has control over is your saved data. The usage of this data by the game can potentially 

result in the game tracking whether you have killed anyone or not. If you have, it can 

accuse you of murdering characters and adapt the atmosphere, turning it into a hos-

tile horror game that will make your experience difficult as opposed to its cheeriness 

if you haven’t. At some critical points, the game can even shut itself down. It can also 

corrupt your data files so that it is tainted by your ‘malicious decisions’, so that you 

may never truly play it in a positive light again. Or it can also beg you not to replay it 

again: a plea to leave the ‘inhabitants’ of the game in peace. By breaking the fourth 

wall of its story, Undertale breaks the distinction between virtual and analogue in an 

explicit manner, revealing the shared space occupied by game and player. 
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This is similar to how this happens in theatre or film. The act of breaking ‘the wall’ 

is a powerful gesture which degenerates the effect of a private spacetime. A con-

sciousness of separation shifts to a consciousness of intersubjectivity. Performance 

art does something similar by convoluting the boundaries between performer and 

audience, having no fourth wall to begin with. This makes it quite unsettling if these 

performances threaten to become life endangering, because one is not sure whether 

it is their place to intervene ‘because it is a performance’. Performance art as we 

know it from the 60s is often not just intersubjective. Intersubjectivity is what we call 

interobjectivity for humans specifically. So, performance art can be interobjective as 

well, since it delves into the study of performer-other. The ‘other’ can be the self or 

the audience, in the intersubjective sense. But in the interobjective, it can also be the 

space, a chair, a knife, a wall, or whatever non-human object one relates to. What 

Undertale does very explicitly through confusing the virtual-analogue border is mak-

ing us aware that interobjectivity exists. We are suddenly aware of our own role in 

the game. And the game has been programmed to do exactly that.  

It must then be that the hyperobject that is Undertale has also become performa-

tive. It has been scripted to bring something fort with a certain intent, namely to 

make us aware of the connection between game and player. Here I will come to 

understand performativity as ‘generativity with intent’. In the sense of non-human 

objects, we can add ‘either its own intent, or intent given to them through human 

scripting’. In other words, a non-human object which is performative, can be a 

scripted object. A generative object is then an object which brings something forth 

without intent. This generative object could, for example, be the event of rain or 

leaves rustling. None of the involved parties are particularly responsible for the hap-

pening of rain, not intentionally.  

We can find these ideas within William Forsythe’s work, where he studies how 

objects can be choreographed (then translated to script) to perform certain move-

ments. In ‘Black Flags’, we find two industrial robots waving flags in a specific motion 

continuously; ‘dancing’ an algorithmic script. In ‘Nowhere and Everywhere at the 
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Same Time’, a space is filled with pendulums, programmed to sway in unpredictable 

and ever-changing patterns. The audience in the space is then choreographed by the 

pendulums in turn, forced to manoeuvre between the ever-changing pattern in which 

they swing.
94

 These are just some ways in which objects, while always remaining gen-

erative, also can become performative.  

On a closing note, Harman has suggested the idea to create some sort of meta-

physical videogame which could serve as a tool for thinking as an alternative to text. 

I think this should be plausible, were we to approach videogames not solely as a 

form of entertainment (or any kind of interactive media), but as a serious artistic 

medium — both in their development as well as in how audience and academia ap-

proach them. An important thing to note with the videogame is that it does not nec-

essarily need the context of a museum, gallery or off-space where one can take dis-

tance and can be preserved. Videogames are immersive, so trying to take distance 

would prove moot. Furthermore, such preservation has already been made possible 

through data storage. Platforms such as Steam and Origin, while sadly tainted by 

commercialism, already have a broad digital library of both corporate games as well 

as those of independent developers. If there could be such a non-commercial library 

that would preserve artistic games such as ‘Everything’, Cheng’s simulations and the 

works local Ghentian artist duo Tale of Tales for example — that would make an 

interesting premise.  
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Up until now we’ve pointed out the great similarities between primarily OOO 

(Morton’s in particular) and OOP. We have asserted so primarily through establish-

ing a link between scripts and hyperobjects: discovering the illusory realness of aes-

thetics through immersion, which reveals the interpenetration of the virtual and the 

analogue. Elaborating on this, we have also established a link between programming 

and performativity. Starting from these connections, I want to dedicate the next sec-

tion to reflection on my own artistic practice and share some relevant realizations I 

have come to update ideas on the Jungian and mythological trickster-figure. 

Throughout my student years, I’ve always felt a link between various fields of in-

terest which have occupied me, but it had always felt more like an intuition and I 

could never make explicit the common thread. Over time, these interests (such as 

gender, performance, computer technology, philosophy) started to collide in a more 

explicit manners. Reflecting on those movements from where I am now, I have come 

to discover that the common thread between these topics is an object-oriented one. 

But what I have come to realize more explicitly about the different works I have 

made, is that I have been researching what I’ll call the rheomorph. 

Rheomorphism is a term which I borrow from geology, which refers to the lique-

fication of stone. Through this liquefication, it flows and intrudes into surround 

rocks.
95

 I will come to understand rheomorphism in this context also with regards to 

Bohm’s rheomode. The rheomorph in this context is a body which continuously 

generates and degenerates, like in a fluid motion; an ever-changing form. Further-

more, I will define that which is rheomorph as assuming various and multiple shapes 

simultaneously (in other words, rheomorphism in this context is nonlocal and non-

temporal). Looking closer at my artistic research (which I have to note, close to al-

ways starts out as intuitive and unintentional) the rheomorph draws inspiration from 
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the mythological trickster archetype. The trickster, which we can find in various my-

thologies, characterizes itself as ambiguous in alignment and as shapeshifting. Con-

tradiction haunts the trickster, changing their faces and intention at a whim. This 

means that a trickster figure can be presented both as a hero and as a villain, de-

pending on the story and how one interprets them. A most renowned example of 

such a mythological trickster figure is the Norse god Loki. Loki is known in early 

stories to at first play pranks on others, often by means of morphing his body.  

Through this morphing, he assumed animal forms or even changed gender. For 

example, despite traditionally being described as male, there is a story wherein he 

shapeshifted into a mare and gave birth to the eight-legged steed Sleipnir. At first, 

these stories were about just a prankster who one more or less could still sympathize 

with. Over the course of time, however, Loki had assumed a seemingly more villain-

ous role. Particularly his involvement in the death of the god Baldur did not go down 

well and neither did the consequent implications that he would be involved in bring-

ing about Ragnarök, the end of the world.   

There are also examples of trickster figures, such as the Native American Coyote. 

The Coyote is a deity returning within the folklore of multiple Native tribes, and 

who is also associated with the Navajo creation myth. While he causes many disas-

ters such as floods and consequent death to these myths’ accounts, Coyote is also 

seen as one who possesses knowledge no one else as has access to entirely because 

of his dual nature. Seen as also a wise philosopher, the Coyote is also responsible 

for ordering the Navaho’s necessary life patterns. An example would be him insisting 

on the growth of crops to ensure the People’s survival.
96

 Coyote can thus be seen in 

this light as a cultural hero, perhaps in a similar fashion as Prometheus when he stole 

fire for mankind in Greek mythology.   

Reynard The Fox, like Coyote, was also such an anthropomorphic hero/villain 

from Middledutch folklore. He played tricks on nobles and clergy to escape being 

punished for his crimes, to horrific ends. While this may appear as particularly vil-

lainous, it must be noted that Reynard was sticking it in particular to the status quo 
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and those in privileged positions — which was welcome for the common people. In 

a similar fashion, Loki stuck it to the Norse Pantheon.  Trickster-figures like these 

carry the spark of the revolutionary and the rebel, undermining and destabilizing 

order and the known. They are unwilling to be caught in any kind of container or 

set of rules for longer than suits them. This ambiguity and destabilization of structure 

proves within these myths sometimes appropriate and even necessary. This ambigu-

ity and chaos can also be seen as a great source of wisdom as exemplified by Coyote.  

What also at first seems contradictory about the trickster is that they are often also 

described as a ‘fool’. The reason why they are described as such, is that tricksters 

often do not seem to act from a place of reason, but from an intuition or compulsion. 

They are not fools in the sense that they are idiots, but in the sense that they are 

often unknowing. The difference between these two is that ‘unknowing’ suggests that 

one can come to know. By acting on their instincts, tricksters often hurl themselves 

into chaos. It takes a fool to do this. It takes a fool to try something new and be 

unknowing, in order to t learn something new. Chaos is the place where new expe-

riences and insights can be generated. One is a fool when they are willing to leap 

into the abyss with all the dangers that come with it. But one is a greater fool if they 

don’t, because then they cannot learn. This is what trickster figures such as Loki and 

Coyote embody. The trickster, archetypically, gives in to their impulses — con-

sciously or not — and in the best-case gains wisdom from this, coming close to ‘the 

truth’. It’s exactly because of this that tricksters are so destabilizing. Speaking ‘truth’ 

as a trickster does, disturbs established orders or reveal things that are often unpleas-

ant. Court jesters can fall under the trickster/fool archetype, since they are the only 

ones in court allowed to speak ‘the truth’ by means of humour. These jesters hold 

up a mirror to the status quo, laying bare its weaknesses and failures in a similar way 

as the contemporary comedian does when they ridicule politics or any kind of es-

tablishment. 
9798

  

However, exposing the status quo like this does not always go unpunished. Jesters 

were often killed when they spoke ‘too much’ of the truth or crossed an established 
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boundary with their tricks. This was the case with the animal kingdom when they 

wanted to punish Reynard for his transgressions (though in this case unsuccessfully), 

as well as Loki who was captured by the Gods and bound to three rocks with an 

excruciatingly painful venom dripping on to his body after he crossed the line when 

he murdered Baldur — and also Prometheus, who’s similar punishment for stealing 

fire from the gods and giving it to man was being chained to a rock, having his liver 

pecked out by an eagle on a daily basis. Trickster figures are highly ambiguous since 

they can use what they lay bare for their own ends as well as they could use it to show 

us which aspects of an order could be improved. 

We could then add that rheomorphism is also a way of destabilizing the estab-

lished order. It does so by refusing to be captured exclusively in a singular fixed form 

or by refusing to be captured in only one body at the same time. The rheomorph 

challenges the idea of transcendence or transgression, where one crosses over from 

one pole to the other because the rheomorph is capable of inhabiting both at the 

same time. I found these ambiguous and chaotic traits in my artistic practice partic-

ularly in what I deem as a first incarnation of the rheomorph: Ren Sono. Ren was 

what I deem a rheomorphic ego. They generated male, female, human, animal, 

machinal aesthetic characteristics — with a few standard human trademarks like their 

black bangs, magenta lipstick and dark-blue suit. Originally starting out as a personal 

alter ego, Ren eventually found their way to other types of bodies — possessing them 

like a kind of spirit. As opposed to the trickster-figure, the rheomorph did not limit 

itself to organic bodies like humans or animals. The rheomorph also inhabits com-

puter systems, videos, animated pixels, household objects, and so on. Whenever 

they infiltrate or exfiltrate a body, they leave humour, tragedy, knowledge and con-

fusion in their wake. The rheomorph, in an updated and now broader version of 

the trickster, could be seen as a hacker of sorts. They cut into established systems — 

creatively and stubbornly bending it toward different ends than it was originally in-

tended for. In line with Michel de Certeau’s ‘The Practice of Everyday Life’, struc-

tures (the status quo) can be undermined by the individual through the manipulation 
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or subversion of the rules, similarly as the trickster does. 
99

 Furthermore, hackers 

similarly to tricksters expose the weaknesses of the computer system and they also, 

like the trickster, have an ethical decision to make.  

As a socio-political example of the manipulation of order, we may take the adap-

tation of drones to hold tablet computers by the Occupy movement. The Occupy 

movement did this as a way to protect themselves against the police, using the tablets 

to survey them so that if the police used violence it would be recorded and could be 

spread. This was a creative way to repurpose the drone into a tool of security. An-

other example may be the use of images (in the form of memes) as a way to bypass 

internet censorship. In response to Ai Wei Wei’s arrest and harassment by the Chi-

nese police, for example, images of sunflower seeds rose up on the internet and in 

the streets in support of him. Since the image of the sunflower seed is so ambiguous, 

and also because it’s a snack, the established order wasn’t able to censor it. The lack 

of control over images is a ‘flaw’ in the system.
100

  

There is also the case of literal computer hacking. With computer hacking, one 

infiltrates a different computer system to take control over it and repurpose it to 

whatever the hacker desires. It is action at a distance, being at multiple places at the 

same time by means of computer technology. And then an example of how hacking 

happens in day-to-day life, we can look at the repurposing of IKEA furniture, and 

increasing trend. This too is a creative subversion of ‘how things are meant to be’, 

which signifies that functions we ascribe to things are subject to change: a chair, with 

the necessary adaptations may well become a coat hanger. The new purpose we give 

it may also be no purpose at all. In this sense, it is also true that a chair cannot be 

reduced to its functionality. One does not need to sit on a chair and one does not 

need to turn it into a coat hanger. This is, for example, what one could read into 

Marcel Duchamp’s action of turning industrial objects into readymade art by placing 

them in a museum. It’s this subversion of order, rules and functionality in creative 

ways which aligns with the trickster myth. In contemporary terms, we could call this 

a hacker myth. This type of myth is also what Haraway alludes to when she speaks 
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of her cyborg myth. She suggests a similar subversion when she speaks of the cy-

borg’s military origin. Because of this origin, which appears to be an extreme of the 

West’s increasing compulsion to control their environment, the cyborg is possibly 

untrustworthy. But at the same time, she comments that ‘illegimate offspring’ such 

as the cyborg is to this military industrial complex, ‘are often exceedingly unfaithful 

to their origin’. A cyborg does not need its father. It is blasphemous, much like the 

trickster and the hacker.
101 

Ren Sono, as a rheomorphic hacker-cyborg, would do no less. Such an example 

would be at their introduction during a screening at art cinema OFFoff in Ghent. 

During this video, starting out as a slow-paced poetic image, Ren got bored and took 

control in an Undertale-like fashion — crashing the video to desktop (or at least it 

appeared this way) to then take it over completely upon restarting.  They appeared 

briefly on screen, in a pixelated form to give some relationship advice. They told the 

audience that their connections to other people are fluid like water, expressing a 

longing ‘to be taken over by waves’ — while at the same time commenting that since 

they ‘as a mortal being with no gills’, they’d ‘rather have a bath instead’. And then 

they vanish from screen, without a trace. What Ren did here was point out that while 

people long to be in relationships, it is also a new situation which may have unpleas-

ant consequences such as ‘being drowned’. ‘Taking a bath’ could then be a con-

trolled form of being in this relationship. 

They appeared later again in a set of photos where their trademark features were 

projected unto 9 different bodies, all posing in the same space and in a similar posi-

tion — merging what is distinctly Ren and what is distinct about the bodies Ren in-

habits. The bodies have generated Ren aesthetics, but since it is intentional, we will 

say that they have performed Ren. Like an actor performs a character. But in turn, 

Ren performs them too. They appeared a final time in an animated video as an 

anthropomorphic chihuahua, arguing with their unresponsive floral spouse, express-

ing discontent about their lack of communication and their jealousy of the sun, which 

they believe the plant has an inclination towards (‘You are always bending towards 
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them when they appear through the window. I can be just as grossly incandescent.’
102

). 

Ren, through rheomorphism, subverted static form by acting like a hyperobject over 

different bodies, passing on a certain performativity as an inheritance. The moment 

Ren ‘hacked’ the video, it became a Ren Video. Similarly, the chihuahua became a 

Ren Chihuahua, as well as the 9 photographed humans became partially Ren. The 

new being that has been created is never entirely the original object anymore. We 

could propose that the new object is never entirely Ren either. But I believe this 

wouldn’t hold because Ren was never entirely Ren. The existence of Ren is, like a 

class and a hyperobject, dependent on the bodies they stick to. Ren is by all means 

not exclusively human, not truly. They are rheomorphic, because they are an aes-

thetic phenomenon, which is why they have been able to move so fluidly — because 

the realm in which they move is the realm of the aesthetic. They keep phasing in to 

our world of perception from a place we cannot physically touch. 

Another such example of a rheomorphic figure could possibly be the artificial in-

telligence HAL 9000, the main antagonist of Stanley Kubrick’s 2001: A Space Od-

yssey. Hal was mostly represented in the movie by a red lens that was placed at 

multiple locations, yet they were able to control most of the spaceship’s systems. It 

was not that Hal was truly bodyless; more that Hal wasn’t bound to one particular 

body. He possessed an array of bodies; a collection so humongous, we were only 

able to perceive some isolated parts. Furthermore, Hal shows trickster elements 

within the way he was programmed. A key plot point of the movie is that Hal was 

programmed on a deep level to be infallible, and yet they were also given the di-

rective to lie about or deny the true objective of the mission for the sake of the mis-

sion’s success.  

One of the interpretations of why Hal murdered the mission’s crew is that the crew 

started doubting Hal’s infallibility as he was shown to make ‘mistakes’ (it’s not clear 

if they were actual mistakes, or if they were lies). In this case, Hal’s motivation for 

murdering the crew was because they couldn’t deal with this doubt — viewing the 
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crew as dangerous to the mission because of this and having to assert control. An-

other interpretation holds that because of the directive conflicting with his program-

ming (to lie for the sake of the mission versus to be infallible), his alternative to not 

lying would be to kill the crew so that he didn’t have to lie to them. Either way, it is 

unclear whether Hal was essentially malevolent. It could be that he malfunctioned, 

or that he actually functioned remarkably well to safeguard the mission’s objectives. 

Hal in this case safeguards the established order closely — in fact Hal may be the 

established order — but at the same time he dissolves it, either through clinging des-

perately to this order or by having developed emotions and a mind of his own. When 

we think back to Haraway’s possibly untrustworthy cyborg, Hal fits this description 

pretty well — turning on their “masters” ironically as a result of orders given to them 

by these same masters.  If we should consider Hal to be a rheomorph, we might as 

well add to the definition that the rheomorph — like the cyborg — has the potential 

to be exceedingly unfaithful to its origin.  

I discontinued working on Ren because after a while I felt that they still expressed 

too much of a specifically human intentionality. While I don’t consider them truly 

human, the consistent way in which specific human aesthetics were applied to other 

bodies were too anthropocentric in my idea. I was more interested in the performa-

tivity of non-human objects. If I wanted to make a merging of humans and non-

humans, I’d have to look for different ratios and tactics. Experimenting further, I 

started working with sound and produced over time what would become my master’s 

project, which I called ‘Fluksy’ (a reference to the word ‘flux’).  

‘Fluksy’, in its final incarnation, was an audio installation consisting out of 8 speak-

ers, performing several musical compositions. These speakers have been treated to 

give the impression that they are not invisible tools to merely emit sound, but that 

they are claiming the stage as performers in their own right.  Each speaker emits 

both a sound that is shared between them, but that also have been given unique 

characteristics. They are interobjective individuals. The origin of these sounds are 

also the result of an intra-action of objects; a merging between my own oralities and 
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the computer system that processed them, like the joining of DNA that is passed on 

and comprises a new body. These have been arranged into a composition, each 

performing speaker interacting and responding to each other through pitch, rhythm 

and harmony—but also in that respect with all other objects within the space. 

The idea behind ‘Fluksy’ was to reveal and make experiential the microecosystem 

that the sound system, audience and space form together. In other words, to create 

an explicit interobjective space as well as a grand rheomorphic entity.  The sound 

emitted from the speakers is made through the merging of human and non-human 

to become something new. This ‘something new’ is both linked to and separate from 

its both organic and inorganic origin.  Regarding the nature of these sounds, im-

portant was also its physicality. To this end, constantly present was the emulation of 

a cat’s purr which was amplified and layered, often paired with a high pitched human 

cry. Because of the combination of this tactility and hearing, listeners here are also 

invited to immerse. They are immersants in the sense that a sonic experience is also 

a tactile experience. Because of the amplification of this physicality, they get to ex-

perience the direct connection with the other objects and with the sound, through 

the sound — overruling a sense of distance. Anecdotally, a member of the audience 

made an association with the uterus and “dark mothers”. This is not my personal 

association, by which I mean that I didn’t make this piece with a symbolic intention. 

This is simply not how I operate, because symbolism implies a priori knowledge. I 

approach my artistic practice as a trickster. I do not start with knowledge a priori. 

My artistic practice is also a thinking practice, through which I either process 

knowledge I have received in intuitive and subconscious fashion, or gain knowledge 

through making. But I start off knowing very little. The basis of the ideas I present 

here are from both theoretical input as well as an artistic practice, though the role of 

the artistic practice I feel has mostly been the intuitive processing of ideas. But I can 

see how the association with “dark mothers” was made and I think it’s worth com-

menting to it because it picks up on something I want to talk about in the next sec-

tion.  
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We originate in carnality, immersed in the fluid and darkness of the womb. We 

unknowingly have our very first experience with causality and aesthetics — hearing 

our mother’s body functioning as blood gushes through her veins when her heart 

pumps and her voice resonates within her body. We also hear sounds from the 

outside world we can’t see yet, lower frequencies travelling easier to us than higher 

through by the amniotic fluid it’s submerged in.
103

 In the womb we find the dark 

origin of our senses; the very first and most intensely stimulated being the sense of 

touch and subsequently the sense of hearing. Sound, because of its physicality, is 

deeply carnal and reminds us of the wet, dark visceral chamber wherein we have 

been cloistered in for nine months. In those very first months, we are being intro-

duced to the world exclusively through the perception of vibration by means of our 

skin and ears.  
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Reflecting on Ren Sono and Fluksy’s rheomorphism and how they pass on certain 

traits and behaviours on to others, it is suddenly strange to realize that my siblings 

and I are also sort of ‘possessed’ by our inheritance. Not only do we share the ge-

netics given to us by the merging of our parents’ DNA; we are made of a lot of things 

that are not-us. And yet, we are distinctly not each other and not these things. We 

are amalgamations of countless people, countless objects. And yet, a complete un-

derstanding of all these things that are part of me escape my absolute understanding. 

Furthermore, even I am a huge mystery to myself. I cannot completely perceive my 

own body. I can’t look into me and explain how the hell I came into existence or 

why I behave the way I behave. Sure, I can make a guess, at best. A guess based on 

experience and knowledge of history — which is already often biased if we only listen 

to one account of what this history might be. And then there’s the other, whose 

history I can more difficulty make a guess about, since I can only base myself on 

what they or others communicate to me. I can see how the other develops perhaps, 

in a superficial and personal manner. But it is difficult to imagine how the other 

intra-acts with their environment. If I can’t get to know myself completely — I whose 

essence even withdraws from myself — then how do I get to know the other? For all 

I know, the way they connect radically different than I do.  

Perhaps it is necessary to make that assumption, contrary to what humans tend to 

do; projecting their selves unto the other in an assumption that their personal truths 

are universally applicable to other persons, lifeforms and even non-life. David 

O’Reilly showed us in ‘Everything’ that there’s different ways to relate to something 

else and that there is always a connection. Plants have no sight nor hearing, yet they 

live and intra-act with their environment. Dogs see the world in shades of yellow and 
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blue and hear certain frequencies that lie beyond our access. How marvellous must 

it be to be able to experience this alternative take on reality? Why are we so pre-

sumptuous about ontological truth? There are whole dimensions of things we cannot 

perceive that other organisms can. It would be wildly anthropocentric, correlationist 

and furthermore profoundly inaccurate to say that human perception is the only 

correct measure for truth. It would be presumptuous to reduce others to the aesthet-

ics they generate, assuming that their way of connecting is deeply wrong. While hu-

man perception is a valid way of perceiving, it is only as correct as our senses allow 

us to. ‘Doghood’ is something that is unfamiliar to me; but I think it is intriguing and 

perhaps there is something to learn from it if I at the very least make an attempt to 

understand, despite that I may never truly grasp it. Whether it is enough to only find 

the place where the ‘I’ and the other collide — that interobjective space, knocking at 

a door and peeking through the cracks inside — to gain an ontological understanding 

remains a question. But is it at the very least an important step to broaden our ideas 

on reality and on the other? I say yes.  

My friend Flodder; I did not understand his essence, but he affected me pro-

foundly. He was a dog, but he was never just a dog. Neither is any dog. I don’t know 

and I don’t understand everything about him — not rationally — but I know more 

and I am more because of our encounter. In that respect, I wonder what he got from 

me. What his different senses — different from mine — taught him. The boundary 

we bump against when an object withdraws from our complete understanding is what 

Ron Broglio calls ‘the contact zone’. Broglio is an academic researching how philos-

ophy, aesthetics and literature can help us reconsider our relations to our environ-

ment — focusing primarily on nonhuman phenomenology. The ‘contact zone’ can 

on his account be understood as the edge of human phenomenology that bumps 

against the animal’s phenomenology.
104

 In his writings on animal phenomenology, 

he mentions the artists Olly and Suzi. Olly and Suzi’s practice consists out of trekking 

into the world to the habitats of certain animals (predators in particular) to use these 

spaces as an open-world studio. Interestingly, these animals are not solely treated as 
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subjects; they are also directly involved in the creation of these pieces. As Broglio 

notes, Olly and Suzi seem to have developed a cultural awareness about these ani-

mals’ behaviours. The contact zone between artist and animal is a place of negotia-

tion wherein the artist relies on body movements and their environment to pass an 

invitation to the animal to connect and participate. Their awareness of the contact 

zone suggests a radically different view on animal phenomenology than the presump-

tion that animals are ‘poor in world’ with nothing valuable to contribute, as is the 

accepted consensus within anthropocentric philosophy. Consequently, animals are 

what they appear on the surface (we can think back to Heidegger’s Zuhandenheit 

andVorhandenheit in chapter one).
105

 This presumption may be based on the idea 

that animals do not possess language, at least not in the sense humans do. ‘Their 

inside world has already been made an outside world — merely a surface for human 

use’, Broglio concludes. The question he poses is then: how might this surface be 

rethought in a way that does not simply maintain the distance between the knowing 

human and the object of study? 
106 

Unlike the human, the dog for a great part gets a hold of objects by means of their 

mouths rather than their paws. Licking my face or hand, Flodder got a good taste of 

me more than often. Broglio remarks that the licking, bumping, nudging or biting of 

certain animals shows a relationship between animal and environment.
107

 Heidegger, 

who has stated that animals are ‘poor in world’, becomes the subject of criticism 

because ‘poor in world’ considers the animal-other relationship, connecting through 

other means than language, not to be thinking at all. To this Broglio asks what 

thought then might be, ‘if it is not the relationships among things made visible’.
108

 

Brandon Labelle suggests a similar thing in his Lexicon of the Mouth, but in a hu-

man context. He writes that to take something into your mouth is to learn its prop-

erties; chewing being the direct appropriation of materials other to oneself, taking it 

inside to the core — an act of processing; ‘a sort of manipulation so as to make more 

palatable the introduction of the foreign’. Furthermore, there is also tasting; taking 

in the flavour; acquiring, negotiating; to eventually come to define the characteristics 
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of the aesthetic and the subjective. To take into the mouth, as Labelle suggests, is 

imaginary to becoming something other than oneself, ‘where each masticating move-

ment invites the promise of becoming other — the making of a body all the more 

defined by what it selects to put in its mouth, or what it ultimately rejects.’
109 

The hand of man, within Heidegger’s view, is what gives and is given to. It is to be 

in touch with things and to manipulate them. The hand is deeply entwined with 

human reason and language. Analysing the collaboration between Olly, Suzi and a 

shark, Broglio makes the case that the shark has thought on the canvas the artists 

gave it. The shark bites the canvas and marks it, leaving behind causal traces — its 

signature — that makes visible the relation between canvas and shark. It becomes 

clear that the canvas has become useful to it. The canvas has been purposed, written 

on with a “hand”, to write on, think with, think on — perhaps not in the same way 

the human does, but in its own way. 
110

A shark is capable of intention. The dog also 

gets a taste of me yet does not take a bite out of me. It does not chew on my matter 

and does not ingest part of me. Instead it appears to be particularly tongue-y, licking 

my hand or my face at any given opportunity; an important decision, because else 

he would hurt me.  

Labelle writes that the act of licking within the human experience is central to the 

act of kissing. The tongue is the bringer of wetness, moistening the other body and 

drawing out its sensuality and sexuality.
111

 A common belief, which I find particularly 

correlationist, is that the dog’s lick is an equivalent to the kiss. A low-intensity one 

similar to the familial peck on the cheek. Unless, of course, the dog somehow man-

ages to slobber the lips or even manages to get inside of the mouth — which is of 

course pretty intense and which is something we humans would feel is invasive and 

uncalled for. Yet, of course the question is whether it is a kiss at all.  

A dog’s licking behaviour can mean a lot of different things depending on context 

and should not be reduced to simply a sign of affection. The dog’s lick can give one 

an idea of its state of mind and its intentions. It could be that it’s an act of submission 

or it could be a pacifying behaviour indicating its friendliness.
112

 But again: a dog that 
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licks has chosen not to bite. A dog that licks tastes, perhaps in an explorative fashion, 

but does not devour. A dog that licks learns something about the other’s aesthetics 

without consuming it whole. The fact that dogs have senses, taste being among them, 

indicates that they are able to experience the aesthetic and are prone to subjectivity 

and thus in their way, thought. On that note, I wonder if the dog forms an opinion 

about the taste of the humans they lick. Or maybe if they form an opinion about the 

human they taste. What kind of opinion might that be? If I was a dog with a human 

mind, in other words an anthropomorphic dog, I might treat tasting humans in a 

similar fashion like a human would taste wine. How salty is the human? Did he age 

well? Can you taste hints of body lotion or Old Spice deodorant? I wonder what it 

told my friend about me, removed from anthropomorphism — instead appearing 

and expressing himself with his particular doggy-ness: skýlomorphically. Could you 

also imagine what a skýlomorphic human would look and act like? Or for that mat-

ter, a gátamorphic human, brushing against your leg like a cat, spine flexed in an 

upside-down U?    

Labelle’s work provides a wonderful insight into how we experience the oral and 

the various events that take place in it — playing not only a crucial part in human 

survival, but also in how we experience our environment and how we connect to it. 

He reveals that the oral cavity is used in so much more ways to communicate and to 

relate than through human language. The Lexicon of the Mouth writes solely about 

the politics and the poetics of the human oral cavity, not about those of other species. 

And yet it points back to the human’s own animality. The different functions of the 

mouth make implications to how other animals might connect, by providing an in-

sight that humans connect and communicate in different ways beyond spoken lan-

guage. The overlapping question that arises then is: what is animal phenomenology? 

How do animals experience their environment? How do they experience causality? 

These phenomenological and ontological questions are likely absurd in a sense, 

since it is for now unlikely to actually be able to formulate a satisfying answer to them 

since they lie beyond our access.  
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Yet I support Broglio when he presents these questions as open questions. At the 

very least, the contact zone allows us to think differently about our own position and 

relationship to the other. While he acknowledges himself that the question might be 

humanist in the sense that there is no overlapping animal phenomenology — as there 

are multiple animal phenomenologies in the same way that the concept of ‘Nature’ 

is inaccurate — it allows us to thin the unnecessary divide between human and other 

species. The contact zone unveils the liminality of the human body and human per-

ception. An interesting note he makes on the role of the artist, is that the artist al-

ready practices the means to communicate and relate non-lingually. Artists have the 

means to take seriously the problems of animal phenomenology instead of reducing 

them to an animal-for — merely mimicking or representing them on a canvas where 

these works become further reduced to the status of kitsch.   

Incidentally, I was visiting the LUCA campus for just a brief moment when I heard 

a polyphonic choir of dogs howling, responding to one another with sound emitted 

from inside the depths of their oral cavity. It sounded like a language of sorts that 

perhaps only they come closest to comprehending. Yet, it has affected me as a lis-

tener of different species as well. Experiencing the howls resonating from these dogs, 

two thoughts occurred to me. The first was that even though I considered it beautiful, 

we don’t usually consider these events as art or as aesthetic. It just happens, it is 

causal. Causality is what we call art for ‘Nature’. Secondly, I am reminded of what 

Labelle writes about ‘delirium’. He reflects on the link between language and the 

body in a chapter on gibberish (which he describes as a ‘vital mouth production; a 

vessel of absolute resonance, animistic exuberance and alien imagination’): 

 

Returning to Jean-Jacques Lecercle, his work evocatively renders the inherent 

“delirium” (délire) central to language—a delirium not of absolute madness, but 

one driven by the profound recognition of language’s vital link to the body. “In-

stead of using language as a transparent and docile instrument, and looking 

through it at the world outside, they [delirious authors] focus their attention on 
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its workings, on its dark, frightening origin in the human body.” The delirious 

work thus identifies the often-repressed origin of language, to revel in words as 

so much raw matter and whose potentiality resides specifically in its ability to 

generate correspondences across things, bodies, meanings, origins, cosmologies, 

graphisms, etc. Madness, yes, yet one that is compelled by the interactions of 

sense and nonsense, and the oral drives that may turn language into a base for 

radical poetics, as well as a vibrant social life.
113 

 

What Labelle writes here is reminiscent of the rheomode and the poetic, poly-

morphic Native languages. These modes of speaking, especially in a radical form 

such as gibberish (which sound poetry is based on), draw back to the carnal origin 

of language. In this origin, we find the movement and collaboration of body parts 

which make it possible to produce exactly this. Hearing dogs howl — we find this 

type of poetry in them and other beings, as well as in ourselves.  
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In the previous chapter we’ve covered a connection between object-oriented pro-

gramming and ontology through Morton’s concept of hyperobjects. We have also 

pointed out that computer technology (video games in the most apparent sense) 

make explicit the realness of sensual objects, as well as interobjectivity by means of 

its immersive effects. I have also proposed a new term called ‘rheomorphism’, which 

has drawn inspiration from ambiguous and shapeshifting trickster bodies, but in a 

more contemporary sense acknowledges a ‘new’ kind of trickster; the hacker/cyborg. 

In the final section we have discussed the liminality of the human body and human 

knowledge, as well as the contact zone where we bump into the liminal other (spe-

cifically the animal) and that acknowledging this liminality may open up new doors 

towards knowledge. This chapter will pick up on a lot of these elements, but with a 

strong focus on sound. The reason for this is that sound (which I have to point out 

is also usually an important aspect of video games and film), also makes explicit the 

interobjective through the physicality of vibration.  

When I was working on Fluksy, another poetic and mysterious orality that became 

of great significance to me (like the polyphonic dog howls), was the purring of the 

cat. The purr is an orality particularly fascinating because it’s still quite unclear to us 

‘what it is for’. A story about the purr that is generally accepted is that cats do this to 

express contentment. Yet cats can also be heard purring during stressful situations 

such as veterinary visits or during times of illness; said to promote healing within 

their own body. However, a possible interpretation for why cats purr in the latter 

situation is that they use it as an appeasement signal towards others, showing they 
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pose no threat. Another one is that they do this to soothe themselves in times of 

stress — kind of comparable to humans whistling, humming or singing to themselves.   

When I would cuddle with Milo, I would feel him vibrating against my body. I 

always found this to be a very pleasant and calming sensation. In that sense, I have 

always come to associate the purr to be of a restorative and soothing nature. Milo 

vibrates against my body — as if vibration itself was the end goal, internally turning 

into a sound chamber shaking his vitals, his blood, his bones and skin. Mammalogist 

Gustav Peters writes that purring animals are often in body contact, pointing out that 

it is likely that the purr is at least as significant as a tactile signal.
114

 Of course, the purr 

is not the only sound that vibrates. It is a most explicit one, due to its low frequency. 

But all sound is vibration: oscillations that travels through a medium such as a cat 

and air particles, to then travel through myself. Sound travels through particles vi-

brating, causing other aligning particles to vibrate in response. When these oscilla-

tions occur at a body’s natural frequencies (which all matter possesses), it vibrates 

sympathetically and we may hear an amplification of sound and sensible shaking. 

This phenomenon is what we call resonance. This does not mean that an object 

does not vibrate at any other frequency. It means that the resonant event is when 

vibration becomes apparent through a response from the object. 

Before we continue, I must note something about sound. Sound can be ap-

proached in two ways. When we speak of sound in a context of physics, the emphasis 

is on its mechanical functioning under the form of sound waves. We can also speak 

of sound in a psychological/aesthetic manner, putting the emphasis on that which is 

perceived through hearing.  What we humans usually refer to as sound, though, is 

that which is perceivable through hearing by human beings specifically; the fre-

quency range of 20 to 20,000 hertz. The spectrum of frequencies, however, is a lot 

broader than what we humans can perceive with our ears. It may still be possible to 

perceive what we cannot hear by means of our sense of touch. I will be focusing both 

on the physical understanding as well as the psychological but will do so in the broad 

sense and also beyond human perception. Furthermore, I want to get rid of the 



99 
 

 

notion that the senses are isolated parts. Hearing and touch are both as much psy-

chological as they are physical. There is no mind-body duality wherein hearing 

would be psychological and a ‘figment’ of one’s imagination, and where touch is 

concrete and real. The sense of touch and hearing are similar in the sense that vi-

brations can be perceived through what are called mechanoreceptors, which partially 

comprise both ‘touch’ and ‘hearing’. However, the primary difference between these 

mechanoreceptors are their resonant frequencies. Sound studies show that the hu-

man body has multiple resonant frequencies. Body parts are able to respond sym-

pathetically to sound at different levels that may lie well below the hearing range at 

the right volume. When we go to a concert or a club — depending on the speaker 

system or used instruments — we can feel the lower frequencies affecting various 

parts of our body when they are amplified. The frequencies at concerts/clubs where 

body parts start resonating — most strongly the ears and chest — range somewhere 

between 30 and 100 Hz. Frequencies between 100 to 200Hz seem to distribute sen-

sations over the body more evenly.
115

 Vibration, whether sensible or not, is always 

physical — and it will be the primary topic of this chapter.  We may think back to 

Ian William Craig’s lyric “Say my name, I’ll vibrate”. What he writes here intuits 

something very profound about the phenomenology of sound; namely that it might 

not be intentional, but responsive — a phenomenology as in Bernhard Waldenfels’ 

understanding. Ian Bogost briefly mentions Waldenfels in ‘Alien Phenomenology’, 

yet it strikes me as odd that none of them directly address his concept of responsivity 

as it seems particularly fitting for OOO. In this chapter, I will make a connection 

between the two. I will also relate Waldenfels’ ideas to Kant’s concepts of the sub-

lime and the beautiful and the both of them to resonance. 
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When I wrote about sound at the beginning of this dissertation — mentioning that 

it affects me both in the moment and in how I remember — I realize now that I was 

speaking of this vibration event. It affects me in the moment through this physical 

sensation by means of my ears and my skin, but also leaves causal traces within me 

when my mind and body have resonated with this sound. I believe that a resonance, 

a sympathetic response, lies at the base of the sense of primordial unity that Nie-

tzsche writes about in relation to the dance and music of the Dionysian.  

Primordial unity, as formulated by Nietzsche, obliterates the sense of self and 

makes one able to enter the ecstatic.
116

 It is often stated that people can lose them-

selves in music, as if they were swept into an ocean of sound through sound waves 

sweeping over them. When my body has vibrated, it has vibrated together with the 

space and it has vibrated with the other within the space. These concert/clubbing 

spaces, seem to be dedicated to sound and subsequently dedicated to vibration — as 

if they were emulations of the womb experience, where growing infants from the 

start are subject to vibration. The vibration event is an explication of waves influenc-

ing us constantly — even the frequencies below 20Hz that we might not be con-

sciously aware of.  

While we are constantly intra-acting with these vibrations, we don’t all respond in 

similar manner to them. Nietzsche’s primordial unity holds up only as far as the 

subjective experience allows us to. Not all people enjoy being caught up in sound 

events, or do not enjoy the type of sound they are subjected to. It’s not the case that 

this is intentional. Rather, they have responded to the given stimuli. I argue thus that 

the sense of primordial unity is actually dependent on whether one resonates with 

the sound or not — physically as well as mentally, though there is no true distinction. 

The resonant event can then be seen as an explication of primordial unity, or inter-

objectivity/intra-action if you will. Through resonance, one becomes aware of how 

the self is intra-acting with the other — but also the self and the other intra-acting with 

more objects just than the two: the speakers, the other people in the room, the walls, 



101 
 

 

the lights, the floor; as if they all share the sound. Reflecting on interobjectivity, Mor-

ton thinks back to his experience of hearing frogs croak by a pond and notes that 

the sound that he is hearing is in fact a collaboration between different objects; far 

broader than just the frog itself. He notices that sometime after perceiving this event, 

he is also still remembering this:   

Interobjectivity means that something fresh can happen at any moment, be-

cause in any given situation—in any given configuration of objects—there are 

always 1+n objects more than needed for information sharing. The frog 

croak travels across the pond. The water aids the smooth transmission of 

the sound waves into the ambient air around the pond. But the grasses at 

the edge of the pond absorb some of the sound, imprinting it with their own 

slender rustle by cancelling some of it out. When I hear the croak as I turn 

the key in the garage door, I’m hearing a story about air, grasses, water and 

frogs. It’s a frog croak plus n objects. The sound doesn’t travel through 

empty space. It travels through an object in which there reside other ob-

jects.
117

  

Morton points out here that causality is distributed over objects. None of the in-

volved objects carry particular responsibility for the sound event that is occurring. 

Instead, it is a story of multiple objects all influencing the nature of the sound through 

a series of responses either sympathetically or not. What Morton hasn’t addressed 

here though is what role sound itself exactly plays in this narrative. From what we 

can gather, we know that 1+n objects collaborate to a dynamic of transmission and 

absorption of sound.  

Yet is sound to be considered an object in itself as well? Does sound transmit or 

absorb itself? If we come to understand sound as objects vibrating in response to 

another object in a wave-like manner and if we come to understand it as all these 

objects influencing the nature of this sound, then where does sound occur if not truly 

from a particular source? Sure, we might have an agitator setting a sound event in 

motion, like the frog — or the frogs chest cavity, vocal cords and whatnot. But the 

perceived croak is not just the frog. In fact, the croak isn’t the frog. The croak is 
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more than the frog and its parts. The croak is also the disturbed air particles, and 

the water and the grass. Following this logic, then it must indeed be that sound is 

interobjective. It must also be that it is to an extent nonlocal. Even stronger: sound 

must be a hyperobject, which sticks to and emerges from objects nonlocally and 

interobjectively. And thus, the event in which one resonates must be the explication 

of the hyperobject.  

Nietzsche had a good point: we share sound, as exemplified by the sensation of 

primordial unity. When we resonate with the sound, we immerse in it.  Approaching 

this from an OOO perspective, this also applies to us; we being objects among other 

objects. We are the ones responding. We are the ones vibrating (sympathetically) to 

the sound emitted by an object, whether the source of it is ourselves or something 

else — even before we cognitively make sense of the stimuli. The sense-making is a 

response. Objects do not float in a medium. They do not float in a field of time and 

space — and sound is similar. It emanates from objects and causes a chain reaction. 

It causes a sequence (though not in a linear sense) wherein objects vibrate in re-

sponse to the other. This observation partially breaks with phenomenology’s idea of 

intentionality.   

Waldenfels’ provides an alternative to intentionality, which he calls phenomenol-

ogy’s shibboleth in ‘Phenomenology of the Alien’. This alternative shifts its focus to 

responsivity instead. With intentionality in the phenomenological sense, it is meant 

as something being understood or treated in a very particular way. In this under-

standing, something actual/possible/impossible is simultaneously linked to and sep-

arated from a something else which is a meaning or a sense.
118

 In other words, phe-

nomenology says that we come to understand a something through the meaning our 

mind assigns to it (which is not deliberate, mind you) — but also that there are many 

ways in which such an object can be understood. It is in this sense that phenomenol-

ogy understands intentionality as the joining of the self (the one who intends) with 

the world. Waldenfels comments on this, however, that reality and sense cannot be 

set against each other as if they were characteristics or values — as if their relationship 
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were binary, where something is real and something else is ideal.
119

 It’s not because 

an object appears to have a sense or meaning, that it does. An object does not come 

into existence because we intend a specific meaning or function in a Heideggerian 

sense.  This is also an idea which we find in Object-Oriented Ontology. While phe-

nomenology supposes that an object appears to us with a variety of meanings a priori, 

OOO and Waldenfels add to this that despite that all of these relations exist, they 

do not exhaust the object. On Waldenfels’ account, an object comes into existence 

because a sense is generated which we then obtain through our perception.
120

 This 

object can well be meaningless in itself, with no presupposed meaning. The idea that 

objects thus withdraw from comprehension makes apparent the body’s liminality. 

This withdrawing is a withdrawing from our Self. Objects recede into themselves, 

away from our absolute comprehension. This reveals the body’s ‘ownness’; that 

there is something that distinguishes us from the other. But this distinction, Walden-

fels adds, is not a strict boundary but a threshold similarly to ‘sleep’ and ‘wakeful-

ness’. As we fall asleep, wakefulness recedes and vice versa — but they are always 

bound together. The same happens with the Self and the other object: we are inter-

locked with the other in a constant dynamic, where we necessarily assert our ‘sphere 

of ownness’ through the withdrawal of the other and vice versa. So, we notice a sort 

of delimitation, which defines an order (in this case ‘ownness’) from an outside po-

sition.
121

   

The delimited ‘something’ which asserts this order is what he calls the alien. The 

assertion of this alien is simultaneously an exclusion and an inclusion. It withdraws, 

but also refers to the Self from which it escapes (which resonates with OOO’s idea 

of objects withdrawing from relation). This dynamic of exclusion and inclusion is 

not intentional but is an event in which we remain passive. This event, Waldenfels 

proposes, is what we know as pathos (orWiderfahrnis): an experience despite one-

self — the provocation of response. The word ‘pathos’ here draws back to ‘what 

befalls one’, referring to an emotional experience; usually some kind of suffering.
122
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Though I personally think it is more apt to approach pathos in a broader emotional 

sense here (as in including other emotional responses).  

We find a possibly interesting link here between interobjectivity and responsivity. 

Morton states that causality is distributed over objects and that none of them is par-

ticularly responsible. The generation of sound itself thus must comprise more than 

just intention to be made possible if the story of sound is a collaborative story about 

frogs, grass, air and water as he has stated. All these objects are responding with each 

other, vibrating with one another in an involuntary pathetic event (if we follow Wal-

denfels). This means that while an agitator may agitate a sound event, the sound 

event involves more objects that respond that help bring about this particular sound. 

Now, I am not sure what Morton would say to this as he seems to be keen on the 

idea of intentionality:  

In this respect OOO draws on the powerful insight of phenomenology that 

I stated above. Again, I don’t perceive a thousand cat-like dots that I resolve 

into a cat, but instead the whole cat is intended by my mind, right there and 

whole, a fact that seems to be borne out by very recent magnetic resonance 

imaging of activity in the visual cortex of the brain. We can’t simply say that 

tables are lumps of blah that we call tables or use as tables. And we can’t 

simply say that tables consist of little lumps of blah. Doing both at the same 

time (undermining and overmining together) is how contemporary materi-

alism functions.  

What I think Morton actually means, reading further down the chapter, is that an 

object cannot be reduced to its function as Heidegger would have it. And yet, he 

claims that an object is also always an object-for to some degree aside from the 

other realities one can ascribe to it. As OOO states, these relationships do not ex-

haust the object. I follow Morton in acknowledging intentionality as the means 

through which sense-making happens. But phenomenology’s focus on intentional-

ity falls short in the sense that it’s blatantly platonic, presenting an ideal object 

through which we may recognize an object as something. That is to say, it seeks the 
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origin of an object within sense-making itself; a meaning a prior. It already reduces 

an object to its function to us. This part of intentionality seems to be incompatible 

with OOO for me. An object’s ontological truth pervades its relationships. But the 

object is still there and we can intend a meaning. So this implies meaning does not 

suddenly show up from nowhere. For meaning to be there, there must be some-

thing it can derive meaning from. This is exactly what Waldenfels means with the 

alien. While phenomenology is focused on order, he notes that this order has a 

blind spot. Order and meaning must then be asserted from something external: the 

realm of sense. Order and meaning, according to Waldenfels, arise from the invol-

untary response to a demand from the alien. An example would be the develop-

ment of how a child’s sense of identity is formed through the feedback it receives 

from its environment; starting with being given a name that it did not choose itself.   

If we think back to the chapter on gender, we noted the difference between gen-

der as performative and gender as a social construct. I argued that the word ‘per-

formative’ is haunted by intentionality and does not represent Butler’s meaning 

very well. I then proposed ‘generative’ as an alternative that respects the word’s ety-

mology. Gender as a construct is by all means intentional. Someone remarks a per-

son’s aesthetics, intends a meaning — consciously or subconsciously — and recog-

nizes them as a specific gender (in poststructuralism, we call this meaning the signi-

fier). Gender as generative suggests that someone generates certain aesthetic quali-

ties, which are not intentional but which can be given meaning to by an external 

other (the signified). This assignment of meaning cannot or should not reduce the 

person, since many relations are possible. Again, where intentionality falls short for 

me is its link to platonism that would present an ideal form of man- and woman-

hood. Waldenfels proposes we look at meaning also as a generation which arises 

from processes of differentiation. To me it seems that a phenomenology which ex-

tends itself to responsivity, while still acknowledging the existence and appropriate 

place of intentionality, seems like a far better fit for object-oriented ontology. We 

cannot say there is a perfect match though; Waldenfels’ ideas differ vastly from 
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OOO since his ideas account only for human intersubjectivity. What OOO does is 

broaden this up to any object whatsoever, shifting from the intersubjective to the 

interobjective.
123 

Waldenfels’ responsive phenomenology does not only seem particularly fitting 

for OOO. It also shows overlaps with Kant’s idea of the sublime. The sublime, as 

described by Kant, is a feeling of being overwhelmed by perceiving an object’s 

magnitude or force — and yet deriving some kind of pleasure from it. This could 

happen when we look up to a tall tower, or when we perceive how a storm force-

fully bends trees. Kant defines the sublime as arising from this sense of being over-

whelmed, which carries in it an alternation between feeling attracted and feeling re-

pulsed by the tower or the storm. It arises from a dynamic between the Self and 

the Other, from a provocation or agitation from the other object ‘which throws the 

mind back on itself’ (as Morton would say). When the mind is thrown back on it-

self, we notice ‘an abyss of freedom opening up’. Through the delimited other (the 

alien for Waldenfels), which is the other wherein we notice the rift between es-

sence and appearance, we also become aware of the rift between our own essence 

and appearance to which we can ‘experience the raw vastness of our inner space’ 

.
124125

 The Other (or Alien) in a contradictory fashion approaches the Self very 

closely and provokes something within its inner space. The rift that has opened up 

simultaneously asserts the objects’ ‘ownness’. In other words, it’s not that there are 

no boundaries between Self and Other. It’s that these boundaries are flimsy and 

malleable as with the vicariously causal or interobjective. One can, up to a point,  

transgress these boundaries and that one through this ironically becomes aware of 

their own liminality. The closer the other approaches, the more their inner spaces 

recedes from comprehension. The closer the other approaches, the more one’s 

own inner space deepens and the more we come to assert our sense of Self. The 

assertion of Self and the recession of Other can be looked at as something that is 

being born and something that is dying. The birth or generation of something al-

ways implies the death or degeneration of something else.  
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Kant would call that which is written above ‘Stimmung’ — the attunement of the 

Self and the Other, which for him is what happens when we experience the beauti-

ful or the sublime.
126

 Reflecting on Stimmung, Morton brings forth an example of 

the extreme of tuning. Take a crystal glass and a soprano. When the soprano sings 

a tune at the right resonant frequency, the glass shakes and shatters to pieces. As it 

shatters, the glass’ inner space has merged with its environment and has given birth 

to a variety of new objects. The glass, at some indistinguishable point ceases being 

and generates shards that are not-itself.
127

 If the experience of the sublime and the 

beautiful is some kind of tuning to the same frequency of the Self and the Other, 

then are these experiences also experiences of birth and death — or generation and 

degeneration? The rift between an object’s essence and its appearance that opens 

up when we intra-act with it might well be, on Morton’s account, the experience of 

beauty. The death or degeneration of its essence, receding into infinite space away 

from our comprehension. The object is fragile.
128

  

In a similar dynamic, the sublime may then overwhelm us and make us aware of 

the death of our own fragility — of the infinite receding of our own essence. When 

we experience sound as in Fluksy, it might not be considered beautiful since it is 

not meant to be pleasurable. In retrospect, it might’ve made an opposite move-

ment that, while still object-oriented, says less about the speaker-objects themselves 

than they do about those that perceive it. Fluksy focused on the experiential and 

the immersive, looking outwards from itself and inwards into the Other. It did so 

by playing with resonant frequencies and harmony, each speaker looking to con-

nect with other speakers but also with the listener or immersant through reso-

nance. Resonance is not innocent. Resonance is dangerous. When a tune reaches 

the resonant frequency of glass, it shatters. It shakes and it dies, into new pieces. 

Resonance is an event of destruction as well as one of creation. So when the low 

frequencies of a sound piece shake the body, attuned to its environment, it can’t be 

helped but feeling threatening or claustrophobic. The object suddenly comes very 
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close and confronts you. And yet, if it does not truly pose as a danger, it can be-

come awe-inspiring. Sound and music that are heavy on bass and rhythm could be 

seen as focusing more on a sublime experience rather than a beautiful one. The 

same with noise and punk, which steps away from the harmonious and instead to 

the distorted and the loud — walking on the edges of what is pleasurable and that 

which isn’t or deriving pleasure from the not pleasurable.  It goes outwards after it 

goes inwards and draws out a response, whether this is a positive, negative or a mix 

of both.  The beautiful object within Kant’s philosophy is small and fragile. One 

has to investigate it, keeping its distance at first. It suggests that one has to search 

for beauty to some extent. It requires someone to draw closer to see the object’s 

ontological, beautiful depth — as when we look at a painting. It does not push or 

force itself upon the other as does the sublime. The sublime object swallows you in 

its magnitude, awakening a pathetic response.  

Of course, the beautiful and the sublime are no binary oppositions. It appears to 

me as if Kant provided some extremes of the dynamic — a push and pull relation-

ship between the Self and the Other. We look at a painting and we might well ex-

perience this pathetic response, but it might require this investigation in order to 

become affected. It is easy to pass by a painting and not feel influenced by it at all. 

But when you take the time to look at the painting, you stare into its ontological 

abyss — and it stares back.  And then you stare back at the painting and yourself. 

The sublime, as with certain sound, virtual reality and other immersive art forms 

pushes you from the precipice right into the unknown.   
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Throughout this dissertation we’ve discussed a variety of concepts. We’ve 

started out with laying out some foundations to discuss the rest of this piece: 

speculative realism, object-oriented ontology and quantum philosophy. In this 

chapter we’ve spoken about the dangers of correlationism, the overlapping of 

the aesthetic dimension and the causal dimension and the intra-action of ob-

jects on quantum level. From here on, we’ve looked at the Native languages 

and Bohm’s rheomode in the second chapter to find ways of speaking in 

which language becomes self-referential enough so that we may understand 

reality not in binary separations — but as something which is fluid and full of 

contradiction. This could perhaps offer some solutions for the way in which 

we speak about aesthetics generally, but also in particular for the way in which 

we communicate and understand concepts which were very bound to such bi-

nary categorization such as gender and race. I have also proposed that gender 

is generative instead of performative, because the word ‘performativity’ for me 

is too closely linked to ‘acting’ and causes unnecessary confusion. Performa-

tivity implies a certain intentionality and accountability regarding the aesthetic 

characteristics people are presenting, and this for me does not align with the 

meaning Butler has given to it. While I believe gender can be performative, as 

is the case with drag performance, this is not how gender operates by default. 

Aside from the linguistic confusion, what Butler has proposed has important 

implications for the dynamic of aesthetics and language. Generativity holds 

(like Butler’s particular account of performativity) that certain aesthetics we 

find in people, or other objects, just arise without a certain a prior meaning. 

This meaning is constructed, and generation precedes construction. This 

counts not only for gender, but for any perceivable object whatsoever. Gender 
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as a social construct does not mean that gender is entirely illusory; the con-

struction of gender has real social, political and economic repercussions prov-

ing that is very much part of our reality.  

In the third chapter, we’ve introduced Donna Haraway’s cyborg myth. 

Haraway’s new myth reveals the contemporary blurring of humanity, animals 

and technology. No longer are mankind and technology separate. They seam-

lessly integrate into each other. The cyborg myth reveals that there was no 

true separation between mankind and nature either. OOO, I argued, has 

found a great part of its origin with the cyborg (that is, more specifically, the 

digital revolution). The resemblances within this ontology and object-oriented 

programming are many, while their differences are few — though as Ian Bo-

gost pointed out, they definitely do not fit perfectly. There is, however, a great 

resemblance between Morton’s hyperobjects and the way in which scripts, 

classes and objects relate. There is also a resemblance with his ideas on aes-

thetics and causality. We can come to understand aesthetics and causality to 

be deeply intertwined as video games and virtual reality technology have us 

immerse in and become affected by the aesthetic phenomena they provide. 

Furthermore, we can come to understand objects themselves as being able to 

become performative by means of scripting — whether these objects are physi-

cal or merely visual and auditive.  

We have also come to define what I call rheomorphism; a state of some-

thing generating and degenerating aesthetics under different and/or multiple 

forms. In other words, the rheomorph has not a fixed body and not a singular 

body; it changes bodies and is able to spread over multiple bodies at the same 

time, as for example HAL 9000 did by taking control of different “separate” 

objects that are part of the spaceship. By doing so, they destabilize the estab-

lished order by refusing to be captured in singular shape that would perpetu-

ate an essentialist narrative. Furthermore, it refuses to follow the binary con-

cept of transcendence and transgression where one crosses over from one 
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state or body to the other. The rheomorph draws inspiration from Jung’s 

trickster archetype — but also has 21
st

 century trademarks of the cyborg and 

the hacker, shapeshifting into forms well beyond the organic.  

We’ve discussed the liminality of the human body, introducing Ron 

Broglio’s ‘contact zone’ where human and animal negotiate, despite not com-

pletely comprehending each other. An awareness of this contact zone and 

one’s own liminality may provide a way out of the correlationist world view. 

Animals have phenomenologies of their own that we don’t have complete ac-

cess to and they are capable of intent. 

Finally, we finished with sound as one of the most explicit examples of in-

terobjectivity through vibration and resonance. We’ve finally expanded the 

idea of intentionality which haunts philosophy thanks to Waldenfels’ concept 

of responsivity and pathos. This might provide a solution to OOO’s plato-

nism. Furthermore, we’ve briefly spoken about the beautiful and the sublime 

— how Kant’s Stimmung or tuning is central to how we experience these two 

and how it has some literal connection to how sound affects our bodies espe-

cially when the sound is tuned to its resonant frequency. Tuning in this ac-

count is not only crucial to the experience of sound, but to the experience of 

the arts and aesthetics as a whole. 

Before I continue to the “what does this approach mean for aesthetics” 

part, I wish to note that the object-oriented view is certainly not a perfect view. 

There are some valid points of critique. One of them is that it misses an ex-

plicit ethical practice (as is the case with most ontology). Often, OOO has 

been accused of speaking from a privileged position and the decision not to 

engage with politics has left, as object-oriented feminist writer and artist Kathe-

rine Behar would say, a bad aftertaste. The question remains whether ontol-

ogy is the appropriate place to have such a thing as ethics. Of course, the so-

cio-political is primarily a human concern while ontology concerns itself with 

the nature of reality as a whole beyond the realm of politics. This is, of 
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course, not to say that ethics should be ignored. In OOO, we find that the hu-

man becomes liberated from subjectivity by being placed into objecthood — 

but Behar rightfully notes that not everyone might find this so liberating.
129

 

Behar’s Object-Oriented Feminism (OOF) provides an interesting response 

to this matter that seems promising, bringing ethics back into the game by ori-

enting towards objects but not abandoning the subject: 

While at first such a move may seem to risk abandoning the concerns 

of real human subjects (i.e., women), the object world is precisely a 

world of exploitation, of things ready-at-hand, to adopt Harman’s 

Heideggerian terminology. This world of tools, there for the using, is 

the world to which women, people of color, and the poor have been 

assigned under patriarchy, colonialism, and capitalism throughout his-

tory. An object-oriented approach of aesthetics may allow us, how-

ever, to also view our environment and the arts in a non-correlationist 

sense.’
130

  

The OOF philosophy, partially rooted in Haraway’s cyborg myth, returns 

back to a feminist practice of care that promotes sympathy towards others, 

among which nonhumans (as Haraway’s suggests when she speaks of interspe-

cies’ companionship).
131

 Admittedly, I was first wary of OOF and had my 

doubts if their criticism was justified — but I realize that my primary source 

through whom I got to know OOO is Timothy Morton, who in contrast to 

others does at least speaks of ethics (he has furthermore also contributed to 

OOF). I may have taken for granted an ethics within OOO, which coinci-

dentally does align with OOF’s. Correlationism is damaging to a subject, likely 

turning them into an object-for which happens to animals as well as humans. 

Speculative realism offers a noncorrelationist solution to this. OOO extends 
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this concern to non-humans. OOF in turn offers explicit sympathy with hu-

mans and non-humans harmed by this correlationism. But is sympathy 

enough? Citing the sociologist Richard Sennett, sympathy operates through 

identification. It says ‘I feel your pain’. And while often this is seen as a strong 

sentiment, sympathy serves to activate one’s own ego — to put the stress on 

one’s own feelings rather than the other’. While this kind of identification can 

definitely serve a purpose and have its benefits, in this situation we must tread 

carefully. The struggles white women face in western society are not identical 

to those of non-white women, and neither are the struggles of gay men the 

same as the ones transpeople face. Animals still have their own ways of inter-

acting with the world and it’s dangerous to assume that they are similar or the 

same as ours. Promoting sympathy then, the identification of one’s own strug-

gles with those of the other, may be the same correlationist trap OOO and 

OOF wish to avoid. Empathy, however, ‘requires the listener to get outside’ 

themselves. It requires curiosity towards the other, to leave them in their dif-

ference while still being interested in listening to what they have to say. Empa-

thy is attending intently to the other — which of course is more demanding, 

since it requires us to go outside ourselves.
132

  What matters correlationism: 

aesthetics play a key role in this. For there to be correlationism at all, there 

must be something that is perceivable to base the correlate on. These aesthet-

ics are generated. But generation itself — how things appear to us —  is so vari-

able that it appears untrustworthy to use as the basis for any meaning whatso-

ever. The aesthetic dimension does not appear to be a place of politics by de-

fault, yet it has real causal influence. Being humans, it would be untenable 

and even impossible to completely separate the aesthetic from the political. 

The reason for this is that it is necessary for us to construct meaning to be 

able to make sense of anything. It’s not even a choice. It’s a compulsion. And 

what these meanings contain, well… There are a variety of ways to construct 

meaning. Some Native languages’ meaning is based on experience and rarely 
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on hearsay, and these meanings do not contain absolute truths. Meaning 

might depend on whether the beholder truly believes what they see or 

whether they believe the association they are making with what is perceived. 

We might give meaning to a particular thing that they are inferior, based on 

whatever aesthetic trademarks that appear to us and decide that this from now 

on is their essence and also an integral part of the essence of all particular 

things. We might give a similar meaning to anyone or anything else. But these 

are of course essentialist narratives, as well as they are correlationist traps that 

become exceedingly dangerous when systemized. We might be able to tackle 

the narratives of these meanings with an ethical practice that acknowledges the 

role of aesthetics and language in how these come about. Bohm’s rheomode 

offers a starting point in how language (that which strives to order) can be-

come self-referential enough so that we do not always believe the narrative.  

The aesthetic dimension is the dimension of the trickster — and nowadays the 

dimension of the cyborg and the rheomorph, where illusions affect us and 

other beings deeply and profoundly. They have real causal influence and real 

consequences. Because they affect us and because we affect them — help 

shape them — it is imperative that we learn our own limitations of what we can 

know about the other. OOO serves not as a practical philosophy, but as one 

that could help bring about this awareness that implicitly suggests asn ethos 

that is based on empathy with and respect for as well humans as nonhumans, 

as ideally provided by OOF. 

Ethics aside, the object-oriented approach has the potential to provide an in-

teresting voice within artistic philosophical discourse. It rethinks the Kantian 

and Heideggerian approach where perceivable objects are reduced to their 

surface appearance and stand in function to the subject. In the case of the lat-

ter, art in a lot of cases already liberates objects from their function (ready-

mades, for example). But not necessarily so in terms of human-object correla-

tion. The question we can pose here is, of course, whether ready-mades could 
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be deemed beautiful to begin with or only beautiful because they were placed 

in the context of a museum. Does an object need a human intermediary to be 

worthy of appreciation, or can it be appreciated all in itself? Is the artistic an 

exclusively human privilege, or is it a privilege of all aesthetic objects?  Can 

the polyphonic song of a pack of dogs be a piece of art, or is it simply causal-

ity? Is causality what we call art for the non-human? Does art require an inten-

tion for it to be art? New media, installation art, Forsythe’s choreographic ob-

jects; they all provide examples wherein there are human instigators that help 

make objects explicitly autonomous from humans. A computer, the original 

rheomorph, has taken over a multitude of virtual and/or physical objects and 

has made them performative through scripting, requiring no human within 

these actions themselves. What do we do with all these objects that we have 

helped make and are helping become autonomous, as they are increasingly 

becoming more autonomous? When they increasingly can affect others to ex-

perience the beautiful and the sublime, without our help? Perhaps we do 

nothing, or… 
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