
Identity is what we understand things to be like. For instance, a thing is 
identified by its image, its name, its substance, and so on. But we do not 
have a final identification, the identification of the thing with what it is: truth. 
For example, what we understand ourselves to be is a combination of all the 
things one is identified with, but without any necessary red tape putting all those 
identifications together, except by the fact that they are all indeed identifications. 
So because identifications have been made, they do somehow exist together:  
as an installation of contingencies. This is the moment where the case becomes 
political, since curatorial decisions seem to have been made. This is not exactly 
so, but the case does offer the possibility to regard this political dimension in 
new ways: that is, not by designing institutions that are aiming to mirror some 
theoretical ideal, as a communication that has been fixed, thus becoming purely 
directional, but with the identifying gesture itself as directive principle: as a 
medium for a communication that is more than directional, for it is meant to 
arrive at a direction, instead of just pointing the right way. Likewise I will argue 
that any individual itself is exactly such a political installation. In the following 
essays, all agents are understood to be installations. This of course to prove 
that the existance together of different parts, languages and disciplines is not 
to be directed by a, yet to be discovered unifying structure, or by way of some 
romantic synthesis, but by politics. This essay is a first exploration of what these 
politics might be like. 
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I would like to propose to you a new medium for interdisciplinary communications. Not a medium 
that is conveying any actual meaning, but a medium laying the groundwork for all possible meaning. 
That might sound rather universal and abstract, but in fact it is the most sensuous medium, as the 
following example might clarify:
       If  two people were to get shipwrecked on a desert island, miles apart from each other, what then 

introducing something new into the scenario. This new thing will be an exemplar of  the sensuous 
medium I am proposing to use. 

For instance, they might think it a good idea to write wait for me here in the sand. A fairly reasonable 
thought, it seems. However, because it is, the other person is most likely to make the same plan and 

device his own meeting sign. Having two meeting signs is very unreasonable. Their 
shared thoughts are of  no use if  not applied to some shared thing. So instead, they really ought to 

The thing that is most noticeable

The island might consist of: lots of  sand, palms and a mountain. Of  course then the mountain is 
the most noticeable thing. For instance in being the only one, the only one shaped like an eagle, or 
printed in bold. And as the mountain is so very noticeable, it is reasonable for one to assume it will 
manipulate the others senses likewise. Thus making the mountain the most perfect thing to which 
they can assign their shared thoughts; and make it their meeting place. This most noticeable thing 

Things



Things are of  such a kind that they open up possibilities for communication without actually 
saying anything. The only demand is that they are noticeable, so that they will be part of  people’s 
environment. In making them noticeable, tried methods can be used, like: authenticity, uselessness, 
or simply charm. 

State Identity

What is this notion of  ‘most noticeable thing’, playing a role somewhere between the others, the 

relevance of  this notion of  identity to the political organisation of  different groups, disciplines or 
individuals, it will be exemplary to regard its appropriation by Thomas Hobbes in Leviathan. 
       If  one would replace the mountain in the scenario of  the shipwrecked by some sovereign, we 

thing they are subjugating themselves to in their shared need of  direction. Why are they in need of  

Leviathan as a war of  all against 
all, and ‘the life of  men solitary, poor, nasty, brutish and short’. This of  course conveniently supplies 

congregation, men need to be able to trust one another, while trust is exactly what they lack; that is 

another by reason only, it is likewise not enough for Hobbes’s peoples to bind themselves together 

was already apparent in the story of  the shipwrecked, is not meaningful by itself. In Hobbes’s case, 
the other might so easily be doubted. And since the other knows that he can so easily be doubted, the 
doubting as such is perfectly reasonable.

       So what is needed is something they can all subjugate themselves to. Just 
like the shipwrecked choose to let them-selves be led by the mountain. If  one would know all the 
others subjugated to the same thing one is subjugated to him-self, he would know what would be on 
their minds, thus making them safely predictable. 
       This role of  noticeable thing is in Hobbes’s theory played by the Sovereign. All will hand over 
their rights to this Sovereign, by a contract between all that are to subjugate themselves likewise, 
stating that they will indeed do so if  al the others do so as well. The Sovereign’s being noticeable lays 
in the fact that his being is contingent and not bound by any contract: he is what the contract refers 
to. His doings might be completely arbitrary: he can do as he pleases. Yet it is precisely because of  
his being arbitrary, the whole group is able to function as one actual being, for they are all sharing the 
same identity: which is their master’s as well as their master. 

The Faceless State

Our liberal state, as envisaged by John Rawls, one of  the mayor political theorists today, has not got 
some Sovereign’s face, and so its identity is unclear. Thus he devised a method for the people of  a 
state to look at themselves. Although Rawls’s theory is a contract theory like Hobbes’s, it make no 

he uses what he calls the Original Position: a purely hypothetical situation, designed to bring out the 
basic structure of  our society, if  it was to be as fair as it possibly could. The Original Position doesn’t 
give much direction, as Hobbes’s State of  Nature surely would make one run. Instead it offers a 

       The hypothesis of  the Original Position shows us what would be the fairest distribution 

of  the elementary goods. The participants are to be imagined veiled, so as to make them 

completely ignorant of  all that would make them actual people inhabiting 
particular places in society, like their status, talents, and identity. Thus relieved of  all contingent facts, 
like who will be who, and of  who has got what, they are then to choose the elementary goods and its 
distribution. Rawls claims that in this way everything will be divided in the fairest way possible. Which 
does not necessarily mean that everything will be divided equal. Rawls does for instance make room 

reasonable person can envisage this hypothesis of  the Original Position and understand its outcome 
as fair, we can rediscover our rules as self-chosen, and consider ourselves voluntarily bound. Thus 
looking back on the state we devised, we can see that it is good. 
       However, one could still wonder on how to conceive of  this state, a blindfolded, self-enclosed 

 In being faceless as a whole, the state is not offering any means 
for communication with the people not sharing this no-face. How could we 

 Ceel Mogami de Haas, in: 

.

Shared Identity

 Martha C. Nussbaum, in: .

Martha C. Nussbaum, a mayor ethical theorist today, might just give the liberal state its face. Maybe 
it is a very vague face, but at least it is a face sharing some familiar features with faces across the 

border, making global communication much more likely. Nussbaum points out the fact that we 
do recognise others as beings of  the same species. That means we must at least 
share some features, even though they might have developed differently. We can best understand 
Nussbaum’s features as family-resemblance: we share some features with some, some others we 
share with others. We are no singular group, with all of  us forced into the same suit, but we are not 
identities in complete isolation from each other either. 
       However nice that sounds, there might still be a slight problem with the conception of  Nussbaum’s 
thick vague list, composed of  all the features that make us understand ourselves as human, and the 
needs that come with that. The actual list Nussbaum presents us with would probably indeed be 
accepted by most, but the way she came up with it might be doubted. For how can she ever really 
know if  in assigning importance to some features, and assuming her way of  assigning to be shared 

of  direction, as was solved earlier on so harshly by Hobbes. The others and Nussbaum are not able 
to point to some shared external feature on which to differ. 
       That is why someone, most likely someone French, might object to Nussbaum, pointing out the 
likelyhood of  her only projecting. This possibly French then forwards his or her relativistic claim: 
because we don’t know the truth of  being ourselves, we should respect those who are radically other 
in being so. Nussbaum of  course objects to this, claiming we surely share matters of  life and death. 

to be bound to. He or she might claim (and quite often indeed does) that even in matters of  life and 
death, we should not assist the radical others, for that might ruin their own special ways of  doing. 
       Nussbaum needed not to have given her essentialist argument. The possibly French has already 
given him- or herself  away in the claim that the radical others, possibly Polynesian, should be 

left alone. He or she might profess this otherness to be of  the highest sublime beauty, but really, 



something so neatly isolated must be regarded kitsch. What else are we to think 

       Exactly like Nussbaum, the possibly French is also neglecting the function of  identity as the 
noticeable medium I proposed before. If  isolated, the radical other is denied existence in the space 
we share, whatever that space might be. He is denied forming his own identity in and against this 
space we might understand to share. And without this identity, a shared space cannot even be said to 
be there. In being denied an identity, a possibility of  being noticed by anyone, any communication, 
understanding, or even misunderstanding, is rendered impossible. 

There has to be a presentation
   
Identity is of  such a kind that it opens up possibilities for communication, without even necessarily 
saying something, or of  being understood for that matter. The only demand is that it is noticeable, 
so that it will be part of  people’s environment. In making it noticeable, one could use tried methods, 
like for instance authenticity, brutal force, or simply charm. And because identity is so very adaptable 

the most suitable international glue. 

        Therefore it is most important to give everyone the right to attempt to make oneself  
noticeable. That does not imply we should go and open our eyes so as to see better. It means we 
should offer the others the same goods that are giving us the possibility of  being noticed. For a start, 
we have to connect them to the internet. All that is presented on it, no matter how uncommunicative, 
in being a presentation, is understood as such. Instead of  regarding it as some passive, natural thing 
we stumble upon, we recognise a presentation as something actually seeming to communicate some 

people would need one for free, there are still individuals to be found in our liberal state who would 

so little in comparison. This is far worse than not sending any bread.

Gustave Flaubert part 3

And so image and image-maker ought to be the same. Now following I would like to 
show in what way they are indeed the same. This is not an ontological claim, making the above ‘ought’ 

 our operating system. The example:
 

place. 
       However, the conventionality of  such a ‘proper place’ came soon to be questioned by artists, 
philosophers, and the sexually confused. For one can think of  a great many ways to install an arm, in 
no way less functional than on the right side of  the chest. It could just as well have an interesting role 

to play at the other side of  the room, and probably even more so, in someone else’s. So now, in 

from easy to accept our distant-body-parts as our own. Embarrassingly, it still seemed more natural 
to accept the experience of  distant-touch as some religious experience, rather than as something we 
could control. So in the beginning, we could only undergo the stimulations passively. 

Raphael, 



problem: in order to get touched, we had to make ourselves desirable. So we had two problems to 
solve: 

1. How to understand ourselves as a unity. 

       

arm conventionally would be found. How does one remember the proper place of  

sense-of-self. 
       This sense-of-self  was given to her by the others around her: they gave her the words, images 

And so we discovered what was needed in order to unite our distant-body-parts, and do so in such 
a way that it would be a presentable unity for others to desire. This operating system is known as: 
identity. Identity is the software that can do for the distant-body-parts-technique what Microsoft/

However, this time we did not need to write a new language, for we had unknowingly been creating 
it all along. We had been developing it ever since we called ourselves human. Only, we thought we 

were doing something else. What we now see as the construction of  an operating 
system, we had misunderstood as a philosophical or spiritual search for the 
self*. We had confused the necessity to see ourselves as a whole, and the necessity for others to 
perceive us so, with presuming the actual identities we happened to think ourselves whole with, as 
being necessarily those. 

developed numerous forms of  life. So while we might not have found ourselves some true source, we 
have created a rich system of  contingent forms instead. A rich system of  contingent forms is known 

ourselves, we are the language we create. 

YOU

After breakfast I made my morning walk as usual. A silver balloon was hovering over my head for 
some time.

didn’t.

to move out of  our positions of  isolation, the more stuck we get. So we don’t bother. From now on, 
we will be as slow and careful as possible. 

a lot of  disappointment. 

straightforwardly, I am sure the others are constructing their love just like me. I can read it in the 

design of your cities and in your ways of  speaking. I can read it in all your inclinations and 
dispositions. So I’m sure they are doing it, even if  they are not waving anymore at the balloons I send 



resulting image will always be impossible to distinguish from you.
       Imagine my loving the invisible more than caring for you and your kind. You think we send 

the balloons to your place all the time just to get an idea of  what direction you want from us next. 
You think it is the knowledge of your desire we aim to translate into new projects and products. 

As if  made especially for you. 
     You probably think we are wholly there for you. 

 your world is likewise a picture to us. Every morning I read it to see what changes the others 

like me have made for you. And then I offer you my proposals in return, but only as an answer 

to them. We are building your world, but not for you. Not really. Every change someone like me 
has made over there, I can only understand to be a sign for me. And likewise, I construct my signs 
for them. 

       You don’t want to communicate with all of you, so you need direction. We don’t want any 

direction. We long for communication. Our communication is your direction.

You know who became your  
you. And so here we are, offering you identity, where there is no other way to redirect ourselves 

 you 
It isn’t there. It is in love with someone else. 

 you we can write, you being the only unknown we know, meanwhile hoping 

having to go back to this only medium we have, which is you. How could I then imagine you would 

believe me for one single second when I state I do not care for you  

*Note on the homemade connection:
Sometimes, philosophers think truth to be accompanied by a certain state of  mind. And sometimes this state of  mind is then 
regarded as the actual goal of  the search for truth. For example, a state of  * is reached when one would be in possession of  

like any other philosopher would. However, different from the dogmatic philosopher, he sees himself  obliged to suspend his 

because he expected this desired state as an effect of  being in possession of  the right judgements, and not as an effect of  
suspending them. 
       This is how in this essay the discovery of  ourselves, as construing, is to be understood: not as the discovery of  our power 
of  creation, or our freedom of  choice, but simply as the discovery that we must have been constructing. As the observation of  a 

       The story of  Apelles illustrates this. Apelles the painter was looking for a technique that would create a realistic effect of  the 

accident, he reaches the desired effect of  * after all. The effect is found by not searching instead 
of  made up. Apelles discovers accidentally a connection between the bumping of  a sponge at a painting, and a realistic 

technique. In retrospect, the sun doesn’t seem to rise every morning again by 
pure accident.
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