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Coming-to-know collectively:  

A gothic tale of method, metaphor and madness in the Academy 

Abstract 

This experimental paper provides an immanent alternative to the neo-positivist outcomes-driven 

turn currently cannibalising the Academy. It offers a stitched together, multiphrenic creature, 

formed in darkness, gore and toil; a co-generative performance embodying coming-to-know as a 

process of creative co-inquiry. It writes into existence an ungainly and seductive creature who is 

the speciation of a curious collective who met regularly to explore new and experimental ways of 

performing educational research.  Our creature is a response to post-qualitative challenges for 

invention and re-invention. So we invent! And you, dear reader, are invited to participate in our 

grizzly performance. The following ethnodrama lays bare our skin in a gothic theatre where the 

individuated self is dismembered and restitched in order that coming-to-know might be understood 

as a collective and ongoing performance.  

Roll up, roll up! Come and see the spawning of our creature! You know you want to.  

Take a peak. You won’t be sorry. 

Keywords:   coming-to-know; collective co-inquiry; feminist New Materialisms; agential cuts; 
creat(ur)ing 
Word count: 5881  
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Coming-to-know collectively:  

A gothic tale of method, metaphor and madness in the Academy 

“The point is not to deny the presence of form but to stage an encounter with the shaping of its 
more-than” (Manning, 2013, p. 179) 

Foreword/warned: 

This experimental paper is offered as an immanent alternative to the controlling narratives 

and standardised scripts that work to regulate and restrict what social science research can be and 

should do. It is positioned in the “beyond” (Lather, 2016, p. 129) of qualitative work through its 

resistance of unity and conformity and its desiring of complexity and risk. Instead of neat and 

complete, think messy and unfinished. Instead of rational and reliable, think diffraction1 and 

dissensus. What follows is a cumbersome, lurching creature who offers up “a plurality of fissions 

and margins, a system of deviances straining for communicability while protecting its margina lity 

… a way to dream and perhaps enact post-qualitative work” (Lather, 2016, p. 129). This 

multiphrenic entity is but one of “1000 tiny paradigms” (Lather, 2006, p. 43) propagating in the 

borderlands, and beginning to infest and infect the hallowed turf that is the Academy and its 

predicated gold standard research designs. Our creature asks, “How might five ways of knowing 

be consummated in order to know otherwise?” “How might our USness be situated as an iterative 

performance of de-forming and re-forming that enfolds different ways of knowing into an ongoing 

act of scholarly perversion?” “Is it possible to diffract difference and distort consensus?” “Can we 

resist the urge to present a unified and seamless scholarly voice?” Our creature is not offered as a 

                         
1 We recognise that diffraction is a term with multiple meanings and 
applications. In this paper we are utilising a feminist New Materialist 
understanding of the term – specifically, Karen Barad’s notion of diffraction 
as a “methodological approach … of reading insights through one another in 
attending to and responding to the details and specificities of relations of 
difference and how they matter” (2007, p. 72). 
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finished product, a definitive answer to such questions or a condemnation of normative scientific 

constructs. It is instead an open-ended performance; the embodiment of unified disunity; “a 

momentary cohesiveness … of interweaving strata active in the creation of ontogenetic worldings” 

(Manning, 2013, p. 4-6).  Our creature functions as an ode to the imprecise science of knowing 

through not-knowing and through others. She is a coagulation of five disparate scholarly identit ies 

and their wor(l)ding.  On these pages is the essence of an unfinished and contingent being that is 

the more-than (Manning, 2013) of its authors, ideas, convergences, disagreements, reviewers’ 

comments, literary references, images, metaphorical allusions, formatting decisions, institutiona l 

requirements and you, the reader.  Our creature unsettles and unhinges by suturing us together-

apart (Barad, 2014) in a co-creative and iterative process of incising and re-incising; of dis-

membering and re-membering; of infusing and transfusing. And through it all our creature 

provokes us to ask, “Just who is creat(ur)ing whom?”  

 

“These thoughts supported my spirits, while I pursued my undertaking with unremitting ardour…. 

Sometimes, on the very brink of certainty, I failed; yet still I clung to the hope which the next day 

or the next hour might realise …. I collected bones from charnel houses; and disturbed, with profane 

fingers, the tremendous secrets of the human frame “ (Extract from Mary Shelley’s Frankenstein, 

1818/1996, 32). 

 

What can this creature do? What are other scholars 
to take from this article? What is its contribution? 
(Reviewer 1) 
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Welcome to our grisly theatre, Professors and students of method and metaphor.  

For the price of a preparedness to know otherwise you too can join our surgical mystery tour 

into the anatomy of the unknowing and unknown.  

Our patient is anaesthetised, our hands are scrubbed. Let us begin. 

 

Theatre occupied 

It all began with a challenge. What might an 

ethical, supportive, co-generative Sociology 

reading group look like and how might it enact 

its coming-to-know? We were immersed in a 

ritual: Turning up on a fortnightly basis to our 

Special Interest Group attached to the Education 

faculty of our University in order to feed our 

academic souls.  

We tried to define what it was we were doing. Agendas were written and, for the most part, 

followed. Minutes were taken. Readings were set and discussed. Were we becoming scholarly? 

Performing academia? Finding our way around the latest turn? Building a collegial network? We 

felt productive. We learned a lot. We talked a lot. We read a lot. However, there was really no 

product, at least, not in the neoliberal-productivity-audit-culture sense of the word. So what was it 

that we were doing? What were we making? Creating? De-forming? Re-forming? The trouble was 

that we didn’t know. It wasn’t tangible in a recognisable and pre-fabricated “knowledge production 

and … conventional dependency on procedural method” (Jackson, 2017, p. 666) kind of way – but 

Figure 1.Old Operating Theatre in London. 
Photograph by Mike Peel (www.mikepeel.net). 
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it definitely had substance and conviction. We did not know in advance, or as separate individua ls, 

where our fortnightly communing would take us but we understood that the idea of emergent 

phenomena soon came to replace more familiar constructs around theory and data as structured 

and static.  We had begun to sense the importance of the relational to knowledge-in-the-making. 

Knowledge is not just what we say knowledge is but also how we do it; how it affects us, 

connects us, distorts us and re-invents us. We talked about this a lot. We felt a discomfort with the 

current state of affairs in the audit-driven Academy but were unsure of how we might perform 

otherwise and with what purpose. Could our monster function as a siren for singing others into our 

insurrectionist plot? Or would she be dismissed as a decorative decoy; an unnecessary and 

libidinous distraction from the rigourous and real world of ‘proper’ research? In short, we were a 

community of disunity resisting assimilation into neoliberal structures (Lather, 2016); a becoming-

entity pooling words, concepts, ideas, frustrations, biologies and biographies into a discordant and 

mangled (Hekman, 2008) mess; a room full of transplants stitched together as an ungainly body 

wrestling with the conceptualising of what it was to know in ways that would neither dislocate us 

from – nor pander to – the Academy and its insatiable appetite for outputs, productivity and 

performativity.  

In this murky miasma how could we suture together our coming-to-know in ways that 

would acknowledge both our growth and grotesqueness; our dynamism and our dead-ends – 

because dead-ends lead to places that have consequences for travellers too. How could we make 

sense of the process of coming-to-know as a collective without the incipient need for predetermined 

destinations or finely crafted end products?  
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Could we work together ethically in ways that would resist a partitioning of the world into 

researchers and researched; processes and products; the known and the unknown?  Charteris, 

Crinall, Etheridge, Honan and Koro-Ljungberg (2019) write of co-authoring as dynamic data 

making.  Inspired by Deleuze (1997), they craft their paper-creation “stuttering ‘AND’, ‘AND’, 

‘AND’” with words and ideas that connect them to others “like an umbilical cord that pulses life” 

(p. 5). 

Could we embody our coming-to-know as a co-generative scholarly performance – infused 

with a literary aesthetic – without getting caught up in the web of our daily academic practices, 

publication requirements, restraints on our time and the push-me-pull-me of more conventiona l 

research scripts? Was it possible to fashion our methodological madness into a creature that would 

not sacrifice our well-being and/or our feminist souls to the delimitations imposed by a product-

driven system? What if disagreements, differences and dissensus were folded into the milieu of 

life-in-the-making so that they could co-habit a resonant force that continuously hinted at its 

potential – its more-than – without the need for arriving at a monstrous conclusion?  Could we 

enact a post-epistemic research methodology that would honour divergent histories, dissonant 

voices, conflicting research agendas, and the shadows left by others while simultaneo us ly 

remaining open to the unthought (Jackson, 2017)? As an assemblage of feminist researchers were 

we ready to let go, plough in and see where life would take us? Was there enough trust in the 
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group? In each other? We decided to find out. What follows is the immanent creature that exceeds 

but precedes us all. It is our invocation of Manning’s claim that “[l]ife in-formed is life in-forming” 

(2013. p. 20). We do not for a minute claim sole parentage – or even uniqueness of species. 

Coming-to-know is an illicit affair with multiple mothers and moments. 

 

“No one can conceive the variety of feelings which bore me onwards, like a hurricane, in the first 

enthusiasm of success. Light and death appeared to me ideal bounds, which I should first break 

through, and pour a torrent of light into our dark world.  A new species would bless me as its 

creator and source; many happy and excellent natures would owe their being to me.  No father 

could claim the gratitude of his child so completely as I should deserve theirs. Pursuing these 

reflections, I thought, that if I could bestow animation upon the lifeless matter, I might in process 

of time … renew life where death had apparently devoted the body to corruption” (Extract from 

Mary Shelley’s Frankenstein, 1818/1996, p 32).  

 

Now that our intention is clear, let us introduce our surgical team.  

This will require a change of font and focus if you please. 
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The physicians 

 

Throughout the course of the year a core group formed. Interestingly, those who had 

worked at the university for many years were the first to peel off, leaving those of us who could 

be labelled as “new(er) arrivals” behind. Were we a group of researchers not yet disillusioned by 

the audit culture we had stumbled into? Were we still young (in careers) and silly enough to want 

to resist? Or were we a group of renegade romantics urging each other on to write a glorious though 

gory tale that gets other parts of us moving and refuses to pander to the gentle love poems of the 

ideal? Or maybe, just maybe, we were onto something. We had different backgrounds, different 

research interests, different histories, and different reasons for being here. There was the Bayesian 

statistician; the poststructural feminist; the critical pedagogue; the (post) Marxist and the critical 

race theorist – or at least these were the labels that had worked to sustain, frame and contain our 

burgeoning careers thus far. 
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Could we honour our differences and those of others as a way of “opening the play of wor(l)ding 

across registers of perception, sensation, and affect” (Manning, 2013, p. 160)?  

What if each of us were to act as an axis of difference located within a single being; an 

entanglement of orphan entities, bibliographies, ontologies, epistemologies, mutterings and 

matterings (Lennon, 2017)? What if we could harness our situated knowledges and permit them 

to rub up against others, bruising, scraping, lacerating, blood co-mingling, scabbing together 

oppositional qualities and different differences (Barnes & Netolicky, 2018).  What would we get? 

Not the formation of a new identity for each object. No. But, perhaps, a different being, that arises 

from a constellation of relations to startle us into a momentary whole without losing the morbid 

fascination for the parts. 

“The astonishment which I had first experienced on this discovery soon gave place to delight and 

rapture. After so much time spent in painful labour, to arrive at once at the summit of my desires, 

was the most gratifying consummation of my toils” (Extract from Mary Shelley’s Frankenstein, 

1818/1996, p. 30-31). 

 

We would now like to draw your attention to the College of Surgeons  

who are responsible for where we find ourselves today. 

 

Gathering our instruments  

The operation begins tentatively. We have each come equipped with our surgical 

instruments carefully sharpened to enact the first cut. While some of our medical kits overflow 

with theoretical and methodological tools that have accumulated over time, others among us have 
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more limited sets of tools from which to draw in order to perform the delicate operation. Some 

tools are shiny and new while others are well worn after many years – perhaps decades – of use. 

But, don’t be fooled! Each tool leaves its mark. Some draw blood with such precision - such 

perfection – that the surface of the skin appears intact; others bludgeon and bruise the carcass 

beyond recognition. There are those among us who quickly divest our old instruments and in a 

slavish frenzy seize hold of the new. And yet there are others of us who are much more cautious 

about letting go so that the necessary dissections can take place.  

We play with posthumanism and flirt with the New Materialists all the while honing our 

instruments, yet resisting the reductionism and product-ionism of our thinking into neatly wrapped 

gifts that can be fawned over simply because they are novel or new. At the same time, we want to 

turn our new toys over and play with them to see what they can do. We want to exist in the grisly 

mess of a paradigm rip. Stay with the trouble (Haraway, 2016). Kill the mother (Lather, 2016). 

Work the ruins (St. Pierre & Pillow, 2002).  

 

At times, we feel the tensions of our disagreements. The risk of a cut is to amputate the body not 

the limb. Our stitched-together creature remains intact but she is developing scars and a memory. 

We acknowledge Anzaldua’s warning that, “before a scab forms it haemorrhages again, the 

lifeblood of … worlds merging” (1987, p. 25) and we watch the filmy membranes that congeal to 

create new life thicken …  
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We scour the theatres of others, raid their instruments and use them to suture together our 

creature and ourselves. Limbs are identified, attached, reattached, cut away and rehabilitated. 

Never amputated, you understand, but severed in ways that allow scar tissue to form, reform and 

perform. We ask each other provocative questions and embrace the beauty of not knowing for the 

challenge that it is. We agitate, irritate and procreate. Rather than seeking perfection, we fold 

together our knowings and our not-knowings in the hope that, through this process, a saviour might 

emerge to guide us through. We do not hold our breath.  

 

On the slab 

On our slab is a collection of limbs and organs.  

Please do not be distracted by their dreadful appearance.  

They are all fully operational – just a little disarticulated. 

In this unique space of fertile ontological becoming we speculate … What would happen 

if we fully resisted the neo-positivist requirements for outputs and discoveries? What would 

happen if we stopped trying to work out what is – or what it could be – and instead focused on the 

processual nature of how we are coming to know in ways that pay homage to the residual a/effects 

of those who have come before?  
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Barad (2007) describes how quantum physicists do not know what an electron looks like: they 

have never seen one, but they know they exist because quantum microscopes can feel them. By 

using probes to interfere on an atomic level, the microscopes note the reaction of the electrons, not 

the electrons themselves. Haraway (1997) describes how waves are diffracted by their interaction 

with rocks and objects on the beach and in the ocean. We want our wor(l)ds to collide, to become 

entangled – the chimerical and the rational entwined together. If we treat our coming-together to 

probe, poke and prod theorists, ideas and each other as a co-mingling of fleshless organs and 

transplanted ideas, can we make more sense of how we are coming-to-know? Is it even possible to 

perform a collective coming-to-know or are we just kidding ourselves? 

 

Ladies and Gentlemen, I implore you, don’t leave now. We are but midway through our 

vivisection and there are limbs that still need attaching. I entreat you to have faith in the process. 

Making incisions 

We decide, ironically, to play the scientific game and put our thinking out there. Our process is 

messy; the evolution of our creature clumsy. She refuses to be pinned down. She is becoming 

fugacious. Procedures for writing emerge. (In)Decisions are made on the fly. We know there will 

be abrasions and septicity – and there are. Is this because some of us seem more attached to parts 

of the creature than others? Timelines are put in place, then abandoned and then redrawn by others 

beyond our control. We try to convince ourselves that the process is more important than any 

publication but we are not so sure anymore. Sometimes we run. Sometimes we limp. Along the 



- 15 - 

way limbs are lost … Nine becomes eight.  Eight becomes seven. Seven becomes six.  Six becomes 

five. Scalpel sheathed.  Amputations complete for now.  

Some of you may be feeling faint. It is common when students witness their first dissection.  

You will find smelling salts near the door. Things will move quickly from here. 

In the confines of our operating theatre we ask: What might be added/lost if we infuse the 

scholarly with the literary? How do we use words to render the importance and dynamism of 

research relationships? Is it possible to celebrate difference rather than smoothing it away? What 

might be the research result if we let go of the usual compunction to interpret and re-interpret the 

data for others? What might happen if we just let it sit? Barad (2014) theorises such notions, 

drawing special attention to what she terms “agential cuts”. These cuts are the researcher’s 

responsibility. They are the borders that we draw around our studies and ourselves. What sits inside 

the borders? What sits outside them? What does the creation of a border do to the relationship 

between those elements on the inside and those on the outside? Those elements do not just include 

people or words on a page: they include physical spaces, timelines, theorists, reviewers’ comments, 

stylistic preferences, feelings and relations of power.  All of these coalesce to enact agential cuts; 

cuts that disfigure and deform. Operating within the Academy, a pharmacist prescribes a surface-

application of a cream, a plastic surgeon smooths over scars to gift the appearance of cohesion; a 

clever physician diligently refashions misfits following current fashions of perfection. Yet not all 

scars need be rendered invisible. Scars mark our birthings, our transformations, our embedded 

contradictions and places of unfinished business. “A scar is what happens when the word is made 

flesh” (Cohen, 1963). 
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Further incisions 

Just as we find it difficult to resist the jurisdiction of the catalogue of academic outputs, we 

similarly find it difficult to work within the A4 page. How can we capture the messiness of the 

bumpings, collidings, knottings and (not)knowings on a two-dimensional page that reads from left 

to right and, like flat land, disappears into nothingness at the margins? The real challenge for us – 

and our agential cuts – is their mindful and ethical mapping.  How might we realise their potency 

for our collective coming-to-know? 
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We take the idea of cutting literally and unleash scissors on our collated meeting notes. We 

dissect each other’s written texts and fold them into one another to create an embryonic jigsaw 

where the more-than of paper, words, ideas, images and ink caresses, corrodes and contaminates. 

My first cut was tentative. I did not want to harm this 
beautiful creature-creation. Yet as the first cut was 
made, I felt a tremendous release. There was a delicious 
freedom to be felt in hacking and slicing the body, 
having been released from the rigid formatting restraints 
imposed by standard research publications. I ravaged our 
creation. I slashed paragraphs as though they were 
extraneous body parts. Then belatedly realising their 
hidden purpose, I pieced them back together in strange 
and curious ways … attaching a head to a leg, an arm to a 
neck, an appendix to a spleen. Tracked changes lay like 
entrails strewn across my page. Echoing this creation, 
one of my instruments of creation – a computer – objected 
to such unprovoked violence and collapsed mid-sentence, 
turning away in disgust. But this too was cathartic. I 
wiped my bloodied hands across the page and left someone 
else to clean up the mess. 



- 18 - 

We deliberately adopt different and distinct fonts so that readers will be jolted by our semiotic cuts 

and we embrace the grotesque as a means of g(l)orifying our dissonances and vexing any desire 

for the familiar and the known.  

Each of us takes turns nurturing the offspring; shaping and re-shaping it. We wait expectantly 

to receive the email that will signal our creature’s further metamorphosis. What limbs have been 

added or hacked off? What wounds have been opened? What new scars might have formed? There 

are some who still want an anchor, a “post” if you will, to tie our transient offspring to in case it 

gets harried and out of control. And we know it might. And then there are aesthetics to contend 

with, or as postconceptual digital artist Joseph Nechvatal (2013) has described, an “exquis ite 

monster sacré aesthetic [where personal anthropomorphic eccentricities and indiscretions are 

tolerated]” (p.4).  

Standing in front of our multiphrenic creature-creation, our brazenness is intoxicating. We 

have become so invested in our methodological madness that we do not notice the authority figures 

looking over our shoulders, clicking their tongues at our flagrant disregard for established practice. 

Our creature blinks back at us. Was that a wink or is she simply struggling with an astigmatism?  

To us, her disfigurement is beautiful. She is ephemeral, mutated, real and she is clever. While 

embodying the traces of her many mothers, she is the more-than of her component parts. Barad 

(2007) asks, “When is a broken-off limb only a piece of the environment, and when is it an 

offspring? ... Is contiguity of body parts required in the specification of a single organism?” (p. 

377).  

We proceed with trepidation, overly conscious of the in/de/cisions we make, the gory 

evidence of our actions laid to witness on our surgical uniforms.  Our prescient creature has 
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swallowed up the academic space that is so familiar.  She has facilitated our arrival together in a 

different space: “an emergent, nonstratified space of resistance … a nonplace of mutation” 

(Jackson, 2017, p. 667) where she has reconfigured and transformed us. Her reviews have come 

in. The lively banter once enacted over the cutting room floor is now replaced with an eerie silence. 

Our creature is in need of a transfusion.  Once more she is pushing-pulling-testing-tracing-truss ing 

us together-apart (Barad, 2014).   

 

Honoured guests, behold the dismembered parts  

as they are now transfigured  

to reveal our creature. 
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It’s Aliive!!!!! 

 “It was on a dreary night of November that I beheld the accomplishment of my toils. With an 

anxiety that almost amounted to agony, collected the instruments of life around me, that I might 

infuse a spark of being into the lifeless thing that lay at my feet.  It was already one in the morning; 

the rain pattered dismally against the panes, and my candle was nearly burnt out, when, by the 

glimmer of the half-extinguished light, I saw the dull yellow eye of the creature open; it breathed 

hard, and a convulsive motion agitated its limbs” (Extract from Mary Shelley’s Frankenstein, 

1818/1986, p. 34). 

 

The cumbersome and lurching creature that arrives is both wonderful and ghastly. Our yearning 

for her both personal and pragmatic. A desire that leaves an impression on the world just as it 

resists that which is most desired by that world.  We listen to the creature’s desperate gasps for 

oxygen and hope she will not expire. We quickly discuss the next procedure and tentatively make 

our incisions. The responsibility for new life stills the moment. All breathing is suspended. What 

will happen next? Will we be called upon to account for our transgressions? What will we say to 

our creature when she asks us to explain her existence? And for a fleeting moment we consider 

extinguishing the spark we have ignited for, in consummating our creature, we have sutured 

ourselves together “in complex ways … vibrant and robust dynamic interplays, intermixings, 

distributed contingencies, and productive tensions” (Lather, 2016, p. 26).  Like all new 

relationships, this comes with risks. Some of us have fallen into roles as advocates, not just for our 

own epistemes, but for those with which we are less familiar. This need-to-advocate is hard to 

silence. It supports our purse-string sutures to be continuous, circular, inverting, made for securing 

both the edges of clean cuts and traumatic wounds. In this way our offspring nurtures us as we 

nurture her.  
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”It is true, we shall be monsters, cut off from all the world; but on that account we shall be more 

attached to one another” (Extract from Mary Shelley’s Frankenstein, 1818/1996, p. 99). 

 

Eschewing endings for entrails 

According to Deleuze (1995), we always write to “bring something to life” (p. 141), but 

what exactly is it that we have enlivened here? Our creature has opened up a space where a curious 

collective can story their situated understandings of coming-to-know through a multiphrenic entity 

produced as a “being-acting-feeling-together” (Lather, 2016, p. 26). It has enabled divergent and 

entangled matter(s) – histories, ontologies, epistemologies, theorists, fonts, literature, images, 

metaphors and relationships – to pool and congeal in ways that offer an alternative to more 

standardised research scripts; in ways that enable both a critical and creative engagement with the 

materialities of coming-to-know in the Academy. Our lurching but lively creature has been sutured 

together so that her scars are exposed to form, re-form and in-form, all the while hinting at the 

pleasure, pain and potency of relational co-inquiry. Have we birthed her or has she birthed us?  

The scars are what validate our existence – our coming together – while all the time pointing to 

the possibilities that lie dormant beneath each wound “affirming together what has been felt, and 

what this feeling has excluded in order to occur …” (Stengers, 2011, p. 310).  

Our reading-writing-thinking-together-apart amplifies the scars, ubiquitous in any writing, 

where visual and semiotic gashes provoke discord; evidence of the disharmonious connections, 

unresolved dissonances and tensionalities of incomplete fusions. While we understand that we are 

not the first to perform a collective – or even a monstrous –  coming-to-know (see for example 

Charteris et al., 2019; Gannon et al., 2014; McKnight et al., 2017; Riddle et al., 2018), we hope 

that our wor(l)ding of literary and scholarly voices – shot through with multimodal metaphors and 
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gothic madness - might function to grow further possibilities for how post-qualitative research 

might be enacted.  In emerging, our creature has given us a glimpse of what the future might look 

like.  She has made explicit the contingent and relational nature of coming-to-know while allowing 

us to get our hands dirty, make mistakes and reach into the abyss to construct passageways into 

the unknown. Simply to have you regard her in fascination or recoil in horror is to form a 

relationship with us.    

Victor Frankenstein was initially excited about the possibilities of doing something new. 

He threw himself into his work. The seduction of innovation blinded him to the ramifications. The 

thrill of theory surged through his senses as he robbed graves, amputated, and stitched. He was 

warned about the combining of ancient alchemy with modern techno-rationalism – but he did it 

anyway. He didn’t listen to the voices warning him to pause.  Maybe we should have paused and 

listened to the voices in/outside us. Maybe we should have paid attention to those little discomforts 

in the depths of our beings. Maybe we should have stayed with the trouble and not pushed this 

paper through to its monstrous conclusion.  Heeded the warnings of the posthumanists whose ideas 

could all be read through disaster: Barad (2007), Bohr and nuclear bombs; Haraway (2006) and 

cyborgs, the machines which are imagined destroying humanity; Latour (2014), the Anthropocene 

and the end of all hope; Braidotti (2017) and drones which gamify killing. The warnings were 

there. We deliberately built a monster. Maybe we are more like Victor. But she’s born now. What 

we do is all we can do.  Let us see where this may lead… 

 

“It was indeed but a passing trance, that only made me feel with renewed acuteness so soon as, 

the unnatural stimulus ceasing to operate, I had returned to my old habits” (Extract from Mary 

Shelley’s Frankenstein,1818/1996, Ch 4, p.32.) 
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So that, my dear participants is where we make our final cut.  

Thank you for bearing witness to the procedure.  

From the pallor of some in the front row we understand that you have found this confronting.  

Beauty, as we know, is in the eye of the beholder.  

For others, we appreciate that this is not your first vivisection;  

and that you have seen it all before.  

Our sincerest apologies for intruding on your time.  Feel free to leave at your will.  

You are in complete control, not us. You always have been. 
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