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Abstract
“Hyperdressing” is inspired by the writings of Timothy Morton
and his concepts hyperobjects and ecological thought. This paper
views the evolution of wearable technologies in terms of both
dressing and environmental awareness. Historically, dressing has
always been bound up with technology. Ideas, behaviors, and
materials come together on our bodies so as to administer to our
human condition. Since the rise of capitalism, the dominant
paradigm for dressing has been fashion. And fashion is one of the
premises driving current wearable technology trends. The others
are ubiquitous computing, affective computing, our innate
yearning for perfection, and the Quantified Self. Sleek products
like Google Glass offer both style and enhancement: a framing of
reality as expanding information brought under our control and
tailored to our wants. But the paper describes an alternative view
of wearable technology that presumes a world increasingly
beyond our control. As technology changes, dressing now
undergoes a slow, steady disruption—a transformation from the
fashion paradigm that serves individual self or self-identity, to a
next phase. Will future dressing accessorize a Quantified Self
based in biometric devices that accelerate environmental waste?
Or might we dress for greater intimacy and openness amid
overpowering natural forces and hyperobjects?

condition. Since the rise of capitalism, the dominant
paradigm for dressing has been fashion. I hope to show
that our behavior of dressing now is undergoing a slow but
steady disruption—a transformation from the paradigm of
fashion expressing individual self or self identity, to a next
phase: clothing and equipping a “no-self,” a condition of
far greater intimacy with a vast array of objects (including
what we archaically call beings). This state of intimacy
within interobjectivity is illustrated for Morton by the
photographer Judy Natal’s Future Perfect: Steam Portrait
#28, about which he says: “The uncanny nothingness of the
cloud forces the viewer into a disturbing intimacy with the
clothed figure” (Fig 1). The role of technologies that are
worn on the body, amid our emerging awareness of such
disturbing intimacies, is a subject of this paper.
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Introduction
My title is inspired by the philosophical/ecological
writings of Timothy Morton. In several books, including
his 2010 The Ecological Thought and his 2013
Hyperobjects, Morton writes that hyperobjects are giant
physical and social systems that engulf us but cannot be
completely perceived—like global warming or capitalism.
We (humans) are objects among countless numbers of
objects, some material and some not, comprising a mesh of
phenomena and relations that impinge upon us. [1] My use
of the term “hyperdressing,” in light of Morton’s ideas, is
(admittedly) hyperbole—somewhat metaphorical, but
based on the fact that dressing in any era comprises beliefs,
behaviors, and a vast range of objects and technologies
arrayed on our bodies that express our awareness of our

Figure 1. Judy Natal, Future Perfect: Steam Portrait #28. © Judy
Natal 2012, as illustrated in Morton, Hyperobjects, p. 96.

Although the total gestalt of hyperobjects is by
definition not perceptible, usually due to their
expansiveness and pervasiveness, they evidence
themselves through traumatic events and measurable
changes that take place over time. In the case of dressing
(behavior that responds to the relations or perceived
relations between our bodies and other “objects” in our
environment) there are two drivers of accelerating change:
(1) dressing’s historical ability to absorb and embody
technologies including its role in the current race toward
wearable technologies; and (2) the counterforce of
ecological and environmental realities.

Dress and Technology
In my recent study of dress and technology, Garments of
Paradise: Wearable Discourse in the Digital Age, I argue
that historians and archeologists have always considered
garments to be among the technological advancements of
civilizations since ancient times. [2] Dress is a technology,
something that absorbs the latest discoveries and
incorporates ever better solutions for our physical and
psychological needs. Part of the technological
boundupedness of dress is its ability to manifest our
cravings for physical enhancement, to launch abilities
beyond our bodies.
Historically, from providing warmth and advantages in
battle to facilitating sexual reproduction and social
selection, technologies have adapted to the body to allow
us to become (or imagine becoming) more agile and
powerful, more sexual and desirable (e.g., the attention to
sleekness was aided by the development of synthetic fibers
in the early twentieth century), or more or less
noticeable—I have written elsewhere about our ancient and
ongoing wish for invisibility, something I will come back
to in a moment. During the first half of the previous
century, driven by two world wars and the rhetoric of
eugenics, our popular imaginations were filled with
powerfully dressed superheroes, often with garments or
gadgets enabling enhanced strength, vision, speed, even the
ability to fly (early super clothes or adornments appear
from Batman to Green Lantern). The actual technologies to
bring about such fantasies would be generated by the
electronic devices developed only after World War II, with
strides in computing power and miniaturization. For
example, the notorious SONY Walkman, introduced in
1979, spawned generations of mobile (wearable)
entertainment products. By the end of the last century we
explored the fantasy of merging with machines: bionic
superheroes, fictional cyborgs, and finally the first actual
wearable computers.
Those began to be developed in the 1990s at centers
like the MIT Media Lab, Carnegie Mellon, and Georgia
Tech in the U.S. The early, geeky, hard-box wearable
computers were complicated and expensive, and start-up
companies like Charmed Technologies, that tried to forge a
market for them, by presenting them as fashion, had an
uphill climb. As Maggie Orth, wearable technology

designer and founder of International Fashion Machines
observed, clothing lines in the nineties were interested in
garments that lit up or responded to the wearer with
functioning electronics. Once an electronic module was
tooled, hundreds of thousands had to be sold to create a
profit, whereas clothing producers projected on a scale of
tens of thousands of units because of the scope and rapid
turnover of the fashion industry. One popular wearable
tech (henceforth WT) item in the nineties was LA Gear’s
Lights sneakers. With LEDs in the heels that flashed with
the pressure of heal strikes, the Lights sold over five
million pairs and became iconic, if isolated, evidence of
industry’s aspirations for WT. But aspirations outraced
abilities. Breakthroughs for marketable WT came slowly
and were rarely adopted by mainstream dressing. Despite
many campaigns for WT products, only illuminated
garments received much attention. 2008-10 were banner
years for LED couture, a short-lived red carpet trend in the
midst of the economic downturn. But with the rise of social
media accessed through mobile phones, in the past few
years it has been devices rather than garments that have
evolved to display sophisticated design and are marketed in
tune with digital capitalism. Watches and other wearables,
most notably Google’s Glass, have leveraged the
accomplishments of hand-held phones and their systems to
mete out the enhancements we crave—instantaneous
memory access, communication, and security (albeit in the
form of surveillance). Through it all has been the steady
growth in health monitoring systems, long strapped onto
bodies in the medical environment, but now walking the
streets. In the 2010s, Fitbits and related devices have
become accessories of choice, by which we constantly
measure our personal progress or decline.
Our sleek new devices now take on the very issue of
dress itself. If, as Orth points out, wearable electronics are
far more instrumentalized than fashionable dress, then they
support a more computational and socially monitored
perception of ourselves than does traditional fashion that
changes season-by-season. So is dress itself changing in
concert with the evolving manner in which we relate to the
world and each other? Is dress gravitating toward
something akin to the literary and social utopian dress
posited by early modernism? Vladimir Tatlin’s unisex
worker’s clothing, or the uniforms in nearly all modernist
wonderlands, from Thomas More’s Utopia (1516), to
Alexsander Bogdanov’s sci fi novel Red Star (1908, about
a socialist utopia on Mars), George Orwell’s 1984 (1934),
and even Mao Zedong’s Chinese Cultural Revolution
(beginning in 1966) all advocated functional universal
dress, often blocky suits or overalls with little or no
difference between individuals. In support of this, some
point to the recent rise of “normcore”—bland, anti-fashion
attire—the latest trend for plain traditional clothes that fade
to black as we focus on our devices. In the Google-Apple
version of future dress, our sleekly designed enhancements
signal that individuality is inside, or invisible, or dispersed
across a wider net. Our bodies and social lives are
endlessly attended to, but will our reliance on walk-in

closets fade away? As early as 1964 Marshall McLuhan
(like other modernists before him) suggested that societies
developing electronic media would adopt nudity—might
he be right after all? [3]

Dress, Technology, and Environmental
Impact
So far there is no sign that the fashion industry is in
jeopardy; it adapts. In the twenty-first century, under
accelerated post-industrial capitalism and aided by
markets’ increasing ability to exploit dress’s psychological
potential through brand imaging and social media
(YouTube and blog posts of “beauty gurus”), we have fast
fashion—cheap outsourced gobs of garments with
incredibly rapid obsolescence. The term “landfill fashion”
has been used for the trendy, low-cost garments of certain
fashion chains serving consumers with shrinking attention
spans facing an increasing vastness of choices, and sourced
from expanding factories turning out fast fashion in China
and Viet Nam—and Bangladesh, until the appalling factory
collapse in 2013. [4] Mountains of cast-off clothes pass to
thrift stores and are carted to postconsumer sorting
facilities where about 30% of it is recycled, and the rest
baled for export to developing nations. Most of it becomes
garbage, contributing to escalating dumpsites, and trash
islands in nearly every ocean. The presence of toxic
chemicals, fire retardants, dyes made of heavy metals, and
petroleum and other toxic processing agents in synthetic
fibers make this trash lethal.
By the same token, the amount of electronic devices
and components, increasing exponentially in accordance
with Moore’s Law, is also creating vast piles of garbage.
According to the U.S. EPA, in 2000 4.6 million tons of ewaste—discarded electronics and components that include
toxic chemicals that leach into land over time or are
released into the atmosphere—ended up in landfills in the
U.S. CBS News reported in 2013 that 50 million tons of ewaste per year were sent to dumps. A 2013 United Nations
study estimated that e-waste would grow from 48.9 million
metric tons worldwide in 2012 to 65.4 million metric tons
in 2017. The numbers do not all coordinate precisely, but
by all accounts they are astronomical. [5]
As we consider the potential expansion of WT as
mobile devices, based on the heated market in the past few
years, we might imagine two enormous flows of toxic trash
converging.
E-textiles, including nanoparticle-coated
fibers, present upwardly scaling challenges that we have
barely begun to study. As fashion-based WT grows, we
can project a situation that compares figuratively with
Walter Benjamin’s image of the “Angel of History” (based
on Paul Klee’s 1920 painting, Angelus Novus):
[The angel’s] eyes are staring, his mouth is open,
his wings are spread. This is how one pictures the
angel of history. His face is turned towards the past.
Where we perceive a chain of events, he sees one
single catastrophe which keeps piling wreckage upon

wreckage . . . A storm is blowing from Paradise . . .
The storm irresistibly propels him into the future to
which his back is turned, while the pile of debris
before him grows skyward. This storm is what we
call progress. [6]
But now the piles of debris are real, not imagery—they are
toxic, and the angel is us.

Invisible Computing and WT
The backward vision presented by Benjamin also portrays
our fundamentally flawed perception of a situation beyond
our reach. Timothy Morton describes this as the
ontological asymmetry between humans and nonhumans in
a time of hyperobjects. Global warming (Morton rejects
the polite term, climate change) already engulfs us—we
cannot recycle our way out it: “we discover that the space
we inhabit is not open and neutral, but is the interior of a
gigantic iceberg whose seeming transparency was simply a
matter of our less than adequate eyes. Flying through the
universe in the space shuttle of modernity, . . . we have
woken up inside an object, like a movie about being buried
alive.” [7] Our eyes are already asymmetrical with our
bodies, which are entangled with the world of objects.
As an iconic example of WT (at least a great creator of
buzz), Google’s Glass forms a case study of how we seek
to control and manipulate our vision (Fig. 2). A
culmination of techno dreams of physical and mental
enhancements, Glass offers us immediacy of information
access and communication, and power over our physical
contexts via its camera and GPS, all packaged in a headsup, hands-free accessory that can imitate glasses or
accommodate the most stylish frames. Of course, power
works both ways, and alongside the privacy concerns that
were raised are possible health and environmental hazards
from Glass’s micro-wave emissions, and impacts on vision
such as binocular rivalry, visual interference, and phoria, a
latent deviation or misalignment occurring when both eyes
are not looking at the same thing. [8] But Glass also
fictionalizes reality by asserting that we are in control of
all that we see. The chaos of the world is reorganized

Figure 2. Google Glass, simulated view of data “timeline”
overlaid on normal view. Google photo.

through the data overlay. Why fear climate change when
we can call up statistical forecasts and chart a safe course?
As Morton says, it is not as easy as that. “The more data
we have about hyperobjects the less we know.” [9]
Like almost all the prototypes for industrially produced
WT today, Glass was built on the assumptions of
ubiquitous computing, a term coined by Mark Weiser in
1980s. Weiser’s fundamental principle was technology’s
drive to disappear. In a talk given at Xerox PARC in 1994
he said, “Good technology is invisible . . . ubiquitous
computing is about ‘invisible’ computing.” [10] Weiser
envisioned ubiquitous technology (ubicomp) as
augmentation, a way of being in the world, and the
opposite of virtual reality, which involved withdrawal from
the world. He imagined ubiquitous technology would
become the natural and empowered way to deal with the
overwhelming realities around us, release us from the
stresses of information overload. It would calm us down.
Weiser was a thoughtful techno-scientist, but his
untimely death in 1999 prevented the evolution of his ideas
and any reassessments he might have made as technologies
advanced. Instead of being improved or re-evaluated,
Weiser’s calm world of augmented reality became the
norm for developers. In 1997 Rosalind Picard presented
the concept of affective computing whereby devices that
read our biometrics activate on our behalf, allowing
computers to become more invisible still, operating on
their own around us. Most technology that interfaces with
our bodies, developed since that time, has sought this holy
grail of “intuitiveness” by making the computational
interface seem like it is a seamless part of us, that we are
invisibly enhanced and at the center of our world. The
model of invisible control trades on our age-old desire to
leap beyond the limitations of our bodies and effortlessly
navigate our complex environments free of stress. And so
the market for these devices has accelerated like a runaway
train.
But as Morton points out, the very notion of our
“world” is itself a concept that we create and believe in.
Our belief is “a token, a mental object that you grip as hard
as possible, like your wallet or your keys.” Nothing is more
manufactured than the smooth, controllable data flows that
Glass or even our smart phones offer as part of our
personal vision. Nevertheless, the very scale of what we
experience at this time—extreme weather, Big Data, and
violent social upheavals—means that cracks in our worldview, no matter how enhanced, arise with increasing
frequency. Morton writes, “World is a fragile aesthetic
effect whose corners we are beginning to see.” [11]

Asymmetrical WT
On the other side, there are artists and designers who work
with electronics and garments in order to dramatize our
smallness and our potential for intimacy amid the
uncontrollable objects around us. Take Ricardo
O’Nascimento, Ebru Kurbak, and Fabiana Shizue’s
Taiknam Hat (2007), with feathers that levitate in the
presence of EMF waves. The hat materializes the invisible

and dramatizes our engulfment in electromagnetic
radiation in our environment emitted by our physical
devices. This unseen electrosmog is an object with
biological effects on humans and animals.
The WT created by Canadian designer Joanna
Berzowska provides us with more examples. Rather than
perpetuating modernist fictions of enhancement and
control, her one-of-a-kind wired-up wearables display the
“otherness” of technology, an effect rendered uncanny
when worn on the body. Her work deploys not merely
representation or metaphor, but reveals our asymmetrical
relationship with an object world that impinges upon and,
indeed, infuses us.
At Concordia University in Montreal, Berzowska
collaborated with Di Mainstone on Skorpions (2007), five
electronic garments that integrate Nitinol (a shape memory
alloy or SMA), mechanical actuators such as magnets, soft
electronic circuits, and traditional textile construction
techniques such as sculptural folds and drapes of fabric
(Figs. 3-4). Skorpions move and change on the body,
controlled by their own internal programming.

Figures 3-4. Joanna Berzowska and Di Mainstone, Skwrath and
Luttergill from Skorpions, 2007. Photo Nico Stinghe. ©XS Labs

The series was intended to explore an adversarial
relationship with technology, how we sometimes fear it,
and how, in opposition to the perfection technology is
supposed to represent, it is ultimately unpredictable. The
Skorpion garments do not create sound or light up, nor do
they augment the wearer’s abilities—rather the opposite.
They slide around the wearer’s body on their own like live
skins or animals, opening pulsating gashes like breathing
gills. Rather than embodying function, they malfunction—
as if as clothes they are not just consumed, but
“possessed,” and threaten to possess us. Skorpions exploit
characteristics such as anticipation, anxiety, and surprise.

The Skorpions have a feral nature and the series pays
homage to their formidable namesake arthropod and its
elegant but deadly tail. The dress called Skwrath
(“Skorpion wrath”) has an abdomen made up of three
insectile, interlocking leather segments, embroidered with
threads of SMA, which are activated through a custom
electronic board to curl back, revealing slashes of red silk.
Skwrath warns people to stand back. When they get too
close, its plates crawl and retract, and red silk suggests
blood. In contrast, Luttergill is a soft, quilted cotton
cocoon. Its seams roll open and closed, controlled through
SMA and custom electronics, revealing serene blue silk
inside. As garments, Skorpions revisit Donna Haraway’s
notions about “companion species” by animating digital
technology and wrapping us in its uncontrollable interface.
Berzowska refers to such pieces as “reactive garments”:
rather than responding to us and administering to some
perceived need, as with affective computing, we, as
wearers, react to what we are wearing. She says, “My work
. . . undermines our expectations about technology. These
works are not meant to solve problems but pose questions
about how design might operate.” [12]
Berzowska’s Sticky (from the group, Captain Electric
and Battery Boy) revives the 1930s superhero, whose
garments performed futuristic powers, and responds to the
modernist eugenics fantasy with a human enhancement
farce about electricity generated by the human body. Sticky
is a hooded leather dress with sleeves tethered to shells on
the abdomen such that the wearer must strain to move
(Figs. 5-6). “Sticky binds the arms, restricting their motion,
keeping them close to the body. It coerces the body into
a state of isolation. Attempts to free oneself from the

“calming stones,” providing an unexpected spoof on Mark
Weiser’s notion of “calm technology.”
In the above designs, the goal of augmentation or
enhancement sought by builders of wearable computers
and personal area network systems is entirely overthrown
and replaced by non-product-based, experimental or ironic
design that is highly coded but references the world of
dress and culture as well as technology. These wearables
are not only commercially unfeasible, but preposterous,
even comic.
Some designers of ironic technological clothes focus on
the external relationships between wearers and their
environment (Figs. 7-8). Diffus Design’s Climate Dress
(Michel Guglielmi and Hanne Louise Johannesen), uses
conductive thread embroidery, LilyPad Arduino, sensor,
and LEDs. It illuminates in accordance with CO2
concentrations in the ambient air, so the dress is a platform
for environmental awareness, pitting beauty against health
or against the environment: the more carbon emissions, the
more the radiant the dress becomes. What better reminder
that beauty resides alongside immanent danger in
hyperobjects?

Figures 7-8. Diffuse Design (Hanne-Louise Johannsen and
Michel Guglielmi), Climate Dress, 2009. Courtesy Diffus Design.

Capitalism and the “Empire of Fashion”

Figures 5-6. Joanna Berzowska, Sticky, from Captain Electric
and Battery Boy, 2007-10. Photo Guillaume Pelletier. © XS Labs.

restraints, by reaching away from the body, generate
energy to soft luminescent blue pebbles in the pockets . . .
concealed silicone forms [which offer] a comforting glow”
that persists after the wearer has stopped struggling. [13]
The “pocket pebbles” are warm, tactile objects similar to

Turning back to the evolution of industrially produced
wearables, it is clear that the dynamics between bodies and
environments are changing. Environments include the
larger context of dressing, too, and that includes fashion,
the dominant dressing paradigm since the industrial
revolution. Fashion is the essential expression of modern,
democratic societies. What French social philosopher
Gilles Lipovetsky called The Empire of Fashion (1987)
operated at the level of civic behavior. He argued that
mass-produced fashion offers nuances of choice and

symbolism, which in turn enable consumers to behave as
complex individuals within democratic societies: “Fashion
is one of the faces of modern artifice, of the effort of
human beings to make themselves masters of the
conditions of their own existence.” [14] Moreover,
Lipovetsky writes that modern democracies are structured
by fashion, meaning that taste in dress (among other
things) navigates media and information and nurtures an
essential skill set for individuals.
In the 1990s Lipovetsky updated the text, adding that
the “logic of appearances” had moved from dress to the
body, and prestige based on distinctions of dress was
ebbing in favor of skin-based display involving tattoos,
body-building regimens, and plastic surgery. Today, bodybased enhancements coordinate with the growing interest
in health monitoring systems and in the self as a physical
project—monitoring will improve our exercise, weight
loss, and sleep habits in a never-ending process of
perpetual training, what Gilles Deleuze placed at the heart
of “Societies of Control.” [15] In fact, we acquiesce to the
never-ending programming and retraining regimens in
continuous cycles of self-improvement that are never
complete but must be constantly maintained.

Quantified Self Vs. “No-Self”
The WT industry has leveraged itself on our intense
fixation with ourselves as bundles of flesh and functions
that are increasingly monitored and measured, a movement
termed the Quantified Self (QS) by Gary Wolf in 2007.
[16] The proliferation of health monitoring devices drives
expectations for WT. In 2013 Forbes predicted 2014 as the
“Year of the Wearable” and a year later Gartner Market
Research reported that personal health and fitness devices
would be a five billion dollar market by 2016. [17] The
problem is, the more data we generate about ourselves, the
more data we encounter, and the larger the task of
maintaining systems, training plans, and upgrades, all
seeming to manifest control society beyond even Deleuze’s
wildest dreams.
If this is a trend it seems likely that devices will
eventually challenge our notion of dress as based in the
practices of making choices (Lipovetsky), and move
toward a different paradigm based on analyzing biometrics.
And the possibilities are expanding. Already, a macabre
chronometer watch called Tikker, from a start-up company
crowdfunded in 2013, calculates its wearer’s life
expectancy and proceeds to count down to her projected
time of death.
Some, like Dawn Nafus and Jamie Sherman, view the
emergence of the QS-as-driver-of-wearable-devices as a
dialectical response to universal corporate control
represented by Big Data. They write that self-monitoring
via wearable biometric devices, while still a part of the
reach of Big Data, constitutes a “soft resistance” by which
individuals retain the possibility to evaluate the data they
receive and choose how they deploy it. While the devices’
algorithms programmatically analyze data according to

corporate categories and the marketing goals behind them,
users work through “the constant unfolding of meaning to
critically question what constitutes relevant information,
whether individual datapoints or entire categories of
information.” But in the end the independence of the user
is limited, and Nafus and Sherman concede that “selftrackers are making a lateral move,” working both beyond
and within received categories. [18] Even a wearable like
Glass, that attempts to control the intersection between
biometrics and Big Data, offers a framed experience that is
always pointed toward us. That is what customizing
algorithms do. Glass “fits” Big Data to us, just as fitness
bands and health devices also put us at the center of data
and “tailor” it to us. It is sartorial, fitted to our desires—the
ultimate custom couture.
Morton talks about our frequent encounters with
massive amounts of data as an indicator that we—
humans—are becoming more aware of hyperobjects and
our inability to truly measure them due to their vastness in
time and space and their ability to both “stick to” us and, at
the same time, withdraw. Global warming is like that and
so is Big Data. Data sticks to us through our wearable
devices yet we can never finally grasp it all. We deal with
greater and greater scales of things. For Morton what is
occurring is “the gradual realization by humans that they
are not running the show, at the very moment of their most
powerful technical mastery on a planetary scale.” [19]
Morton points to possibilities other than mastery. He
references the philosopher Derek Parfit’s idea of “noself,”: “a liberating abandonment of dominating selfinterest.” Parfit writes, “[Before,] I seemed imprisoned in
myself . . . I now live in the open air. There is still a
difference between my life and the lives of other people,
but that difference is less. Other people are closer. I am
less concerned about the rest of my own life and more
concerned about the lives of others.” [20] This “no-self” is
not self-obliteration and not dehumanization (as the
Quantified Self appears to be) but a “radical encounter
with intimacy.” Unlike Tikker, that tracks our progress
toward death, hyperobjects force a closeness with
mortality, with other beings and objects, and with the
unknowable. And according to Morton, “Intimacy and the
no-self view come together in ecological awareness.” [21]
One means of becoming open to the reality of our
condition might be by accessing cognition via aesthetics—
actually a particular aesthetic Morton characterizes as
demonic or uncanny, that incorporates the “terrifying
glimpse” of, say, ghosts, “a glimpse that makes one’s
physicality resonate”—and he references Adorno’s
comment that the primordial aesthetic experience is goose
bumps. [22] This physical glimpse supports a sense of
intimacy, even of being “too close” to other life and other
objects—and the life in other objects.
I will always remember an early childhood nightmare
from which I awoke in a sweat. In the dream, a familiar
floor lamp with a bare electrical bulb moved toward me in
my bedroom. It reminds me of some early artistic uses of
wearable technology, like Atsuko Tanaka’s Electric Dress

(1956), which appeared as a giant pile of light bulbs,
replete with tangled wiring, moving toward the audience in
the performance space (Fig. 9). The bizarreness of the
experience was felt even more by the artist who wore the
“dress” and contemplated electrocution. Tanaka told an
interviewer “I had a fleeting thought, is this how a deathrow inmate would feel?” [23]
Feeling unsafe around technology is a feature of our
imbrication in a world of forces that we try to push into the
background. The “uncanny” brings about both an aesthetic
closeness (not aesthetic distance) and an openness that
Morton calls rest. Rest is an aesthetic event reflected in
Tanaka’s work. Rest-as-aesthetic includes (according to
Morton) shock, stunned silence, and an attunement to the
not human. If we compare Morton’s concept of “rest” to
Mark Weiser’s notion of “calm” (as in calm technology)
that has been the driving conceptual premise behind
capitalist technological evolution, we find the two notions,
linguistically so close (synonyms for Roget), are opposites.
Weiser’s calm technology, as he wrote about it in the
1990s, involved the fact that when we focus on anything—

learn to design calm technology, we will enrich not only
our space of artifacts, but also our opportunities for being
with other people. Thus may design of calm technology
come to play a central role in a more humanly empowered
twenty-first century.” [24]
Since Weiser wrote that in 1995 technology design has
changed. First, interaction is increasingly treated not as
something to be eradicated but rather as a sensually
appealing experience that attracts us. [25] Second, this
experience has expanded opportunities for brandedness and
more sophisticated tools that direct users’ actions more
effectively, rather than (as Weiser envisioned) enhancing
user awareness. Simon Penny notes the recent development
of ubiquitous computing on two fronts: (1) the still
invisible: “clandestine, faceless technologies that involve
distributed units in a larger control array . . ,” and (2)
“garrulous, clingy technologies close to the body”—
encompassing WT that has commercially come of age.
Penny finds neither of these trends particularly calming:
“how far have we come . . . is the automated processing of
logical operations necessarily applicable and an asset in
every aspect of life?” [26]
On the other hand, rest or restfulness within the
context of hyperobjects is not about human empowerment,
but the opposite. Hyperobjects is of course not a technical
term, but for Morton it is applicable to the technological
age, which is also the age of global warming and events
and objects that overwhelm us. The kind of rest he refers to
is not safe and does not provide the illusion of security, but
rather the acceptance of coexistence. He cites John Keats,
who wrote about the poet as a spirit that has no self, but
absorbs everything around him—Keats called himself a
“Camelion Poet” [sic]. [28] If we happen one day to be
overcome by environmental trauma, or, for whatever
reason, we find ourselves catapulted beyond our capitalist
behavior and reliance on technologies of control, then
perhaps our future dressing might become hyperdressing. It
would involve accepting our asymmetrical existence and,
chameleon-like, becoming intimate in the time of
hyperobjects.
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