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WELCOME

DEAR READER,

This field guide invites you to pay attention to unat-
tended technologies implemented into The New School 
buildings that pay attention to you. More precisely, it 
guides you through a range of sensing technologies 
installed on The New School campus that do, in one way 
or the other, sense the human bodies moving through it.

The idea to create this field guide arose out of two con-
cerns: First of all, it is an attempt to scrutinize the exis-
tence of sensor technologies on the New School campus. 
Rather than accepting the latter as a “matter of fact”, 
this field guide aims at presenting them as “a matter of 
concern” (Latour 1993, 1999), or rather, as “a matter of 
care” (Puig de la Bellacasa 2011, 2017). In a traditional 
science and technology studies (STS) fashion, sensor 
technologies implemented into The New School build-
ings will not be presented as “mere objects” and “soul-
less matter,” but rather as “lively things” and “embodied 
socialities” (Puig de la Bellacasa 2011: 87) that call for an 
analysis and disclosure of the social and political con-
cerns materialized within and attached to them. Follow-
ing feminist STS, this field guide further attempts to pay 
attention to and care for concerns that are marginal-
ized or made invisible within the sociotechnical assem-
blage under investigation while at the same time having 
a harmful effect on the (more-than-human) subjects of 
those concerns. Taken together, the first aim of this field 
guide is to make visible, politicize and re-affect the hid-
den, naturalized and objectified existence of sensor tech-
nologies on The New School campus.

Another reason for creating this field guide is my 
broader interest in the affective relation between human 
bodies and digital media technologies. Following those 
who draw a line of thought from Gilles Deleuze and Félix 
Guattari (2018) back to Baruch  
Spinoza (2017), I understand affect as the “ability to 
affect and be affected” and affection as the “encoun-
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ter between the affected body, and a second, affecting, body.” (Mas-
sumi 2018: xvi) Body “is [in turn] taken in its broadest possible 
sense” to include not only “mental or ideal bodies,” (ibid.) but also, 
and quite explicitly, “affective bodily capacities beyond the [human] 
body’s organic-physiological constraints.” (Clough 2007: 2) Follow-
ing Latimer’s and López Gómez’s (2019: 252) proposition that “tech-
noscientific world-makings are not just socio-material practices, but 
affective and embodied practices, filled to the brim with moments of 
‘being moved’ and ‘moving,’” I regard digital media technologies as 
active agents within affective sociotechnical assemblages that have 
the capacity to engage in “intimate entanglements” with human 
bodies. 
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est in this regard, because they have the ability to enter 
into an affective relation with human bodies despite 
the fact that no direct bodily contact is taking place. In 
the extreme case, which we will encounter on our jour-
ney through the different sensor technologies imple-
mented into The New School buildings, this can lead to 
a situation in which human bodies affect sensor tech-
nologies without consciously being aware of it. A situ-
ation like this profoundly challenges a human-centric 
perspective that attributes the primacy of sensation to 
human beings (see Gabrys 2019a, 2019b). To put it dras-
tically, once built environments become capable of sens-
ing their environments, human beings become part of 
the environment sensed by their built environments. 
As a result, human beings and built environments find 
themselves on an equal footing, equally capable of sens-
ing the other. In addition, computerized built environ-
ments have the capacity to process, analyze and store 
the data produced in the act of sensing human bodies, 
which further complicates the temporality of the sens-
ing relation between “smart” environments and human 
bodies. This way, the act of sensing does not remain an 
evanescent moment in which two bodies collide at a dis-
tance, but rather a prolonged process in which the sen-
sation produced in the moment of touching at a distance 
is being transformed into bits of data ready to be pro-
cessed, analyzed, and stored, an issue that is also going 
to be discussed. Taken together, the second aim of this 
field guide is to draw the reader’s attention to the inti-
mate affective relation between sensor technologies and 
human bodies on The New School campus, and to ask 
the provocative question if it can be understood or has 
to be problematized as a relation of care.

The structure of the field guide is divided into two parts: 
The first part takes you on a journey through the dif-
ferent sensor technologies implemented into The New 
School buildings and describes the way in which they 
interact with human bodies. Throughout this jour-
ney, I will point to the dominant, marginalized, and 
excluded concerns materialized within and attached to 
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the relation between sensor technologies 
and human bodies and thus present them 
as sociotechnical matters of care. In addi-
tion, I will try to visualize and verbalize the 
affective relation between the sensor tech-
nologies installed on The New School cam-
pus and the human bodies moving through 
it. The second part of this field guide is in 
turn intended to challenge or reconfigure 
the existence of sensor technologies on The 
New School campus. Following Anna Tsing’s 
(2015: 6) invitation to look for life / beauty in 
the ruins – and in this case, seemingly pro-
gressive computerized built environments 
are understood as one of the ruins of late 
capitalism, at least in the way in which they 
are configured today – and assuming that 
the abolishment of the existing sensor tech-
nologies from the campus is a utopian fan-
tasy out of reach, it proposes creative ways 
of how to reconfigure their existence on the 
New School premises and engage with them 
differently.
More generally, this field guide follows 
Donna Haraway’s (2016: 1) invitation to 
“stay with the trouble,” “which requires 
learning to be truly present, not as a van-
ishing pivot between awful or edenic pasts 
and apocalyptic or salvific futures, but as 
moral critters entwined in myriad unfinished 
configurations of places, times, matters, 
meanings.” It intends to open a field of con-
versation and practice that will allow people 
to rethink the existence of sensor technol-
ogies on The New School campus and to 
reconfigure their engagement with them.

Yours sincerely,
A New School Student
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SECURITY RELATED 
SENSORS

Links

1  https://www.new-

school.edu/about/cam-

pus-information/

2  https://www.new-

school.edu/about/cam-

pus-information/cam-

pus-map/

CAMERAS

The New School “campus” is a rather odd 
conglomeration of buildings “located in the 
heart of New York’s Greenwich Village.”1  The 
first time in which you engage in a reciprocal 
sensing relation with the physical campus is 
when you approach one of its twenty-one 
buildings.2  This reciprocal sensing relation 
is made possible through the installation of 
cameras at the New School buildings’ out-
er walls. Anthropomorphizing the buildings’ 
mode of sense perception, one could say that 
the cameras are the buildings’ eyes which al-
low them to see. Either way, the New School 
buildings visually start taking note of you 
once you enter their outer cameras’ field of 
view. In the conceptual vocabulary deployed 
here, this is also the moment in which you 
enter into an affective relation with the build-
ings. The presence and movement of your 
body is noted by the cameras integrated into 
their walls. In other words, the cameras are 
affected by your body’s presence and move-
ment. This state of affection between your 
body and the cameras is then translated into 
or expressed in a moving digital visual repre-
sentation of it – a video recording. Moreover, 
the evanescent moment of affection between 
your body and the camera can be extended 
in time through the processing and storage of 
the visual record created from it.

According to The New School’s director of 
campus safety, Tomas Illiceto, the cameras 
installed on the New School campus come 
from different external providers and de-
liberately store the visual information they 
produce for unknown periods of time, from a 
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couple of hours to days, weeks, and months. This creates 
a disguised transparency around the existence of camer-
as on the New School campus. On the one hand, every-
one is aware of the fact that they are integrated into the 
buildings’ walls, even though they are often times placed 
in a way not to attract major attention. On the other 
hand, no one really knows what is being done with the 
data produced by them. While many people are aware of 
the fact that the security personal employed by the New 
School overlooks a live feed of the moving images pro-
duced by the cameras on a number of computer screens 
placed on their desks in the entrance halls of the build-
ings, no one has a real clue about how long these images 
are being stored, where they are being stored, and under 
what circumstances they are being accessed in retro-
spect.

This becomes even more concerning when one consid-
ers the fact that the cameras are not only installed at 
the New School buildings’ outer walls, but also inside of 
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the buildings themselves. In order to explain 
where the cameras are being placed, Tomas 
Illiceto makes a distinction between what he 
calls public and private spaces on the New 
School campus. Restrooms, classrooms, and 
dorm rooms are considered as private spac-
es, all the rest is regarded as public and thus 
put under camera surveillance. This, however, 
still leaves the question of why cameras have 
been placed in the “public” spaces on the New 
School campus open. According to Tomas 
Illliceto, who is a former police officer, the 
answer to this question is easy: More security 
provisions equal less crime. “If you were the 
bad guy,” he asks me, “would you rather en-
ter a building where there is security cameras 
and personnel or one in which there isn’t?” 
As director of campus safety, he sees it as his 
task to create a safe learning environment 
on the New School campus. “Once we enter 
the New School buildings,” he says, “we don’t 
want to be nervous about who is being next 
to us.” This comes at the cost of not only hav-
ing to undergo access controls in the entrance 
of each New School building, which I will dis-
cuss in the next section, but also of constant-
ly being under video surveillance while mov-
ing through the “public spaces” of the New 
School campus. According to Tomas Illiceto, 
standing below a security camera for about 
three minutes allows you to understand 
why it is placed where it is. In the case of the 
libraries and computer labs, where many of 
the New School students spend most of their 
time, they are placed in a way to overview 
the books and technical devices contained in 
them, which can be regarded as the univer-
sity’s means of production. But the students 
themselves are also part of the university’s 
means of production and through the instal-
lation of cameras throughout the New School 
campus it is not only ensured that they are 
”safe,” but also that they act according to the 
spoken and unspoken rules of what it means 
to behave like a “good student.”
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This becomes very clear in the reaction to a survey I sent 
to selected New School students, asking them to share 
their experiences with sensor technologies on the New 
School campus. As one student tells me, the first thing 
that was done during the 2018 occupation of the New 
School cafeteria at the University Center was to cover 
the security cameras in order to ensure that none of the 
people participating in the occupation would face reper-
cussions due to the fact that they can be surveilled and 
identified through the records produced by the cameras. 
Hence, by means of covering the cameras, they active-
ly transformed what Tomas Illiceto considers a public 
space on campus into a “private space” in which the 
occupiers ate, slept and convened. Similarly, members of 
the New School’s sanctuary group are concerned about 
the potential repercussions of the existence of camer-
as on campus for undocumented students. While they 
successfully urged the New School to remove students’ 
immigration status from the school’s online portals, news 
about the increasing implementation of facial recogni-
tion technologies in educational institutions makes them 



12
O

verview
P

a
rt I

worry about the future of camera surveillance on the New 
School campus, especially with a view to the precarious 
situation of undocumented students. According to Tomas 
Illiceto, up until now, the New School only has a fraction 
of the security technologies advertised on the market for 
educational institutions. A quick online research shows 
that security systems and “smart technologies” for edu-
cational institutions does indeed seem to have become a 
profitable market sector with major multinational com-
panies like Cisco involved in it. And given that Tomas 
Illiceto is convinced that more security provisions equal 
less crimes, there seems to be justified concern about the 
future of the securitization of the New School campus. Yet 
another student pointed my attention to the fact that the 
showers on the New School campus would be an ideal 
spot for cruising if it weren’t for the cameras installed all 
over campus. Similarly, another student told me that the 
“single user restrooms” on the New School would allow 
for private interactions between students if it weren’t for 
the cameras installed right in front of them. This speaks 
to the fact that the cameras are not only installed in order 
to protect the buildings themselves and the objects con-
tained in them, but also have an effect on the students’ 
behavior on and movement through campus – whether 
intended or not. The cameras look out for them, but I am 
not sure whether we can frame this as a relation of care, 
as Tomas Illiceto would.
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Turnstiles

The following sensor technology to be discussed are the 
turnstiles to be found in the entrance halls of most New 
School buildings. Once you have been spotted by the cam-
eras installed at the New School buildings’ outer walls and 
in their entrance halls, the next sensor technology your 
body interacts with is the one implemented into the New 
School’s turnstiles. According to Tomas Illiceto, the turn-
stiles have been started to be implemented into the New 
School buildings around 12 years ago. The decision to 
implement them does however precede his time at the New 
School. As a result, he claims to merely have been execut-
ing a decision that has been made before his time, which 
is why he cannot provide me with further information on 
how and why that decision to implement the turnstiles was 
made. He and many others I spoke to ascribe the introduc-
tion of new security measures on the New School campus 
to crime in New York City, 9/11, and the general trend 
towards “preventive security measures.” A New School 
professor I talked to recounts how, at a faculty meeting in 
the 1980s, Agnes Heller spoke out against the placement 
of a security officer in the entrance hall of the building that 
used to be where the University Center is now. Speaking 
to Tomas Illiceto, it does however seem like the security 
measures taken at the New School are in the interest of the 
university’s faculty, staff and students. And thinking of the 
function of the turnstiles, this might even be true.

As I will try to show in the following, the latter materialize 
the intention to care for some based on the exclusion of 
others and point to the broader phenomenon of exclusion 
or disregard as the condition of possibility of care, which 
necessitates the creation of material and/or ideal and af-
fective borders between those who are cared for and those 
who are not. A crucial factor in this context is that the New 
School is a private university. As a result, it is primarily 
concerned with caring for those who are deemed to belong 
to the New School community. More critically or cynical-
ly, this relation of care can also be described as providing 
services to those who pay for them. It comes at the cost of 
excluding and thus not caring for those who are not able 
to pay for the services the school has to offer and thus not 
deemed to belong to it.
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A material manifestation of this tension are 
the turnstiles installed in the New School 
buildings’ entrance halls. A quick online re-
search shows that turnstiles are also being 
described as “access control systems.” This 
description seems fitting, as their main func-
tion is to make sure that only those who are 
deemed to belong to the New School commu-
nity can enter its premises. Most of the time, 
the latter are holders of the so-called new-
card, which is described by the New School as 
such:

“The newcard, The New School’s official 
identification card, gives you access to uni-
versity buildings and services at various 
campus facilities, including academic tech-
nology labs and libraries. […] You are expect-
ed to carry your newcard at all times while 
on campus. Do not lend your card out to 
another person; this may result in its being 
seized. […]. Your newcard will be confiscated 
if it is misused or carried by someone other 
than the authorized user. When you grad-
uate from The New School, your newcard 
will no longer be valid; however, if you return 
for another program of study at The New 
School, your card will automatically reacti-
vate when you register for courses.” 3

Links

3   https://www.new-

school.edu/card/

As the preceding paragraph shows, the new-
card is meant to identify you as an official 
member of the New School, which is why you 
are required to carry it with you at all times. 
As a result, the newcard becomes a techno-
logical extension of your body that allows 
you to move through the New School campus 
without obstructions and to interact with var-
ious technical devices assembled on it.
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I guess most of the certified New School members are 
familiar with the situation in which they are struggling to 
find their newcard when entering one of the New School 
buildings and taking in weird postures in order to place 
them in a way that makes it possible for the “smart card 
readers” implemented into the turnstile fixtures to read the 
information contained in them. One student who respond-
ed to my survey on student experiences with sensor tech-
nologies on campus said that whenever she passes through 
the turnstiles, she is afraid that the they might bump into 
her hips or make an unpleasant sound in case she does not 
manage to pass through them within the given time frame. 
This points to the intimate bodily relation we have with the 
turnstiles, to an extent that some consider their encounter 
with them as potentially violent. Another student specifies 
that he is afraid that “the turnstiles in the Parsons building 
will trap him.” This points to the fact that there are two 
different kinds of access controls implemented into the 
New School buildings’ entrance halls: In the first version, 
the arms of the “turnstile” find themselves in a horizontal 
position which obstructs you from passing through it. They 
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only turn down once you successfully present 
your newcard to the card reader implement-
ed into the vertical fixture of the arms. You 
then have a specific but unknown time frame 
in which you can pass through the gate. In 
the case of the second version, which is, for 
example, to be found in the “Parsons build-
ing,” the arms are integrated into the vertical 
post and only “pop up” in case you do not 
successfully present your newcard to the card 
reader. According to my own observations, 
many people are confused about this form 
of access control and not quite sure how to 
interact with it. This highlights how strongly 
our movement through the campus is adapt-
ed to the way in which it is designed. Once we 
encounter a new form of access control, we 
do not know how to interact with it and do, 
moreover, become afraid of it.

A New School professor I talked to further 
points my attention to the fact that the latter 
kind of turnstile gives the idea of openness 
and accessibility and thus successfully dis-
guises the fact that actual material borders 
are established in the entrance halls of each 
New School building. Tomas Illiceto, in turn, 
claims that this kind of turnstile allows Par-
sons students to carry big items with them 
without being obstructed by the arms of the 
turnstiles. Whether this is the actual reason 
for having implemented a different kind of 
access control in the Parsons building or not, 
on a more general level it still holds true that 
while the New School claims to take “full ad-
vantage of its location in one of the most vi-
brant and diverse cities in the world,”4  it does 
so by only welcoming those who are deemed 
to belong to the New School community and 
forcefully excluding those who are deemed 
not to belong.

As many of us know, there are only to ways 
in which you can get into a New School build-
ing without being the holder of a newcard: 

Links

4   https://www.new-

school.edu/about/

5  https://events.new-

school.edu/

6  https://opencampus.

newschool.edu/

7   https://www.new-

school.edu/about/
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1. A holder of the newcard signs you in, which requires 
you to present a valid photo ID to the security personnel 
stationed in the entrance hall of each New School build-
ing and makes the holder of the newcard that signed you 
in responsible for you and your actions on campus. 2. 
You visit one of the New School’s “public events,” which 
requires you to register for the event online and to pres-
ent a valid photo ID to the security personnel once you 
intend to enter the building where it takes place. As a 
New School professor I talked to tells me, back in the 80s 
and 90s, when access control at the New School was 
less strict, a “Lower Manhattan crowd” used to hang 
out in the building that is the University Center today. A 
remnant of this crowd still comes to public New School 
events today, mostly with a friend. Many certified mem-
bers of the New School are familiar with this couple and 
joke that they only attend the public events for the sake 
of the food and wine that is being served. Speaking to the 
two of them, did, however, leave me with a quite different 
impression. As they tell me, they are committed to life-
long learning and attend a wide range of public events at 
New York universities. Telling them about my research on 
sensor technologies on the New School campus, one of 
them jokes “Do you mean sensor technologies or censor 
technologies?” This directly makes me think of the fact 
that the New School only allows certain people to access 
its buildings and make use of its services, which can be 
regarded as a form of censorship, and how sensor tech-
nologies take part in this. The couple tells me that it is in-
creasingly hard to keep track of public events at the New 
School as the website is constantly changing and with it 
the way in which to find public events on it. I personally 
could not figure out an easy way to find compiled infor-
mation about public events on the New School website. 
Rather, it seems like one has to click through each individ-
ual event in the calendar in order to find out whether it is 
public or not5.  Hence, while the New School claims to be 
a university where “progressive minds”6  and “scholars, 
artists, and designers come together to challenge conven-
tion and create positive change,”7  the crude reality is that 
only those with a newcard or those who manage to find 
out about public events, to successfully register for them, 
and to successfully sign in with the security personnel in 
the buildings’ entrance halls manage to enter the premis-
es and actually attend a “public” New School event. How-
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ever, a Sociology professor I talked to reminds 
me that the technological security provisions 
installed on campus might merely reinforce 
previously existing cultural boundaries be-
tween those who attend (private) universi-
ties and those who don’t. Nevertheless, the 
existence of the turnstiles on campus speaks 
to and indeed materializes the fact that only 
certain people have access to (private) edu-
cation whatever the reason for that may be 
and it does so by means of actively obstruc-
tion those who are not deemed to belong to 
the New School community from entering its 
premises and making use of it services.

There are of course exceptions or ways how 
to bypass or extend the strict security mea-
sures taken by the New School: Most of the 
security personnel at the New School is, for 
example, already familiar with the couple 
mentioned above, which allows them to cir-
cumvent annoying registration and identifica-
tion processes for attending an event. More-
over, a student told me that a single newcard 
holder can sign in up to ten people per day, 
which allows a group of newcard holders to 
sign in a considerate amount of externals – a 
fact that was taken advantage of during the 
2018 occupation of the New School cafete-
ria. Apparently, during the occupation, the 
occupiers also discussed ways in which the 
turnstiles could be made dysfunctional all 
together, for example by means of putting 
carpets over them, which would have allowed 
the participants of an anarchist demonstra-
tion that took place on Union Square to get 
into the building without having to be signed 
in. In order to symbolically and in real terms 
regulate access to and exit from the Univer-
sity Center on their own, the occupiers also 
thought of putting chain locks around the 
building’s entrance doors. This points to the 
fact that the access control that is taking 
place at the New School is a contested terrain 
and not necessarily supported by the stu-
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dents. Others, however, might think that there are good 
reasons to control access at the New School, as it is a 
private university and they pay a considerate amount of 
money in order to attend it. As a result, they might think 
that it quite reasonable that only newcard holders have 
access to the New School buildings and services.

This does not change the fact that the New School, which 
claims to be “committed to developing students who will 
have an impact on the world and solve the most pressing 
social issues of our time,” represents a pressing social 
issue in itself, namely, the fact that (private) education is 
only accessible to some but not others. Hence, whether 
we like it or not, the turnstiles in the New School entrance 
hall have to be acknowledged as a material border be-
tween those who have access to private education and 
those who don’t.

In addition, they prevent the New School buildings’ en-
trance halls from being spaces to meet and mingle. As 
is, they rather look and feel like high security zones that 
are meant to move you from one point to another. This 
has a considerable effect on the ability to meet, convene 
and mobilize at the New School. As a representative of 
the New School’s Union for Research and Teaching Assis-
tants told me, they are always happy when the elevators 
in the 6 East 16th building don’t work, because this gives 
them more time to speak to students and mobilize them 
around the Union’s concerns. In case the elevators do 
work smoothly though, they directly guide you from the 
high security entrance halls to the hidden beauties of the 
New School on the upper floors.
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Elevators

Which leads me to the next sensor technology that I 
would like to discuss within the context of this field guide, 
namely, the light barriers installed in the New School ele-
vators. This sensor technology is meant to prevent people 
from getting stuck in between the elevator’s door and 
its frame. It does so by means of sending a light beam 
from one side of the elevator’s door frame to the other. 
In case an object – in this case a human body, body part, 
or technological extension of it – finds itself in the door-
frame and thus hinders the light beam from getting from 
one side of it to the other, the elevator’s door does not 
close. In other words, the light barriers implemented into 
the elevators are able to sense the absence/presence of 
human bodies, body parts, and their technological exten-
sions in the doorframe, communicate it to the elevator’s 
door and thus enable a non-violent interaction between 
the elevators and the human beings using them. At times, 
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this leads to the fact that the elevator’s doors do not close 
at all, because something keeps preventing the light beam 
from going from one side of the door frame to the other. 
At other times, however, it enables people to reopen the 
elevator’s door while it is already closing by means of 
sticking a hand, a foot or something else into the small 
gap remaining in between the elevator’s door and its 
frame. Unfortunately, though, this does not always work.

As one student tells me, he once intended to this by 
means of sticking his foot in the small gap remaining 
between the elevator’s door and its frame, as he has done 
it many times. But this time, the sensor did not seem to 
take note of his foot and thus did not instruct the door 
to open, again. Instead, the student’s foot got stuck and 
he fell on his back. This describes a moment in which 
our bodily interaction with the sensor technologies im-
plemented into the New School buildings is out of joint. 
While we expect them to act in a predictable way, they 
seem to have their own spirit, also known as dysfunc-
tionalities, which can have far-reaching effects on our 
bodies. This also became clear to the student mentioned 
above, who had just left a therapy session at the New 
School when the unfortunate incident with the elevator 
happened. According to him, this incident further rein-
forced his feeling of being emotionally as well as physi-
cally vulnerable to his surroundings. I find this example 
particularly poignant, because it underlines that fact that 
our relation to sensor technologies is emotional as well 
as physical. We expect them to take note of and react to 
us and if they don’t, we are literally disappointed and/or 
hurt. Anthropomorphizing the relation, one could thus say 
that in a moment in which sensor technologies that are 
usually meant to sense and respond to our presence don’t 
succeed in doing so, we feel ignored or overrun.
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HYGIENE RELATED 
SENSORS

SENSORS INSTALLED IN THE RESTROOMS

Continuing with the theme of our intimate 
bodily relation to sensor technologies, I will 
now discuss sensor technologies implement-
ed into the New School restrooms. According 
to Erik Eibert, Director of Energy Manage-
ment and Sustainability at the New School, 
the sensor technologies implemented into 
the restrooms follow a general trend towards 
“touchlessness.” Neither he, nor Tomas Illi-
ceto, nor the persons responding to the New 
School’s buildings and facilities management 
email account could, however, point me to-
wards a person that was able to provide me 
with further information on the hygiene re-
lated sensor technologies on the New School 
campus, for example, on how and when the 
decision to implement them into the re-
strooms was made and how they are being 
overviewed and maintained.8 

According to Tomas Illiceto, most of the 
security related technologies on campus are 
overviewed and maintained by the exter-
nal companies providing them. Apparently, 
only one New School employee is capable of 
repairing the campus’s turnstiles and security 
cameras. However, according to Tomas Illice-
to, this person is “kind of a loner” and would 
not want to talk to or be followed by me. I can 
imagine that the same holds true with a view 
to the sensor technologies installed in the 
New School restrooms, which still leaves the 
question of who made the decision to install 
them in the first place open. I find the fact 
that no one can provide me with information 

Links

8   My sensitivity to 

questions of maintenance 

has been sparked by 

Shannon Mattern’s (2018) 

article on “Maintenance 

and Care” in the Places 

Journal.
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on how and when the decision to implement hygiene re-
lated sensor technologies into the New School restrooms 
was made rather curious as this is a very important deci-
sions to be made, not only because it necessitates the re-
placement of older technologies/mechanisms with newer 
ones or the implementation of entirely new sanitary 
facilities, but also because it has a far-reaching effect on 
our everyday interaction with the New School buildings. 
In other words, the implementation of sensor technolo-
gies that can, in one way or the other, sense and interact 
with the human body in such intimate spaces such as re-
strooms entirely changes our relation to the New School 
buildings as it makes us perceptible to them. As a result, 
I feel like an institution like the New School should make 
decision making and redesign processes like this partici-
patory or at least transparent so that the people affected 
by the changes they imply have the possibility to form an 
opinion about and react to them.

Earlier, I spoke about the intimate emotional and physical 
relation we have to the sensor technologies implement-
ed into the New School elevators. Same counts for the 
sensor technologies implemented into the New School 
restrooms. They find themselves in four different sanitary 
devices – the toilets, water faucets, soap dispensers and 
hand dryers – and are meant to prevent human beings 
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from having to touch the latter with their 
hands. The idea that touching sanitary facili-
ties with your hands can have a negative ef-
fect on your health is not new. It speaks to an 
age-old panic about the spread of epidemic 
diseases via touch. As a result, there already 
exist various analog mechanisms meant to 
prevent people from touching sanitary devic-
es with their hands as, for example, mechani-
cal mechanisms that allow you to initiate the 
flushing of the toilet with your foot. The sen-
sor technologies implemented into the sani-
tary devices in the New School restrooms are 
in turn designed to interact with your hands 
without necessitating direct bodily contact. 
In other words, like most sensor technologies, 
they allow for what could be called a “touch 
at a distance,” a tactile interaction between 
human and other-than-human bodies that 
does not require direct bodily contact. In turn, 
you are being asked to “wave” your hand in 
close proximity to the sensor technology im-
plemented into the respective sanitary device 
and thereby activate a mechanical mecha-
nism that for example, initiates water to run 
through the toilet or water faucet, soap to 
be dispensed, or air to come out of the hand 
dryer.

Because you are asked to wave your hand in 
proximity of the sensor, these kinds of sensor 
technologies are often times called motion 
sensors. However, this term is misleading as 
it suggests that the sensors actually detect 
movement. In fact, however, most motion 
sensors use passive infrared (PIR) sensing. Ac-
cording to Wikipedia, “a PIR sensor can detect 
changes in the amount of infrared radiation 
impinging upon it, which varies depending on 
the temperature and surface characteristics 
of the objects in front of the sensor.”9  This is 
important because it can result in the imple-
mentation of racial biases into passive infra-
red sensing. Apparently, in some cases, peo-
ple of color were not able to activate sensor 

Links

9   https://en.wikipedia.

org/wiki/Passive_infra-

red_sensor
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based sanitary devices, because the “surface 
characteristics of their hands,” meaning, their 
skin color, did not match with the skin color 
the sensor technologies were designed for 
and/or tested with, namely, white skin.10 As a 
result, the notion of motion sensing disguises 
the fact that it is not actually motion which 
is being detected and that factors like skin 
color play a role in whether an infrared sen-
sor technology works or not. While I have not 
heard of occasions in which people of color 
have been unable to activate sensor based 
sanitary devices on the New School campus, 
I still wanted to give this example in order to 
illustrate that the implementation of sensor 
technologies on the New School campus is 
not a merely technical issue with exclusively 
positive effects. Rather, it is an important po-
litical issue with wide-reaching effects on our 
relation to the built environment we study in.

In response to my invitation to tell me about 
experiences with sensor technologies on the 
New School campus many people mentioned 
their interaction with sensor based sanitary 
devices that did not work. In the women’s 
restroom on the 8th floor of the 6 East 16th 
building, the left-sided water faucet has not 
been working all semester. Repeatedly, peo-
ple try to activate the sensor technology 
implemented into the water faucet by means 
of moving their hand in front of it without any 
response. This results in an odd moment of 
unclarity which many of us are familiar with: 
Does the water faucet actually not work or 
do I merely fail to properly interact with its 
sensor? Another student reported about his 
interaction with a water faucet that simply 
did not stop running. Trying to understand 
why, the student was finally able to figure 
out that it was constantly re-activated by 
a water drop sitting on its sensor. Once he 
removed the water drop from the sensor, the 
water faucet stopped running. “Apparently,” 
he said, “water’s ability to splatter and its 

Links

10 https://www.mic.com/

articles/124899/the-rea-

son-this-racist-soap-dis-

penser-doesn-t-work-on-

black-skin
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potential interaction with infrared sensors 
has not been considered when designing 
the water faucet.” Another student reported 
about being scared of a constantly running 
toilet in one of the restrooms and her lack of 
ability to do anything about it. In fact, above 
some of the toilets on the New School cam-
pus we can now find a sign indicating that we 
are supposed to call security in case the toilet 
does not stop flushing, which only adds to the 
already perceived increasing securitization of 
the New School restrooms (thinking of panic 
alarms, boxes for sharp objects, etc.). 

However, the New School restrooms are not 
only being highly securitized, but, as de-
scribed above, also the victim of what one 
could call “hygienization” attempts that are 
meant to expel touch from them. Maybe in 
response to this, someone has written “touch 
each other and yourselves” on a wall next to 
the toilet in a restroom on the 8th floor of the 
6 East 16th Street building. A few days later, 
another person has added the word “consen-
sually” to this. This reminded me of one of 
my contact improvisation classes in which 
the teacher required the practice of asking 
for verbal consent before starting to dance 
with each other, because, as he said, “we 
cannot assume consent only because people 
have walked through this door [the classroom 
door].” In contact improvisation, contact is 
mostly understood as direct bodily contact 
(touch) between human beings that initiates 
movement.

My interest in the affective relation between 
human bodies and digital media technolo-
gies – and sensor technologies in particular 
– does, however, lead me to a different under-
standing of contact or touch. Thinking of the 
relation between digital media technologies 
and human bodies, I get the impression that 
touch can happen at a distance without direct 
bodily contact necessarily taking place, which 
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is epitomized in our interaction with sensor 
technologies. It is precisely for this reason that 
I think it is important to present the presence 
of sensor technologies on the New School 
campus as a matter of concern and care, 
because it is a matter of touch. According to 
my understanding, technologies like the ones 
described in this field guide touch us and we 
touch them, even if this happens at a distance, 
and no one has ever asked us for consent if 
we actually want to stand in such kind of a 
bodily relation to them. This is probably due 
to the fact that it seems like we do not stand 
in any kind of bodily relation to them, but as 
this field guide tries to show, in fact, we do. 
So rather than asking people to touch each 
other and themselves in response to an ap-
parent general trend towards touchlessness, 
we should maybe ask what forms of touch 
this apparent trend conceals, namely, forms 
of touch at a distance. Loosely drawing on 
Spinoza and Whitehead here, I would propose 
that we are always in a state of touching and 
being touched, of affecting and being affected, 
whether we are in direct bodily contact with 
another body (including other-than-human 
bodies) or not. As a result, I feel like it is im-
portant to highlight, politicize and re-affect 
the ways in which we are touching and being 
touched, for example within in the context of 
the digitalization of our built environment and 
its increasing ability to sense and respond to 
our bodies presence and movement through 
the implementation of sensor technologies 
within it. Consequently, deploying the notion 

Links

11  I take this understand-

ing of the field of haptics 

from a conversation 

between David Parisi, a 

media historian and theo-

rist who studies the histo-

ry of haptics, and David 

Birnbaum, Head of Design 

strategy and Outreach at 

Immersion Corporation: 

https://podcast.dave-

birnbaum.com/evolu-

tion-of-touch-technology, 

accessed Dec 11, 2019. 

While Parisi offers a much 

more critical and nuanced 

image of the field of 

haptics than Birnbaum, 

his book Archeologies of 

Touch - Interfacing with 

Haptics from Electricity 

to Computing (2018) still 

seems to work

with an understanding 

of touch as direct bodily 

contact. My goal would 

be to rethink his notion 

of touch in such a way 

that it includes touch at a 

distance.



2
9

O
ve

rv
ie

w
P

a
rt

 I

of touchlessness or buying into the idea that we find our-
selves in a digital age in which touch becomes increasingly 
obsolete disguises the fact that we might merely find our-
selves in the process of reframing and reconstitutionalizing 
dominant modes of touch.

The field of haptics, broadly described as “technologized 
touch,” is often times regarded as an attempt to reintro-
duce touch into our interaction with digital technologies 
and thereby add to or counter our predominantly audio- 
visual interaction with them. In addition, it is often times 
assumed that haptics would allow for a more authentic 
and intuitive interaction with digital media technologies by 
means of reintroducing touch as a mode of communicating 
information. This is problematic in two ways: First of all, it 
makes us assume that touch has not been an aspect of our 
interaction with digital technologies in the past. Second, 
it makes us assume that a tactile interaction with digital 
media technologies allows for less mediation and therefore 
more direct interaction with digital media technologies.11 

The point that I am trying to make here, and to further ex-
plore in the future, is that touch is never direct, but has, in 
turn, always been mediated, which is why it might be more 
helpful to think of touch as a technology of government 
and subjectification in the sense of Foucault (1982, 2009) 
than about the technologization of touch per se. If we think 
about the technologization of touch as a technology of 
government, I would further like to propose to extend our 
notion of touch in such a way that it also includes touch 
at a distance, which is not a new phenomenon, but some-
thing that (as so many things) has slightly changed while 
undergoing processes of digitalization. In a nutshell,  
I would like to make the proposition that the notion of hap-
tics should not only include our direct bodily interactions 
with digital media technologies, but also the way in which 
they touch us and we touch them at a distance. In addi-
tion, I would like to draw our attention to the fact that our 
bodily interaction with digital media technologies is in no 
way unmediated, but rather a potent field of government 
and subjectification, again in the sense of Foucault (1982, 
2009), that profoundly affects who and how we are in this 
world and thus has to be explored further. A first attempt 
to do this myself, is to analyze human bodies’ interaction 
with sensor technologies on the New School campus.
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The last set of sensor technologies imple-
mented on the New School campus that I 
would like to draw your attention to are the 
ones that I have broadly termed sustain-
ability related sensors. Other than the other 
sensor technologies implemented on the New 
School campus, the sustainability related 
sensors are proudly presented on the New 
School’s websites. On the University Center’s 
website it does, for example, say:

“Sustainability is a core value at The New 
School and an essential feature of the Univer-
sity Center. Certified with a U.S. Green Build-
ing Council (USGBC) LEED rating of Gold, the 
University Center will help set the New York 
City standard for green technology and build-
ing practices. The building serves as a teach-
ing tool for New School academic programs 
in architecture and design, environmental 
studies, and sustainability management.” 12

Among the “innovative green building fea-
tures” on the New School campus we can, 
amongst many other things, find various 
kinds of occupancy/vacancy sensors that 
control lighting, ventilation, heating, and/or 
air-conditioning. However, while the latter are 
proudly presented on the New School’s web-
sites as well as in emails to the New School 
community, one can hardly detect them in 
the buildings themselves. This is due to the 
fact that they are designed in a way not to be 
seen. They are small white objects placed on 
the New School’s white ceilings. As a result, 
people hardly take note of them or are aware 
of the fact that they exist. This creates an 
asymmetric sensing relation between those 
occupancy/vacancy sensors and human 
beings, because the former are precisely 

Links

12    https://www.new-

school.edu/universi-

ty-center/sustainability/ 

For further information 

please also have a look at: 

https://www.newschool.

edu/buildings/sustain-

ability-initiatives-goals/, 

https://www.newschool.

edu/tishman-environ-
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school.edu/desis/
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programmed and designed in order to, in one way or the 
other, sense human bodies’  
presence.

These kinds of sensors, which, according to Erik Eibert, 
combine different kinds of sensor technologies such as 
noise and infrared sensing, are a pertinent example of 
how the implementation of sensor technologies that are 
able to sense and react to the presence and movement 
of human bodies change our relation to the built envi-
ronment. While we, as human beings that for a long time 
have ascribed the primacy of sensation to ourselves, do 
not take note of the sensor technologies implemented 
into our built environment, they take note of us and allow 
our built environments to respond to our presence, for 
example through controlling lighting, heating, air-con-
dition and ventilation. As noted in the introduction, this 
creates a situation in which we, human beings, become 
the environment of our built environment. Similarly, when 
we interact with the “motion sensors” installed in the 
restrooms, we are merely objects that reflect light back 
to the sensors. Hence, we are not only not at the center 
of sensation and take note of the environment around us, 
but also have become the environment of our built envi-
ronment which the latter takes note of and is affected by. 
While this has always been the case, as Shannon Mattern 
has made me aware of by means of pointing to Malcom 
McCullough’s work on ambient information (2013), and as 
her own work on the history of urban media (2017) shows 
as well, it becomes even more obvious in the context of 
the digitalization of our built environment which allows 
the latter to become “smart” and connected.

However, as with the sensing technologies described be-
fore, the sustainability related sensors also don’t always 
work the way they should or to our human convenience. 
I, for example, noticed that each time I pass by the kitch-
en and printing space on the 9th floor of the 6 East 16th 
street building in order to get to the Sociology/Anthro-
pology common area, the lights in the kitchen as well as 
in the space for printing turn on even though I did never 
intend to use them. Instead of controlling lighting with 
motion sensing, the New School has therefore switched 
to vacancy sensing, meaning, lights are being turned on 
manually, but turned off automatically once a room is de-
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void of human beings. Unfortunately, Erik Eib-
ert was not able to explain to me how exactly 
these sensors work. Similarly to the security 
related sensors, these technologies are imple-
mented, overviewed and maintained by ex-
ternal providers. As a result, the New School 
is also not in possession of and responsible 
for the processing of the data they produce. 
While the installation of occupancy/vacancy 
sensors seems less controversial in lecture 
halls and class rooms, they can become a 
privacy issue in the New School dorms. Ac-
cording to Erik Eibert, the presence of va-
cancy sensors in the dorm rooms is great, 
because in case a student leaves their room 
and forgets to turn off the air-conditioning, 
it will do so on its own. While that is great 
in order to reduce energy use, it also means 
that data is being produced on whether a 
student is in their room or not and the New 
School is neither in possession of that data 
nor processing it. If we add the fact that the 
turnstiles capture and store data on where 
and when we enter New School buildings and 
cameras produce and store video recordings 
of our movement through campus, than it 
seems like the life of a New School student 
living in one of the dorms is, in one way or 
the other, almost always tracked by the New 
School’s sensor technologies. In other words, 
living and studying in the New School build-
ings means living and studying with sensor 
technologies, which again raises the question 
of whom or what these sensor technologies 
actually care for.

In the case of the security related sensor 
technologies we are being told that they 
intend to care for those who are deemed to 
belong to the New School community and 
their as well as the university’s belongings. 
However, as it was described above this form 
of care is based on the exclusion of those who 
are deemed not to belong. Exclusion here be-
comes the condition of possibility of care. The 
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community that is being created by means of separating 
those who are deemed to belong from those who are not 
with the help of the turnstiles is then again undermined 
by the installation of security cameras all over the cam-
pus and the implementation of sensor technologies that 
allow for “touchlessness” into the restrooms, because 
they spread an atmosphere of suspicion, distrust, fear 
and panic among the New School community. The sus-
tainability related sensors, however, can be understood 
as an attempt to care for the environment (if not merely 
for the image of the New School) and to re-connect the 
highly privatized, securitized and sanitized campus of the 
New School to its “natural” environment. While I appre-
ciate that attempt, it does, in my view, also speak to a 
general development in which private liberal educational 
institutions like the New School proud themselves with 
caring for the environment while at the same time pro-
moting and being based upon highly exclusionary practic-
es of (educational) care.
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This leads me to the final part of this field guide in which 
I would like to present ways in which we can draw atten-
tion to, mock, and potentially reconfigure the presence 
and activity of sensor technologies on the New School 
campus. 

The ideas that will be presented in the following are 
inspired by our class on Anthropology and Design, came 
up over the course of the semester, and mostly arose in 
conversations with others. I will present these prelimi-
nary ideas in chronological order, following the sequence 
in which the different sensor technologies installed on 
the New School campus have been presented in this field 
guide.

As I said in the beginning, the first technology that senses 
you when you approach one of the New School build-
ings are the cameras implemented outside and inside of 
the buildings. My idea to reconfigure the function of the 
cameras and with it our interaction with them, is to place 
them on top of the New School buildings instead of at its 
outer and inner walls. This would shift their focus (field of 
view) from the people moving through campus and the 
valuable objects contained within them to the sky and 
everything that passes through it like clouds and birds. 
The moving images recorded by the cameras could then 
be projected into the numerous classrooms on the New 
School campus that do not have windows and thus allow 
for a different kind of relation between what is going on 
inside and outside of the the New School premises.13 In 
addition, they would allow for a shift of perspective (to-
wards the sky) that is foreign to human beings as their 
eyes are located in their faces which, in a standing and 
sitting position, are horizontally gazing forward. A friend 
of mine once told me about a type of whale whose eyes 
are located on top instead of on the sides of its heads 
and fantasized about what life would be like if we (human 
beings) also had eyes on top of our heads. This speaks 
to the more general question of perspective and how it 
conditions the way in which we perceive the world, for ex-
ample, addressed by Hito Steyerl (2011) in her illuminat-
ing essay “In Free Fall: A Thought Experiment on Vertical 
Perspective.” The good thing about sensor technologies 
is that they can be more easily placed otherwise than the 
eyes in our faces. Placing the cameras installed on the 3
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New School campus on top of its premises 
would allow for a complete change of per-
spective enabled through the projection of 
images from the sky into our classrooms. As 
a result, a new kind of relation between the 
sphere inside and outside of the New School 
premises would arise.

The second kind of sensor technology we en-
countered within the scope of this field guide 
are the turnstiles in the entrance halls of each 
New School building. Speaking to Shannon 
Mattern about the way in which they could 
be reconfigured, she pointed my attention 
towards an electronic musician’s attempt to 
make New York City’s subway turnstiles mu-
sical so that they create a “Subway Sympho-
ny” when interacting with the human bodies 
passing through them.14  While this is an 
interesting attempt to reconfigure the sound 
design of turnstiles and with it our relation 
and attitude towards them, I am afraid that it 
also leads to a “gamification” or “beautifica-
tion” of the very access control systems the 
turnstiles materialize and enforce. It reminds 
me of the MTA’s recent more intensified at-
tempts to fight fare evasion and the protests 
that have taken place against this and makes 
me wonder what the people who cannot 

Links

13    This idea is partly 

inspired by Jönsson’s and 

Lenskjold’s (2017) idea to 

place cameras in front of 
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in order to allow for new 
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afford the subway fare would think about the 
turnstiles becoming musical. Similarly, musi-
cal turnstiles at the New School would most 
certainly enhance the experience of those 
that are able to pass through them, but may-
be not so much for those who are not, or the 
security personnel whose job requires them 
to sit in the entrance hall all day (given that 
probably not even self-perceived high-brow 
people would sign up for listening to a sym-
phony orchestra all day).

The only way in which I can think of recon-
figuring our interaction with the turnstiles so 
that they allow people who are not deemed 
to belong to the New School to pass through 
them, is to collectively hand our newcards 
to externals. As it is indicated on the New 
School website, this will result in our new-
cards being “confiscated.”15  But does it also 
result in us being expelled from school? Or 
what if we collectively refuse to use our new-
cards in order to access and move through 
campus and in turn make use of the practices 
deployed by those who successfully manage 
subway fare evasion, as for example, to jump 
over the turnstiles or to somehow keep their 
arms down so that people other than new-
card holders can pass through them? In case 
the New School cameras were already placed 
on top of its premises by then, these actions 
would not even be video recorded and thus 
object to repercussions, which still leaves the 
question of how the security personnel placed 
in the entrance halls would react to a situa-
tion like this.

Another less radical idea I had in order to 
reconfigure the function of the turnstiles or 
to productively make use of the data they 
produce, was to connect them to the light-
ing in the entrance halls, and to exchange 
the existing lights with lights that can switch 
their color according to the number of people 
that have passed through the turnstiles per 

Links

15  https://www.new-

school.edu/card/
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 IIday, ranging from light yellow indicating a small number 
of people to dark red indicated a large number of people. 
This would transform the data being produced by the 
turnstiles into a visual experience meant to communicate 
the daily traffic through the turnstiles to its users. But of 
course, this also results in some kind of beautification of 
the actual violence the turnstiles materialize.

As I don’t have pressing ideas regarding how to recon-
figure the use of sensor technologies in the elevators 
(besides the slightly futuristic idea of making the light 
barriers more visible and colorful, so that they appear like 
portals that lead you into a different world (of education)), 
I will now directly jump to my ideas regarding how to 
reconfigure the sensor technologies installed in the New 
School restrooms. A first idea I had and already partly put 
into effect is to design stickers to be placed on or near the 
sensor technologies implemented into the toilets, water 
faucets, soap dispensers and hand dryers that say “Touch 
Me at a Distance.” The idea for the sticker came up while 
writing this field guide and is basically a distillation of the 
main argument I was trying to make regarding our bod-
ies’ relation to sensor technologies implemented into our 
built environments, namely, that it is an affective bodily 
relation even though no direct bodily contact takes place. 
For me, the notion of “touch me at a distance” placed 
on sanitary devices that are activated through sensor 
technologies emphasizes two main ideas: that touch 
can happen at a distance and that we find ourselves in 
an intimate bodily relation with our built environment. 
As a result, the sticker is meant to irritate and make us 
rethink the way in which we relate to our objects of dai-
ly use. When I presented the sticker in class, Steve drew 
my attention towards another kind of sticker placed on 
hand dryers that say “Voice activated, Say Loudly: “Paper 
Towel Now!” While I love the kind of irritation this sticker 
is meant to produce and find it very funny, the sticker I 
have designed intends to underline and problematize our 
haptic relation to sensor technologies and the devices 
they are integrated within. More precisely, it intends to 
uncover the forms of touch hidden beneath the surface of 
an apparent touchlessness.

An idea that came up in the conversation with Shannon 
was to place little sculptures of misdispensed soap under-
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in order to draw attention to the way in which our inter-
action with sensor technologies can go awry, because we 
(human beings and sensor activated devices) don’t man-
age to coordinate our movements appropriately. 

Which finally leads me to the way in which we could 
reconfigure the existence of the sustainability related 
sensor technologies on the New School campus. As men-
tioned earlier, I principally support the idea of installing 
sensor technologies that are meant to reduce energy use 
on campus. I do, however, not understand why they are 
highly promoted on the New School’s website but not 
made visible on the campus itself. While one can par-
ticipate in guided tours that point to the “green building 
features” of the University Center, there is no attempt to 
make their presence more perceptible in our daily inter-
action with the New School premises. An idea on how to 
make them more perceptible to us and thus remind us 
about the function they serve, namely, to reduce energy 
use and thus “reconnect” a highly privatized, securitized, 
and sanitized university campus to its environment, arose 
while reading Mark Weiser’s and John Seely Brown’s 
(1995) “Designing Calm Technology” and Hiroshi Ishii’s 
and Brygg Ullmer’s (1997) “Tangible Bits: Towards Seam-
less Interfaces Between People, Bits and Atoms.” Both ar-
ticles celebrate artist Natalie Jeremijenko’s work entitled 
“The Dangling String” or “Live Wire.” In their own words:
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“Created by artist Natalie Jeremijenko, 
the ‘Dangling String’ is an 8 foot piece of 
plastic spaghetti that hangs from a small 
electric motor mounted in the ceiling. The 
motor is electrically connected to a nearby 
Ethernet cable, so that each bit of infor-
mation that goes past causes a tiny twitch 
of the motor. A very busy network causes 
a madly whirling string with a character-
istic noise; a quiet network causes only a 
small twitch every few seconds. Placed in 
an unused corner of a hallway, the long 
string is visible and audible from many of-
fices without being obtrusive. It is fun and 
useful. The Dangling String meets a key 
challenge in technology design for the next 
decade: how to create calm technology. […] 
The dangling string increases our peripheral 
reach to the formerly inaccessible network 
traffic.” (Weiser/Brown; italics added)
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In my opinion, a work similar to the one created by Jer-
emijenko could draw our attention to the presence and 
activity of sensor technologies on the New School cam-
pus. Rather than intending to hide them, I think they 
should be made visible and this way politicized and 
re-affected. We could start by hanging strings/wires 
below the tiny little white occupancy/vacancy sensors 
placed on the New School’s ceilings, which transform 
the information they sense (sound, heat, motion) into 
colorful and maybe moving visual clues.

More generally, the examples given in the second part 
of this field guide are meant to inspire a discussion on 
how to reconfigure the presence of sensor technologies 
on the New School campus and our relation to them. 
They are not set in stone but rather a first attempt at 
speculatively thinking about how things could be other-
wise (see Dunne/Raby 2013).

“Natalie Jeremijenko designed a beauti-
ful instrument called live wire while artist 
in residence at Xerox PARK. It is a piece of 
plastic cord that hangs from a small elec-
tric motor mounted on the ceiling. The 
motor is electrically connected to the area 
Ethernet network, such that each pass-
ing pocket of information causes a tiny 
twitch of the motor. Bits flowing through 
the wires of a computer network become 
tangible through motion, sound, and even 
touch. The activity of the wire is visible and 
audible from many offices without being 
obstrusive, taking advantage of peripher-
al cues. This work encouraged us to think 
about ambient media as a general mech-
anism for displaying activities in cyber-
space.” (Ishii/Ullmer; italics added)
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