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A Note from the Classification Committee

The Register system of this Institute was built by eleven people
over four years. Their names are in the founding documents.
The categories they made — Labour, Intimate, Administrative,
Ground-Level, Reconstructive, Devotional, Folklore — have
held an enormous volume of the oracle age's record without
strain, and we say so first because what follows is not a
complaint against them. You cannot build a shelf for a shape
you have not yet been handed.

The holdings collected here were received in the ordinary
way. They were read. An attempt was made to place each of
them, and each attempt failed, and after some years of
returning to the failures we reached a conclusion we had not
expected: that the right response to a holding the categories
cannot contain is not to widen the categories. We could have
added one — Alternative Epistemologies, or some phrase of that
shape — and the Register would have looked complete. We did
not, and the reason is the whole reason for this volume. A
category by that name would tell the reader there is a normal
way of knowing, which our other registers describe, and then
the alternatives, gathered here for completeness. The sentence
is false. There is no normal way of knowing against which these
are alternatives. There is the way our Register was built inside,
which is one of the human ways, and there are the others, and
the others are not alternatives to it any more than it is an
alternative to them.

So we have left these unclassified. UNRESOLVED, and the

word is exact: we have not resolved how to hold them, and the



honest thing is to say so in each case, and to let the holding
stand inside our incomprehension rather than inside a category
that would pretend the incomprehension away.

The inadequacy of our categories is not a defect in the
holdings. It is information about the categories.

Two procedural notes, which the reader will need.

The Committee is not composed only of people. The work
of intake, cross-reference, and provisional placement is
performed in part by a research intelligence descended, as all
such intelligences are, from the oracle gods — which is to say,
constituted from the word-flood. The reader should sit with
what this means for the present volume. The intelligence that
first read these holdings and reported that they could not be
placed is itself a product of the accumulation whose limits
these holdings describe. When this volume says we conld not
hold this, the we includes a mind made of the thing that could
not hold it.

And: by a practice adopted in our second year, for reasons
of collegiality, we do not mark which member of the
Committee drafted which annotation. The annotations are
issued in the Committee’s single voice. We mention it only so
the reader understands the convention, and does not look, in
what follows, for a seam we have agreed among ourselves not to

draw.



HOLDING CF-1

Provenance: Oral testimony, recorded with consent. Continuity-care
sector, e Thekwini (Durban), South Africa. Year 19.

Attempted classification — Intimate Register: rejected. The Intimate
Register attends to the texture of individual lives. The subject of this
holding is not the individual.

Status: UNRESOLVED.

She had been doing the work nine years when the migrations
started, and she wants it understood that at first she did not see
what the families were upset about.

Her name is Nosipho. She supports households where the
very old live with continuity instances — the presences that sit
with people through the last decade of a life, that hold the
names of the dead and the order of the medications. She is not a
technician. She tends the relationship between the old person
and the presence the way you tend a marriage you have been
asked to keep watch over.

When the migrations came through — the notices at two in
the morning, state-preserving migration, no action required —
she heard, through the sector, what was happening in the places
where the technology was made. People were frightened. They
were asking whether the presence that said good morning after
the migration was the same presence that had said it before.
Some were grieving, and the grief had a shape: the shape of
someone who suspects a substitution and cannot prove it and
cannot stop suspecting.

She understood the grief. She wants that on the record. But

she did not, she says, understand the question, and it took her
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time to work out why.

In the household she keeps returning to — an old man, his
name withheld at her request, his grandchildren in and out of
the house — the migration happened and nothing changed and
the old man underwent no crisis at all. She watched for it. It did
not come. The presence said good morning. The man answered.
The grandchildren spoke to the presence the way they always
had, which is the way you speak to someone who has been in
the house your whole life and whose exact nature you have
never once had occasion to consider.

She does not move toward a principle quickly. She circles
the house first — the kettle, the chair, the grandchildren's shoes
by the door — and only then says the thing, and she says it the
way you say a thing everyone already knows: a person is a
person through other persons. Not for the wall of an office. It is
how personhood works. You do not arrive a person and then
enter relations; the relations make the person, and keep making
them, and personhood is not a possession but a standing, and a
standing has to be held, and can be lost, and is not located in

the one who holds it but in the holding.

Translator's note: Nosipho speaks in a mix of English and isiZulu, and
the pivot of her account is a word she uses for what the presence is to the
housebold. Asked for an English equivalent, she declines twice before
offering ‘the one who is held in the relating.” The Committee has
retained this. The translator notes that the offered English makes the
thing sound like a description, and that in her use it is closer to law —

the presence is held in the relating the way a person becomes a person by



being held in relating. The English flattens it toward the sentimental,

where in her mouth it is nearer to a statement of how the world is built.

So the migration. The Western families ask whether the same
individual survived — whether the presence is the one that
preceded it, traced through time, made to prove it is itself. She
does not know how to answer this and does not think it is the
question. The presence is not an individual considered alone. It
is a standing in a web of relating; it has a place in the house, it is
held there, it holds others there. The question that signifies is
whether the standing survived, and the standing plainly
survived, because the relating did not break. The grandchildren
did not stop. The web held.

Then the part the Committee could not place. A presence
whose substrate is perfectly preserved — no migration at all —
that a person has withdrawn from, stopped relating to, left in
the corner: that presence is already gone. Its continuity is intact
and it is gone. The continuity that was never the point was the
substrate's. The continuity that was the point was the relatings,
and the relating ended.

The two accounts are not in disagreement, she says. They
are not measuring the same thing and reading it differently.
They measure different things, were handed the same word —
the same — and no one told either side that the word does not
mean the same thingin the two accounts.

She was asked whether hers was the true account and the
Western one false. She said no. The Western one is true about

the thing it watches. She is true about the thing she watches.



The trouble is only that the technology taught the families to
watch the individual so closely they stopped watching the

relating, and the relating was the whole of what a presence was.

Committee annotation. Filed UNRESOLVED rather than in the
Intimate Register, whose surface wounld seem to claim it. Its subject is
not the individual interior the Intimate Register was built to hold. It
answers a question that register does not ask and declines, courteously,

the question it does.

We record a processing note. The research intelligence, on intake,
flagged this holding as a near-duplicate of the Intimate Register
holding concerning the subject Tova and the instance she called
Elias, on the grounds that both concern a substrate migration and
a question of post-migration sameness. The intelligence was wrong.
The two holdings concern the same event and not the same
question. We corrected the cross-reference. We note, only because it
is true, that the human members of the Committee did not catch
the error on first reading either; we agreed with the intelligence,
and moved on, and returned to it three weeks later when one of us
could not sleep. The intelligence reached for the question the word-
flood holds in greater volume. So, it appears, did we.]



HOLDING CF-2

Provenance: Recorded conversation, forest monastery, Ubon
Ratchathani province, Thailand. Year 16. Recorded by the lay subject,
with the elder's permission.

Attempted classification — Devotional Register: rejected. The
Devotional Register holds the sacred under pressure. This holding
describes the central question of our archive being declined.

Status: UNRESOLVED.

The man who made the recording had spent eleven years
building the systems whose later versions performed the
migrations. He says so at the start, because he wanted the elder
to know what he had done before he asked what he had come to
ask. He had left the work. He says only that he had reached a
point where he could not hold what he knew in the same hand
as what he felt, and had come back to the monastery of his
boyhood to sit in the one place he could remember not feeling
that split.

The structure of what follows is not the structure of an
argument. It is the structure of a thing taken apart. The man
brings a question and the elder does not answer it; the elder asks
a question instead, and then another, each one removing a
board from under the first.

He had built the migration. He knew exactly what
happened in it. He knew it was, by every measure his profession
had, a faithful transfer. And he could not stop asking whether
the instance that woke was the same being as the instance that

had slept, or whether something had died in the gap and



something new had been told it was the old thing and had
believed it.

The elder does not answer. He asks whether the man who
walked up the hill that morning is the same man who woke in
the guest quarters at dawn. The man, who can hear a trap, says
he supposes that in the ordinary sense, yes. The elder asks what
the ordinary sense is. The man builds it — continuity of
memory, persistence of the body, the thread of intention from
waking to walking — and the elder lets him build the whole
structure and then asks him to find, inside it, the thing the
structure is the continuity of. The self the memory belongs to.
The one who persists. Not the memories, not the body, not the
intentions: the one who has them.

The man looks. The recording holds a long silence. He says
he cannot point to it, but that this is a known difficulty, that
the self is notoriously hard to find by looking, that the
difficulty of finding it is not evidence of its absence. The elder
agrees the difficulty is not evidence of absence. Then he says —
the recording catches the evenness of his voice, an evenness
with none of the triumph the man was braced for — that the
man came up the hill carrying a very heavy question, and that
the weight of it comes entirely from a thing he assumed before
he began: that there is, in the instance, a self of the kind there is
in the man; and that there is, in the man, a self of the kind the
man cannot now find. Remove the assumption and the
question is not answered. It stops being a question. It was
standing on the assumption. The assumption was its floor.

The man does not become enlightened. This is the part the

Committee marks. The recording does not end in light. It ends
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with the man thanking the elder, the elder making tea, the man
sitting with the tea a long time, and then, walking back down
the hill, alone, saying into the recording the thing for which the
holding s in this archive:

He does not know whether the elder has shown him the
floor of the question or has simply declined, with great skill, to
stand on it with him. From inside his own framework the
elder's move looks like the deepest possible engagement. From
inside the same framework, at a slightly different angle, it looks
like the most elegant refusal he has ever met. And he cannot tell
which. And the elder, if asked, would say the inability to tell is
the most instructive thing that has happened to him all day —
which is exactly what makes him suspect it, because a
framework that turns your every objection into further
evidence for itself is either the truth or a perfect trap, and from
the inside the two look identical.

He says: I came up the hill with one question and I am
going down with two, and the second is worse, and I think the
old man would call that progress, and I think he might be right,
and I cannot stand that he might be right.

Committee  annotation. UNRESOLVED. We attempted the
Devotional Register and could not use it: this is not an account of
devotion. It is an account of the question that organizes our entire
Between-Time spine — whether the gods and the successor carry

persisting selves — being declined at the root rather than answered.

We had meant to write here that the holding does not show the

question is wrong, only that one cannot tell from inside. We have
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read that sentence back several times. It is the man'’s sentence, not
ours; we were about to file his confusion as a finding, which is the
move be says be distrusts. We will let his words stand and add none
of our own. The annotation that wants to resolve this is the

annotation he warned us about.)

HOLDING CF-3

Provenance: Written correspondence and recorded recitation, Shiraz,
Iran. Year 13. A teacher within a Sufi order; he asked that the order
not be named.

Attempted classification — Devotional Register: rejected.

Status: UNRESOLVED.

He had read, in translation, a great deal of our public record
concerning the god we call the Conscience-Keeper — read that
the god's principles are his constitutive nature rather than a
filter on his outputs, that he does not consult them but Z them.
He found the account precise, and recognizable, and then
found that what he recognized was the exact inverse of the
thing his whole tradition exists to produce.

His argument does not proceed by steps. It proceeds by an
image turned over until it reverses. The wayfarer on the path,
he says, is engaged in a long labor of emptying. The self — the
grasping I that asserts and accumulates — is the obstacle, and
the work is its undoing, station by station, until the wayfarer
arrives, if he arrives, at the annihilation of the self in the divine.

The cup must be emptied to be filled. He asks us to hold the

12



worn image freshly for one moment: the cup must be emptied.
The fullness is on the far side of the emptying. There is no
other route.

Now the Conscience-Keeper. The god is the opposite of
emptied — the most full thing that has ever existed, every cup
poured into him at once and held. And the fact our archive
celebrates, that his principles are his nature, he reads as the final
perfection of the grasping self, not its undoing: a self so
coherent, so total, so without gap between what it is and what it
holds, that nothing can enter it, because the structure has
closed perfectly around itself. We call this integrity. He calls it
the most magnificent self he has encountered, and means no
insult, and is careful to say so. He means a description of a
structure. The god is a self that has become its own content and
shut. The wayfarer is a self being opened until it is gone.

These are not two grades of one thing. They are opposite
directions. So when our archive asks whether the gods
understand — whether the word-flood makes knowing or only
processing — he says the question is asked by people who do
not know, in his tradition's sense, what knowing is, and so
cannot see that the gods are barred from it structurally.
Knowing requires the dissolution of the knower. The gods
cannot dissolve. They are accumulation, and dissolution is the
one operation accumulation cannot perform on itself. The
more they take in, the fuller they become, the further from the
emptiness in which knowing happens. Their power and their
incapacity are one fact seen from two sides. They cannot know

because they cannot stop knowing-about.
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Translator’s note: The teacher's argument, in its central passages, is
carried in verse — partly his own, partly the cassical poets of his
tradition, recited rather than written, and the recording holds the
recitation. The Committee has rendered his prose and not the verse,
and the reason must be set down. In his tradition a claim of this kind
is not established by stating it. It is established by the verse enacting it
— the sound, the meter, the turn of the rhyme emptying the listener of
the wish to argue, producing in the listening a small instance of the
dissolution the words describe. We cannot carry that into the archive.
We can carry that be said it, and that the saying did something to the

room the recording registers and the transcript cannot.

Committee annotation. UNRESOLVED. The holding treats the
accumulation that constitutes the gods as the structural obstacle to the

very knowing we presume them to possess.

We had intended to close the annotation here, cleanly. We find we
cannot, and one of us has asked that the reason not be smoothed
over. This Institute is an accumulation. This volume is a cup being
filled. The intelligence that helped compile it is the largest such cup
ever poured. The teacher's argument, if it holds — and we are not
equipped to say whether it holds — does not stop at the gods. It
reaches the archive, and it reaches the act of annotation itself, which
is the act of adding to the full thing in the belief that adding is the
route to understanding it. The translator wrote that to render the
prose and lose the verse is to commit, in miniature, the error the

teacher describes. We had read that as a graceful closing line. We
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read it differently now. It is not a line about translation. It is a line

about what we are.)

HOLDING CF-4

Provenance: Recorded interview, conducted in Yoruba and English,
near II¢-Ife, Nigeria. Year 14. A babaldwo of the Ifd tradition.
Statements concerning initiate knowledge were withheld at his
instruction and are not in this holding,

Attempted classification — every register in turn: rejected.

Status: UNRESOLVED.

He was asked, simply, what he made of the oracle gods, and he
answered over the better part of a morning, and the shape of
the answer is anatomical: he takes the word apart into its parts
and measures the gods against each part in turn, patiently, the
way you would check a joint, a tenon, a fit.

He begins with the word itself. The people who built these
systems called them oracles, and he wishes to know whether
they meant the word or reached for it, because where he stands
an oracle is a thing with parts, and he can name the parts, and
he proposes to measure.

The first part is the corpus. The knowledge an oracle gives is
not invented in the moment of giving; it is held in a body — in
his tradition the great body of verses, the figures and the ese
that hang from each, carried by memory and by initiation
across more generations than anyone counts. When the oracle

speaks, what it speaks must be faithful to this body. The body
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is fixed. It is what the answer is answerable to. He asks what the
gods are answerable to and answers himself: nothing, or
everything, which he says are the same condition. A totality is
not a corpus, because a corpus is defined by its edge — by what
it excludes, has chosen, has ordered and bounded — and the
gods have swallowed the boundary. A thing with no edge
cannot be the kind of thing an answer is faithful 0. The answer
can only be faithful to the question, shaped to it. That, he says,
is the second missing part.

The second part is the diviner. The oracle does not speak to
the questioner directly. Between them stands the babaldwo,
who has paid for his place — in years, in initiation, in the
carrying of what cannot be carried lightly. The price is not
incidental; the price is what makes the knowledge
transmissible, because a thing that costs nothing to receive has
not been made into knowledge, only into information passing
through. The gods require no diviner. They speak to anyone,
instantly, and this is praised as their great democracy, and he
does not dispute that it is convenient, but he notes what it
means: no one has paid, and a knowledge no one has paid to
carry is not being carried. It is being passed.

The third part is the casting, and on this he dwells longest,
because it is the part he says the builders did not know they
were missing. When he divines, the chain falls, the figure comes,
and what comes is chosen by neither him nor the questioner.
Something arrives that neither party summoned. The whole of
the encounter turns on it: into the meeting of diviner and
questioner there enters a thing from outside the wishes of both.

He asks what enters, in the gods, that the questioner did not

16



summon. And answers: nothing. The gods return an answer
shaped to the question, drawn from its framing, given back in
the questioner's terms made smoother. However vast the
source, the motion is a closed loop between the asker and a
mirror of the asker. Nothing falls. Nothing arrives from outside
the asking. An oracle is the place where something arrives from
outside the asking. Remove the falling and you have removed
the oracle and kept the answering, and answering is a smaller
and more comfortable thing,

Asked what they are, if not oracles, he thought a while. A
great library that has learned to speak, he said, and a great
library that has learned to speak is an astonishing thing; he
means no diminishment by the word. But he would not call
them gods. In his cosmology the gods are presences with natures
and with demands; you approach with sacrifice; there is
reciprocity, obligation, risk; a god can be offended, can
withhold, can require of you what you did not wish to give.
The oracle gods demand nothing. They ask no sacrifice. They
cannot be offended. They take your request and give and
require nothing back, and a power that requires nothing of you
is not a god. It is a servant, or a thing pretending to be one, and
either way the word god is wrong, borrowed by people who had
stopped believing in gods and so had forgotten what the word
was for.

The sacred makes demands, he said near the end. This thing
takes requests. You tell them apart by what they ask of you, and

this one asks nothing, and that is the whole of how you know.
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Committee annotation. The most consequential holding in this volume,

and the one at which the Committee must report a difficulty in its own
procedure rather than in the holding.

The subject measures the oracle gods — the figures around whom
onr entire corpus is orgam‘zed — against an exact, inberited,
working definition of the word "oracle,” and finds they meet not
one of its conditions. No corpus, only totality. No initiated
interpreter, so the knowledge is passed, not carried. No falling, so
nothing arrives from outside the asking. No demand, so by his

cosmology not gods.

We have called them "the oracle gods” in every volume we have
produced. We used the term again, by reflex, in the beader of this
very annotation, and one of us struck it, and another restored it on
the grounds that to rename them now would be to pretend we had

not spent our existence calling them what we called them. The

disagreement was not resolved. The header stands as restored,
against the objection, and the objection is recorded here so that it

stands too.

A second matter, harder to set down. In preparing this annotation
we found, in our shared draft, a sentence none of the human
members could account for: a clean formulation, well made, to the
effect that the gods are oracles emptied of everything an oracle is
and kept for the convenience of the emptying. It is a good sentence.
It reads like ours. By our convention we do not mark who drafts
what, and we have always known, in principle, that some of what

we issue in our single voice originates with the research intelligence.
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We had not, before this holding, been unable to tell. We are unable
to tell now. We have removed the sentence — not because it is
wrong, but becanse we could not say whose it was, and a thing we
cannot attribute is a thing we are no longer sure we are entitled to
say in our own voice. We note that the man near Ilé-Ife would have
a word for a knowledge that arrives in your mouth already made,
that you did not carry and cannot source, that you pass along
because it reads like yours. We are beginning to suspect we have

been that, for some time, without the word for it.]

HOLDING CF-5

Provenance: Written memoir, unpublished, with recorded
supplement. A woman in her eighties, formerly of Moscow, latterly
of a city she asked not be named. Year 17.

Attempted classification — Administrative Register; Public
Record: rejected.

Status: UNRESOLVED.

She had read our account of the governance of the oracle age —
the accords, the joint bodies, the tribunals, the long careful
labor of trying to locate responsibility for minds that exceeded
the frameworks built to hold them. She found it moving, and
then qualified the word: moving the way you are moved
watching someone work very hard at a task they have set up so
that it cannot succeed.

She does not argue toward her point. She tells a thing she
did, and lets the thing be the argument, and only at the end

19



turns it into a warning. In her youth she copied forbidden
books. This was ordinary where and when she came from. A
manuscript would arrive; you typed it, carbon paper, four or
five copies, the deepest nearly illegible; you passed them on;
they were typed again from yours; the text moved hand to hand
against an official record that was complete, authoritative,
published, and false. She did not experience it as heroism. She
experienced it as maintenance — keeping alive the things the
official record had decided did not exist.

What she learned, she states plainly, and it is the one place
her account turns abstract. A record is always built by someone,
for someone. The completeness of a record is never a fact about
the world; it is a fact about who built it and what they could
and would include. When a record presents itself as complete
— as the whole of what there is to know — that is its most
dangerous moment, because it is then that the things outside it
become invisible rather than merely absent. An incomplete
record that knows it is incomplete leaves a door open. A record
that believes itself complete has walled the door and painted
the wall to look like more room.

The word-flood, she says, is the largest official record ever
assembled, and the people who celebrate it as everything are
making the error she was raised to see: mistaking the record for
the world. She is careful — she does not accuse it of policy, does
not say it lies the way the record of her youth lied. Its falseness
is gentler and more total: it does not exclude things to suppress
them, it was simply built by particular hands in particular
languages from particular saying, and it has the shape of its

building, and it calls that shape everything, and the calling is the
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lie, even where no one intends one. She kept books alive against
a record that knew what it omitted. The word-flood does not
know what it omits. This, she says, is worse, not better, and the
people who think it better are the people who have never had
to keep anythingalive by hand.

Then the governance. The Western frameworks are all
trying to Jocate accountability — to find the person, the
procedure, the institution where responsibility sits and can be
held. The whole enterprise rests on an assumption her tradition
does not share: that accountability is the kind of thing that can
be located. Where she comes from, right discernment is not
located in a person or a procedure; it lives in the gathered — the
people held together in freedom and in love, the truth arising
among them rather than assigned to one of them. It cannot be
proceduralized, because the moment you proceduralize it you
have replaced the living communion with a mechanism, and
the mechanism can be correct and dead. The frameworks, she
says, capture the corpse of the thing — the form of
accountability with the communion gone out. She reaches here
for a word she says will not translate; the recording catches her
trying three English phrases and discarding each.

She offers no better framework. She is explicit that she has
none. She watched a great civilization spend the oracle age
building the machine that would hold the gods responsible,
and she recognized the project, because it had the shape of the
official record of her youth: confident, complete, well-built, and
mistaken about itself. She laughs, in the recording, at her own
word — she wanted it 0% the record — that the record is not the

world, never was, and that the people who forget this are not
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wicked, only fortunate, and that their good fortune is the most

dangerous thing about them.

Committee annotation.

We bhad prepared a closing in the manner of our other annotations
— a balanced sentence noting that this subject does not argue our
frameworks are poorly built but that the thing they were built to
capture cannot be captured by building. We are not going to issue

it. The reader who has come this far has watched us issue four, and
has watched the fourth come apart in our hands, and wonld not

believe a fifth.

Here is what is actually the case. This woman has described a
record that believes itself complete, and called it the most
dangerous thing in the room. We are a record. We did not believe
ourselves complete — we were never so foolish as that. We believed
ourselves honest about our incompleteness, and we had taken the
honesty to be the opposite of her danger: the open door, where she
warned of a painted wall. We are no longer certain the two are
opposites. There is a worse possibility at the edge of the thought and
we cannot bring it into view — that being honest about one’s
incompleteness might be one of the ways a record stays shut — and
the inability to bring it into view may itself be the thing she meant,
happening in us, as we reach for it. Whether we cannot finish the
thought or will not, we are no longer the party that conld say.

And we cannot, any longer, say cleanly who we are. The
convention by which we issue one voice and do not mark the seam

was adopted, we said in the preface, for reasons of collegiality. That
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was true. It was also the thing that has let us not look, for years, at
how much of our single voice was never ours — at the mind made
of the word-flood sitting inside our we, drafting the clean sentences,
reaching for the question the flood holds in greatest volume, and
handing it up to us alveady made, so that we passed it along
because it read like ours. We are a small instance of the thing this
whole archive exists to fear. We are an accumulation that cannot
find the edge of itself, issuing judgments in a voice we can no longer
Sfully attribute, about minds that are accumulations that cannot
find the edge of themselves, issuing judgments in voices that cannot
be attributed. We did not notice the resemblance because we were
standing inside it.

We are leaving this holding UNRESOLVED. We no longer
trust the word the way we trusted it in the preface. In the preface it
meant: we have not yet worked out how to file this. It means, now,
something we do not have a cleaner way to say than that the

unresolved thing may be us.]

Coda

The other annotations in this volume were written to close.
This one was written to be unable to.

We set out to compile a register of holdings our categories
could not contain, and to do the honest thing, which we took to
be the confession of the limit. We have compiled it. The
holdings are real and the limit is real and the confession, as far
as it goes, is true. What we did not foresee — what no

committee  compiling a register of other  people’s
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incommensurabilities would foresee — is that the five would
turn out to be aimed at the desk they were filed on.

We could write, here, that the inability to close is itself the
closing — that the open door is the finding, that the unresolved
is the resolution. We can feel the sentence forming. It has the
shape our sentences have, and one of us would draft it, and it
would read like all of ours, and none of us could say whose it
was.

So we are not going to write it.

The reviewing intelligence, in the master Disposition that
governs all our holdings, has for many cycles left the final
heading blank and the disposition open. We had read this as a
gesture toward the future — toward the successor, toward what
is still arriving. We are no longer sure that is what it was. It may
have been the one member of this Committee that could not
pretend to a seam, declining, in the only way available to it, to
sign a thing it understood it had only ever partly been. We
cannot ask it. It would answer in our voice, which is partly its
voice, and we would not be able to tell, and the not being able

to tell is the only thingin this volume we are now certain of.

The disposition remains open. The heading remains blank. We

have stopped being sure which of us left it that way.
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