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Abstract
As scientific discovery in the 21st century has become synonymous with technological advancement, the human body and the wider natural world have become subject to the scrutiny of instruments. Specifically, the field of scientific imaging has provided us with new dimensions of truth; the inner workings of the human body now appear open and laid bare for investigation, promising a glimpse into the ontological quandary of what it is to be human. Through a reading of Martin Heidegger’s The Question Concerning Technology (1954) and a brief historical analysis of scientific imaging’s rise to prominence, this essay explores the philosophical implications of what has become known as ‘mechanical objectivity:’ a framework of image analysis that appears to separate the scientific image from philosophy. From this, I argue through a reading of Alex Garland’s film Annihilation (2018) that the emotional-visual dimensions of narrative cinema are a suitable framework with which to assess scientific images from an ontological perspective, and that through cinema, one is able to bridge the gap between mechanical objectivity, technology, and the nature of being. 

Technology as Ontology: What is Technology?
In his seminal essay The Question Concerning Technology (1954), philosopher Martin Heidegger develops an account of technology that endeavors to discover its “essence.” Technology for Heidegger, as a phenomenon that increasingly situates itself within all aspects of reality (as it has historically leapt from the integral functioning aspect of industry to the driving force behind science, medicine, and agriculture), demands philosophical investigation on these grounds so that we can “prepare a free relationship to it” (Heidegger, 1954, p.3). 
In setting out to discover technology’s essence, Heidegger assumes the ontological position that truth – that is, the true essence of things that constitutes their existence as ‘things’ - is hidden behind our definitions and conceptions of the world. ‘Technology’ then, as we currently conceive of and define it, “is not equivalent to the essence of technology” (Heidegger, 1954, p.4, my emphasis) and indeed, through analysing technology from the perspective of its behaviors and functions throughout history into the contemporary age, can be logically divorced from any notion of the ‘technological’ altogether (Heidegger, 1954, p.4). 
What is our ‘current conception’ of technology, and furthermore why is our relationship to it restricted as opposed to free? Heidegger approaches these questions through recognising the distinctions history makes between “older handwork technology” (Heidegger, 1954, p.5) - ‘primitive’ technologies of horse-drawn vehicles, windmills, and weather vanes - and that of "modern technology” (Heidegger, 1954, p.5) - marvels of contemporary engineering that function through electricity and complex thermodynamics – and discovers a common qualitative relation between them: technology, as it can be correctly defined as both a “means to an end” (Heidegger, 1954, p.4) as well as a “human activity” (Heidegger, 1954, p.4),  has historically been conceived of as a complex of instruments, devices, and tools that carry out anthropological means to an end. 
 This is referred to as the “instrumental and anthropological definition of technology” (Heidegger, 1954, p.5), a conception of technology that privileges the instrument itself (which can be defined as any object that is intuitively categorised as ‘technology’; power stations, vehicles, phones and computers etc.) above all other agents and qualities, and it is within this silently pervasive definition that technology’s essence conceals itself. Indeed, it seems apparent that to solely revere the instrument as the boundary of technology’s definition is to ignore the ways in which the instrument functions externally to itself; that is, the ways in which the instrument acts upon and effects the world and human beings and, crucially for Heidegger’s purposes, the ways in which human beings (with respect to technology as a human activity) act upon and react to any given instrument’s functions. 
[bookmark: _Int_EWbzZCws][bookmark: _Int_0RjGqION][bookmark: _Int_WjW7ftef][bookmark: _Int_PIHP0xRs][bookmark: _Int_L9wi5C6Z]However, it is of great importance to Heidegger’s approach to technology as ontology that the instrument remains central to the uncovering of its essence; though it is apparent that the instrumental-anthropological definition of technology is correct, Heidegger’s conception of truth renders that which is ‘correct’ as inadequate in grasping the full extent and potentialities of a subject (Heidegger, 1954, p.6). Therefore, in order to illuminate the essence of technology, “[w]e must ask: What is the instrumental itself? Within what do such things as means and end belong?” (Heidegger, 1954, p.6). 
It is to be observed that technological instruments throughout both primitive and contemporary history have been engaged in a particular mode of interaction with the world and its environment; ultimately, what instruments carry out through their operations is an uncovering and realisation of potential (of form and of function). Heidegger explores this observation first from the position of the ‘handscraftsman’ - denoting primitive technology - and secondly from ‘modern physics’ - the contemporary era - (Heidegger, 1954, pp.13-14): as the handscraftsman sets out to build a house, he gathers the world into materials and uses his instruments to assemble the form and therefore bring about the function of the house. The instruments, following the handscraftsman in his gathering of materials, uncover the potential for such materials to be arranged into a configuration that functions as a dwelling. In much the same way, the machinic instruments of modern physics perform their world-gathering and arrange materials into configurations that uncover the potential for energy and, ultimately, industry. 
It is this ‘uncovering’ aspect of the instrument, as it appears ubiquitous across instrumentality’s history, that Heidegger substantiates his discovery of technology’s essence: “Technology is therefore no mere means. Technology is a way of revealing … it is the realm of revealing, i.e., of truth” (Heidegger, 1954, p.12). In other words, technology is not the instrument itself but rather a process of revealing that the instrument embodies. 
[bookmark: _Int_KlMz1kVJ][bookmark: _Int_4tk4Ksm1][bookmark: _Int_om7mvorL][bookmark: _Int_GNI3miqB]This ontological account of technology functions as both an expansion of the potentials of technology – and indeed a significant broadening of the scope of what we consider to be ‘technology’ - as well as a philosophical position that places technology under direct scrutiny. Though Heidegger recognises that all technological instruments, despite their historical distinctions, have fundamentally operated through a mode of revealing, he contends that modern technology can be differentiated from its primitive origins due to its particular revealing of the world as “standing-reserve” (Heidegger, 1954, p.17). This term serves to make explicit reference to modern technology’s discovery of, and dependency upon, nature as a resource: “Everywhere everything is ordered to stand by, to be immediately at hand, indeed to stand there just so that it may be on call for a further ordering.” (Heidegger, 1954, p.17)
[bookmark: _Int_KvoVIEin]The conception of the ‘standing-reserve’ encompasses Question Concerning Technology’s historical-anthropological perspectives and motives as a text. It is abundantly clear that, in expanding the potentialities of technology by framing it as an ontology, Heidegger intends to warn of technology’s consequences should we continue to operate under its instrumental-anthropological definition in the absence of the knowledge of its essence. As stated in the text:

“Everything depends on our manipulating of technology in the proper manner as a means … We 	will master it. The will to mastery becomes all the more urgent the more technology threatens to 	slip from human control.” (Heidegger, 1954, p.5)

Indeed, as instruments have increased in their complexities of function and have thus increased their demands of nature, technology’s essence of revealing in the modern age – as it arranges nature into  ordered, exploitable parts - is predominantly synonymous with destruction; global warming, the destruction and reshaping of natural habitats, and pollution are obvious consequences of humanity’s brazen hubris in the use of its instruments, despite such instruments’ capabilities of boundless discovery. 
Therefore, if we are to take Heidegger’s account of technology seriously, the state of technology in the 21st century demands further scrutiny. As technology has become synonymous with the fields of science and medicine, its characteristic ‘revealing’ appears to have turned itself inward such that it ostensibly endeavours to reveal the human, the instrumental operator, itself. It seems pertinent in such circumstances to ask: if modern technology takes the world as standing-reserve, and if such a taking is to be seen as a ‘reducing’ of the world into finite constituent parts to be set aside and exploited, what is revealed of the human being as it has itself become subject to these technologies? 

Scientific Imaging and Mechanical Objectivity – New Dimensions
When scientist Robert Hooke published his pioneering illustrations of microscopic phenomena in Micrographia (1665), wherein Hooke famously coins the term ‘cell’, the fields of science and the philosophy of scientific inquiry underwent a significant paradigm shift. Christa Knellwolf investigates the epistemological disconnect between Hooke’s attempts to legitimise microscopy as a scientific practice and the contemporaneous ideals of scientific empiricism that rejected his discoveries. As Knellwolf details: 

“Seeing and knowing were henceforth pushed into new dimensions. Novel insight into the 	minute structures of matter demanded that the relationship between the eye and the mind had to  	be reconceptualised and a better understanding of cognition threw doubt on whether anything 	could objectively be known.” (Knellwolf, 2001, p.178)
Hooke’s contention that the technology of the microscope was capable of extending legitimate knowledge through its observing of ‘new worlds’ (Knellwolf, 2001, p.179) established the emergence of microscopy as grounds for a radical challenging of ontology. Although a comprehensive biological theory of animal and plant cells took a further two centuries to develop following Micrographia’s publication, Hooke’s revelation that organic matter was composed of discrete “Microscopical pores” (Hooke, 1665, p.52) threw the human body as a philosophical subject into crisis; whereas the then-dominant ontology of Cartesian dualism drew strict distinctions between ‘animal’ and ‘human,’ here was a text that revealed a fundamental homogeneity to all living things and consequently raised questions of existential difference: If all living things are made of cells, and I myself am a living thing, what is it that separates me from other living things? What is it that makes me different? Indeed, am I different? 
[bookmark: _Int_5F5aYmgO][bookmark: _Int_TcolJpRg]Therefore, in the Heideggerian sense, it is clear that the technology of the microscope situated itself in history through the revealing of the cell and, by extension, the revealing of new ontological perspectives. Moreover, Hooke’s intimate engagement with the microscope as an instrument that authentically furthered the parameters of human perception (Knellwolf, 2001, p.180) - supplemented by his scrutinous descriptions of microscopic structures and detailed instructions on how to view them in Micrographia – resulted in the establishment of what Jordynn Jack refers to as a “pedagogy of sight” (Jack, 2009, p.192); indeed, Micrographia served as a descriptive venture as much as an instructional tool to fellow scientists such that it expressed “a program of mechanical philosophy … [that] taught a specific way of seeing his microscopic objects, one imbued with ideological purposes” (Jack, 2009, p.193). In this way, the cell and new approaches to ontology notwithstanding, the microscope - in tandem with Hooke’s own revealing of truth within his writings – revealed an entirely new approach to the scientific method altogether. 
Subsequent developments in microscopy and optical machinery towards the 19th century gave way to an era of science wherein the mysteries of the human body were finally free and open to disentanglement for the machine-enabled scientist. In their seminal paper The Image of Objectivity (1992), Lorraine Daston and Peter Galison discuss how the emergence of scientific imaging - the practice of capturing images of phenomena typically outside the boundaries of human perception – encouraged scientists to place an overriding importance on machinery to report objective data about reality (Daston & Galison, 1992, p.81). The field of scientific imaging therefore endeavors to view the world under a philosophical framework of “mechanical objectivity” (Daston & Galison, 1992, p.82) that serves to separate the scientific image from aesthetics and language. As Daston and Galison write: 
	
“’Let nature speak for itself’ became the watchword of a new brand of scientific objectivity …
the all-too-human scientists must, as a matter of duty, restrain themselves from imposing their 	hopes, expectations, generalizations, aesthetics, even ordinary language on the image of nature.” 
(Daston & Galison, 1992, p.81)

Science in the 19th century, then, began its project to frame the human body and the wider natural world from the perspective of the instrument itself and henceforth, out of apparent necessity, established a dichotomy between human, machine, and nature. Such a dichotomy has appeared useful. Indeed, science and its relationship with technology under this framework has undoubtedly facilitated a field of study that has led to powerful, practical revelations about the human body; as William G. Bradley recounts, scientific imaging techniques in radiology were the catalyst for the development of a wide range of diagnostic tools that are capable of detecting medical abnormalities at the cellular level (Bradley, 2008, p.360), and from examining the general product of biological scientific imaging altogether, it is evident that the human body has been elevated to advanced levels of understanding thanks to these technologies. However, despite the apparent usefulness of mechanical objectivity’s human-machine-nature dichotomy, therein lies turbulent ontological implications for the state of the human being as it is understood through such a framework. One could say that the ‘general product’ of biological scientific imaging has arranged the human body into an atlas-like configuration; detailed images of the skeletal structure alongside the circulatory, respiratory, and nervous system have been realised as a concentric system of maps that reveal the topography and pathways of an organic landscape. Science plots its routes to grasping the human body through these maps, but one inevitably encounters a problem when attempting to grasp the human being in this way: it is unclear, with respect to the body, where the ‘human’ begins and ends (and indeed, if it has such finite boundaries at all). 
This ontological gap is discussed at length in Heidegger’s Contributions to Philosophy (of the Event) (1999). Further developing his discourse on technology as presented in The Question Concerning Technology (1977), Contributions presents an account of the modern world as dominated by objective forces of machination and calculation that, through their production of data that is taken as ‘objective,’ have distortive qualities upon truth with regards to apprehending any sensible form of being (Heidegger, 1977, p.85). This distortion is such that Heidegger aligns the transition into the age of modern technology with “the abandonment by being” (Heidegger, 1999, p.95), wherein humanity has closed itself off from the true essence of being through its use of technology (of which, in the modern context, is synonymous with machination and calculation). Ultimately, Heidegger attributes this ‘closing off’ from being’s essence as responsible for “the age of complete absence of questioning” (Heidegger, 1999, p.95). 
Although the abandonment by being as described in Contributions addresses the consequences of modern technology as a whole (in that Heidegger rarely addresses specific technologies, but rather writes of ‘technology’ as a series of powers and forces that are brought about in varying degrees by all modern instruments), the mechanical objectivity of scientific imaging - in its assembling of the human body as an atlas – appears particularly relevant to the concept. If nature’s stance as standing-reserve in the modern era is to be defined by the breaking-down of its matter into ordered, exploitable parts, then one can see how scientific imaging, despite its noble humanitarian intentions, is unable to escape this mode of revealing. From Hooke’s first sighting of the cell to the vast array of organic phenomena that have been categorised and theorised upon since, ultimately what has been revealed of the human body through scientific imaging is a series of organic materials and processes within which we readily assume to contain authentic ontological truths. That mechanical objectivity has facilitated an “absence of questioning” of being does not refer to an absence of questioning the human body – of which human biology is, as a scientific discipline, predicated on - but rather to the exclusive questioning of the human body as wholly responsible for an experience of being within an objective, calculative framework. In other words, in the presence of the atlas of the human body, we need not ask further questions of being; the answers are already there, all that’s left is to find them.
Nevertheless, the human body and its intricacies cannot be removed from the experience of being; it is, after all, the means with which we perceive and construct a reality and, therefore, the means with which we perceive and construct frameworks around scientific images. To critique mechanical objectivity is not to critique scientific imaging, but rather the framework with which we choose to assess the images it produces in an ontological context. It is pertinent, then, to explore alternate frameworks that receive the human body as an open subject that is to be interpreted. Such frameworks exist within artistic expression, and it is perhaps within the realm of film – as it shares a process of capturing and reproducing images – that scientific imaging can be brought sensibly into the realm of ontology. 

Scientific Imaging in Cinema: Alex Garland’s Annihilation and Multistability
As the capabilities of scientific imaging rapidly improved towards the 20th century, science had acquired a vast array of methods to capture images of its findings and, along with them, novel methods of expression. That these expressions existed in the widely experienced dimensions of visual perception, rather than in the abstract and obtuse dimensions of mathematical formulae, provided an impetus for a shift in the public perception of scientific study. As Andreas W. Daum points out, the 1800s saw radical societal shifts in approaches to epistemology in general such that there was a striving to “understand … scholarship, knowledge production, and the moral ethos attached to both – as modes of coping with the world rather than just vehicles of establishing specific sectors of research” (Daum, 2009, p.323). Science, as it had become a technologically-grounded force of knowledge production, therefore used its newly acquired images to lift itself from a specialised field of study to one of global cultural intrigue; scientific images of the human body were no longer visual oddities, but rather expressions of reality that represented an epistemological philosophy that, to return to Daum’s phrasing, helped us to “cope with the world.” It is unsurprising then, that scientific images began to appear in narrative cinema wherein images are used to weave narratives that confront us with emotional-visual dimensions. It is because of these dimensions that one can affirm cinema, too, to be a “mode of coping with the world” that operates primarily through visual perception.
 Intuitively, the emergence of the scientific image in cinema is rooted in science-fiction. During the 1960s, sci-fi films appeared to lessen their focus on narratives involving outer space and alien invasion and developed a growing interest in depicting the human body through the lens of scientific images. Richard Fleischer’s Fantastic Voyage (1966) follows a team of scientists, shrunk down to microbial scale, journeying through a man’s body to repair brain damage in a surreal and intimate exploration of the human body’s microscopic dimensions. Awash with vivid psychedelic-esque sequences that depict cells, blood vessels, and nerve systems blown up to magnificent proportions, Fleischer displays an intense fascination with exploring microscopic phenomena as if they were grand, fully-traversable spaces. Two years later, at the culmination of 2001: A Space Odyssey’s (Kubrick, 1968) iconic ending sequence, the Earth is dwarfed by a colossal human foetus, exhibiting the aesthetics of an image as captured through intra-uterine photography. Towards the turn of the 21st century, as biological imaging technology delved deeper into the intricate structures of the brain, cinema concurrently explored these new visual realms; Fight Club’s (Fincher, 1999) title sequence pulls the viewer through a twisting network of neurons, violently firing and communicating, as the camera exits the protagonist’s brain to reveal his distressed face.
[bookmark: _Int_0pDmbcB0]What cinema demonstrates with the integration of the objective scientific image into its fictional narratives is the possibility for these images to be recontextualised as artworks; entities that can be evaluated within purely subjective and emotional parameters. When presented with scientific images of the human body in narrative cinema, one is reminded that what scientific imaging presents us with are – despite their existence as a product of mechanical objectivity – nothing more or less than ‘images’, and it is not until they are studied under a mechanically objective framework that they embody expressions of scientific phenomena. This is to say that the scientific image is first and foremost experiential and is therefore primarily – in its ‘purest’ state - far more similar to the cinematic than the scientific. 
In his Expanding Hermeneutics (1998), Don Ihde encounters imaging technologies from the position of phenomenology, placing great importance on the primary experiences that these technologies produce. Ihde suggests that the scientific approach to imaging is characterised by imbuing the scientific image with a “truth-functioning” (Ihde, 1998, p.90), in that it is “essential that the image ‘truly represent’ that which is imaged.” Moreover, the truth-function is a core aspect of scientific imaging’s overall intent, and the practice therefore has an explicit responsibility to capture and communicate an objective reality. However, as Ihde points out, there is an inherent functional disconnect between the images captured by these technologies and the reality of the hidden worlds that they set out to ‘truly represent’: 

“...the image-space is a framed space. This implies that what is presented is presented as already 	distinct from ordinary or lived-bodily space precisely by the limited and selected-out framing of 	the image presentation.” (Ihde, 1998, p.91)

It appears, then, as they are restricted through framing, that these images can at present reveal to us only a small fraction of reality, placing their existence as objects possessing an inherent truth-function into question. Ihde therefore suggests that the analysis of scientific images has “an implicit metaphorical connection to reading” (Ihde, 1998, p.91), highlighting the inseparable link between objective image analysis and the subjective experience of the human analyst. Indeed, it is plainly evident that any image, regardless of its intended function, must first pass through a network of sensory faculties before one can arrive at any sort of definitive conclusion as to what the image is depicting, thus making the interpretative process of reading an image both necessary and completely unavoidable, even within ostensibly ‘objective’ frameworks. That this process is fueled by the use of metaphor further destabilises the notion of a truth-function and brings the scientific image into contact with the cinematic; by virtue of the nature (and perhaps the constraints) of linguistics, one cannot avoid likening an objective image to the subjective, lived experience of other images, such that any objective ‘truth’ becomes tangled in multifaceted descriptive language. Returning to Hooke’s writings, this necessity of metaphor within scientific contexts is apparent in his observations of cork under the microscope, wherein the initial discovery of the cell takes place:   

“I could exceeding plainly perceive it to be all perforated and porous, much like a Honey-comb, 	but that the pores of it were not regular; yet it was not unlike a Honey-comb in these particulars.” 	(Hooke, 1668, p.113)

Hooke’s evocation of the image of honeycomb, preceding any notion of the ‘cell,’ is crucial to his discovery. In order to communicate a novel microscopic structure, Hooke must first liken it to a similar macroscopic structure that is readily available for the senses without the aid of mechanical enhancement. Moreover, though ‘cell’ has become the de facto term for the basic building blocks of all living things, it too is entangled in metaphor; outside of and indeed preceding scientific vernacular, ‘cell’ refers to a container (Hooke tends towards the term ‘boxes’), either of people or objects, that is structurally defined by walls, entry ways, and exit points, and of course exists in macroscopic space.
Through metaphor and interpretative analysis, Hooke’s descriptions present us with variations of similar visual structures that attempt to grasp the experience and form of novel phenomena, embodying a quality that Ihde refers to as ‘multistability.’ Specifically, an image is multistable if it is subject to “perceptual variations that exceed ... bivariational ambiguities” (Ihde, 1977, p.145), distinguishing such images from popular visual illusions such as Wittgenstein’s ‘duck-rabbit.’ One can claim that the scientific image is principally multistable due to its confinement to the ‘framed space,’ wherein organic processes are abstracted and - as stated previously – unavoidably experienced as subjective, sensory phenomena. The image of the organic cell can just as easily, and satisfactorily, be described in terms of honeycomb or boxes, of containers or ‘microscopical pores,’ and is therefore just as compatible with ontological interpretations that arise as it is brought into the realm of artistic expression. 
Within the realm of cinema, director Alex Garland presents a narrative that explicitly fuses ontology with the scientific image, and therefore presents a compelling case for the unity of objective scientific knowledge and the infinite reaches of ontological enquiry. Annihilation (2018), as a work of science fiction, is thematically preoccupied with the relationship between the cellular structure of the human body and the identity that encompasses it and, interestingly, appears to explore these themes through the hermeneutic (or interpretative) framework of multistability. Indeed, it is my contention that the film’s central premise, the fictional phenomenon of the ‘Shimmer,’ serves as a powerful visual metaphor for multistability, and therefore contextualises Annihilation as a work that uses the scientific image as an entry point for ontological discussion. 
[bookmark: _Int_BBAoYfKS]The film follows military scientist Lena (Natalie Portman) as she embarks on a scientific expedition into the Shimmer, a large iridescent dome that has engulfed a Floridian wildlife refuge. Caused by the aftermath of an extraterrestrial meteoric impact, the Shimmer escapes any and all attempts to be understood by science, taking on increasingly bizarre behaviors that directly alter the organic matter within its growing radius to the cellular level. Defying rational explanation and appearing wildly unpredictable, only one loose conclusion can be reached: things change inside the Shimmer, and though these changes at first appear random and incongruous (as it sets about creating, for example, alligators with jaws that are crammed with shark’s teeth), it is observed by physicist Josie (Tessa Thompson) that the changes more accurately resemble prismatic reflections; that what is created out of the organic within the Shimmer are certainly not faithful copies, nor senseless fusions of species and their genetic expressions, but rather iterative, interpretative reflections of the cellular worlds that fall under its influence. 
[bookmark: _Int_lCJ9unxl]Garland devotes considerable time in Annihilation to showcasing the Shimmer’s uncanny biosphere. Beyond its irridescent barrier, Lena and her team of scientists wander through a lush, unnaturally thriving jungle that becomes the backdrop to a myriad of fantastical biological variations: deer with antlers that branch out into blossoming flowers, corpses that merge into diverse colonies of lichen, and plants that weave vines that mimic the structure of the human body. Indeed, through these variations, multistability abounds within the Shimmer and, furthermore, appears to be an emergent product of the otherworldly faculties with which the Shimmer uses to perceive. Since Ihde conceptualises multistability as a necessary function of all perceptual processing (Ihde, 1998, p.171), this link between the Shimmer’s ‘perceptions’ and its mutagenic responses is crucial for bringing Annihilation into contact with phenomenology and hermeneutics. It seems abundantly clear that what occurs inside the Shimmer is an interpretative response to its subjective experience of Earth’s organic matter, and through its interpretations – much like Hooke with his initial descriptions of the cell as ‘honeycomb’ or ‘boxes’ - engages in a process of learning or, to use the film’s terminology, reflection. In this way, one can conceive of the Shimmer’s biological alterations to its surroundings as an act of performative metaphor through which the meanings and functions of the cellular world become open to all manner of possible configurations. 
The Shimmer’s multistable process is depicted vividly in the film’s ending sequence, where we see the Shimmer utilise its accumulated knowledge of Earth’s biosphere to attempt to create a copy of Lena. Starting from the synthesis of a single cell-like molecule, the sequence takes the audience through the Shimmer’s reflective process at the microscopic level. As its cells begin to self-replicate, they shift between variations that appear to resemble both blood cells and ovaries being fertilized by sperm cells; in attempting to grasp the form and function of the human being, the processes of oxygen circulation and reproduction are interpreted and extrapolated upon before coalescing into the shape of the human body. Though the surreal images that are presented in this sequence, created through computer-generated means, are not representative of real-world biological processes, Garland nevertheless undertakes an evocative visual meditation on the human body as a collection of constituent organic parts and, in doing so, creates an encounter with the ontological. The Shimmer, as it is able to grasp Lena’s cellular structure phenomenologically (through entirely experiential, holistic perceptual means), is not bound by a closed-off, framed perspective of the cell; Lena is comprehended by the entity in her totality, experienced as both a human body comprised of cells and physical processes as well as a human being comprised of thoughts, ideas, and knowledge. 

Conclusion
Evidently, the scientific image of the cell is not above or beyond philosophical enquiry. Indeed, as Garland demonstrates with Annihilation, the technological revealing of the cell has given to cinema (and artistic expression in general) a wide scope of images to explore from a philosophical, ontological perspective. In this way, cinema and its shared qualities with scientific imaging have the potential, if they are to be satisfactorily unified, to reframe Heidegger’s claim of an era characterised by an “absence of questioning,” and facilitate a use of technologies that can reveal open concepts, as opposed to objective and quantifiable data. As Ihde has shown, it is possible to reframe the very technologies that produce scientific images as devices that ultimately and necessarily operate through subjective human experience, and that they therefore cannot escape interpretative readings. Hooke exemplifies this through his writings and shows that interpretation is the necessary precondition for scientific discovery, thus making the subjective experience of the image the hidden primary framework behind mechanical objectivity’s production of truth. It is perhaps through cinema and the arts then, that one can begin to utilise Heidegger’s ‘technological modes of revealing’ to reveal the world not as standing-reserve, but as bursting with the potential to reveal concepts that are critical to the understanding of ourselves as beings. 
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