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Summary 

Our reflections address the question about the conditions of the possibility for a machine-

based episteme. Wrapped in this first question comes another, only apparently technical in 

nature: how can we speak about the whole of the field we are so striding into? For we’ll find 

there not only the complete clutter of what today goes by the name of information but also all 

that is vaguely related to it. The initial question itself is in turn embedded, Russian doll-like, in 

a large historic movement, which, too, becomes consequently part of the setup and which we 

might – in neat demarcation from decentralization and deterritorialization – call “de-

centrement”, attended perhaps by a hunch that this abstract notion might turn out structurally 

effective, and helpful in disentangling our thinking from geometrical shackles and 

mesocosmical gaggings. That historic turn towards ever-increasing de-centrement challenges 

any foundation, rules, structures, procedures and patterns that served so far for apprehending 

the world, in particular geometry and corporeality. Our very way of life today not merely 

compels us to conceive of our ontogenesis in terms of autogenesis, and hence of ontology as 

autology. We furthermore face the need of specifically calibrating anew – or for the first time? 

– the role of the model itself and thereby to arrive at a philosophical meaning of information. 

This implies theoretical movement, and consequently the threat of entrapment in the notorious 

onto-epistemological vicious circle – a circle that is in no way a mere delusion, as we shall 

demonstrate. We may well find it must indeed effectively be overcome prior to any answer at 

all to our inquiry into what conditions determine the possibility of a machine-based episteme.
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Up and In. 

Secularization is, or so it is said, the profanizing of hallowed structures, with sanctity being dragged 

into and upon the world. Hallowed, in this game, is tantamount to otherworldly regarding both 

origin and effect. Hence, the term relates definitively to, and declares, the non-corporeal. Any 

secularization therefore seems to be an assertion of some territorialization, in consequence of which 

hallowedness, the unattainable immaterial, finds itself landed right in the middle of corporeality, 

indeed of physicality with all its fluids and mechanical whirls. 

Ultimately, the dialectics of this “here and above” were and are leading time and again up against 

deep cultural ditches, some of which are as yet unconquered and still operational. No wonder, one 

might say, since arguments are rarely effective in the face of hallowedness, if indeed appropriate. 

The transition from the over-sphere, scale-free and eternal, to the sphere of the corporeal was at all 

times fraught with problems, not just in one direction, as for Moses and Muhammad, but at least 

since Plato in the other direction as well. It is striking that to the three of them, Moses, Muhammad 

and Plato, transition was functionally a one-way street whose constraint was to be overcome but 

through death or some other bodily discontinuance. Whereas our own plea is more in favour of 

bidirectional bilaterality. Hence we ask: how do we come by ideas; what is an idea anyway; where 

are its premises rooted; and, first of all, what does it take for the body, this array of matter, to arrive 

at an idea, and a communicable one at that? 

Dear friends, dear colleagues, the incomprehensible, that to which we are unable to connect any 

idea, quite obviously lies in wait at every corner, which is why not only can’t we get rid of 

philosophy, but are in the very need of it at each of those corners. Strong arguments exist for a 

revival, at least a temporary one, of philosophy, especially philosophy of the episteme. One of the 

strongest comes from that technology we are calling – still somewhat clumsily, certainly also a tad 

epoch-chauvinistically and definitely not quite appropriately – “information technology”. 

My interest goes, both in general and in this presentation as well, to the relationship between 

machine and idea. Or, more specifically within the present context, to the conditions determining 

the possibility of a machine-based episteme. Off the bat, placing machine and episteme so closely 

together may sound surprising, it may indeed dent this or that taboo. Much more conventional 

would be the question about calculability, or about the limits of calculability applicable to this or 

that context. And the famous question about verification of that which we call knowledge would not 

be far away, either. Nor would the argument about the difference between digital and analogue. 

Machines pass as being determined. So do computers. That’s why a computer would never be 

capable of doing, nay learning something “on its own”: because – or so the assertion goes – it was 

capable only of what capabilities were programmed into it. Since recently, even the most complex 

construct in known universe, the human brain, has now made it to the status of determinacy, at least 

in the minds of the joiners of a certain trend of radical naturizing. Even as most of this discourse’s 
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arguments can be traced back to misinterpretations, or categorical errors, there yet remains the 

philosophical problem that things might all the same be that way. How can, within determinism, or 

a world just consisting of mechanisms as well, more be known in the end than in the beginning, 

when knowledge must be a true and justified belief1, while substance-extending deductions cannot 

be reliable? 

In my mind, the probing into the premises that might sustain a machine-based episteme may well be 

the only way of carrying those discourses one or several steps further, discourses that are probably 

at present growing livelier because the technology in today’s machines is so deeply, widely, and 

intentionally related to information. Therefore, when asking about the nature of information, our 

view must extend over and beyond the shapely horizon of our electronic soup tureen – both ways, 

of course, out and in. Along with Guattari it may be surmised that the new machinal might perhaps, 

too, afford a serious chance of better understanding the episteme itself, i.e. at once the capacity and 

incapacity of knowing inasmuch as a figure of the human set-up. 

Nevertheless, I shan’t be going to have a crack at some epistemology that might be termed 

“philosophical”. The coming reflections about the conditions of knowledge are upstream of 

philosophy, a sort of proto-philosophy as Deleuze called it2, but – due to their technical components 

– at once also downstream. Yet, nor shall I hand epistemology over to the sciences or the IT 

engineers, as was originally suggested by Quine3 and is ending up these days in a material 

fundamentalism of sorts as well as often absurd neuro-totalitarian discussions. In that vein, there is 

serious cause for fear that someone will turn up soon with some neuro-architecture or other – an 

architecture in which the materiality of our neurological apparatus is seen as a limiting, nay 

determinant condition.  

 

The Demise of the Middle (Long Live the Middle) 

As the body of living creatures, ours is rather material. Put that way, that sounds trivial, but the very 

persistence of the subject indicates that things turning around this body and this corporeality might 

not to be that simple. All cultures at all times have unrelentingly addressed corporeality under 

                                                 
1 Gettier first argued that this conceptualization of knowledge is flawed. His arguments are famously known as “Gettier 

problems”. One of the most convincing answers has been given by Isabelle Peschard, which is based on the idea of 

language games. Gettier E.L., 1963, Is Justified True Belief Knowledge? Analysis 23: 121-123. Peschard I., 2004, 

Reality Without Representation. The theory of enaction and its epistemological legitimacy. Ecole Polytechnique, Paris. 

2 Deleuze G., Was ist Philosophie? Suhrkamp, Frankfurt 2003. 

3 Quine W.V.O., “Epistemology Naturalized”. in: Kornblith H. (ed.), Naturalizing Epistemology. MIT Press, 

Cambridge (Mass.) 1994. S. 25. 
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multitudinous aspects, be it in more general social discourses, be it in more academic ones. Since 

that body lives in a flat three-dimensional space, thousands of years ago we already happened upon 

the notion that this body in its materiality was an essential part of the very person himself or herself. 

Ever since, the body was time and again perceived as the quintessential carrier of a person’s nature, 

or at least as one of its most important co-carriers. This materialistic delusion, contrived into a virus 

by Marx and Hegel, is widespread even today. I’ll ignore here all the ostensibly secular discourses 

about cult and body, prey and exploitation, gender and embodiment, that either respond to this 

delusion or evoke it, but that in any event go hardly if at all beyond it. Anyhow, this middle-is-

matter story begins with Archimedes – at least in my narratory foreshortening here, possibly less 

committed to historical correctness than to metaphor.  

At that particular time, Archimedes very clearly marked those circles as being his circles. After all, 

to him it was not so much abstract sketching that brought those circles about in the sand, than 

concrete performance. Hence, he linked the geometric figures to his body and, inversely, the 

execution itself, the action, to geometry. Seen that way, the circle around the body and the body 

within the circle have, in Archimedes’ case, already come quite close. Such must also have been 

that unfortunate soldier’s perception when, failing to make a difference between the circles, the 

body, and the person, he resented Archimedes’ intervention as insubordination – and simply 

stabbed him.  

Howsoever, geometry, having thus become anthropogenetic, ever since determines, either within 

the scale of the human body or by means of it – well, pretty much everything, at least in our culture. 

As the rather lofty constructs of ideas or gods very soon were made to yield to the transcendental 

universalist attraction of line and circle, astonishingly even rather down-to-earth law concepts too – 

as in Hobbes or in Kant – were directly founded geometrically.4 No real wonder, either, given that 

the very logic itself, from its beginnings, harked straight to anthropogenetic geometry. Ever since, 

the two form a most suggestive cast. In full consistency, Ptolemy cast the notion of Earth as the 

centre of the whole universe – an act beyond verification by simple reference to empiric data. And 

an act remarkable in being one of the first to subdue interpretation of nature to that anthropo-

chauvinism inherited from various religious myths. 

Leaving antique Roman culture aside, that first cultural culmination of modularity, we meet, since 

the closing Middle Ages, an uninterrupted chain of developments and transitions that were often 

described as “decentralization” – i.e. “taking out from the middle” - of which Copernicus is doubt-

lessly emblematic. Yet, this perception falls short. For in the meantime, it has become impossible to 

speak of “decentralization” or “deterritorialization”5, so my suggestion. Because regarding both 

                                                 
4 Kant I., 1797, Die Metaphysik der Sitten, Einleitung in die Rechtslehre. §E. 

5 Deleuze G. and Guattari F., A Thousand Plateaus. Continuum, New York 2004 [1980]. 
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notions, an imaginary scale subsists, on which the centre and its periphery are placed in harmonious 

opposition, on which dwell the territory and its border, the individual and the universal, the 

corporeal and the divine. Copernicus moved the middle away from our globe all right, to the sun – 

the idea of the middle itself, however, remained unrestrictedly in force. Not unlike in the language 

game of decentralization. Here, processes, functions or set-ups migrate away from the 

apostrophized middle, they may even largely dissociate, but the middle as the basic concept remains 

unalteredly in force. Nor is deterritorialization directed at doing away with the notion of a middle; it 

just seeks to do away with the notion of fixation, e.g. by impeding the setting-up of borders. The 

result is individualization, a bursting-up of the controlled middle into multitudinous centres, as in 

dust or flows.  

To my mind, the movement we are really observing for the last thousand years or so is massively 

more radical. To my mind, it is about no less than the gradual rescinding of that very scale itself 

down to its complete demise, the scale that ultimately was alone conferring a sense upon those 

notions and dialectic pairs. The disappearance of this very special ideate scale – the scale that 

enables or forces us to speak and think in terms of centres, middles and middle points, of the 

absolute and the universal –, this disappearance I will for the moment call de-centrement.  

Metaphysically, de-centrement means incapacitation of any assertion of the possibility of 

absolute centres. Somewhat hypothetically, the middle, particularly the middle in absolute or 

transcendental terms is, for roughly the past one thousand years, on its way out. And in the long 

run, perhaps the whole compound of centralized thinking may be dissolving.  

Against this backdrop, it can come as no surprise anymore that not until believing in the centre had 

been given up, did the totally different precondition for that amorphous environment come about 

that today is termed mediality. Our life form needed first to de-centre itself sufficiently before we 

became able to perceive mediality. 

De-centring phenomena are essentially predicated upon prior fundamental dissolution of absolute 

identifiability, whereby this dissolution itself may be described as de-centrement. Things remain 

absolute, i.e. centralistic, logically identifiable and recognizable, only so long as alternatives are 

absent. As living environments begin overlapping, and possible living modes begin splitting up and 

intertwining – in short, as life thickens – we are rapidly being faced with the necessity of getting 

things fastened or, in other words, constructed. The thing-as-such then disappears, even in relation 

to its aprioric possibility. Whereupon, however, procedures and models are wanted, and where up-

stream of model and procedure there is pure, or essential, nothingness. So long as the singular fiat 

lux event was situated at the beginning of time, i.e. rather far back, no procedure nor model was 

needed. Everything progressed in orderly fashion, planetarian physics were indeed a workable 

proposition for large parts of social circumstance. Everything was set and unclosed, sustantiation 

less than superfluous. Today, however, it is not so much the extant light, along with its origin, that 
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must be seen as the decisive component of existential effects, than rather the “fiat”, the “there shall 

be” part. 

Thus we record: densifications, superimpositions and accretions dissolve the possibility of a priori 

identity; likewise, notions and relationships fray at their rims even more than they are doing in any 

case from their middle. This movement sets in – as always, one is tempted to say – with the cities 

and in the cities, be it Rome, be it the spate of city foundations in the 12th century6, be it in 

Manhattan. In London, in the Netherlands, and in some cosmopolitically densened mathematical 

minds a modern concept of probability invents itself, within the short time span between 1685 and 

16937, in reaction, as it were, to the then emerging new Lebensformen. Of course, probability in its 

presently prevailing acceptation as “statistics” still labours massively under antiquated centrement 

symptoms – just think of Gauss, his Normal distribution and its ensuing mean value, which 

pervades our everyday life in normative obsession. 

When speaking of densification and superimposition today, interlinking and networking will 

promptly be mentioned. The net and netting are ubiquitous, reflecting obviously certain aspects of 

todays’ Lebensformen. The notions of net and netting or networking, however, fit our purpose here 

only in very limited fashion. Appropriate use of the terms requires in each case a highly technical 

close description – in other words, a massive notional centring. The qualities of different nets of 

different topologies are too divergent. They reach from totally passive and stupidly logistic to as far 

as autonomous, active and associative, indeed from mineral-like to almost-living. Some network 

theory may be of technical or political interest, but will hardly, if at all, go beyond factuality.8 

Inversely, networks may be read as manifold tendencies of de-centrement. The same goes for the 

dialectic between module and figure, or for the (projectional) duality between digitization with its 

modernistic dust of noughts and ones, and the assertion that the world be analogous.  

In my present view, and philosophically speaking, de-centrement is about the impossibility of the 

universal, and the negation of identity. As such, the term carries an important historico-political 

dimension as well that, however, shall not be pursued here. Let me just mention that a big part of all 

social conflicts of the late Middle Ages, along with a large part of the novel positive insights of the 

so-called natural sciences, or techno-sciences as they are called today, rally painlessly around that 

principle. From the string of more remarkable events there are links, in no particular order, to 

Descartes, Copernicus, Leibniz (of whom more later), the failure of Louis XIV and other such sun 

                                                 
6 Benevolo L., Storia della città. Editori Laterza, Rom 1975. 

7 Hacking I., The Emergence of Probability: A Philosophical Study of Early Ideas about Probability, Induction and 

Statistical Inference. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 1975. 

8 Barabasi A.L., Linked: How Everything Is Connected to Everything Else and What It Means, Plume, New York 2003. 
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kings, the French revolution and the invention of population, thermodynamics, Napoleon, 

Boltzmann, Bohr, and Web 2.0, as well as to the presently prevalent idol-worshipping, and 

notorious collective intelligence. Thus de-centrement, as a both metaphysical and trans-European 

programme, were an essential part of all declarative fields of all sub-cultures, even there where 

modern dictatorships arose, who in the end proved to be unable to resist this tendency of 

de-centrement, too. 

As you may have sensed, the idea of de-centrement, in all its slightly unhinged novelty, produces, 

as every idea, a plane of consistency, provided it be just used sufficiently often and densely. Herein 

speech compares quite closely to painting or sculpting. Indeed, ideas get denser as they get closer, 

one might speak of densitappropinquation (grm.: “sie dichten sich heran”, as used in a Heideggerian 

way). I am not about to bring rhetorical-cognitive subliminalia into play, for in opposition to those 

the problem at hand is of great importance. The first question is how our ideas gain their reference. 

It is, however, not to be treated independently, as the philosopher of science van Fraassen has now 

been trying for years. Actually, we are facing a whole field of problems, part of which is the 

question of how to use the notion of de-centrement sensibly, seeing that any notion seems indeed to 

perform the very opposite of de-centrement. A notion, when it works, generally sets things straight, 

pegs out a claim, centralizes things, and provides them and itself with a mutually generated stable 

reference. Apparently this is unavoidably holding true for every notion. But it is not.  

Before getting (for a few moments) to the more technical part of my observations, I should like to 

chart that problematic field briefly. Thus there is, on the one side, as we have seen, de-centrement 

as a tendency. If we set any store by it, we must perforce discard off hand any statically universal 

solutions. Without universals there are no more Archimedean anchor points, either for the theory of 

knowledge or for its practice. In so far as procedures replace the fixed stars that shine in our 

geometrically formatted parietal lobes, we must resort to modelling, in which, moreover, de-

centrement precludes any reference to any fixed locus – also in abstract sense –, to any scale, or to 

any fixed unit of measurement. The loss of the absolute and the universal that de-centrement so 

clearly brought to light, furthermore requires that we radically volatilize our modelling, i.e. 

comprehend it from the beginning as multitude and diversity, both when executing our modellings 

and when referring to their results. In consequence, the result of such modelling cannot not be 

singular anymore. 

Phrased differently, we have to get down to regulating the rules. To follow one rule may still be 

compatible with our Lebensform, but we are all juggling – and not just since yesterday – with 

masses of rules regarding which, by the way, it is not in the least clear that they should be 

addressable in the first place.  

Furthermore, we are configuring our societal rules today rather differently from just a few years 

ago, and we do it perhaps contingently but far from inconsistently, for what reasons whatsoever. 

One of the less gratifying examples may be found in the accelerating erosion of the democratic 
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Lebensform, as could be observed over the last fifteen years. Regulatory density thickens, as the 

saying goes. The urge of leaving a footprint is part of man, to a degree. If this man is a 

parlamentarian, however, leaving a footprint means producing laws. But the idea of a rule for 

regulating the rules has well lost its horror for us in the “new maze” at least as long as recursion is 

not progressing further. Pretty soon we might be offensively cultivating self-reference and its 

paradoxes.  

For modelling itself – which compared to Lebensform seems ever to be a rather technical affair, 

which goes for the humanities too, of course – regulated regulation of rules means that simple 

assertion that one has a model won’t do any longer, however convincing the tone. Nor will pointing 

out that everything effectuated be based upon models and be generating models, while disregarding 

the before and the after, the conditions of instantiation and ethical dimensions. That deficit is 

widespread not only in the natural sciences. The same embedment-related blind spot at times 

sprouts curious blooms in philosophy of science as well, as in the attempted differentiation between 

theory and model, which up to now has always been caught in a loop.9  

Thus it is not just the notorious side conditions that now become apparent, that figure de pensée 

bequeathed to us by higher differential calculus. No, it is the inherent instantiational conditions that 

are gaining importance in present and future discourses. Simple ascertainment of thinking, doubt 

and corporeal being won’t do for us anymore nowadays. That’s also why these days one has begun 

asking about the preconditions of sainthood.  

Such instantiational conditions of a rule are not just no part of the rule. They generally lie so far 

outside of the focusing intention that Kant, e.g. for the case of physics, declared causality to be 

a priori to pure reason, i.e. a transcendental ideal. Personally, I should like to stay clear of this kind 

of construction, as such absolutization is tantamount to centralization or centricity which, as we 

have now learned, ultimately leads to serious problems. As for the regulations of a rule, I’d rather 

say they are situated in a further dimension. Just think of Abbott’s Flatlanders10, and we might say 

that the instantiational conditions of a rule are placed orthonormally to the rule itself. Rules are not 

only regulated, they are orthoregulated. Orthoregulation does not refer to the cross-affecting couple 

given by the world and the rule, but only to the rule itself. Every rule, all modelling, refers, by way 

of its mode of construction, to premises, to a priori conditions. The same goes for orthorules. From 

                                                 
9 Martin Weisberg writes for instance: „Many standard philosophical accounts of scientific practice fail to distinguish 

between modeling and other types of theory construction. (...) I argue that modeling can be distinguished from other 

forms of theorizing by the procedures modelers use to represent and to study real-world phenomena: indirect 

representation and analysis.” Of course, such muddle does not help very much. Weisberg M., 2007, "Who is a 

Modeler?", British Journal for Philosophy of Science 58: 207-233. 

10 Abbot E.A., Flatland. Echo Library, Teddington 2007 [1884]. 
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the model’s viewpoint, and sometimes also from the modelling person’s, these forerunning settings 

are almost inevitably quasi-transcendental in nature and therefore remain all too often ignored.  

Just consider the perception of causality, all the ifs and thens, the ands and ors, the logical 

impenetrability of objects. For the time being, we are – in a first degree sense – still unable to walk 

through walls. And then consider, in contrast to that logicalized impenetrability, the idea of 

information which is entirely incompatible with that of causality. In the one case, we have got 

identifiability – we are speaking of the visible, and as such concrete, cause –, in the other case, we 

haven’t. Causality as a notion is centred, information radically de-centred while yet far from 

coincident with the incoherence of white noise. The nature of information has very little in common 

with Wiener’s and Shannon’s reductionist concept of information as defense against white noise. 

Ever since Kant and Laplace, we are using both concepts not only in parallel to each other, but most 

often copiously intermingled, with frictions resulting, in biology and medicine as well as in law. At 

the ascertaining of logic, we find ourselves, since Kant and Laplace, in an apriorizing twilight zone. 

In philosophy there rages once more an increasingly intensive discussion about the possibility and 

the mode of basing knowledge, thereby manifesting almost seismographically an insecurity with 

which we must yet learn to live. If we do want to come clear about episteme, or such things as 

calculability and models, computers and simulations, then, I believe, we have somehow to get away 

from that epistemic twilight. Ignoring the problem won’t do. Evolutionary pressure, primed 

financially through tangible benefits to simulation literati, is too strong for that. However 

information were to be apprehended, de-centrement would have to serve as leitmotiv. 

But let us return to the instantiational conditions, for they are a tough problem. How is the 

possibility of knowledge to be substantiated or even verified, without resorting to further methods 

when instantiating such substantiation? This difficulty reflects primarily a failure of the analytical 

varieties of epistemology which seems never quite conscious of its own speaking, in astonishing 

opposition to Wittgenstein’s findings about our embedding in language if not actually negating 

them.11  

The strongest prerequisites of modelling, every kind of modelling, are signs, i.e. the semiotical-

conventionalistic relationships along with their mediality. It is, e.g., totally impossible to generate a 

model without a sign system which, indisputably, is convention-based and restricts and modifies 

what is sayable, or expressible, by the model. Besides, there are weaker, more crafts-like 

determinants of modelling, such as the mode of logic applied, or the method. Prior to modelling, or 

to evaluating a model, it wants resolving whether one is indeed prepared to go for a binary model of 

truth values, or rather for the concept of partial truth values; whether to concede states to the 

constructed world rather than imagining it as being built of streams. While such fundamental 
                                                 
11 cf. Beckermann A., Analytic Introduction to the Philosophy of Mind. de Gruyter, Berlin, 2008.  

Davidson D., Truth and Predication. Harvard University Press, Cambridge (Mass.) 2005. 
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decisions are more of a handicraft nature, as we have seen – there are alternatives, after all – they 

are nevertheless fundamental in the sense that there is no more catching-up with them in the further 

epistemic course. The choice of logic for a constructive try can be likened to a secular a priori. It is 

obvious that the practical consequences of that sort of decision are not easy to assess. The latter 

determines e.g. in what way, or whether at all, an observer in the classical sense might be admitted. 

Interestingly, for the relationship between model and sign, the opposite applies as well – how could 

it be different… A sign or an idea without a model is but an arbitrary name, not even a symbol. 

Flusser postulates the jettisoning of names as a method,12 all the while unknowing what the sound 

of some name might one day symbolize or indeed mean.  

The concept of de-centrement as a tool thus enables radical questioning about orthoregulations 

which, by the way, always carry a metaphysical taste. Put differently, the question regarding 

orthoregulations is quite in the line of that great tradition of continued de-centrements, and as such 

is itself not a phenomenon that might be called “new”. 

It is convenient here to bring the machine-based episteme to the fore again. Commonly, that field is 

still called artificial intelligence, nay artificial life, or at least machine learning, depending upon the 

respective author’s vanity. Yet, it can easily be demonstrated that no learning can happen if the 

actor, be it man, parrot, dog, cat, or, well, machine, isn’t capable of modelling on its own, hence of 

autonomously developing a theory that might function as orthoregulation for his or its modelling. 

Short of such personal modelling, learning degenerates into parameterization. Which of course is a 

totally different pair of shoes. Not without reason are we not – yet – saying that we go to school to 

be parameterized. Here, by the by, there seems also to emerge the only workable definition of the 

meaning of “theory”: theories embody, as language games, the orthoregulation of modelling.  

The machine-based episteme, inasmuch as a concept, ought not to be restrained to the review of 

simple automata. If we perceive, along with Felix Guattari, the machine as the result of subjective 

history,13 the thin partition between machine and mechanism disappears. Biochemical mechanisms 

and their informatization then live on the same field. The genesis of a capability for episteme is not 

a problem located within the body nor within any single body. Then, we may leave behind us the 

dualism between information and matter, mind and body, or in quantum-mechanical terms, between 

wave and particle. Nay, we must relinquish those dualisms, if we presume to understand the nature 

of generalized episteme. 

                                                 
12 Flusser V., Dinge und Undinge: Phänomenologische Skizzen. Hanser, München 1993. 

13 Guattari F., “Über Maschinen”,  In: Schmidgen H. (ed), Ästhetik und Maschinismus. Texte zu und von Felix Guattari. 

Merve, Berlin 1995. 



 

10 

 

If a statement is to be made about where calculability ends and convention begins, where logic ends 

and the idea begins, where the mineral mutates into bits and finally into mind, then episteme must 

be de-centred. The totalizing human reference must be expunged from it. Otherwise, or so it must 

be reasonably thought, we shall not be able either to see or apprehend the specific dynamics 

between centrifugal automatization and centripetal automat-becoming. The question cannot be any 

longer how human knowledge is to be verified. In Eugene Thacker’s words, knowledge has for a 

long time now become a-human.14 We must take care that the a-human is not suddenly tipping into 

a highly sophisticated non-human. 

Model 

So let us now turn to the model. Models take a precarious place between ontology and 

epistemology, and thereby an important position in our relation to the world, since seen both 

physically and logically, it is only through models that we are in touch with the world. In logic, the 

world structure can manifest itself only based on this twin articulation. “World” here does not just 

mean “totality of all facts”, hence “totality of all of which we can speak”, but includes beyond that 

also everything that we (or “nature”), prompted by some manifestation, may shape and arrange. 

Models precede every empiricism and every practicable logic.15 

The micrological reason for this lies in the necessity of apperception or ascertainment. We take 

something for certain, because at this point proving must come to an end, as Wittgenstein put it. But 

instead of ad-certain-ment (grm. Wahr-Nehmung, literally taking sth. as representative of truth), 

one might also say certi-fication (grm. Wahr-Stellung, literally setting sth. down as representative 

of truth), for apperception is by no means an exclusively passive event overtaking us, as Leibniz 

already demonstrated16. It is active capturing, deriving from the Latin per-cipere. In French, the 

root of this word has links to tax collection. Putting it less prosaically, apperception becomes 

measurement. Measurements always point back to the corporeal and its consummation, which is 

beyond further verification, but which due to its material qualities nevertheless performs a filtering 

action upon every causal or informational impulse. A filter performs a specific transformation. 

Therefore, filters are equivalent to specifically applied models. Modelling is inevitably imprinted 

upon apperception. 

                                                 
14 Thacker E., The Exploit: A Theory of Networks. University of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis 2007. 

15 Johnston C. 2009, “Tractarian objects and logical categories“. Synthese 167: 145-161. 

16 cf. Simmons A. 2001, “Changing the Cartesian Mind: Leibniz on Sensation, Representation and Consciousness”, 

Phil. Review, Vol. 110(1): 31-75.  The Leibnizian position on perception has been adopted meanwhile also in cognitive 

sciences, e.g. Thomas N.J.T. 1999, “Are Theories of Imagery Theories of Imagination? An Active Perception Approach 

to Conscious Mental Content”, Cognitive Science Vol. 23(2): 207-245. 
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In our context, models are seen as proceduralized, hence pre-specific as well as specifying, 

constructs for that which long ago, prior to Putnam’s Twin Earth17, was called “representation”, i.e. 

referentiality to the world. Yet, models do not represent, they cannot count as extensions of the 

world.  

Hence, the views and representations we develop about the world are in no way, and contrary to the 

opinions held by some neo-Kantians in their language-philosophical fits, indexical signs. If they 

were, it would amount to a petitio principii or a circular argument, since someone or something 

would have to build a corresponding index, and this would require rules, models, etc. Therefore, 

models are not indexes to the world. Rather, model and world are decisively uncoupled. The only 

things that for us maintain a link to the world are models, together with corresponding experiments 

and objections against the backdrop of a will for anticipation.  

Interestingly, in this misunderstanding, the Kantian conception of Anschauung (sense-perception, 

intuition) and logical empiricism look very much alike. The positivistic and modernistic philosophy 

has considered the simple sensorial data, or the translation of such data by means of measuring 

instruments, as sufficient verification for knowledge. Any constructive element was denied, falling 

back even behind Kant. Such misunderstanding is still abundant; for instance, it would be wrong to 

state, that the behaviour of the relations within a model can be conceived as a template of the facts 

or “surrounds”, which should be characterized by the model. Such concept either is reducing or 

even denying the particular structure of anticipation and its conditionality rooted in conventions, or 

it is an empty tautological utterance, shifting the burden to the invoked “template” which in turn 

requires nothing else than a model. 

Furthermore, all instances of what we call intersubjectivity depend upon models, respectively a 

specific culture of modelling, i.e. upon the orthoregulations of our modelling. Now, taking 

intersubjectivity to be an effect of the notorious mirror neurons denotes definitely massive 

helplessness vis-à-vis the immaterial. In reality, it is: I am modelling, therefore I am. Descartes’ 

thinking or doubting is just an opaquely phrased special case of modelling. The reason for that is 

simple: we are fitted with a material body. Since matter serves as the basis for abstract 

informational processes, or put differently, since our thinking takes place in a body, we must 

explain the gap between body and information in a manner that refers to rules. Prior to thinking or 

doubting, dear René therefore is modelling, and be it just with his auricle that already dramatically 

transforms the sound waves. Remarkably, rules are never just private, even for brainless forms of 

life, rule-following is possible only and exclusively in some kind of community. 

                                                 
17 Putnam  H. 1985[1975], “The meaning of 'meaning'”. In Philosophical Papers, Vol. 2: Mind, Language and Reality. 

Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 
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De-Centrement of Models  

If we are to avoid ending up in constructive contingencies, modelling must not reference to absolute 

conceptual centres. Neither direct apperception nor simple sensorial data suffice for verifying 

knowledge or the ability of knowing. Amazingly, precisely such staticly-absolute references, such 

Archimedean fulcra of mind must be abandoned, short of exposing ourselves to an universal 

relativism of values. In other words, the bottomless and de-centred modelling is our civic duty for 

the very reason that otherwise we’d be winding up in a theocracy, and without a sensible argument 

against it, at that. Removing the possibility of absolute anchor points, un-Archemeding of 

modelling actually means de-centring of modelling, i.e. de-centrement of our referential system as it 

applies to the world.  

Any modelling has two sides, time-wise – a before and an after. So far, we have only addressed the 

before. The after is about the dimension of the accuracy of models, one might think. Getting the de-

centrement of the model further, however, requires shedding that talk of model accuracy. 

Because the question whether models are accurate does, for at least three reasons, not arise; nay, it 

cannot even arise. 

In the first place, prior to any modelling, there must be a purpose; model and purpose are intimately 

intertwined. Where there is a model, there is a purpose, and vice versa. Purposes do not require 

intentions, they could be embodied almost as immanence into the competitive dynamics of 

populations, as happens in natural evolution. Purposes may be unrelated to anything crisply 

identifiable or measurable, as they will be when preference is given to social cohesion. Purposeless 

contexts must be very rare. They may most likely be found where something is seething and novelty 

is bursting forth from it in the form of transcendental meaning. Deleuze describes this neatly in 

Logique du sens (The Logic of Sense)18. Yet, in this seething there is precisely no more modelling, 

since there is just seething. In all other cases, the purpose determines the model. Once the purpose 

is set, the rest can optimally be solved by an automat within an obligatory and particularly chosen 

attitude towards risk. We do not want to deny here, that fixing a purpose could be an easy thing, for 

there might be conflicting ones, where the conflict cannot be resolved on empirical grounds. Yet, if 

it is possible, or if it has been done as a matter of fact, then an automat can perform the modeling, 

and it can do so often much better than humans could do. 

Secondly, asking for the accuracy of a model is not on, because all modelling is seriously restrained 

by the quantity of available observations. Generally, in most cases there are too few secure 

observations for models with workable, i.e. reasonably secure classifications. Every model is more 

or less wrong, rather more than less. Therefore, whenever some modelling seems to work, a whole 

                                                 
18 Deleuze G., The Logic of Sense, Columbia University Press, New York 1990. 
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throng of rigid auxiliary conditions and similarly rigid orthoregulations is to be expected tinkering 

about in the background, be it in form of decora, hidden codes, laws, or social conventions. 

Consequently, catastrophies in the global financial system are a clear sign of freedom, and similarly 

the jealous endeavours of the UE political class towards “stabilizing the markets”, as they say 

euphemistically, are a no less fallible harbinger of maximized bondage to come. 

And the third reason, finally, for the impracticability of the model-accuracy question lies in the fact 

that any model is able to prove its workability only a posteriori, and therefore its accuracy only in 

the future. Accuracy cannot be established, if for nothing else then for the simple reason that 

establishing it would require an evaluation and consequently another model. Even once the future 

has arrived, i.e. a sufficient number of observations relating to a model have been made, we still can 

only say that the model up to that moment more or less proved itself, that it is in sync with our 

Lebensform. The world itself is no lab table, nor is it placed on one. When we are modelling, we do 

so within the world, in order to connect to the world.  

Thus models cannot be accurate so long as one believes to be pointing to an external reference, and 

that much less can they be true. Models are tools of anticipation under the expectancy of weak 

reproducibility, a constellation we often call consistency. We have no other choice, not even if, 

within a revelation-oriented religion, we were to try to forswear modelling altogether. But for rather 

limited meditations, even a mystic cannot do without models, and much less can the mullahs or the 

Pope, representatives of institutionalized revelation, excepting perhaps if experiencing an eventual 

trance.  

The space of diagnostic anticipation is alone to afford us a reference to the world. This goes also 

for all the cases and circumstances where we implement decora, traditions, or legal conditions in the 

guise of cultural programming, with a view to improving the probability of successful modelling. 

But models born into a strong structural frame are centred models. Either they are centres 

themselves or they refer to axiomatic dogmata. Such constructs are unhelpful in our quest for or 

examination of the possibility of machine-based episteme. In other words, there is no such thing as 

programmed theorizability or programmed smartness. Asking about the possibility of programmed 

smartness is quite as inadmissible as the question whether this arm here belongs to me or whether 

there are mushy stones. 

In short, and under a practical aspect, models must prove themselves in accordance with an 

individual, specific and most of all dynamically unstable constellation of purposes and intentions. 

Were we to introduce some optimality criterion, or to claim measurability of purposes, or mapping 

of purposes onto contexts, we’d be landing ourselves straight in utilitarianism. We’d then be 

speaking of cost functions and strategies. While that might be useful in individual cases, in a 

generalized form, however, I think it more than just an exaggeration. Because the criterion of 

optimality would, right again, mean reintroducing an ideational centre, a centrement, with all the 

counterintuitive consequences of other centralizations, i.e. axiomatizations. The striving for 
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implemental optimality of a catalogue of purposes leads straight into non-securable relativism, or 

relativistic axiomatism. In other words, war. 

If we forgo, however, the reference to optimization, we are, on the one hand, reverting to 

Wittgenstein’s Lebensform (Forms of Life)19, in a French variety, as it were. And on the other hand, 

we shake hands again with Leibniz and his wonderful concept of absolute inwardness, the monad. 

Because purpose or intention cannot indefinitely be tested for some advantageousness, nay 

optimality, or vindicate a strategy, as this would implicitly mean that we possess an all-verificatory 

model. Such a position quite obviously is unreasonable, even for formal reasons, but no less 

obviously are we likewise denied the possibility of corresponding empiricalness of infinite 

verifiability. The posing of a purpose hence recurs to some thing that appears even before the 

person of the subject. Just what Leibniz calls absolute inwardness.  

Having thus ended up at absolute inwardness, am I now finding myself back at the middle-point 

notion, with the concept of de-centrement having thus failed? Not at all. Leibnizian inwardness 

must not be confused with a middle point, the correlate of some quantifiable spatial extension. For 

Leibniz, monads are pure qualities; they imply absolutely nothing quantifiable. Nor is absolute 

inwardness locked up in some strongroom, as it were. On the contrary, it is alone to touch the world 

directly. “World” here shows up as the machinery of the body, or rather – once more with Guattari 

– as the corporeality of the machine-like with all its perceptions and affects, and – as per Deleuze – 

the seething of its parts and the sense paradoxically emerging from it. As for ourselves, we have no 

access to our own absolute inwardness other than through models, models about a part of ourselves, 

mind you – which, referring to Leibniz, Deleuze calls folds20. 

Yet, it is likewise true that without a will – which ultimately can only be collocated in absolute 

inwardness, as we have seen – the subject cannot model. In other words, the subject, the will and 

the model actualize and concretize simultaneously; to my mind they are the three first, 

indispensable and non-reducible parts of any status nascendi, but in particular of spontaneity. 

Hence, neither the subject nor the will are psychological concepts.21 Putting the model into the role 

of a constituent of the subject also leads to a deep link between any of the potential or actual 

subjects. This linkage of subjects then enforces any problem related to any kind of “ justification” 

(knowledge, truth) to disappear. 

From this, there run manifold implications that I cannot pursue here. As in political theory, where 

human dignity is exactly grounded in the notion of absolute inwardness, seeing that it secures the 

                                                 
19 Savigny E.v. 1995, “Bedeutung, Sprachspiel, Lebensform”, In Apel K.-O. et al. (eds), Wittgenstein Studies 2/95. 

online: http://sammelpunkt.philo.at:8080/456/1/11-2-95.txt  (last access: 10 June 2011). 

20 Deleuze G., Fold: Leibniz and the Baroque. University of  Minnesota Press, Minneapolis 1992. 

21 Note, that we do not need objectness in order to allow for the possibility of subjects. 
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dignity-constituent difference between within and without. Regarding our topic, machine-based 

episteme, we are thus getting a clear pointer that our thinking must move in categories different 

from cybernetic control and numerability. Conversely, this provides us at the same time also with a 

further argument against the system-theoretical, i.e. cybernetical conception of the subject, à la 

Luhmann or Habermas. Thus, Luhmann’s or von Foerster’s conception of second-order cybernetics 

reveals itself inherently as nothing less than a massive attack against human dignity. As an insight, 

this is not new, but the reason here presented – we are coming from pure modelling, aren’t we – 

would seem somewhat interesting. By the way, with the help of Leibniz and de-centrement, radical 

constructivism can be refuted too, because Glasersfeld22, Maturana and Varela do not simply reject 

performatively the very primacy of de-centred modelling – they utterly ignore it; in their thinking 

the link of the innerworld constructs to the world remains extremely opaque. At that, radical 

constructivism maintains that everything (!) that we are able to think does spring from our brain. 

How there exist such things as conventions, and why these conventions happen to be congenital 

with language in our world, Varela is at a loss to explain. 

At this point, a misunderstanding must be preempted. I just stated inwardness in its nature as pure 

quality was meeting the corporeality of the machinic. This might be construed as somehow on the 

way towards some dualistic substantialist ontology. That however is the last thing I’d have in mind, 

for it would mean once more absolute separation of body and mind and thus strong centralization. 

The very same relationship we ourselves as subjects entertain with respect to our body is, of course, 

operative at all corporeal organisational levels and with all single entities down to the molecules, in 

relation to their respective constituent parts. In some way, absolute inwardness is not absolute; 

rather, it represents the ideate sphere that is shared by the transcendent and corporeality. It is 

absolute only in the sense that it is itself an immaterial, immanent a priori without any further 

premises. 

Today, the notion of absolute inwardness is rarely used, although it may be, as we have seen, a tool 

for disposing of the body-soul problem. For total disposal, we’d have to discuss symbols, which 

cannot be done here. The inwardness notion can be found, if at all, in the context of theological 

dogmatics, or of proofs of the existence of God and their critiques. These are not my topics. But the 

notion does indicate a point where modelling comes to an end. Wittgenstein moved this “point” into 

the exterior, into the collectively practised Lebensform, Leibniz however into the within. The two 

are closely related. Both have very little to do with religion or indeed the idea of God. This 

contradiction is easily resolved, as I shall demonstrate in closing. But first, let us turn to the practice 

of modelling.  

                                                 
22 Glasersfeld E.v., Radical Constructivism, A Way of Knowing and Learning. Routledge, London 1995. 
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The Practice of the De-Centred Model 

After having, up to now, theoretically de-absolutized the model concept, as it were, i.e. de-centred 

it, I shall now demonstrate briefly, and as concretely as possible, how de-centred modelling may be 

practically formulated without getting recentred again by such formalization. The model must 

ultimately reveal itself at once as living in a structure and being one – one that is its own sufficient 

cause. The strong implication deriving thereof may perhaps sound scandalous, indeed, placing as it 

does formalization and creativity as co-conditional into the anteroom of the very thinking itself. We 

must here forgo further looking into this, but would point out that we consider the ideas commonly 

attaching to the formal as being in urgent need of overhaul.  

As we set off towards formalization, we now certainly expect that based hereon de-centred 

modelling may be programmed, in so far as it is programmable at all. De-centred modelling cannot, 

of course, be programmed as a totality – there is no private de-centrement, as there is no private 

language. Conversely, our own corporeality, our own sheer materiality with it mechanisms that 

keep that body going, are providing an excellent argument that de-centred modelling, too, should be 

mechanismable. 

As we are, in this context of de-centrement and construction, inspecting modelling, we are 

implicitly formulating the model in the farthest-possible generalized, nay, in a radically generalized 

fashion. The general definition of a model must cover the potentiality of modelling, without 

however forgoing the link to its conventionalistic embedding. In other words, the general 

formulation of a model must admit of consciousness of modelling while modelling. Or put more 

linearly, we must keep in mind all possibly thinkable premises of modelling – at least the ones I 

termed “handicraft-like” alternative a-prioris herebefore.  

So let us visualize an imaginary or even demiurgic-aprioric lab table, onto which to lay out our 

modelling ingredients. What do we need? 

For one, there are observations. To start with, we have to admit to being incapable of observation 

without any tool, organ or theory, whence the threat of either centralization or infinite regress. 

However, we shall see later how to get rid again of these contingencies. Yet prior to observing, we 

need a purpose or an intention. Mostly, we do not explicitly formulate such a purpose, we simply 

use models, e.g. because we have always done it that way. We impose a certain usage upon the 

model, stamping its purpose a posteriori upon it, as it were. Purpose, intention or usage may be 

arranged along very extended time scales and therefore be nearly invisible to us. That does not take 

away from their being indispensable for modelling. Negating the need for purposes produces one of 

the severest threats modernism is capable of: it makes us forget the rack, the racking and the related 

categories of virtuality and responsibility. In emphasizing usage we are actualizing Aristoteles’ final 

cause as well as Wittgenstein’s theory of meaning. As we already mentioned above, purposes need 

not to be spelled out explicitly, nor need they be identifiable. Any purpose, however, gets 
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operationalized at one stage of the modeling process or another. This operationalization 

unavoidably introduces a gap, for this mapping from purpose to operational goal can never be a 

complete one. Of course, this gap can be operationalized itself into the notion of risk, or more 

appropriate, into a component of risk. 

With usage as a backdrop, we are able to sift out “features” derived from potential observations. 

That means we are evolving them. The entirety of an observation thus consists of actively selected 

qualities or properties. Let us take stock-exchange prices. Technical chart analysis provides such 

secondary “properties”. Another closely related example would be the perception of tempi in a 

piece of music. Too, Putnam’s proto-semantic notional extensions belong in this context. The 

primary characteristic of these “properties” is their originating from an active selection of the 

measuring instance. This process, this activity is to be seen as “propertization” as it were, as 

generation, and – strictly hitched to it – appropriation, of the objectness of what is being measured, 

in a sort of immobilization. We are props managers in the performance of our authorship. It seems 

as if the life-worldly practice of modelling inevitably were bringing about crystallization, fixation, 

territorialization, and correspondingly centralization too. If that were the case, we’d now have to 

call off our attempt at describing the de-centred model. But it isn’t, fortunately. The impression of 

an implicit linkage between modelling and centralization is deceptive, and the cause of the 

deception sits in our stance toward habitude. One might nearly say the impression of deception is 

the cause of deception.  

The upshot of that “propertization”, of those activated “properties”, are construed quasi-objects 

within the immaterial, frequently called qualia. Conversely, all qualia are liable to mensurative 

breaking down into components. There is nothing mysterious about our visual sense extracting, 

right at the prime levels of stimulus processing, the “properties” of “red” from the stream of 

potential stimuli, i.e. light. We are then playing the language game “red”, which to us does not seem 

to be further reducible. But this a fallacy, a sensation that is only true insofar as we were to consider 

our perceiving body itself as a – and as nothing else than a – non-reducible entity. But that would 

lead straight into shamanism. Hence qualia are not in any way absolute in a transcendental sense. 

They represent simply an ontogenetic a priori. The biologic, design-conditioned convention is 

certainly one of the strongest of them, but weaker ones, such as social conventions produce qualia 

as well. 

So far we are dealing with a 3-tuple, to be thus symbolized: 



 

18 

 

M0 = { U, O, PO
 } f.1 

 

where U = usage, which includes the goal (purpose) and risk measures 

O = potential observations  

P = construed or selected „properties” imposed to observations 
by means of “propertization” 

The usage part, furthermore, has an interesting and often-overlooked internal structure. 

For all modelling, we are bound to operationalizing our purpose. This we achieve very simply 

through selecting or building a criterion variable. Within this criterion variable, there are several 

variants that are of particular interest to us. A building, e.g., ought to withstand an earthquake; i.e. a 

certain value of the variable “tremor” ought not to be conducive to a change. Or in a medical 

treatment, a certain dose of an agent ought to produce recovery. In general, we are not interested in 

any global analytical description that would map out all imaginable influences upon all possible 

results. Furthermore, natural systems are for the most part highly non-linear, which precludes such 

mapping in any event. 

Which leads us to one of the most important components of transparent, de-centred modelling: the 

semantic asymmetry of the consequences of its application or, in brief, the differential cost of 

errors. 

Using models in the end is always about classification; action A is carried out rather than action B. 

Such classification may be erroneous; indeed it will in most cases be faulty. Now, there are two 

types of errors. Either the model is to recognize constellation A, but fails; it does not, by error, lead 

to the preferred action. This is called being false-negative. Or else, the model suggests unfortunately 

the preferred action A while circumstances do not bear this out. This is reasonably called false-

positive. 

Wrong decisions generate costs measurable, in generalized form, in terms of time or energy. These 

costs are apt to be dramatically asymmetric for both types of error. And being dramatically so is the 

rule. If a doctor tells me erroneously I am well while it isn’t true, the costs can be disastrously high 

for me. The opposite case is much cheaper, which is one of the reasons of our health cost problems. 

As seldom as this asymmetry is at all recognized in technical modelling, as varied are the actual 

models that result of a particular choice regarding the error-cost relation. 

So, we put the usage or purpose of a model into symbols as follows, 

U = { TV, TGTV, ECR }  f.2  
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where TV = criterion variable, basis of mensurative operationalization 
of purpose  

TGTV = target group, defined as subset of TV   
(e.g. as interval)  

ECR = error cost ratio, i.e. the relation of false-classification costs 
of alpha respectively beta type 

 

There are further, less momentous dimensions of usage, which shall here be ignored. 

We shall now complete the first 3-tuple (f.1) 

M0 = { U, O, PO
 } 

from the more evident parts of a model with three additional, frequently neglected but no less 

essential components. 

They are,  

- the algorithmic procedures employed, AP 

- the particular conceptualization of similarity SC 

- the symmetral properties on an implied quasi-logic QS 

 

The first of these elements is directly understandable. Procedures describe, e.g., how a difference 

gets ascertained, which might be programmed in some computer language or set down in a manual. 

Here are buried all those thousands of methods, from statistics to hermeneutics, together with their 

specific implementations. The element AP reflects the fact that it does matter how something is 

being performed. 

A difference must be made between it, and the operationalization of similarity going to be applied. 

Similarity of two observations is ascertainable, i.e. operationalizable and thus calculable, in various 

ways.23 It is obvious that it is nonsensical in modelling always to apply precisely just one specific 

mode of similarity calculation or even aprioristically to imply its appropriateness. After all, it ought 

to be up to usefulness to decide about the choice of method, in the sense of successful anticipation, 

and not the other way round, up to the method blindly to restrict usefulness. In other words, the 

                                                 
23 Any mapping (in the mathematical sense) of some observed values onto a comparatively smaller set of some other 

value(s) could be regarded as a particular similarity function. Despite the fact that there are many different possible 

ones, in many (if not most) applications Euclidean distance is used as an operationalization of similarity. Yet, any 

statistical procedure, e.g. correlation, also actualizes a similarity mapping.  c.f. Blough D.S., “The Perception of 

Similarity”.  In  Cook, Robert G. (ed.), Avian Visual Cognition. 2001. Online: www.pigeon.psy.tufts.edu/avc/dblough .  
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particular concept of similarity chosen for some specific modelling depends on the purpose and on 

available data. 

Besides, the method of similarity ascertainment ought to resort to the fewest possible further 

conditions. Statistics e.g., which means just any statistical method whatsoever, demand 

independence of all partial observations, i.e. independence of the properties of the measured system. 

It is this fundamental and otherworldly requirement which, as an axiomatic precondition, renders 

the whole statistics field so questionable. But as soon as this premise is abandoned, a numeric 

method ceases to be statistical.  

Now for the last element of the generalized model, the symmetral properties of the applied quasi-

logic. Here belongs e.g. the necessity that a particular modelling must in the first place find out 

whether a linear method is to be used, whether observations should be mapped into a self-referential 

mechanism, whether to use global-geometrical or rather local-topological approaches. 

Then, prior to modelling, a logic must be chosen. Independently of similarity operationalization, or 

method, a specific logic is needed, e.g. for aggregating intermediary results, which may well be 

contradictory. The classical Aristotelean bivalent logic in practice often produces intolerable 

artefacts. That’s why multivalent logics are used as a rule, or even logics on a t-norm, i.e. logics 

with an infinite number of grades between true and false.24 Then, the choice of a certain logic, just 

like the other parameters, may be dependent upon a context or a course of proceedings. 

The symmetral properties overlying a quasi-logic are thus in their turn a compound, 

QS = { Loc, Lay, Lin, SR }   f.3 

 

where Loc = locality, dependence on the process of distribution formation, 
context sensitivity  

Lay  = capability of self-constructive stratification into conceptual 
(epistemological) layers 

Lin = scale-capable linearity (incl. commutativity, associativity) 

SR = self-referentiality 
 

In the aggregate, we thus obtain the following tuple for formulating the maximally generalized 

model. 

 

M = { U, O, PO, SC, QS, AP }  f.4 

 

                                                 
24 Gottwald S., 2009,  Many-Valued Logic. Online: http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/logic-manyvalued/. 
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Now we may turn to practical implementation of this general model formulation, meaning that, as 

presented here, it can act straightaway as a guidance for meta-programming. Actualizing this 

differential model into, say, a software for modeling, is more or less independent of the choices for 

particular methods, even as there may be some being more suitable than others. 

Here, we would like to mention very briefly a critique often met when presenting such 

symbolizations to mathematicians or physicists. Usually, they claim that such symbolization should 

be regarded as meaningless, since it is not accompanied by any kind of “operation”, or 

transformation. It is true that f.4 does not represent a calculus (yet). Nevertheless, it immediately 

triggers questions about its structure. The symbolization introduces a certain detachment from the 

reference to the content, hence the question appears whether the elements are equally relevant with 

respect to their deletion. What are the consequences of deleting one or more of them? What happens 

if we combine a complete model with a deficient one, and is there any regularity on the side of the 

operators in doing so? Is there a relationship between f.4 (or one of its subsets) and the definition of 

a mathematical group? All these questions (and many more) would not even be visible without the 

symbolized form of f.4; hence we consider f.4 as a well-justified starting point for formalizing the 

concept of model in non-reductionist way. 

This construct as represented in f.4 above contains a fair number of parameters, orthoregulative 

parameters, that is. This is fine, as it not only allows of dissolving all fixed points, but also of 

distinguishing the relevant from the less relevant modelling determinants. This way, against the 

backdrop of the de-centred, differential model, the whole method-related jiggery-pokery vanishes, 

in which not only science disturbingly indulges itself for well over the past 80 years. 

As these fixed points then get actually and practically dissolved, the above-mentioned formal 

representation will not be describing a model, but clearly the differential of a model. We need an 

instantiation that, as every instantiation, lies without. As per Wittgenstein, we might say, somewhat 

undifferentiatingly, it is deriving from the embedding Lebenswelt. 

Regarding modelling practice, this means that never just one single model is created. Quite the 

contrary. An experiment will be performed, and in its course multiple test series will be established, 

and this experiment is not in relation to the world, but it rather examines the influence that the 

instantiational conditions of the differential model exercise upon the representation and screening of 

the available observations, as relating to the purpose. Typically, based on one and the same mass of 

observations tens if not hundreds of thousands of different instances of the differential model are 

established. In the end, many models may result, divergent regarding their use of variables viz. their 

pointing to the world, but with similar usefulness. Hereby, true comparison of equal values is 

achieved; monocausal explanations, on the other hand, will be getting thin on the ground. 
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Put differently, instead of postulating, in the manner of a shamanistic expert mode, one single 

model, as the positivistic prescriptions would impose on the world25, the differential model provides 

us with a comparatistics. Its theme is not the uninterested interpretation of things past, but on the 

contrary the anticipation and structuring, many-layered and tainted by subjective intentions, of the 

future.26 Reversely, we have now, too, a formal reason for the superiority of comparatist 

approaches. 

The differential model may therefore be relevant for many discussions in the humanities, too. It 

removes the at once opalescent and opaque covering layers from the rituals staged around diagnosis 

and prognosis. From the differential model, as a radical de-centring of the relation to the world, it 

becomes clear that every one of our decisions is about an infinity of possibilities. This phenomenon 

we call liberty. Liberty, thus, in no way is a craft27, and cannot, and needs not, be contrived. Every 

relation to the world is soaked in liberty, as it were. I’d even say that the claim that liberty must be 

generated conceals a malicious ideology. Incidentally, this ideology calls itself “analytical”. But the 

contrary is true, actually. We have no other choice than to configure and negotiate liberty for each 

and every pronouncement. And that’s exactly what analytical perspective is deprived of. Liberty 

cannot be an ethical value in itself, at the same time it enforces ethics and is always subordinated to 

ethics.  

In addition, the differential model dissolves a further ancient-scholastic duality, the one of object 

and subject. Within our framework, it is absolutely not the case that there may be talk of subjects 

only as long as there is of objects too. The differential model replaces the object, respectively the 

coherentist theory of the object, including any attached substance ontologies and representationalist 

phenomenologies. For all that removal, the subject does not stand isolated; differential modelling is 

its counterpart, in other words an environment made of differential models. Differential modelling, 

of course, cannot do without conventionalistic notions, embedding Lebensforms, nor without 

recourse to mediality or to virtuality. The accommodation of the subject within the world thus 

changes radically, in contrast to the all too simplistic subject-object scheme.28 

                                                 
25 Statistics actually prescribes to fix even the test before the measurement, and then doing measurement as well as the 

statistical modelling only once  on a given set of data. Without that restrictive methodology the maintenance of basic 

assumption of logical empiricism would be violated, such as the independence of variables and data points. 

26 In some way, a trans-Kantian anti-Kantianism, at least regarding the possibility of a “foundation” of reason, i.e. 

a priori knowledge.. 

27 As the analytic philosopher Peter Bieri tries to argue. Bieri  P., Das Handwerk der Freiheit: Über die Entdeckung des 

eigenen Willens. Hanser, München 2001. 

28 As it is favoured for instance by Slavoj Žižek and other belated political materialists.  Žižek S., The Sublime Object of 

Ideology. Verso, New York 1997. 
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The Non-Ascertainable Locus 

Now let us carry de-centrement to its completion, in support of our Weltbezug via a differential 

model. To that effect, we have to get rid of all apriorisms as well as all restraints by whatsoever 

methods. We shall have to succeed without forswearing models and their premises, i.e. worldliness. 

By the way, it is precisely the negation of the model that makes the great revealed religions what 

they are. Whenever we reject as subjects the need or the possibility of some modelling, we imply a 

revelation-based construct. The inverse holds true too: the idea of revelation itself is not particularly 

problematic, so long as one is not pretending to be able to express something about the world by 

means of it, because that would once again be mixing up language games (relying vs. denying 

modeling), and violating the self-imposed rules, things that without exception produce strong, if not 

catastrophic consequences. 

Doing away with all premises seems to be impossible. So the unavoidable fact of conventionalistic 

embedding remains. We are in need of signs for modelling, even for implementation of meta-

programming, and they are indeed subject to conventions. Conventions themselves often do mutate, 

via the detour of rigorous standardization, to a sort of programming language, but this does away 

with the unavoidability neither of conventions nor of notions. 

If we expose ourselves to this duality of notion and model, and then pause for a minute, we 

recognize immediately that the notion as well as the model must be counted among the 

transcendentals. There is no pure notion, nor pure model. Two epistemic transcendentals having 

now been identified, the question arises whether there be others, and how many of them would be 

required for sustaining the possibility of episteme at all. It must be remembered that within our de-

centrement program we are denied the dogmatic, i.e. axiomatic solution for breaking the impending 

loop. 

Preconditions can be got rid of in two different ways. The direct one obviously does not work. For 

us, following the program of de-centrement, preconditions cannot be jettisoned just like that, 

axiomatically. So we have to turn to the other one, we have to formulate the team made up of model 

and premises in such a fashion that both model and premises are being berthed within the model 

itself. 

To this end, we are to construe a specific space. This space must not have any ascertainable middle, 

nor must it have any ascertainable locus at all. As paradoxically as it sounds, there is nothing 

particular at all about such a space. 
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Think of the Escher discs with the dragons, the butterflies, or the fish. If we now imagine such a 

hyperbolic space29 as being a differential space – i.e. there are no x,y co-ordinates here, only their 

derivation – then here is our space. Differential space exclusively contains motion. Any attempt of 

settling in one place or identifying one, would instantaneously find itself in another place, on the 

sheer strength of the identifying. 

Now notions and signs are not the only strong preconditions for models to be of similarly 

transcendental nature. In our view, it moreover takes virtuality and mediality. Only with these four 

aspect-like dimensions is it possible to construe a self-containing space for episteme.  

The said four dimensions, however, are not in an orthogonal arrangement to one another, as e.g. in 

Cartesian space. Much rather, every change in respect of one of the transcendental poles is 

accompanied by a change in respect of the other poles. At a first instant of figurative representation, 

at first sight as it were, one might believe seeing a tetrahedron, where the transcendentals virtuality, 

mediality, notion and model each occupy one of the four corners. But neither the four corners of 

this figure nor the edges are “existing” in the sense of “ascertainable”. Both must be thought of as 

being relative in a similar, yet at once more radical manner, as Descartes demonstrated with the 

“origin” and the axes of his co-ordinate system. Our quasi-tetrahedral figure therefore may not 

include any flat Euclidean space. The formal analogy, as some operationalization of sorts, of the 

requirement of transcendental poles is hyperbolic space. In our transcendentally delimited space, 

and regardless of “delimitations”, there exist only directions, but no end-points.  

Thus any particular visual representation could be deeply misleading. The described space does not 

even have well-defined borders or “planes”, even not in a topological sense. Using the tetrahedron 

just serves the purpose to indicate the four transcendental poles.  

Once more, any muddling-up of language games must strictly be eschewed. As opposed to 

Cartesian space, ours does not contain co-ordinates, either. It is utterly impossible to “point out” a 

place (grm. fest-zu-stellen) or to occupy it. This is easily comprehensible when observing what 

happens as one begins to think about something. As soon as thought concretes, we must needs bring 

in models. But every use of models is simultaneously attended by surrender to notions, it 

continuously generates potentials, which are expressions of a surface on whose opposite side we 

collocatively “think” the virtual. The moment we are thinking of a locus in this space, we are 

instantaneously “elsewhere”, whereby this “elsewhere” results, or generates itself, depending on 

style and context. Anticipating this motion, in the sense of expectation, is utterly impossible. 

Such a space seems exotic and paradoxical, to put it mildly. Yet, this impression only holds from an 

Euclidean perspective. Such, even here simple operationalization is possible, an instance of a 
                                                 
29 Anderson  J. W., Hyperbolic Geometry. Springer, New York 1999.  Chp. “The Poincaré Disc Model.“. §4.1, 

pp. 95-104. 
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mathematical figure so to speak, of the second-order differential. Our proto-epistemic space 

contains no loci, just changes of vectors. There are no figures made of loci and points to be seen, 

just accelerations, modifications of movements. These figures are non-configurable, as an object 

might be configured. These figures stand for nothing else than the dynamic quality of a Lebenswelt. 

Therefore, we are calling them choreostemes.  

When trying for a second to visualize some of those figures, the particular quality of that space 

becomes directly clear. Claiming stability of one point in such space would thus be tantamount to 

claiming universal immutability, better known as idealism. A while ago, we were already in touch 

with another figure, namely negation of the model. It is interesting to note here that every 

choreostemic figure that is assured of having the transcendent model pole’s backing, feels like a 

(small) revelation, no matter how strong the model pool’s emphasis just then happens to be. 

Revelations therefore are just as experienceable to a mathematician as they are to a poet, a logician, 

or a believer. Negation of models, conversely, can never be imagined for more than a moment, not 

even in complete religious trance. We cannot go further here into discussing the various figures. Let 

us just point out those that form between the (transcendent) poles of model and notion. 

Augustine famously said he knew exactly what time was, as long as he did not think about it; but 

the moment he were beginning to think about it, insight was gone.30 This statement as a whole may 

of course pass as pre-critical at best; however, it demonstrates with precision the nature of 

choreostemic space. Ideas are not communicable in self-contained form. Attempting to 

communicate the content of ideas makes no sense, and as such content cannot exist. Other authors, 

such as Peirce and Wittgenstein, from totally different angles, never tried to insist on that fact. The 

choreostemic areas extending between the notion and model transcendentals afford the possibility 

of relating all of the following, models as self-exposing anticipations, the world of symbols and 

symbolizations, logic, mathematics, semiotics, each in its turn, as Lebenswelt practice and imagined 

notion in such a manner to one another, that the structural-genetic infection of logic by the world, 

together with discoursing about it, may succeed. Thus, we have demonstrated how choreostemic 

space, in its quality as a special amalgam of some very few transcendental entities, helps us to 

imagine the abstract genealogy of notions and ultimately of language. In this, choreostemic space 

functions also – even quite literally – as a translation machine between choreostemic figures and 

fields of various Lebensformen and cultures. In almost rule-like fashion, abstract ferries may be 

construed that facilitate visiting other constellations. 

And now, what does it all mean for machine-based episteme? 

                                                 
30 Augustine,  Confessiones XI, 14. “For what is time? Who can readily and briefly explain this? If no one asks me, I 

know: if I wish to explain it to one that asks, I know not: […]” cited after: Modell A.H., Other times, other realities: 

toward a theory of psychoanalytic treatment. Harvard University Press, Cambridge (Mass.) 1990, p.76. 
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First of all, every instance provided with epistemic capabilities must be able to move in this space, 

if it is to function as an epistemic instance at all. It must be able to model autonomously, to manage 

the models and to employ them differentially. This includes expositive relationships as well as the 

need for ascription of a personality. In turn, this presupposes that there cannot be any higher 

instance, such as an external programmer, who might decide how this movement were to 

instantiate. Following a rule of course does not mean being a rule. The epistemic instance thus must 

be autonomous. 

And finally, it must be capable of classification and of symbolizing it vis-à-vis its own exterior. 

This entails virtuality, mediality, and Schleiermacher’s hermeneutic circle. Schleiermacher wraps it 

up his own way when he embraces, for text and the work upon it, the “individual and the general”.31 

Radical modelling, consistently seen against the foil of machine-based episteme, thus turns out to 

be perhaps not just a link between the subject and the world, but a bridge between cultures that, 

under the influence of reductionist views, have drifted apart over the last 150 years. 

                                                 
31 Frank M., Das individuelle Allgemeine: Textstrukturierung und -interpretation nach Schleiermacher. Suhrkamp, 

Frankfurt 1985. 


