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Note to Reader 

 
This book was originally written as an introduction to the networkological 

project as a whole, with a goal of laying out its philosophical principles in as 

systematic, condensed, and clear manner as possible. When I showed some of 

the manuscript for this book to others, they said it most likely needed a more 

accessible introduction, with greater emphasis on examples, explanation, and 

exposition. The result was the book Networkologies, which I decided to publish 

before this one. However, without the careful work I did to clarify the project 

to myself in this book, the more user-friendly Networkologies would not have 

been possible.  

There are, nevertheless, crucial differences between these texts, in addition to 

user-friendliness, because ultimately Networkologies evolved into its own 

project in its own right, beyond a simple introduction to this book. 

Networkologies begins with human-centered notions of experience, meaning, 

valuation, and thought, and works to slowly unravel these from within to 

provide a networked account of these of which the human is only one part. The 

method of Networkologies is to deconstruct human-centered approaches to 

reconstruct them networkedly. Netlogics, however, starts from networks 

themselves, and builds from there, and in this sense, is completely 

constructive. While there are ways in which these two books overlap in many of 

the subjects they cover, they start from completely different places, use 

different modes of discourse, structures of organization, and have different 

purposes. Whereas Networkologies goes into greater depth in describing how 

the concepts of this project articulate with various aspects of the world, 

Netlogics is concerned with explicating the logical connections between 

concepts.  



In this sense, these books are two complementary lenses upon this project, 

each of which refracts it differently. Networkologies is ultimately more 

phenomenlogical in its concerns, describing how networks appear in 

experience, while Netlogics is more concerned with the logics of networks 

themselves, even if these both recast traditional notions of phenemnology and 

logic in the process. Ultimately, the only reason for publishing Networkologies 

first, however, was that it was more accessible to a wider public, and an 

interested reader should feel free to start with either, for in fact, any book in 

the Networkologies series is designed as a stand-alone entry point to 

understanding the project as a whole.  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



                                                   

                               [orientations: principles] 
 

 

 

Relation. Networks relate. In network terms, networks relate entities called 

nodes, which are connected by means of links, both of which are distinguished against 

a ground(s), and sectioned into levels. When combined, networks may interlink so as 

to encompass each other, giving rise to macro and micro networks with multiple levels 

between them. In all their many forms, networks are diagrams for the thinking of 

relation.  

Networks do not merely describe relation, they actually perform relation and show it. 

Relation is a condition which occurs when entities are not completely distinct, yet also 

not completely unified or the same. The disjunct-union between wholes and parts, 

parts and each other, and whole-part complexes and their larger contexts is what it 

means to be a relation.  

All we experience, in this sense, can be seen as composed of networks, which are 

themselves composed of networks. And the complexity of this all can best be 

understood by making use of other networks, network diagrams which resonate with 

the networked form the world takes as it differs with itself.  

Networkological thought works to extract the potential meanings, concepts, programs, 

and perspectives which network diagrams, in their multiplicity, make available to us. 

The most essential aspect of networks do is the notion of relation, and thus, the 

primary commitment of a philosophy of networks must be to the thinking of relation, 

and to understanding what relation could mean in regard to network diagrams.  

None of which is to deny the existence of relatively isolated elements and aspects of 

our world, so long as these are seen as ultimately related to the contexts and 

processes to which they are related, for even disjunction is a form of relation. And 

how could we even begin to theorize that to which there is no relation? Anything we 



encounter must be related to us, somehow, and trying to understand what we mean by 

relation is what we have to begin to think in order to understand what networks can 

show us about the world.  

Relation is precisely what networks do, and it is with this in mind that our study of 

networks will be a study of relation, vice-versa. Networks begin and end with the 

question of relation, for networks show precisely how things hold together despite and 

through the differences that relate them, as well as how this very holding together 

cannot happen without difference. To try to think about networks in relation to 

relation is attempt to think the various forms in which sameness and difference 

manifest in our world, as well as what it means to manifest and have a world in a the 

first place.  

Within and beyond all this, however, it is also worth saying what networkological 

thought is not. Networkological thought finds itself necessarily in opposition to 

approaches to the world that are non-relational in form. These are approaches to the 

world presuppose one or more primary non-relational aspects of the world, such as 

unbridgeable distinctions (ie: mind vs. body, nature vs. culture, subject vs. object), 

reified primary terms (ie: fundamental atoms of experience), linear and singular 

histories (ie: the rise of the nation state, removed from other concerns), non-

negotiable transcendent terms (ie: a completely ineffable God), or the more subtle 

variations thereof.  

Which is not to say that some aspects of these approaches may not be useful, so long 

as they are contextualized within the larger relational wholes of which they are a 

part. But as will be shown, non-relational approaches to the world are all variations of 

what is known as reification, which will be shown to be an essential yet often 

harmfully overutilized form of dealing with the world.  

Networks relate, and networkological thought aims to show how even difference, 

differing, distinction, and reification are ways in which difference-in-relation 

manifests itself in the world.  

Reification. When an entity is viewed in a manner which emphasizes 

difference over relation, this is known as reification. Literally ‘thing-ification’ (from 

the Latin word res for thing, object, entity, or substance), reification is an essential 

part of the ways in which any and all entities relate to the world. Simply taking up a 

physical location in spacetime reifies entities, and all perception, knowledge, action, 



thought, writing, and speech rely upon reification. The very ideas of having a body or 

being an ego or self are senseless without reification. And yet, reification distorts the 

world even as it reveals it, from the most fundamental levels of reification in the 

physical world, to the most complex forms in contemporary culture.  

For complex organisms such as humans, reification provides for stability within flux, 

and in times of radical change, reliance upon reifying ways of relating to the wider 

world can be comforting. Such comforts often come at a high cost, however, and 

networkological thought is designed to act as a corrective to the manner in which 

reifying modes of thinking have fostered reifying ways of acting, thereby hindering our 

ability to develop and grow within today’s swiftly changing world. And while some 

have argued that contemporary forms of relation are as problematic as reification in 

their own right, the networkological project will argue that this is because we have 

not yet become relational enough. We live in a world which is out of balance, which 

privileges the reifying over the relational, and only by restoring some balance can our 

social world become a less paranoid and ultimately self-destructive place.  

It is for these reasons that networkological thought will work to rethink firm 

separations, hypostatized entities, otherworldly or transcendent standards of value, 

rigid categories, unrelated histories, etc. While the networkological endeavor will not 

deny the need for reification, it will work to contextualize reification within the larger 

context of what is. Following Alfred North Whitehead, who describes the way 

reification distorts knowledge by means of his notion of the ‘fallacy of misplaced 

concreteness,’1 the networkological endeavor will work to understand the benefits and 

detriments which such concreteness brings, so as to work to think of ways to limit its 

often harmful effects when overutilized. In human social systems, fear is often at the 

basis of overreliance on reification, and the result can be paranoid social structures 

which can have ultimately devastating consequences. None of which is to deny the 

fact that in today’s world, there are forms of relation which also can do much harm as 

well, if differently. Working to understand the social implications of the issues 

described above will be much of the task of network ethics. While this work will focus 

more on the physical manifestations of networks in the world, issues of network ethics 

serve to structure all that is done in this work, if indirectly. Much more will be said 

about network ethics in works to come.  

Principles. The commitment to relation structures the networkological 

project in a variety of ways. These are known as the principles of the networkological 



enterprise, the commitments which describe how relation manifests in it so as to 

shape its worldview.  

Philosophy has traditionally fractured its investigation of the world into a series of 

domains, such as epistemology (theory of knowledge), ontology (theory of being), 

metaphysics (theory of what exceeds the physical), logic (theory of thinking), and 

ethics (theory of value). In its commitment to thinking relation, the networkological 

perspective does not see these as anything more than various lenses upon the relation-

in-process of the world of experience.  

Nevertheless, it may be useful to describe here how the commitment to relation 

manifests in in several of these traditional philosophical realms in terms of what it 

what it means to be (metaphysics/physics, or ontology), what it means to know 

(epistemology), and what it means to value (ethics). That said, as will become 

apparent below, there are several ways in which these terms mutate in their 

networkological reworking. 

 

Ontological Principles - Commitment to Relation: The commitment to relation 

means that the networkological project views the world of experience as 

fundamentally interrelated, as the manifestation of the oneand in the threeand. 

 

i] Difference: Relation is the disjunct unity of sameness and difference, the 

manifestation of the oneand, as emergent, self-differing substance, in the structure of 

the threeand of the network diagram. The networkological project develops a 

worldview based upon the notion that what is is itself most intensely when it is 

differing from itself so as to give rise to the maximum degree and extent of 

complexity in the most sustainable manner possible.  

 

ii] Immanence: Difference is not something which is outside of relation, but rather, it 

is its very foundation, for without difference within relation, there would be nothing 

to relate. The complexity of what is comes about because of the continued 

intertwining and rerelating of the continued difference which comes about as 

difference manifests in relation as emergence. In this sense, the networkological 

project does not need to postulate more than one type of substance in the world, but 

rather, a substance which is the most what it is when it differs radically from itself. 



Following Baruch Spinoza and his contemporary inheritor, Gilles Deleuze, the 

networkological project views the immanence of difference as the path whereby to 

produce a worldview which values difference in a manner which overcomes the 

distinction between inside and outside, or the containment of difference in one 

manner or another, but rather, privileges difference as one of the primary foundations 

of being and value as such. 

Iii] Intertwining: The networkological project views the world of experience as 

fundmanetally intertwined and intermediated. That is, everything is present in 

everything else, if virtually and indirectly, in differing degrees and ways. Intertwining 

and intermediation describe the manner in which this occurs, the side of relation in 

which that which differs relates to itself, and in this manner, these terms describe the 

manner in which relation relates to the difference within itself and to which it gives 

rise. 

Iv] Emergence: Emergence describes the manner in which relation differs from itself, 

it is the intertwining of relation and difference, the self-differing ofrelation with 

itself. Ultimately, relation, difference, immanence, intertwining, intermediation, and 

emergence are many sides of the same. That is, they describe various aspects of the 

manner in which the oneand manifests in the threeand.  

Epistemological Principles – Manifesting the Open: According to the networkological 

project, there is a fundamental unknowability in the manner in which knowledge 

grasps various aspects of what is. This is conceptualized as the notion of the open, 

which is expressed in various forms as manifestations of the network paradox. There 

are three primary aspects which describe how this occurs. 

i] Incompleteness: The fundamental paradox of networks, known as the network 

paradox, is that networks only grasp some aspects of what is over others. In this, they 

describe aspects of the world by abstracting, and are always partial, describing their 

perspective on the whole by means of the abstraction of a particular aspects or set 

thereof by means of a diagram. In this manner, all understanding and knowledge 

produced by networks must necessarily be seen as incomplete. The descriptions of the 

world as fundamentally incomplete, as produced by Heisenberg in physics, Godel in 

mathematics, and various thinkers in philosophy during the twentieth century are all 

manifestations of the fundamental manner in which it is impossible to view the entire 



world of experience from any particular location in spacetime, or to be in all 

spacetime locations at once and still know things in the manner we understand this 

notion in our world. Only the fundamental intertwining of networks of radically 

different types, which provide different perspectives on what is, can help to produce 

descriptions which allow for complex forms of intertwining with the world which allow 

for robust intertwining with what is.  

 

ii] Holography: Each network expresses in its way the wholes from which it emerges, 

and ultimately, the whole of what is. The networkological approach to the world must 

therefore not only be relational and processural, but also holographic. In holographic 

images, each aspect of the image contains the whole representation, encoded in 

relation to its perspective thereupon, such that from a wide degree of perspectives 

upon the image, the whole can be reconstructed in many dimensions at once.  So it is 

with networks in the world, for each network in the world expresses, in its own way, 

the whole of which it is a part. While this notion might seem abstract, an example 

might make it clearer: when archaeologists encounter the bones of long extinct animal 

species, they can often use them to reconstruct aspects of the world in which that 

species lived. Certain shapes of teeth imply a specific type of diet, for example. Now 

imagine that in the distant future, an alien species were to encounter a digital 

computer in the ruins of a long abandoned human colony on a distant planet. Would 

they be able to understand what they have found without reconstructing, at least in 

thought, much of world, both natural and cultural, in which humans lived? Every 

aspect of the world carries traces of that which formed it, and from this, we can see 

the way in which every element contains within it, if virtually and in its own way, a 

refraction of the world which produced it. While this refraction may be incomplete 

and partial, it is only fully meaningful in relation to the whole that produced it. This is 

what is meant by the holographic nature of the networkological project.  

Iii] Fractality: Holography extends to all levels of scale, such that within the bounds of 

all that we know that exist, from the greatest to the smallest, everything that we 

know of is holographic in this fashion. And it seems that each time we expand the 

boundaries of our knowledge in relation to the smallest entities and widest contexts 

we know, we encounter always another level. This hall-of-mirrors effect, in which all 

levels contain ever more levels, can be described by the term fractal, and 

networkological thought, in its commitment to relation, must necessarily also be 



fractal in nature. Contemporary science has yet to find a limit to the self-containing 

fractality of what is, and according to the networkological perspective on the world, 

such a limit would most likely be itself simply a different form of relation, formed of 

its own levels, but not truly a limit to fractality as such.  

Iv] Process: Networkological thought is also primarilly a philosophy of process. This is 

because relation needs to be understood as something of which time is a part. All 

entities in the world are formed, and eventually, dissolve (and as we will see, so it is, 

many have argued, with time itself). To approach entities abstracted from time is to 

fundamentally distort them, and while it is important to understand what such 

approaches have to show us, we should not be seduced by them. No entity is ever 

absolute, but rather an element of more encompassing frames of reference, and no 

product is ever more fundamental than the processes of its production and/or 

dissolution. Since all networks, no matter how static they appear, have at some point 

been produced, all networks and network elements are necessarily dynamic, examples 

of relational entities-in-process, any one of which can be described as an x-in-

process. Process is simply one of the forms whereby relation manifests in the world. 

Ethical Principles – Call to Robustness: The call to robustness describes the primary 

ethical value of the networkological project, the aspects of which include the 

following:   

i] Complexity: According to the networkological project, complexity is the source of 

all value and valuation, and as such, is the primary value of the networkological 

project. As we will see, complexity has many differing essential components, including 

diversity, meta-stability, and sync. Destructive behaviors in the world come about 

when one aspect of complexity is valued over others, resulting in paranoid systems of 

various forms.  

ii] Sustainability: As we will see, complexity can only be pursued as an ethical goal in 

relation to the notion of sustainability, in which case it is known as robustness. A 

commitment to complexity without sustainability to moderate it can become self-

subverting in a variety of ways, and hence, sustainability can be seen as both an 

aspect of complexity, as well as a precondition and result thereof.  

iv] Description: The networkological project views all abstractions of the world as 



partial descriptions thereof. While it is necessary to try to describe the whole, any 

attempt to do so will necessarily be incomplete, and therefore, the only type of 

description which will help develop robustness is one which incorporate this into its 

very form and structure, so that it will be able to adapt to change, foster difference, 

and bring about greater robustness in the world as such. For as we will see, the only 

way to bring about robust complexity in any part of the world is to increase that of its 

contexts. Robustness is an ethic, and description is the manner in which the difference 

at the heart of robustness manifests in any attempt to orient a system in relation to 

the whole. In this sense, the networkological project values descriptions which value 

robustness and its sub-values, including curiosity, democracy, sustainability, reduction 

of pain, and many others which will be described further in future work on network 

ethics. The networkological project also values descriptions which describe themselves 

and structure themselves as partial descriptions which are fundamentally open to the 

world in a manner which a commitment to robustness describes. 

Iii] Democracy: According to the networkological project, there is more to democracy 

than the right to exersize the vote in political campaigns. We have yet to see real 

democracy in the overdeveloped world, despite appearances. The networkological 

notion of democracy is the opposite of the ridigity of paranoia. Democracy requires a 

curiosity and attentiveness to difference, a desire to learn, grow, and evolve. It is a 

value that can guide growth from the simplest matters to the most complex. 

Logical Principles - Diagrammatologics: The networkological project views the world 

of experience, including action, understanding, and knowledge as stemming from the 

structure provided by the network diagram as it manifests in various forms in the 

world. This takes the form of the four primary logics of the networkological 

enterprise, that is, the logics of the node, link, ground, and network. These manifest 

as principles in the following manner:  

 

i] Grasping: All attempts to understand or know the world need to be seen as attempts 

to grasp what it is. This occurs by means of abstraction, which makes use of selection 

and condensation to give rise to generalization. All graspings are incomplete and 

partial, manifesting the limitations of perspective in a manner which takes the form of 

the network paradox. When any abstraction persists in the world, this is known as 

reification, the stable existance of a particular aspect of what is. Reification is the 



foundation upon which further complexity is built, but when the stasis which 

reification provides begins to exceed that of difference, we say that the system which 

makes use of this reification has begun to act in a manner which is paranoid. Paranoia 

is the defense of reification at the expense of difference, and is a radical threat to 

robustness in its many forms. While some degree of paranoia may be adaptive under 

harsh competitive conditions, if this continues under less harsh conditions, it may 

ultimately subvert the very goals it originally sought to protect.  

 

ii] Meaning: While many descriptions of the world make use of reified aspects of the 

world to produce particular types of description, these need to be seen as only partial 

manifestations of the general descriptivity of the world in its emergence. The world is 

continually producing types and instances, general and particulars, and human forms 

of langauge, including those of mathematics and logic, provide only one very limited 

sub-aspect thereof. To see the world only through these lenses, or to see these lenses 

as the only source of meaning in the world, is to have a radically impoverished view of 

both meaning and the world.  

 

iii] Critique: Because of the commitment to description and incompleteness, any way 

of interacting with the world, including forms of discourse, which takes a paranoid 

approach to what is will be subject to critique by means of the networkological 

endeavor. This critique will take the form of contextualizing these paranoid 

discourses, to show the networks they conceal or exclude, blasting apart their 

reifications to reveal networked connections both within and outside of them.  

 

Iv] Creation: The networkological project views emergence as a process whereby that 

which is articulates its potentials by means of differentiating abstraction into matter, 

then reworking this as complexity by means of intertwining with other forms of 

material existence, and thereby giving rise to new potentials in what is. Creation in 

the world is fully intertwined with reification, the production of meaning and new 

meaning, and the reworking and critique of the limitations thereof. As a result, that 

which is comes to complexify by differing and intertwining, that is, as emergence or 

complexification. When complexity is destroyed, this gives rise to pain, and finding a 

way to maximize complexity while minimizing pain is part of the manner in which the 

call to robustness needs to give rise to ethical practices in the world.  



 

Goals. The networkological project has specific goals in regard to the manner in 

which it desires to intervene in contemporary discourse. While these are many, the 

primary ones are listed below:  

- To critique reified, non-relational, paranoid formations, be these traditionally 

paranoid formations, binary systems, or cancerous ones like contemporary capitalism.  

- To show a path beyond the linguistic turn which has dominated twentieth century 

philosophy, to incorporate this critique without being paralyzed by it, and in a manner 

which encourages others to do the same in their own way.  

- To show that it is possible to develop a discourse beyond many of the binaries which 

have dominated contemporary thought, including mind/body, language/world, 

subject/object, scientism/scientophobia.  

- To introduce concepts from the complexity sciences, and related fields of study in 

contemporary math and science (ie: modern abstract algebra, soft computing, 

artificial neural networks, etc.), to contemporary philosophical discourse.  

- To show how it might be possible to bring contemporary science and philosophy 

together in a way that doesn’t do disservice to either.  

 - To show that a radically immanent, relational, emergent worldview, based on an 

ethics of difference, is possible, consistent, and desireable.  

- To continue the project of decentering the human subject, begun in many forms in 

contemporary philosophy, without losing the ethical foundation needed to guide 

growth in and beyond the human.  

- To show that descriptivism in philosophy can produce a type of philosophy which 

doesn’t have to be whole, which can ‘say what everything looks like, but only from 

here and now’, a philosophy which incorporates the limitations of perspective upon it 

into its very foundations.  

- To show how a general mediology, mechanology, semiology, and economics is 

possible by means of the structures described here.  

- To produce a worldview that shows a path towards a more radically fair, just, 



radically democratic future. 

Networkologies. Before proceeding to the work of constructing the 

networkological system itself, let us first sketch the project as a whole, in miniature, 

including yet also beyond this book, in order to describe how it is that the project 

frames itself, and how it thereby differs from more traditional philosophical inquiries. 
i] The networkological perspective manifests its commitment to relation 

epistemologically by means of its concept of the open, ontologically by its concept of 

the oneand, and ethically by its concept of the call to robustness. As with all 

networkological terms, these concepts do not indicate domains or realms as much as 

aspects, sides, moments, or perspectives, such that multiplication of conceptual 

names and terms within the system itself in the process of its elaboration should 

therefore be seen as so many holographic views on the emerging relation of what is.   

ii] Each of the primary sides of the networkological philosophical system has its own 

way of relating to other terms, in that the commitment to relation (ethico-) grounds 

the oneand (onto-) and the open (epistemo-), the oneand gives rise to the open and 

the commitment to relation, and the open provides the perspective whereby we can 

see the oneand and the need for the commitment to relation, that is, it manifests 

them.    

iii] Any examination of one of the terms will lead ultimately to the others. 

Furthermore, when we examine each of these terms in greater detail, we will see that 

they then shatter, fractally giving rise to conceptual sub-networks which repeat their 

inter-mediation, in relation to the fundamental networkological principles, at further 

levels of scale.    

iv] From an epistemological perspective, for example, the open gives rise to more 

refractions of key terms as they interact with fragments of the others already 

mentioned. This manifests according to three forms, namely, the undecideability 

known as the fundamental obstacle, the ontological quandry of  potential, and the  

ethical demand known as the  appeal of the other. All three of these describe limits 

to knowledge which manifest ways in which all that what is differs with itself in the 

process of emergence.     

v] Moving from the epistemological to the ethical, we see how the call to robustness 

(freedom, ethics from the future) requires an attentiveness to this appeal of the 



commitment to 
relation 

(grounds . . .)  

emergence-in-relation/ 
relation-in-process 

other (attention, ethics in the present), resulting in the commitment to relation 

(decision, ethics in the past), which grounds the system as a whole.    

vi] And from an ontological perspective, the oneand, which gives rise to space and 

time, actual and potential, also gives rise to emergence. In this manner, emergence 

displays relation under the aspect of potential, just as relation displays emergence 

under the aspects of the actual, while both of these are manifestations of self-

differing in the process of coming to be as relation-in-process/emergence-in-relation.  

vii] Continuing this line of thought by further dividing its approach to what is (the 

onto-), the networkological perspective describes the stuff of the world itself by 

means of the term matrix. Matrix is that of which mind and matter are two aspects, 

that from which both come to be. The investigation of matrix and its modes of 

appearance, including, the open, the oneand, and the other, gives rise to the series of 

perspectives known as matrixology. The modes of appearance of matrix include 

emergence, relation, spacetime, location, perspective, matter, mind, actual, 

potential, past, future, present, variance, invariance, separation, connection, aspect, 

element, context, etc. When emergence occurs in matter in the past, it is called 

actual, while the term potential is used when emergence in matter has yet to occur. 

And when emergence gives rise to itself, and hence relation, it is known as self-

differing, emergence-in-process, or simply as emergence, for emergence always 

contains itself at a higher level of scale, for it is what gives rise to the production 

difference and relation as such.    

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                   
 
 
 

 

open  
(manifests. . .) 

	  

oneand 
(gives rise to . . .) 
	  



viii] Moving to the ethical, the extraction of guides for action for individuals and 

collectives from the analysis of networks in the world is known as network ethics, just 

as the analysis of the potentials inherent in the network diagram is known as 

diagrammatology. Network ethics will be discussed at length in a future work on this 

topic, while this work concentrates on diagrammatology and matrixology.  

ix] Because diagrammatology describes the network diagram in its most basic form, it 

is to this aspect of the networkological perspective, that which describes the 

diagrammatic aspect of the project in its most abstract form, that we will now turn. 

However, any of these divisions of the networkological enterprise could act as a point 

of entry. In light of all that is stated above, we can see that the networkological 

perspective recasts the traditional philosophical divisions, such that, more or less, 

ontology through a networkological lens becomes matrixology, epistemology becomes 

diagrammatology, while the study of the implications of these are considered by 

network ethics. However, as will be shown, none of these three branches of the 

networkological enterprise truly stand on their own, rather, they refract each other as 

aspects of the whole. Having now laid out a sketch of the work as a whole, the rest of 

this text will work to fill out precisely what the concepts just described mean. 

Groundings. In regard to its commitment to immanence and relation, as 

well as the other principles already described, how is it that the networkological 

enterprise justifies its terms, and itself as a whole?  

All of the concepts and terms employed by the networkological perspective are 

developed so as to be in sync with the varied aspects of the principle of relation. Each 

concept is necessarily a holographic and fractal intermediation of the manner in which 

the general principles of the networkological enterprise and the wider world 

intermediate each other when they are made to come into contact. Just as the 

networkological principles themselves are derived from the world, so they must then 

reintertwine with that world, in a relational interplay which overcomes the distinction 

between world and principles in a system of philosophy, such as that which is 

elaborated in what follows.  

It must be stressed, however, that due to the manner in which networkological 

thought is structured, many common critiques of other forms of philosophy, such that 

they are self-contradictory or circularly self-grounding, are not seen as grounds for 

critique. Rather, those aspects of philosophical systems often described by these 



perjorative terms are in fact very much a part of what, to networkological thought, a 

relational philosophical system does. For in fact, emergence manifests itself within 

relational philosophy in a manner which often manifests itself, to critics, as self-

contradictory, self-grounding, etc. For if self-contradiction is an attempt to relate 

with that which is other to sense, and self-grounding is the only recourse an immanent 

philosophical system has to ground itself, then the networkological system must 

necessarily have aspects of both, and in various combinations.   

From a networkological perspective, all systems of thought are either self-

contradictory or self-grounding. While most systems of thought are one or the other, 

while denying both, the networkological system embraces both at once via its notion 

of emergence. Emergence is the manner in which difference manifests itself 

immanently within the world, and in a manner which comes to grasp itself while 

serving as the ground of its own grasping. Self-contradiction and self-grounding are 

simply two sides of the reduction of the concept of emergence within non-relational 

discourses.  

In relational modes of thought, however, the refractive manner in which terms contain 

each other and ground each other is neither simply contradictory nor self-grounding, 

but both one and the other, and more, for it describes the immanent topology, or 

shape, of the relational system itself, thereby providing its formal structure. More will 

be said later in this text to describe precisely what is meant by this.  

However, for now let it suffice to say that the grounding of terms by each other in a 

nested fashion indicates foldings between levels of the networkological project, the 

manner in which its terms and concepts layer and intertwine around the self-

containing self-differing which is emergence-in-relation / relation-in-process. 

Emergence is fundamentally non-totalizing, it moves within itself while standing still, 

as relation-differing and differing-in-relation. Emergence is always nested within 

itself, giving rise to itself, such that self-containment is not something to be 

eliminated as much as understood. Emergence as a temporal structure is thus perhaps 

best described by means of means of 4...n-dimensional, non-orientable surfaces such 

as a cross-cap or Klein bottle, 2 so long as these shapes are only seen as illustrations of 

a process which is fundamentally plural, composed of non-linear networks of relation-

in-process at multiple levels of scale, of which non-orientable diagrams describe a 

mere part.  

From such a perspective, we can begin to see the manner in which the networkological 



perspective grounds itself by means of a process of ‘eating its own tails,’ following the 

temporal and logical structure of emergence in its process of differing with itself in 

the world. For in fact, experience can be understood as the result of that which 

contains itself fracturing and differentiating itself and then re-relating to and 

recontaining itself at multiple levels of scale. Within all  

                          

 

that exists, strands of potential emergence remain, indicating the network that 

connects the potential of all to all, if at differing degrees of intensity. Understanding 

the topologies of such intensity in relation to what is is a large part of what is entailed 

in the networkological enterprise itself.  

And while the presentation of the networkological perspective in this text moves from 

diagrammatology through matrixology to ethics, ultimately, it could have begun 

anywhere, for the parts all contain the whole in miniature. The entirety of the system 

is what grounds it, by means of what it gives rise to via its movement within the 

relation between itself and the world. And as we will work to show, what the system 

gives rise to via this movement is precisely itself, the networkological perspective. In 

all of this, the only criterion of value which is used by the networkological pespective 

to adjudicate itself, and other philosophies, is the degree to which each helps develop 

sustainable complexity in regard to their contexts. This will all be described in full in 

future works on network ethics.  

Diagrammatology. Diagrammatology is the study of networks at their 

most abstract. By describing the logics of networks in general, diagrammatology shows 

how networks can be used to describe relatively abstract phenomena such as 

quanities, qualities, types, sets, and logics, as well as relatively abstract processes 

such as representation, understanding, knowledge, structuration, complexity, and 

emergence. Diagrammatology is therefore the aspect of the networkological project 

three dimensional embeddings 
of four dimensional, non-
orientable surfaces known as a 
cross-cap and Klein bottle, 
respectively.  



which deals with concerns handled by the traditional philosophical disciplines of logic, 

metaphysics, and in conjunction with the relevant aspects of matrixology, 

epistemology.  

Diagrammatology has four main parts. Diagrammatics is the study of the concepts 

which pertain to networks as such, parametrics describes the forms these take in 

individual networks, combinatorics describes how networks intertwine with each other 

to give rise to parameters, and emergence describes how networks arise from within 

each other and in relation to the wider world.  

As we will see, each of these sections manifests the logic of aspects of what will be 

called the network diagram, which is itself composed of the node, link, ground, and 

network/level. The section on diagrammatics manifests the intersection of the logic 

of the network with that of the node, the section on parametrics that of the node with 

that of the link, that on combinatorics that on emergence that of the ground with that 

of the level (and by means of the homology between network and level, we see the 

link between the diagrammatics at one level and emergence at the next).  

One fundamental feature of diagrammtology is that it describes not only the network 

diagram, but how this diagram serves as a sort of grammar for what is, providing the 

structure which allows that which exists to grasp itself meaningfully in the process of 

its self-understanding. While diagrammatology begins by focusing on issues which have 

traditionally been associated with network diagrams, as the shift occurs between the 

sections on diagrammatics and parametrics, the network diagram will serve as a 

foundation from which to generate what can be seen as a sort of language of what is, 

a grammar of things, so to speak.  

Thus, in the section on parametrics, we will see that certain types of parameters 

function as what can be thought of as the adjectives, nouns, connecting words, and 

verbs of what is, and in a sense which has many resonances with both natural and 

mathematical languages as used by humans. In all of this, it must not be thought that 

what is presented here is some sort of anthropomorphic attempt to understand the 

world via the categories of human language. Rather, this section attempts to describe 

the manner in which the world presents itself as meaningful to itself: human languages 

are simply secondary effects of this meaningfulness, which may or may not resonate 

with this deeper meaningfulness in a wide variety of ways. Much more will be said 

about human language, of which mathematics is one particular type, in the section on 

matrixology. However, it must be kept in mind that in what follows, we are concerned 



with the manner in which a networked view of the world can help ground an 

understanding of the meaningfulness of the world as such, in and beyond human 

languages and meanings. As we proceed to the sections on combinatorics and 

emergence, we will see how the deeper meaningfulness of what is can be understood 

by more complex forms thereof, of which human languages are one particular and 

limited type.  

Diagrammatology is without question the most abstract aspect of the networkological 

project. It is, however, the approach to the networkological project which allows a 

reader an introduction to this project from abstract and simple to concrete and 

complex. To enter the networkological project from this point is to take the path of 

traditional philosophical system building. This is because diagrammatology is the 

attempt to describe the world in its most general and abstract form. Such an endeavor 

must be seen as necessarily limited, however, a product of the contexts of its 

articulation, and inflected by the process of abstraction whereby it is produced.  

While one may choose to enter the networkological project via diagrammatology, 

there are alternate points of entry, each of which provides an equally viable 

trajectory through the whole. For those wishing a point of entry related to the 

physical world, consciousness, and culture, entry by means of matrixology is advised, 

and from here, the reader can abstract back to diagrammatology. Likewise, for those 

interested in applications and implications, the section on network ethics is 

recommended. In what immediately follows, however, the network diagram, in its 

most abstract form, will serve as a point of departure.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



                        [1. diagrammatics: logics of 
diagrams] 

 

 
 
Elements. The networkological project is an attempt to develop the 

potentials implicit in network diagrams in relation to the world. From networks in the 

world, of which network diagrams, such as those seen on paper or computer screens, 

are one particular type, a philosophical concept can be abstracted. This is concept is 

known as the network diagram.  

 

The three primary components, or elements, of the network diagram are the node, 

or individual, the link, or connection, and the ground, or context. In addition to 

these, one quasi-element pertains to the network diagram, which is the 

network/level. This quasi-element can be seen in the manner in which networks and 

their elements contain each other. In each individual network, the whole always lurks 

implicitly, as both a part of that network and the whole, as well as the potential for 

that network to become a part of another network, or contain other 

networks/elements. What determines the difference between an element and a 

network as a whole is the relevant level of scale, such that the level of scale and the 

network as a whole need to be seen as two sides or manifestations of the same.  

 

As far as we know about the structure of our universe, all network elements are 

themselves also networks, and all networks are also network elements, up to and 

potentially including infinite levels of both great and small scale (more will be said 

about this later in the volume on matrixology). In this sense, we have no reason to 

believe there there are networks which do not contain other levels of scale within 

them, and/or are contained within other networks, to an infinite degree. While we 

cannot know this for certain, practially speaking, we can operate as if this were the 

case.  

 

The network elements described above – node, link, ground (and network/level) - 

occur in many forms, and may be static or dynamic, heterogeneous or homogeneous, 

large or small, dense or porous, etc. Some may be directed (ie: links which only flow 

in a given direction), single or multiply articulated, precise or fuzzy, they may fold 



and intertwine in various ways, etc. Networks include any and all of these 

permutations, as well as many others which will be described in detail in what follows. 

From the diagrammatic germ described above - node, link, ground (and 

network/level) - the entire networkological project springs.  

 

Abstraction. The concept of the network diagram, as well as the concepts 

it includes (such as those of network elements and other concepts to be described in 

what follows), are all relative abstractions of networks in the world, of which network 

diagrams, and the concept of the network diagram itself, are particular types. The 

concept of the network diagram represent the networkological endeavor in its most 

abstract form.  

 

In what follows, the description of the conceptual side of networks will at times seem 

to nearly collapse under the weight of its own abstraction, for the relation between 

the networkological project and the wider world is presented here in its most tenuous 

form. However, while abstraction strips away contexts, it also provides the potential 

for generalization, and without generalization, network diagrams would be useless in 

helping us understand the world.  

 

In addition to obvious benefits provided by generalization, abstraction also clarifies 

the potentials and limitations implicit in a way of looking at the world when the 

approach in question is taken to its limits. For by taking a given model for dealing with 

concrete instances in the world to its extreme, we see what may happen when the 

instances in question go beyond the common or everyday. Such a procedure is 

particularly useful in case the conditions which determine which concrete cases are 

everyday were ever to shift.  

 

Abstraction is a lens for viewing the world, one which, like all other lenses, gives as it 

takes and vice-versa. This section will continue with abstraction as its method, while 

those sections which follow will work to reconnect the abstractions generated thereby 

with the more concrete aspects of the world which provide their grounds. In what 

immediately follows, however, the method will be to describe those aspects of 

networks which remain when abstracted from space, time, quantity, and all qualities 

other than those which form aspects of the network diagram as such, as described 

below.  

 



Diagram. The first and foundational concept of networkological 

diagrammatology is that of the network diagram itself. According to the 

networkological perspective, a diagram is a sign which represents a concept. The 

network diagram is a particular variant thereof, both a concept and a diagram, a 

concept of a sign, and a sign of a concept.  

 

More will be said about concepts and signs later in this text. However, for now it is 

important to state that unlike signs such as alphabetic or ideographic signs, network 

diagrams both say and show. That is, they both represent and perform the relation 

they describe, such that the network diagram, like all diagrams, unites sign and 

concept in itself.  

 

The network diagram, however, is the most abstract diagram, the diagram of the 

concept of diagrammatization, or concrete abstraction, as such. While the network 

diagram is not the sort of diagram which can be easily drawn, for it is the concept of 

the network in its most abstract sense, and therefore abstracted from any particular 

network other than itself, it can nevertheless be described by means of the 

articulation of the relations between its component concepts. Such a mode of 

description traces, if abstractly, the form of the concept as diagram, and in this sense, 

diagrams the concept. This is precisely what this section will work to do.  

 

Node. The concept of the node in the network diagram represents the principle 

of unity(-in-difference), or the one(and). Considered in complete abstraction, a node 

is without parts, completely identical to all other nodes in a network, and all other 

nodes as such, for each node in a network is, from such a perspective, simply an 

instantiation, an ingression, of the node which is itself a concept within the concept 

known as the network diagram. Such is the concept of the node taken to its abstract 

extreme. It must be kept in mind, however, that no node can ever truly be a unity, for 

true unity is never seen in pure form in the world, for it would be without relation, 

and hence, we could have no experience of it. For this reason, we can say that the 

concept of the node takes the form of unity(-in-difference), or the one(and). For 

difference lurks within the unity of the node, and all nodes, even when conceptualized 

in the extreme. The abstraction utilized in this section manifests the logic of the 

node, for abstraction describes unity-in-difference.  

 



Link. The concept of the link in the network diagram represents the principle of 

difference, disjunct-unity, or the two(and). Links hold apart that which they 

connect, and bring together than which is separate. When the concept of the link 

intersects that of the node, the result is the plurification of the concept of the node 

into nodes, for once there is a link, there are necessarily nodes rather than a node, 

links between elements rather than a link, and hence, a network rather than simply an 

element. As that which is at once unified and disjunct from nodes, the concept of the 

link opens onto the concept of the ground, that which is neither inside networks nor 

outside of them. The linking between abstraction and concretion, present increasingly 

in sections of this text which follow that of diagrammatics, manifest the logic of the 

link.  

 

Ground. The concept of the ground in the network diagram represents the 

principle of indistinction, neither/nor, or the three(and). Grounds are the context(s) 

in relation to which nodes, links, and the network(s)/level(s) they describe are 

distinguished. Grounds are neither fully inside networks nor outside of them, and in 

this sense, we can say that, to use a term employed by Jacques Lacan, are ex-timate 

to them, exhibiting exterior intimacy/interior exteriority.3  

 

The extimacy of grounds to networks is not the only manner in which grounds are 

neither/nor, however, for they are also neither unified nor dispersed, neither nodes 

nor links (and may be composed of any/all network elements or networks, depending 

on the context in question), and while they may be the background of a network, 

depending on the manner in which the network in question is deployed in the world, 

they may also be the foreground. In the capacity of foreground, a ground functions as 

a potential node within other networks, just as when it functions as a background, the 

ground functions as a potential link between networks. In both cases, the ground 

serves to link the network in question to the wider world.  

 

When the concept of the ground intersects with that of the node, we see the manner 

in which all grounds link all networks together as the excess which unites them. When 

the concept of the ground intersects with that of the link, we see the manner in which 

this excess is disjunct in the manner in which it unites. When the concept of the 

ground intersects with that of the intersection of the concepts of the node and the 

link, the first result is the potential for change within the nodes and links.  

 



Change always involves production or consumption, which are themselves forms of 

transformation. When relations between nodes and links change, they do so by 

drawing upon their ground(s), or releasing into their ground(s), and in this sense, 

grounds are that which is produced or consumed in order to make change in neworks 

occur. Some change may even lead to the emergence or dissolution of nodes, links, or 

networks/levels themselves.  

 

The concept of the ground deepens the difference presented by the unity(-in-

difference) of nodes and the disjunct-unity of links into the self-differing which 

pertains to grounds. Self-differing, while always also an othering, a becoming strange 

and other to oneself, nevertheless starts and ends with the self, even if in the process 

of becoming other to itself. That is, differing via grounds remains grounded in the self 

of particular networks, for even as grounds represent the presence of the world within 

networks, they do so in a manner which is framed by these networks themselves.  

 

However, grounds also represent the inability of any network to truly close on itself, 

and thus, the concept of the ground manifests the manner in which each aspect of the 

network diagram may differ from itself by means of a lack of closure which links each 

and every network to that which exceeds it. This is what is meant by the notion of the 

three(and), for the ground as the third term within the network diagram prevents the 

closure of the three it nevertheless describes, such that the –andic presents itself by 

means of the third of the three.  

 

Beyond this, the second result of the intersection of the concept of the ground with 

that of the node and the link is the potential for nodes and links in a network to exist 

neither fully inside a network nor fully outside of it. For nodes and links may have 

parts which are outside any given network in question, and may even exist in many 

networks at once. Here we see the manner in which nodes and links can serve as 

grounds, for they may also have aspects which are neither fully inside nor outside a 

given network.  

 

In this sense, we can say that the ground of any network can be composed of various 

grounds, as well as aspects of nodes and links, which are extimate to a given network. 

These aspects of the ground are neither fully undifferentiated in their function as the 

ground of the network, nor fully differentiated in their functions in the network as 

such.  



 

In addition, the third result of the intersection of the concept of the ground with that 

of nodes and links is that it is also possible for the indistinction represented by the 

concept of the ground to display itself within nodes and links themselves. When this 

happens, we say that the nodes and links in question are fuzzy, rather than precise.  

 

In all its forms, the concept of the ground presents an opening onto the concept of the 

network/level, namely, that which is not neither within networks nor outside them, 

but rather, both within networks and outside them.  

 

Network/Level. Levels within networks come in three primary forms. Any 

element/network, or entity, exists at what is known as a meso- level of scale, 

between macro- and micro- levels. Entities which are contained, in part or full, by 

aspects of a network, or which relate to a network in a manner structurally similar to 

that of entities contained by this network, are said to exist at a micro- level of scale.  

Entities which contain, in part or in full, aspects of a network, or which relate to a 

network in a manner structurally similar to that of entities which contain this network, 

are said to exist at a macro- level of scale. Meso- levels of scale are those which are 

between macro- and micro- levels.  

 

Distinctions between macro-, micro, and meso- levels of scale are determined 

relationally, by the networks involved in a given interaction in a given context, and 

hence such distinctions are not absolute. In this manner, a given entity can exist at 

multiple levels of scale in relation to a variety of entities. Synthesis, decomposition, 

and transformation can give rise to and collaspe levels, or create new layerings 

thereof. If distinctions between levels may be established relatively precisely in 

relation to full containment, such distinctions may be established in a more fuzzy 

and/or fluid manner in relation to partial containment, interaction, or structurally 

determined potential therefor. In all manifestations, the intertwined and dynamic 

form of levels of containment within what is indicates the topological structure of 

emergence as it gives rise to itself within itself.  

 

The concept of the network/level in the network diagram represents the principle of 

emergence. Emergence is that which contains itself in the process of coming to be. 

For this reason, the concept of the network/level is doubled and contains itself, for it 

is both the concept of the network as a whole, but also that of the concept of the 



level within and between networks, a concept which only emerges when networks 

contain network elements and/or other networks. For when any network is seen as a 

whole, it is immediately also an element of a network(s) beyond it.  

 

This paradoxical aspect of networks, represented by the concepts of the 

network/level and emergence, is known as the network paradox. The network paradox 

shows us the manner in which the notion of the network/level deepens the difference 

within the unity(in-difference) of the node, the disjunct-unity of the link, and the self-

differing of the neither/nor of the ground into the emergence, or threeand, 

characteristic of the both/and of the network/level.  

 

The concept of the network/level is both whole and part, for it contains itself, and 

does so infinitely, and with infinite intensity, at all the levels of scale within what is. 

Emergence is that from which self and other, inside and outside, foreground and 

background, distinction and indistinction, come to be. For this reason, we can say that 

the network/level represents the concept of the threeand, that which manifests the 

oneand, even if emergence, as the oneand, is that from which the very distinction 

between oneand and threeand emerges, for the threeand is the manner in which the 

oneand emerges, for it is the oneand in its emerging.  

 

In this sense, we can say that the threeand and oneand are aspects of the oneand as 

emergence. Thus, the oneand and the threeand are two sides of the same, for the 

threeand is what emerges from the oneand, and that which causes the oneand to 

emerge from within itself into the threeand of the network diagram.  

 

When the concept of the network/level intersects with the concept of the node, we 

see the manner in which any network element, when conceived of as unity(-in-

difference), may be within multiple levels at once, either in whole or in part. It also 

demonstrates the manner in all networks are united by means of the network diagram, 

above and through many levels. When the concept of the network/level intersects 

with that of the link, we see the manner in which any network elements and/or 

networks may act as a form of link between networks and/or levels, thereby 

expanding the disjunct-unity of link to a self-differing emergence within itself. When 

elements exist within multiple networks at once, across and beyond levels of scale, as 

described by the intersection of the concept of the network/level with that of either 

the node and link or both, this is known as quilting.  



 

As the germ of difference in the network diagram, the concept of the link may be seen 

as pushing on that of the ground and the network/level, splitting them within 

themselves, even as the concept of the ground and network/level push the link beyond 

itself into the neither-nor of grounding and the both-and of leveling. In this sense, we 

see the potential for the emergence of a twoand, beyond the two(and), a primary 

scission within what is.  

 

This formation is shown at work in textual form in the self-perpetuating and self-

exceeding binaries in texts by Bergson, Deleuze, Derrida, Luhman, etc. The twoand 

exists at the boundary between the concept of the link and that of the ground. It only 

emerges therefrom, however, from the intersection of the concept of the 

network/level with the link, indirectly via the ground.  

 

Beyond this, when the concept of the network/level intersects with that of the 

ground, it transforms the self-differing of any element in relation to itself, other 

network elements, and/or its grounds into the potential for emergence of 

network/level(s) as well. Grounds are revealed themselves to be composed of 

elements, including nodes, links, grounds, and network/levels, at all levels of scale.  

 

The neither-nor of the concept of the ground is that which pushes the concept of the 

network into the both-and of the emergence of the level, just as the both-and of the 

concept of the network/level is that which pushes the concept of the ground beyond 

mere background to the neither-nor, for neither-nor and both-and are two sides of the 

same, as are ground and network/level. The concept of the ground represents the -

andic side of the three(and), the opening of the three(and) onto the threeand, just as 

the concept of the network/level represents the threeand, the opening of the oneand 

in emergence. The self-exceeding aspects of the network diagram are thereby split 

into the self-differing of the concept of the ground and the emergence of the concept 

of the network/level, even if this self exceeding is also found in germ within the 

concepts of the node and the link. The result of these intertwinings are the limitations 

manifested by means of the network paradox, and the opening presented by the 

intertwining of three(and), threeand, and the oneand in change and emergence itself 

in their many forms.  

 

When the concept of the network/level intersects with that of the intersection of the 



concept of the node and the link, we see the disjunct-unity of the manner in which 

levels unify yet divide networks by means of the network diagram itself. When the 

concept of the network/level intersects with that of the intersection of the concepts 

of the node, level, and ground, it describes the manner in which their intertwining in 

networks emerges from other networks at other levels of scale. Such a state is doubly 

split, for emergence implies an intertwined relation between a macro level which 

contains a meso level, a micro level which is contained within the meso level, and the 

intersection of the macro and micro levels in the meso level which unites them. We 

see here thus a split split between the meso and micro-macro, which is itself split into 

the split between macro-meso and meso-micro, thereby describing the structure of 

three splits which exceed themselves in the form of a threeand.  

 

This threeand has a form which mirrors the manner in which the network diagram can 

be considered as itself split between a three(and) in which unity contains diversity 

(the network which contains the node, level, ground, and level), and a threeand in 

which diversity exceeds/contains unity (the level which exceeds/contains the ground, 

link, node, and network). The oneand shows itself here precisely in the passage 

between threeand to three(and) and back again. For the oneand is that which splits 

itself, multiplies itself, while remaining what it is, for it is only itself in emerging. It is 

not pure difference, for pure difference, like pure unity, cannot exist as such in the 

world, for they would be without relation, and hence we could not know them. The 

concept of difference, only arises in the world in various manifestations of the –andic, 

just as the concept of unity only arises in the world as various manifestations of 

unity(in-difference), each of which only arise as aspects of the emergence of networks 

in the world within themselves.  

 

Beyond this, when the concept of the network/level intersects with itself, by means of 

and through its intersection with the intersection of the concepts of the node, link, 

and ground, we see the manner in which levels link networks, and are networks, for 

they allow for each network element to function as each other, depending on how 

they are related to the other networks. That is, levels may link nodes and nodes, links 

and links, grounds and grounds, networks and networks, as well as any combination 

thereof, at all levels of scale, fractally, depending on the manner in which the aspects 

in question are related to each other. Here we see how the oneand manifests itself 

within the threeand triandically, that is, as a fractal and holographic oneandic 

proliferation of threeands within threeands, at many levels of scale.  



 

The concept of the network/level show us the manner in which the concept of the 

network diagram describes the concept of relation, for it intertwines unity(in-

difference), disjunct-unity, self-differing, and emergence, thereby producing 

intertwined series of triands which give rise to the fractal, holographic, relational 

complexity of the world of experience. 

 

The Oneand. By means of the relative degrees of reification of the oneand, 

as manifested by means of its aspects, including unity-in-difference, disjunct-unity, 

self-differing, and emergence, the oneand emerges, and it does so as the threeand. It 

thereby produces relation, for it is relation in the process of its coming to be.  

 

The oneand manifests between two extremes. The degree of reification manifested by 

unity-in-difference is the most extreme form of reification present within the network 

diagram, and in this form, the oneand cloaks itself in a manner which can be described 

as that of the one(and). The movement from oneand to one(and) describes the motion 

of the concept of the network diagram within itself. This cloaking also shows up in the 

notion of the one(and) of the node, as well as the two(and) of the link, and the 

three(and) of the ground, which by means of the threeand of the network/level, opens 

up onto the oneand itself. For it is by means of the plurivocity of the level, of the 

production of what, following Bergson, may be called differences in kind from 

differences in degree,4 or the movement from the indistinction of the ground to the 

multiplicitous distinction of the level, that we see the emergence of the new within 

emergence, the production of the actual from within potential. This is itself the final 

stage in a larger process, in which the cloaking of the oneand in the one(and), and 

concomitantly in the  two(and), three(and), and threeand, produces the actual from 

potential by means of the network level which is its final stage.  

 

This process describes the manner in which the threeand manifests the oneand by 

means of the movement from oneand to one(and) and back. The oneand runs the 

circuit of the threeand in order to emerge, and to emerge from itself as one(and) to 

the oneand of the world emerging. For the oneand is a concept which must come to 

be, and continually be more than itself, in order for it to cohere as a concept at all, 

for existence is included in its very conceptuality as self-exceeding emergence as 

such. And to do this, it must exist, and in a manner which continually exceeds itself, 

for it to cohere as a concept. This does not mean that we have somehow deduced the 



necessity of the existence of the world from the conceptual structure of the network 

diagram, or that the concept of the oneand somehow calls itself into existence, for 

concepts are abstractions from the world, as well as parts thereof, and nothing more.  

 

More will be said about deduction later in this work, but suffice it to say for now that 

the networkological project does not deduce, but rather, it describes. There is no 

guarantee in what follows, only a wager on the potential resonance between the 

concepts presented here and the relational structure of the wider world. What follows 

is then an unfolding, an articulation of the potentials present in the network diagram 

and the structure of the world, so as to redescribe the world networkologically. Having 

finished examining the network diagram as such, we will now turn to the most abstract 

and general manner in which the network diagram can be seen manifesting in 

networks in the wider world.  
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Network-level / 
Emergence / 
The Threeand 

The oneand in the threand 
of the network diagram 



[2. parameterics: the prose     
                                     of worlds] 

 
 
Parameters. Nodes, links, grounds, and networks/levels describe networks 

in their most abstract form. However, networks in the wider world intertwine aspects 

of the network diagram in such a way as to give rise to a wide variety of particular 

forms. The concepts of these forms, known as parameters, are secondary in 

abstraction only to those of the network diagram, and describe the manner in which 

the network diagram manifests in the wider world.  

 

Parameters condense and display the intertwining of the networks as they manifest in 

individual networks as relatively unified forms. Describing the manner in which 

networks may be known, parameters are concepts abstracted from networks, and 

manifest the unity-in-difference of the logic of the node both in how they describe 

networks, as well as in their conceptual form. As we will see, there are several types 

of parameters, including those of intensity, type, context, and emergence, each 

manifesting the logic of the concept of one element of the network diagram. Each will 

be examined, along with their subtypes, in turn.  

 

What will become apparent as we proceed is that there is a resonance between the 

four primary types of parameters and four of the primary structures of grammar 

present in various forms of human language, which includes the languages of modern 

mathematics. As we will see, parameters of intensity can be understood as the world’s 

adjectives, so to speak, while parameters of type can be understood as the world’s 

nouns, parameters of context its connecting words, and parameters of level its verbs.  

 

In addition, we will see that there are many similarities between the adjectival nature 

of parameters of intensity and the mathematics of set theory, the noun-like nature of 

parameters of type and mathematical group theory, the connecting-word aspects of 

parameters of ground and formal logic, and the verb-like nature of parameters of 

emergence and mathematical category theory. Much more will be said about this in 

what follows.  

 

However, it should not be thought that the linguistic and mathematical resonances 



described here serve as evidence for something like the existence of human language 

and/or mathematics in the world, the transparency of these media in relation to the 

world, or any sort of anthropomorphism or anthropic principles.5 Rather, human 

languages, including mathematics, are abstractions, and often highly imperfect ones, 

from the meaningfulness of the world as such. The meaningfulness of the world is a 

condition of possibility of the meaningfulness of human cultural products, including 

languages and maths.  

 

Thus, to the extent that human languages and maths are resonant with aspects of the 

world is the extent to which they help us to sync with the world. But the world is 

meaningful without and beyond us, and any meaning we create is simply an echo 

thereof. When the entities of the world intertwine by means of the structural quasi-

grammar described in what follows via emergent combinatories, the world writes itself 

in the deep poetry of the prose of things. Our own systems of meanings may resonate 

with those of the wider world, but only our ability to sync with the world in its 

complex dynamics is evidence thereof.  

 

Intensities. Parameters of intensity, or intensities, describe the simplest 

way in which entities can be described. When we say that a given entity is strong or 

weak, large or small, we describe this entity by means of parameters of intensity.  

 

Determinations of intensity are always relative, for we can only say that an entity is 

large or small in comparison to other entities, or in relation to a third entity which 

serves as a standard for determining relative degrees between them. Any standard of 

comparison or standard of reference can be subdivided into units of degree (more 

will be said about what is meant by metric, measure, and quantity later in the section 

on parametrics). While standards may use units to measure an intensity, intensities 

are always, to use a phrase employed by Aristotle,6 potentially infinite, for any 

intensity can be subdivided infinitely depending on the entities being compared, or 

the divisions used to distinguish units of degree.  

 

While determinations of a given intensity may be relative (ie: more, less), or of 

degree, they may also be be either fuzzy or precise. Fuzziness must not be thought of 

as sloppiness, for in fact, it can be precisely quantified, depending on its type. Any 

node or link, for example, can be present to a degree in a network, depending on the 

number of its aspects present in a network, or the degree to which these are present. 



Coordination or sync between entities in the world can also precise or loose, a type of 

fuzzy linking which can be compared or measured in a variety of ways. Grounds are by 

nature indeterminate, but the degrees of such indeterminacy can be compared or 

measured against each other. And it is also possible for networks to themselves be 

fuzzy, as exhibited in networks of so-called ‘family resemblance,’ in which a critical 

number of traits in common needs to be present, yet not any specific grouping 

thereof. Metric, precise, or otherwise, each intensity can be used as a lens whereby to 

describe the world of experience by means of differing relative intensities.  

 

In this sense, each intensity can be thought of as a network in its own right, if one 

which is dominated by the logic of the node, which is precisely what is meant by 

intensity. Thus, for example, all the world can be seen as exhibiting various degrees of 

greenness, including those parts of the universe in which it is impossible to be green.  

 

Many specific parameters of intensity can be seen in the world. These include notions 

such as temperature, duration, redness, gravity, flexibility, elasticity, wetness, 

ductility, porosity, etc. In this sense, we can say that intensities can be thought of as 

the world’s adjectives. This does not mean that all adjectives describe intensities, or 

that human adjectives describe intensities in the world as they are, but rather, that 

human linguistic adjectives are an attempt to capture what occurs in the world as 

intensities.  

 

Limitation. Any parameter of intensity always has a largest and smallest 

extent, if not in theory, then certainly in practice. For while we cannot know whether 

or not the world continues infinitely to smaller and larger scales, for practical 

purposes, it has relative limits, and so does everything we encounter in the world.  

 

Limits to intensities come in three forms. The first is a limit relative to a given form 

(more will be said about what is meant by form later in the section on parametrics), 

such that when an entity hits a particular limit, some aspect of it changes, not in 

terms of intensity, but in its form. These limits are known as relative limits.  

 

The second type of limit is known as a network limit. When a parameter passes this 

type of limit, the entity in question changes its relation to another network, either by 

ceasesing to be a member of a given network/level, begining to be a member of a 

given network/level, or changing its membership in a network/level.  



 

Finally, absolute limits are those encountered in relation to the structure of our 

world as a whole. Examples of absolute limits include temperatures or pressures above 

or below which it seems impossible to go any further. Ultimately the distinction 

between absolute and relative limits is likely relative as well, though in a manner 

which likely cannot be known.  

 

Each entity in the world is determined in part by the intensity of a set of parameters 

appropriate to its form. Change these parameters beyond certain limits, and the entity 

will change form, just as the form an entity takes in a given context is determined, in 

part, by the intensity of its parameters in relation to particular limits and the effect 

crossing these may have on its form.  

 

It must not be thought that the parameters of intensity which manifest in relation to a 

given entity or context are absolute. Rather, they manifest due to the nature and form 

of the entity in relation to the context in question. Thus, it would be a mistake to 

think that the notion of size or strength provide us with absolute categories for 

thinking the world. To do so would be to fall into a sort of categorical illusion which is 

ultimately an overreliance on the logic of the node.  

 

As we will see, the types of parameters of intensity appropriate to a given entity or 

context is determined by other parameters which manifest the logic of other elements 

of the network diagram. In this sense, we see how each intensity therefore has a set of 

contexts in which it manifests, and this is known as that parameter’s field of 

manifestation. No matter how general a intensity may seem, it is always manifests in 

relation to a particular field which serves to limit it, and the countours of this field 

are precisely what relative, absolute, and network limits serve to describe.  

 

Sets. In relation to their function as the adjectives of the world, any intensity can 

be thought of by means of the mathematical notion of a set, for sets are abstractions 

of the manner in which intensities manifest in the world. Sets come in many forms, 

including fuzzy, topological (stretchable), metricized (quantified), etc. All sets are 

networks, in which the elements serve as nodes which are linked by the set as such. 

When entities manifest, incarnate, or embody an intensity, we can think of the entity 

as included in the set which describes the intensity in question. There are many 

paradoxes which have haunted set theory in the course of twentieth century 



mathematics.7 When the world is viewed rigidly and only by means of the logic of the 

node, the result is forms of reified abstraction characteristic of these sorts of set 

theory, as well as the paradoxes correlative thereto. As diagrammatology seeks to 

show, however, set theory, rigidity, reification, and the logic of the node indicate only 

one manner of relating to the world among many.  

 
Network Intensities. Some parameters of intensity are particularly 

important for understanding the ways in which networks manifest in the world. These 

parameters apply to any and all networks to the extent that they are networks, and 

are direct manifestations of the network diagram. These parameters, known as 

network intensities, describe the way in which nodes, links, grounds, and 

networks/levels manifest as various forms of intensity. These parameters have been 

appropriated and reworked by the networkological enterprise from quantitative 

network analysis, the field of study which analyzes differences in degree in networks 

from the physical to life and social sciences.8 All network intensities can be 

determined either by comparison between entities, or in relation to a standard of 

reference. The simplest network intensity describes the degree to which an entity 

links other elements, and this is known as that entity’s connectivity. Connectivity is 

closely related to the diversity, namely, the different types of entities linked by a 

given element. Diversity can also be sub-divided into depth, breadth, etc., as relevant 

to a given situation. Any enity which has a relatively high connectivity and/or diversity 

in a given context is known as a hub. The likeliness of any given entity to be a hub in a 

given context is known as the tendency of either the entity or context towards 

clustering. Centrality indicates either the proximity of an entity to a hub, or the 

extent to which a context groups its hubs together, while assortativity indicates the 

extent to which nodes of the same type within heterogenous networks tend to link 

together. While there are other network intensities which have been described by 

quantitative network researchers, these are the most common.  

 

Particular Intensities. In addition to network intensities, there are 

also particular intensities. There are two primary types of these. Existential 

intensities are those which pertain to anything which exists as such. These include 

notions like being, nothingness, negation, becoming, identity, sameness, difference, 

quality, quantity, etc. Many of these are terms which have been crucial to the history 

of metaphysics. Nevertheless, these notions, despite their grand histories, are simply 



parameters, and like all parameters, are abstract concepts which derive from the 

manner in which networks intertwine with each other. More will be said about the 

genesis of concepts, including these, in later sections. Beyond existential intensities, 

there are also limited intensities, those which only pertain to particular contexts (ie: 

green, tall, strong, American, etc.).  

 

Opposition. Parameters of intensity link in a variety of ways in the world. 

Each intensity can be seen as either a manifestation of one term, such as heat, or two, 

such as heat versus cold.  

 

When there is relative symmetry between the form of linked intensities in this manner 

(ie: heat versus cold), we say that the abstract extremes of these intensities are, to 

use a term employed by Aristotle, contradictories. That is, extreme heat is the 

opposite of extreme cold, and the degree of the presence of one is that of the degree 

of the absence of the other, and vice-versa. Contradictories of this form are not pure, 

however, for it is impossible for pure unity or pure contradiction to manifest in the 

world. Pure contradiction would have no unity in it, and hence, would not be able to 

manifest as anything in particular, could have no relation to the world, and we could 

not know it.  

 

Thus, while heat and cold are symmetrical in the form of their opposition, this very 

symmetry is what makes them relative contradictories, yet prevents them from being 

absolutely contradictory. That is, they are united in the fact that they both apply to 

temperature, and so there is particularity here, and hence, an impurity in this 

contradiction. Even a contradiction within symbolic logic (ie: a = ~a) exhibits impurity, 

in the fact that the particularity of a given symbol (ie: a) shows up on both sides of an 

equals sign. Pure contradictories would have to be much more extreme phenomenon 

than this, neither existing nor not existing, both existing and not existing, and hence 

being contentless, formless, meaningless, relationless, etc. This is why all 

contradictories in the world are relative ones.  

 

The same can be said for extreme forms of similaritiy between parameters, known as 

tautologies. Tautologies, like contradictories, only exist in the world in relative and 

impure form, for even a tautology in symbolic logic (ie: a=a) masks the differences at 

work on both sides of the equal sign, for it is impossible for anything that exists to be 

completely the same as any other, for no two contexts are ever completely the same. 



Likewise, all intensities exist in the world in impure forms, for there is no ‘pure’ 

green, tall, American, etc.  

 

Between contradiction and tautology, purity and impurity, however, there is also a 

weaker form of opposition possible between parameters. Oppositions of this sorts are 

known as contraries (ie: heat and greenness). All oppositions are ultimately 

contraries, and relative contradictions are simply the most extremely different forms 

thereof in a given context, just as tautologies are simply the most extremely similar 

forms thereof in a given context. Furthermore, any parameter is a contrary to others 

simply by existing in the world, for purity is itself an abstraction, as is, ultimately, any 

intensity. The mutual limitation of intensities in the world is nevertheless a crucial 

aspect of the world, which leads us to the manner in which they intertwine as types.  

 

It is essential here to note that intensities do not only limit each other in binary 

fashion. For example, cold is not only limited by hot, for it is also limited by all that is 

linked to hot, which describes precisely what is meant by hot, and this may change 

over time. This matter brings us to the notion of what is meant by a type.  

 

Types. In addition to parameters of intensity, there are also parameters of 

type, or types. Examples of types include that of a dog, horse, metal, planet, number, 

etc. Each type is at once particular and general, for there are both dogs in general as 

well as particular dogs, horses in general as well as particular horses, etc., and the 

type describes that which links these with each other and that which allows them to 

form.  

 

Types describe the manner in which particular sets of intensities cluster together in 

relation to particular sets of circumstances which arise between entities and their 

contexts. That is, types are knots of intensities which, by means of the formal 

intertwining of network elements, manifest together in relation to a particular and 

limited conjunction of forms both between an entity and its context, as well as 

between entities and their contexts.  

 

All types are intensities, but intensities which serve to describe the manner in which 

other intensities cluster, limit, and knot together. Types link intensities, limits, and 

fields, by means of the knot of the form of the type in question, in a manner which 

describes both particular entities and how they manifest in general. Types relate 



entities by dividing them, and divide them so as to relate them, thereby exhibiting the 

disjunct-unity of the logic of the link. If intensive parameters can be thought of as 

world’s adjectives, types can be thought of as its nouns. And while a noun may name 

something singular (ie: proper nouns), they are always potentially collective, and 

hence, all nouns can be seen as describing types.  

 

It should not be thought that a type is something immutable, however, it is simply a 

generality which describes the ways in which a particular set of qualities are joined in 

a dynamic network which may manifest in a variety of entity-context conjunctures in 

the world. Types may change, expand, contract, dissolve, form, just as entities and 

contexts may shift their relations to given types.  

 

The linking of entities, contexts, and qualities in types describes the manner in which 

particular entities manifest, subsist, and change in general forms in the world. Each 

type can be thought of as a network, one which links together entities, forms, 

contexts, intensities, etc. Such a network is dominated by the logic of the link, for 

types describe disjunct-unity in the relations they describe between entities and 

contexts, particular and general, etc.  

 

Qualities. Intensities which are linked together by a type are known as 

qualities of that type. Qualities limit and enable each other in a variety of ways when 

they intertwine as types, thereby giving rise to the three types of qualities at work in 

the world: determinative, formative, and manifestory.  

 

We can see the manner in which qualities and types intertwine by means of the 

example of a molecule of H20. Such a molecule shifts form when determinative 

qualities, for example, temperature or pressure, cross particular thresholds. Such a 

shift in form, a change in the formative qualities of the molecule, then leads to a shift 

in manner in which such a molecule manifest in the world. It is in this sense that the 

type known as H20, both in general and in a particular molecule, serves to intertwine 

determinative qualities (ie: temperature, pressure, etc.) with formative ones (ie: 

number and types of component atoms, angles between them, etc.) and these give 

rise to manifestory ones (ie: wetness, fixed density, etc.).  

 

The sum of the formative qualities of any entity is a meta-quality or type known as its 

form, which is shared, as are all qualities, between both entity and type. A form 



describes the manner in which the sub-entities which comprise any entity are 

combined. Distance, angle, and dimension are three qualities commonly used to 

describe the relation between the form of an entity and a given standard of 

comparison or reference.  

 

In addition to form, there are other meta-qualities, including manifestation and 

determination. It must be kept in mind that that types, as all intensities, have fields 

and limits, beyond which they either manifest differently, or cease to manifest. In 

relation to these limits, any molecule of H20 will shift the relation between its 

qualities in relation to its context in a manner characteristic of H20, and such shifting 

is precisely what describes the behavior of a given molecule as belonging to H20 as its 

type, for a type such as H20 is nothing more than the dynamic network of 

determinative, formative, and manifestory qualities which any and all particular 

molecules of H20 presents.  

 

None of what is stated above should be understood as meaning that the world 

somehow knows about the letters we use to describe H20, or even the concept these 

letters name. Rather, humans use the concept named by the letters H20 to describe 

what they believe is a type in the world. Due to the degree of sync between our 

descriptions of H20 and the manner in which that which humans mean by this 

manifests itself, there is strong reason to believe that our notion of H20 resonates 

strongly with a type which exists in the world, and that our sense of the qualities 

which pertain to this type resonates strongly with that which pertains to this type in 

the world.  

 

While we have discussed the type described by H20 by means of the term ‘H20,’ it must 

be kept in mind that the term is only a shorthand for the type in the wider world. H20 

serves as an example of the more general manner in which any collective noun, from 

H20 to liquid, dog, metal, or any other, can serve to describe what is meant by a type. 

And while we could call any of these by any name, what matters is not the name 

given, but rather, the formal resonance between the concept used by humans to 

describe a type, and the type in question in the world.  

 

When an attempt is made to link a given type with a given name, we call the former 

an undertype, and the latter an overtype. Producing resonances between under- and 

overtypes is much of the work of learning about the world. Since humans cannot know 



all the contexts relevant to a given entity or type, it is impossible to know completely 

which qualities and limits pertain to a type, and hence, it is impossible to know all the 

qualities and limits relevant to an entity or type.  

 

Much more will be said about this later in other sections of the text. However, it 

should be noted in addition to under- and overtypes, the disjunction between over- 

and under- described here, and intertwined via action, applies to all parameters, not 

merely those of type. Hence, there are under- and over- intensities, grounds, and 

emergences.  

 

Topology. In everyday language, a network’s form is known as its shape. 

However, this is ultimately an imprecise term, for a network has both an inner and 

outer shape, which may be different. The more precise term used by network analysts 

to encompass a network’s shape is its topology, and in what follows, we will use 

topology and form interchangeably.  

 

Topology is the name of a branch of mathematics that deals with the way surfaces can 

vary so long as they are not torn or broken. Network topologies indicate the manner in 

which networks can be reshaped without being broken into smaller parts. While each 

individual network has a topology, when we speak of an intertwined system of 

networks, these aggreagets also have topologies. Topology is not merely the exterior 

shape of a network, but rather, the manner in which the linking of nodes, links, 

grounds, and levels shape a network both internally and externally.  

 

Topologies have a variety of qualities, each of which can be metricized in a variety of 

ways. These include notions such as the number of holes in a network, the way these 

holes impact various sorts of connections within the network, foldings and layerings of 

various sorts, directednesses and the combinations thereof which give rise to 

orientations and orientabilities of various sorts, etc. Each of these qualities, known as 

topological qualities, can then give rise to particular types, known as network 

topologies, or more generally, topologies.  

 

In the field of network analysis, there are several names for various topologies and 

their qualities. Networks in which all nodes are connected to each other are known as 

fully connected networks, while those in which each node is only connected to one 

other node is known as a singly connected network, just as a those with an 



intermediate number of hubs is known as a distributed, or ‘small world’ network. 

Many topologies are constrained by the nature and number of links between nodes, 

their porosity or flexibility, etc.  

 

While many topologies are possible, some standard network topologies include grid, 

chain, bus, star, multi-hub, distributed, self-similar/fractal, 

star/centralized/hierarchical network, etc. Some networks have balanced topologies, 

while others are more contractive or expansive at particular sites. Many networks 

join to others at such sites, for the contraction and expansion of aspects of the world, 

or abstraction, or generalization, and concretion, respectively, are two of the most 

powerful ways in which networks transform the world around them.  

 

Beyond this, the topology of a network indicates an enormous amount of information 

on the way a network may respond to external factors, particularly in dynamic 

networks in the world. According to network researchers from a wide variety of fields, 

a consensus has been reached that the most robust types of networks within dynamic 

situations, particularly in regard to complex adaptive and/or living systems, are those 

which can be described as distributed, ‘small-world,’ and self-similar (that is, 

repeating these dynamics fractally at many/all levels of scale).9 These hyper-robust 

networks are opposed to centralized, or star-networks, networks with one or a small 

number of central hubs. While star networks are often highly efficient, and often 

extremely useful in maximizing resource utilization in periods of crisis, they are 

ultimately less robust in the long-run, for they strangle the diversity and newness 

necessary for stability in a changing environment. 
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These two key types of networks, which are the two primary poles which organize the 

large majority of dynamic systems in the world, may be roughly termed democratic 

and paranoid. These two poles may be opposed to disorganization, which is the third 

primary pole at work in organized systems. Democratic topologies exist between 

paranoid and disorganized ones. The ramifications of these issues will be explored in 

full in fortcoming work on network ethics.10 Beyond topologies of links within 

networks, there can also be topologies of grounds and links, which will be discussed 

later in this section.  

 

Groups. When a set of entities embodies/manifests a type, it is known as a 

group, and a group is what a type is abstracted from. Groups are sets of entities which 

remain the same under particular types of transformations, while staying the same 

under others. When entities in a group remain the same under a given transformation, 

we say that transformation describes a symmetry of the group, and when the group 

changes under a given transformation, this describes an asymmetry of the group.  

 

In this sense, we can then describe a type as a set of entities which shares a particular 

set of symmetries and asymmetries, and entities which share these symmetries and 

asymmetries are precisely what is meant by a type. Even if an entity is singular, it has 

the potential to become a type, for types are what is abstracted as common between 

entities in a group. It must not be thought that groups, symmetries, types, or entities 

are static, for in fact, these are always changing in relation to their contexts.  

 

Group theory is the branch of contemporary mathematics that deals precisely with 

these sorts of issues, and it has had an enormous impact on many fields of 

contemporary science, from chemistry to quantum physics and string theory. While in 

group theory there is a difference between a group as an abstract entity and its 

representations, we will use the term group here to describe the group of entities, and 

type to describe the abstraction therefrom composed of its symmetries and 

asymmetries.11 This change is simply to increase the ease of use of these terms in 

relation to the rest of the networkological project. More will be said about the 

relation between set theory, group theory, and other branches of contemporary 

mathematics later in our discussion of parametrics.  



 

Network Types. Of the types in the world, there are particular types 

which are relevant to all networks, and these are known as network types. These are 

derived and modified from the field of network analysis, if not from its quantitative 

aspects.  

 

The primary type relevant to networks is that of type itself, for every entity is a type, 

and this type is said to be the nature of the entity. The nature of any entity is the 

type which describes the other relevant network types which apply to it. These 

include that entity’s form, sub-entities, or formants, and its affectants. Form we have 

already described, at least in part, as composed of qualities such as extent/distance 

(non-metric and metric forms of this quality), position/angle (non-metric/metric), 

and direction/dimension (non-metric/metric).  

 

Formants, or sub-entities, are those aspects of an entity which are formed. While 

these are always the nodes of an entity considered as network, they may be nodes, 

links, grounds, or networks/levels in other contexts. Affectants are the aspects of an 

entity which allow it to be affected by its contexts.  

 

There are two types of affectants: determinants and manifestants. Determinants 

combine with aspects of the context of an entity, known as  determiners, to produce 

a determinatory complexes which are partially within and partially outiside of the 

entity. The result is that determinatory qualities are produced from the interaction of 

the entity and its contexts, in a process known as determination. Determinants are 

those aspects of an entity which produce form from the sub-entites, or formants, 

which compose the entity. Manifestants combine with aspects of the context of an 

entity, known as manifestors, to produce manifestory complexes which are partially 

within and partially outside the entity. The result is that manifestory qualities are 

produced from the interaction of the entity and its contexts, in a process known as 

manifestation. Determinants and manifestants may be composed of aspects of both 

the sub-entities and form of a given entity, which are then combined with aspects of 

the context of that entity to form affective complexes, which give rise to affections 

known as influences and actions.  

 

Determinants, formants, and manifestants are three types of aspects of an entity 

which in relation to its contexts produce qualities, and hence are known collectively 



as qualitants. Manifesters and determinors are known as qualitors, or those aspects 

of entities which influence the production of qualities from its context, while 

manifestory and determinatory complexes are known as qualitative complexes, for 

they describe the complexes composed between an entity and its contexts which 

combine to produce qualities.  

 

All the network types relevant to the production of the nature an entity and its type, 

namely, the relevant form, sub-entities, and affectants, are only meaningful, that is, 

productive of qualities relevant to that entity and its type according to type in a given 

context, in a manner which which is extimate to the entity in question. That is, they 

produce qualities, but only in relation to particular contexts, and hence, are the result 

of a disjunct-unity between the logic of unity-in-difference of the node and that of the 

neither-nor of the link, hence displaying the logic of the link, and an opening onto that 

of the ground.  

 

Context. Parameters of ground, or parameters of relation, are the third type 

of parameter relevant to entities, and these manifest the logic of the ground. These 

come in three types: contexts, logics, and rules. If parameters of intensity describe 

how things are adjectivaly, and parameters of type describe what things are as nouns, 

parameters of relation describe how things relate, just as, as we will see, parameters 

of emergence describe how they change.  

 

The simplest type of parameter of relation is a context. There are many types of 

contexts. Every entity in any network is determined by what it includes, excludes, the 

boundary between these, and that which determines the relation between all three. 

All of these aspects of an entity, including that which it includes, are neither fully 

within nor fully without the entity in question, for even that which is included is 

determined by that which is outside it. While inclusion is also a parameter of 

intensity, the extent to which entities are included in a network depends on the 

forms, natures, topologies, and other relevant network qualities which manifest as 

various intensities. In this we see how it is that this intensity itself depends on other 

parameters, and of differing types. These parameters intertwine with any given 

entity, and the result is complex set of determinations whose dynamic outcome is the 

parameter of ground known as a rule.  

 

Rules, like types, do not impose themselves on that which they describe, but rather, 



are abstractions therefrom. Rules describe the manner in which the various included 

exclusions relevant to an inclusion intertwine with that inclusion so as to determine 

the boundary between them. The result is complex forms of intertwinings of entites 

and other entities in yet more encompassing contexts, via relations between entities 

and contexts.  

 

In addition, rules intertwine with each other. The types of relations formed from the 

intertwining of contexts and rules are known as logics, and logics are that which, via 

contexts, are continued, altered, produced, or dissolved in dynamic relation with 

rules. While particular forms of contexts, logics, and rules describe particular 

parameters of ground, contexts, logics, and rules, when considered as such, are the 

three general or network contexts which pertain to all networks as such.  

 

There are many particular types of parameters of ground. For example, a pond may be 

a context for a paramecium living in it, while the semi-permeability of the 

parmecium’s membrance (ie: the fact that it allows liquid H20 to pass through it, but 

not sand) can be described as a rule. The meta-rules which describe the relations 

between H20 and this membrane are the logics involved. While these are examples of 

particular parameters of ground, each of which has its own characteristics, the 

network parameters of ground, which are common to networks as such, will each be 

described in what follows.  

 

Inverse. Any entity is precisely what it is by means of what it excludes, and 

these are known as that entity’s contexts, or inverses. While network analysis often 

focuses on inclusion, it is important to also emphasize that which in its exclusion is 

included, if indirectly, within a network. Such included exclusions present us with the 

various inverses relevant to a given entity. The most extreme inverse relevant to a 

given entity is known as it’s absolute inverse, which ultimately, is the rest of the 

world of experience minus the entity in question. The most restricted inverse relevant 

to a given entity in a given network is all those other aspects of the network it 

excludes, and this is called that entity’s network inverse. From the most restricted 

inverse to the most encompassing are varying degrees in between, and these are 

known as relative inverses. These come in three primary types, namely, those which 

are inside of a given entity, knowns as interior, or micro inverses, and those which 

outside of a given entity, or exterior, or macro inverses. Level inverses, or meso 

inverses, which describe the exclusion of the world of experience at the same level as 



an entity, will be discussed after we have introduced parameters of level. Contexts 

layer into each other, such that for any entity, there are series of these, each more 

encompassing than the other, determining macro, micro, meso, the entity, and its 

parameters and types in the process.   

 

Structure. All the inverses relative to a given entity are contained, layered, 

and nested within each other. The types of the forms and natures of the contexts of a 

given entity determine those of the entity in question, and in this manner, the 

intensities/qualities relevant to these. The manner in which an entity’s contexts 

determine an entity’s form is known as structure.  

 

Structure is the dynamic set of pressures that the context of an entity put on a form, 

and which determine that form. Contexts structure form, such that form is the cutting 

edge of structure, the interpenetration of context into an entity as that which is 

neither fully outside it nor inside it. For form determines the manner in which nature 

of sub-entities relate, even as these natures are determined by the form and nature of 

their sub-entities, and the structure of a given context determines the form and hence 

nature of the entity itself. There are many structures relevant to an entity, depending 

upon the extent of context in question, but structure as such is the sum total of the 

structures relevant to an entity.  

 

When a context is considered as a set of structure-entity complexes, it is known as a 

relation, and all the structures in a relation are known as its structural complex. All 

the forms in a relation are determined by its structural complex, which is determined 

in turn by its form, which is determined by its own structure in a yet more 

encompassing context. All contexts structure an entity, and structure is the term used 

to describe contexts in relation to manner in which they serve to structure a given 

entity. Each context is thus a parameter of a given entity, an aspect of that entity 

which determines, in part, its form, qualities, etc. And the distinction between an 

entity and a given context is determined by a rule, according to which the nature of 

the entity and that of its context determine how they are to act in relation to each 

other.  

 

In this manner, any entity and context are determined according to their type, even as 

they constitute this type, giving rise to types and entities by means of the structuring 

context which forms them both. Rules are precisely that which link entities and types, 



particulars and generals, by means of the relations between contexts, entities, and 

the structural relation between these.  

 

Rules. If types are like meta-qualities, then rules are like meta-types, for they 

describe which qualities map to which types and vice-versa, due to the influence of 

context via structure on entities.  

 

For example, dogs bark, and cats meow. The fact that dogs bark and do not meow, or 

neigh, or quack, is an example of a rule. There is nothing universal about this rule, for 

in fact, if dogs were to evolve the ability to quack, and lose the ability to bark, then 

we would say that dogs quack, and no longer bark. And as we have already said, these 

notions are to be considered undertypes, and as such, not to be confused with the 

language being used here to described them (ie: we could call quacking and barking by 

other names, and perhaps even our concepts do not line up with these types in the 

world, etc.).  

 

Or, for example, take the case of the fact that liquid water (H20) will dissolve salt 

crystals (NaCl), but not moth-balls (napthalene, C10H8). Both are solid at room 

temperature, but water is a polar molecule, like salt is, while moth balls are made up 

of non-polar hydrocarbon molecules. The rule which describes the relation between 

these chemicals in relation to whether or not they dissolve is, as students often 

memorize, “like dissolves like”: polar dissolves polar, non-polar dissolves non-polar. 

Thus, benzene will dissolve mothballs, but not salt, while water will dissolve salt, but 

not mothballs.  

 

The reasons why this rule “like dissolves like” functions has to do with the types of 

chemical bonds at work in each of these chemicals, the way the charges of the sub-

atomic particles in the atoms balance out in the shape of the molecules, and these 

factors are each supported by other factors, all the way down. In this manner, we see 

how it is that rules are supported by networks of rules, and nested within yet others. 

It would be impossible to change one of these rules without a ripple effect, and here 

we see the manner in which form, structure, rules, and logics tie the world together in 

vast networks at many levels of scale.  

 

We can also see the descriptive function of rules in regard to this example. If we were 

to introduce a solid substance into a sample of liquid water, we could tell whether this 



substance were polar or non-polar depending on whether or not it dissolved. We 

cannot say that the rule determined this fact, but rather, it described it, for in fact, 

whether or not the substance dissolved was determined by the various forces at work 

between the entities at multiple levels of scale. But the rule in this case would 

describe the manner in which the substance is described by a particular quality and 

type, for it describes the linkage of one with the other, by means of the logic which 

links them. Thus, if the substance does dissolve, we can say that the substance is 

included within the category of polar, thereby manifesting the logic of 

inclusion/syllogism which is described by the rule of ‘like dissolves like’ in relation to 

this particular case.  

 

It must be remembered that rules, like intensities and types, only apply in particular 

contexts, or fields, and are not universal, and are simply the abstraction of what the 

groups it describes do in the world. Rules therefore do not control, but describe, as 

with types. Rules in fact only exist, as with types, by continually reproducing 

themselves via dynamic processes in the world as performed by the groups they 

describe. And like types, rules may continue as they are, or transform, form, or 

dissolve, depending on the context.  

 

Boundaries. All rules describe boundaries, and all boundaries are 

describable by rules. Boundaries are discontinuities within that which is.  

 

For example, light can freely pass through the glass windows of my house, but water 

from the rain cannot. This is because the gaps between the molecules and sub-atomic 

particles of the glass are not large enough to permit liquids to pass through them, but 

they are large enough to permit photons to pass through them. The rule which 

describes this interaction of semi-permeability is one which describes a logic of ‘if . . . 

then’, namely, that if an entity is small enough, it may penetrate. We see here how 

the rule relevant to this case describes a logical relation of implication, thereby 

describing the boundary which is produced by a glass window, one which keeps rain 

outside my house, while allowing light within.  

 

All rules describe boundaries, and all boundaries are describable by rules, for as with 

types and groups, these are two sides of the same. Of course, it is possible for some 

systems to be on the cusp of several boundaries, types, qualities, etc., and then make 

a decision between options. Furthermore, any system which attempts to predict 



aspects of others, such as knowing systems, however, can be in error as to 

determinations of type, rules, boundaries, etc., particularly when attempting to 

predict systems on the cusp of decisions. Boundaries are dynamic types of distinctions, 

and describe the manner in which limitation and negation exist dynamically in relation 

to the logic of the ground.  

 

Connection. While contexts and rules describe in general the manner in 

which parameters of ground describe aspects of entities, the particular manner in 

which these intertwine entities and parameters depends upon the specific forms of 

these intertwinings.  

 

It is in this manner that we see how parameters of ground, or context, act as the 

connecting words, so to speak, of the world. That is, the various contexts, which in 

their interrelation with each other and structure bring about the various rules at work 

in a context, act as its prepositions, conjunctions, etc. The intertwining of these gives 

rise to the forms of complex intertwining seen in sentences, as brought about by terms 

such as ‘next to,’ ‘and,’ ‘therefore,’ ‘if,’ ‘althought,’ etc. And as it is in a given 

context, to it is in the more general context of the world. For each entity in the world 

is included in a wide variety of contexts, each determined/determining rules which 

relate the forms and entities in question according to types and manifesting qualities 

by means of structure.  

 

Each context is a standard linking word, just as each rule, by its ability to link 

qualities and types via structure and form, produces the particularly singular form of 

linking known as inclusion. Rules, in this sense, are the syllogisms of a structure, for 

they link particular and general, entity and type, by intertwining form and nature with 

structure and qualities. A molecule of water ‘is’ H20 when it acts in the manner that 

its form and context determine in their structuring interrelation, thereby giving rise to 

the particular qualities in question. In this sense, we can say that a molecule of H20 

has a wide variety of contextual parameters, from the contexts provided for by its 

electrons, quarks, other H20 molecules, the ocean they are in, the earth, solar system, 

etc. There are also the rules which link these, such as the rules which describe how 

electrons work in such contexts, how quarks work, how H20 molecules work, etc.  

 

By acting according to type, entities and the types generate each other in relation to 

the structure which relates them both via rules. All these rules are combined in 



structure, which in many senses, is the most general rule which governs all the rules 

relevant to a given context. And in this sense, structure can be considered the final 

parameter of ground relevant to a given entity. Structure in this sense is what knits 

together forms and their qualities with types.  

 

Logics. From the rules relating entities and contexts via types, we can abstract 

the most general rules, the types of rules, or meta-rules, which allow 

contextualization to serve as the ‘linking words’ of the world. The set of meta-rules, 

when presented in its most abstract form, is known as logics. In the realm of 

contemporary math, there are many types of logic, including fuzzy, modal, etc. These 

are themselves abstractions of the forms of logic we see in the world. There are three 

primary logics which relate to all networks: negation, implication, and syllogism, or 

inclusion. Each of these primary logics come in several forms.  

 

Negation. The first type of logic, known as negation, comes in three forms: 

conjunction, disjunction, and inverse. Conjunction, also known as contrariety and 

non-exclusive negation, describes a relation of ‘both/all-and’ between qualities, just 

as disjunction, also known as contradiction or exclusive negation, describes a relation 

of ‘either-or’ between qualities. And inverse, which has already been described, 

comes in two forms, namely, relative inverse, or all the qualities related by 

conjunction and/or disjunction to a given entity or type in a given context, and 

absolute inverse, which is the same, but in regard to the world of experience.  

 

Implication. The second type of logic is known as implication, and comes 

in three forms: conjunctive, disjunctive, and modulatory. The first, conjunctive 

implication, takes the form of ‘if . . . then’, and describes a relation of causality, 

while disjunctive implication, takes the form of ‘if . . . and only if,’ and describes a 

relation of reciprocal causality. In addition, there are states of implication which are 

partial, and this is known as modulation. Modulation comes in threeand forms: 

coordination, opposition, limitation, and emergence.  

 

All of these can be illustrated by means of the example of a sample of liquid H20. If 

the temperature of the sample increases, so will its pressure, and vice-versa, hence 

there is a relation of reciprocal causality between these two qualities. The relation 

between these is not simple, but there is a curve which determines the degree which a 



change in one causes in the other. Since these two move together, this is a relation of 

coordination, if not, there is a relation of opposition, which may also occur in relation 

to such a curve. A relation of limitation occurs when an increase in the intensity of a 

particular quality or set thereof leads an entity to shift from a relation with one 

exclusive disjunction to another.  

 

When a sample of liquid H20 reaches a particular conjunction of intensity of 

temperature and pressure, it will transform from liquid to gas. The relation is one of 

‘if . . . and only if,’ that is, if and only if the temperature and pressure conjoin in a 

particular way will the sampe switch from liquid to gas, and if it switches from liquid 

to gas, there must have been a particular conjunction of temperature and pressure. In 

such a case, we say that the contraries serve to limit the relation of contradictories to 

the entity in question. All of this is accomplished by means of a rule, which follows a 

particular relation of proportion. While rules may stay the same, they may also shift, 

and when this happens, we say that there is an emergence. Emergence may be 

relative, in which case there is a shift of the type and relation of the rules relevant to 

a given entity or type, or absolute, in which case, a new set of rules or types occurs.  

 

Syllogism. The third and most complex type of logical relation, even if it is 

that from which the others are logically generated, is known as inclusion, or 

syllogism. Syllogism comes in three forms, or modes: truth, possibility, and potential. 

All of these introduce time and change into logic. Syllogism describes the manner in 

which an entity and its type include each other, whereby groups generate types, 

contexts generate entities, and these intertwine in a manner whereby the past 

extends into the future via change in the present.  

 

While syllogism is a logical relation, and hence may be thought of as a connecting 

word, it represents a particular intermediate type with that of parameters of 

emergence, which may be thought of as the world’s verbs. This is because the singular 

verb, the verb ‘to be,’ is that which links connecting words and verbs, logics and 

emergence, and in fact, the relation between types and qualities which is intertwined 

therewith.  

 

Syllogism describes the manner in which entities, groups, and types include each other 

in particular, relative, and abstract forms, as past changes into future by means of 

the dynamic present, linking an entity to its type via qualities, as mediated by the 



relevant contexts, rules, and logics. These three sides of syllogism also describe the 

general structure of parameters of ground and emergence, which all have particular, 

relative, and abstract aspects, for syllogism is what describes the form whereby types 

are conntected to processes via grounds.  

 

We see this, for example, in a syllogistic statement such as ‘Socrates is mortal.’ Here 

a type (ie: ‘Socrates,’ in this case a very particular type, not merely a noun but a 

proper noun), is connected to an intensity (ie: ‘mortal,’ an adjective, if a rather 

exclusively structured one, though in principle it is possible to be ‘somewhat’ dead), 

by means of the connecting word ‘is.’ Here ‘is’ manifests the logic of syllogism, and 

acts as a connecting word, or parameter of ground, which unites type to intensity.  

 

Why, however, do we find this syllogism convincing? Because it ultimately contains 

within it, implicitely, the statements “Socrates is human” and “All humans are 

mortal.” But then each of these can be further expanded in this way, for each implies 

within it a whole series of relations, including what makes one a human or mortal, etc. 

Each of these are contexts, describable by rules, the most general and abstract form 

of which is syllogism. For while it was treated last due to its complexity, syllogism is in 

fact that most basic logical relation, that from which the others are composed. 

Syllogism expresses precisely what is meant by the verb ‘to be’ in these sentences, 

and this unique grammatical structure is both a verb and a connecting word, and thus, 

it is on the cusp between parameters of emergence and ground, and the point of 

transition between them. That is, it describes the manner in which processes stabilize 

in particular contexts into intertwinings of types and intensities.  

 

Going back to our example, it only makes sense to say that “Socrates is mortal” in the 

set of contexts in which “Socrates” and “mortal” are sensibly related to notions like 

“human” and “mortal.” That is, “Socrates is mortal” is not a statement that holds in 

“all possible worlds.” For example, in a science-ficiton novel in which human death 

has been genetically engineered out of the species, and in which Socrates is the name 

of a newborn human in this novel, then it does not make sense to say that “Socrates is 

mortal.” For in fact, the syllogistic integrity of this statement depends upon the 

context in which it manifests.  

 

This is why the unique verb ‘to be’ functions as not only a process, and hence, a 

parameter of emergence, but one which joins types and intensities in particular 



contexts via rules, and hence, functions as a parameter of ground. The word “is” in 

the sentence “Socrates is mortal” is a connection which links a particular term (ie: 

“Socrates”) with an abstract term (ie: “mortal”) by means of a relative term, a term 

which is also a type and intensity just as much as linking word and process (ie: “is”). 

While the example given here (“Socrates is mortal”) is verbal, as we have argued, 

syllogisms happen all the time in the world in a matter which exceeds language.  

 

For example, when solid NaCl dissolves in liquid H20, it links the qualities of these 

types with the rules that describe their relations in given contexts, each of which is a 

concretization of a set of processes. While we may give names to all of these in 

language, these overtypes may resonate with their undertypes to varying degrees. And 

this can be said in regard to all the modalities of syllogism which are described below.  

 

Modality. Syllogism has several modes, each of which will be described in 

turn. When an entity manifests in relation to its context according to the rules which 

describe its type, we say that it is true to its type. Such a notion of truth is relative, 

contextual, and extremely limited. If the entities change, either in general or from 

each other, the types relevant to them change as well. In the situations described 

above, entities are always true to type, and this is known as necessity. The sum total 

of the rules relevant to such syllogistic actions describe the conditions for an entity to 

be that entity (ie: for NaCl to be NaCl), a particular type of syllogism, the most basic 

type, known as an identity.  

 

There are, however, particular instances in which there seems to be hesitation or 

oscillation between an entity and type. This may be on the level of over- or 

undertypes and qualities. Such a scenario, in either case, presents us with the type of 

syllogism known as possibility, which when measured in degrees is known as 

probability. Possibility occurs when multiple types may apply to a given entity, 

depending upon decisions which will be made by the intertwining of that entity and 

its context, based at least partially on the past, in the future. While an entity is 

always true to type in retrospect, at moments of decision, it is impossible to tell which 

type will have been retroactively true. This is precisely what is meant by possibility.  

 

We see this, for example, with a stem cell before it has differentiated into a 

particular cell in a developing organism. Such a cell will act out of necessity according 

to type until it reaches a point in its development at which it and its surroundings form 



a complex which must draw that cell into one of several forms of differentiation (ie: a 

bone cell, nerve cell, skin cell, etc.). At the point of decision, the cell may tend one 

way or another, like a top leaning to one side or another when it is slowing down, or it 

may internalize within itself the tension between possibilities until this breaks in one 

direction over others, like we see when stress is placed on a beam which then 

eventually breaks in one direction fo many.  

 

With possibility truth is opened to error, namely, a state which does not, after a 

decision, end up having applied to the entity in question. When a cell differentiates, a 

beam breaks, or a top falls, it chooses one path over others. Those other paths which 

end up not having applied act as the foundation upon which systems which attempt to 

predict the action of other entities can lose sync with those entities they attempt to 

predict. This is known as error. The relations between truth, possibility, and error are 

always ones of degree within these precicting systems, called knowing systems, much 

more about which will be said in the sections on matrixology.  

 

Finally, just as necessity introduces time, change, and counterfactuality into logic, so 

potential introduces value into logic. Potential is a quality which has the probability 

of increasing the intensity of this quality in a given entity or context in the future. For 

example, that which is healthy is that which has the potential to increase health of an 

organism in the future, and so that which has the potential for increasing healthiness 

can be said to be healthy, for it possesses health as potential in relation to an 

organism. Thus, healthy becomes a type in relation to various entities in the world in 

relation to organisms. That which has potential in this manner maybe said to have the 

tendency to produce the quality in question, and such a quality is the foundation out 

of which value emerges. A value is a meta-potential, a potential for the increase of a 

potential, which manifests in the world not as tendency but valuation.  

 

From valuation, demand and desire emerge. Much more will be said about these forms 

in the sections of this work on matrixology and network ethics. All the modalities of 

syllogism described above, including truth/necessity, possibility, probability, error, 

and potential apply to potentials in the world. In addition, all forms of syllogism – 

necessities, possibilities, and potentials – may layer into each other in a variety of 

ways in the world. Thus, all that is healthy is good in relation to a given organism, for 

healthiness is how goodness manifests in relation to organisms. Thus, that which is 

healthy to an organism is also good.  



 

From these forms, logics and other forms of natural languages find their foundation in 

the world. While some have argued that the final two forms of inclusion, namely, 

possibility and potential, make logic impure, logic is necessarily and always impure, 

for all human, linguistic, and symbolic logics are nothing more than abstractions from 

the logics of the world.  

 

Quantity. One particularly important logic is known as quantity. Quantities 

come about when discrete entities increase the intensity of the quality of their type in 

a particular context according to a particular type of logic known as a count. A count 

is a type of logic which says that the increase of intensity of a quality which is also a 

type which comes in discrete instantiations is then a member of a type of quality 

known as a number.  

For example, when we say that there are five dogs running around the dog-park, I 

have linked this set of dogs with the set of all things in the universe that have five 

things. Five dogs is thus similar to five words, five planets, five moments, five dollars, 

etc. It is thus a member of the type of things which our culture has named with the 

term ‘five.’ This type of things is the quality of fiveness, which is what happens when 

discrete entities are seen as increases of digital intensity when a count is employed, 

linking entities with the hierarhical, abstract set of self-containing types known as 

numbers.  

The approach to numbers by the networkological project is strongly influence by 

Frege’s use of set theory, such that the set of zero things is the one that only includes 

the null set, the set of one things is that which includes only the null set and the set of 

zero things, and so on from there. And following Frege, the networkological project 

views numbers as symbols used to describe the abstract commonality present in the 

sets of all entities with a given quantity in the world. For example, the set of all ‘five’ 

like things is represented in our culture by the symbol ‘5,’ one which can then be 

applied to any group of entities which are members of this set. The logic known as the 

count then links numbers, which together form a code, to entities as qualities. While 

the basic system of numbers must be thought of as a code, numbers are often linked 

with each other according to a wide variety of additional rules which describe 

hypercombinatorial structures of vast complexity.  

For example, when a line is divided by a sub-line into continuous, non-overlapping, 



symmetrical sub-lines, or units, these units in space can be linked to numbers, or 

symbols for quantity. The result is a measure, a standard of reference against which 

differences in space can be compared. When measures are linked up to entities which 

change in a repeating fashion over time, the combination of these can form a 

temporal measure, or clock, which can then be used as a standard of reference 

against which differences in relative rates of change, or proper time, can be 

measured. Of course, time and space are abstractions from spacetime, but these are 

useful abstractions, and often quanitified.  

In addition to their uses in counting and measurement, numbers can then be 

combined, both with each other and in relation to extensins in space/time, in a wide 

variety of ways. The result are maths, highly complex languages based on quantitative 

rather than qualititative forms of reference to entities in the world. Ultimately, maths 

are forms of language, if highly precise ones, designed for highly specific purposes, 

while verbal/written languages are more general, in that they describe non-

quantitative aspects of the world. Much more will be said about the various forms of 

complexity which languages of many sorts can take in the world, in the relevant 

sections in matrixology.  

Dynamics. As has already been stated, the logic of the ground describes the 

manner in which change enters the network diagram. Change itself, however, pertains 

to the logic of the network/level. Before transitioning to parameters of emergence, 

however, it makes sense to describe the ways in which dynamics recast some of the 

aspects of what has already been described.  

Any entity which differs in regard to itself over time is said to be dynamic. When 

change in a network is aleatory, it is known as an event. There are many types of 

events, which may occur in nodes, links, grounds, and/or network/levels, and any 

event may give rise to a wide variety of additional events in entities. When events 

repeat in a given entity, this is known as a series, and when series give rise to motion 

in a given direction in an entity, this motion is known as a flow. When events and 

flows combine so as to create relative stability, such a network is known as a system.  

Events, series, and flows take many forms in relation to nodes, links, grounds, and 

levels, respectively, some of the forms of which will be briefly described below. For 

example, nodes may increase or decrease in strength or intensity, go into and out of 

association with various networks, split or divide, link or de-link from each other, and 



if these links are themselves dynamic, they may increase or decrease the amount of 

flow moving between nodes, increase or decrease the fuzziness of the connection 

between nodes, allow for branching and multiple pathways to emerge within links, 

etc. Links can be uni-, bi-, or multi-directional, making used of closed or open 

channels for their respective flows, each of which may  affect the nodes, grounds, and 

networks/levels in question. Grounds can combine and flow into each other, flows may 

condense into nodes, or nodes may emerge from the interaction of a ground with 

entities beyond it. Nodes may individuate and de-individuate from a ground, alter 

patterns of flow around them, and resonate with each other by means of the 

disturbances carried by constituents of the ground from which they emerge. And levels 

can emerge, dissolve, combine, etc.  

When dynamic, a ground is referred to as field composed of flows, each which may be 

hetero- or homogenous, viscous in a variety of ways, etc. Nodes and links may be 

heterogeneous to the flows in a given field, in which case they may create obstacles, 

boundaries or channels within this flow. Flows can also function as links between 

nodes, and flows themselves can be considered as extended, dynamic nodes at higher 

levels of scale. When flows congeal, we speak of these concretized forms of potential 

flow as stocks. Stocks may themselves then circulate, creating meta-flows within a 

system in addition to ground-flows.  

Beyond stocks, there may also be meta-stocks known as currencies, and meta-meta-

stocks known as meta-currencies, or capitals. Examples of currencies include 

molecular-ATP in many living organic cells, or money in economic networks. Examples 

of capitals may include status, machinery in a factory (labor congealed in the form of 

a labor amplifier), or fat stores within an animal. Most systems remain robust when 

there are multiple capitals circulating within a system, but the economic system 

known as capitalism, a variation on the star-network topology, indicates a cancerous 

condition in which one type of capital attempts to reduce all others, via resonance or 

conversion, into its type. Capitalist systems of this sort are ultimately harmful to the 

robustness of their respective systems. Much more will be said about this later in this 

text, and in future works on network ethics.  

Both/And. Beyond parameters of intensity, type, and ground, we have 

parameters of emergence, change, or transformation. There are various types of 

parameters of emergence, which are known as those of emergence, complexity, and 

level, each type of which will be discussed in turn.  



 

While parameters of ground describe entities’ constitutive exclusions, that is, that 

which is neither inside nor outside of an entity,  parameters of emergence describe 

that which is both inside and outside of entities. This is because parameters of 

emergence describe the processes of which entities are themselves aspects, and thus, 

display how it is that entities exceed themselves by emerging from what they once 

were. In relation to the parameters which we have already examined, if parameters of 

intensity may be thought of as the world’s adjectives, parameters of type as its nouns, 

and parameters of ground as its linking words (prepositions, conjunctions, etc.), then 

parameters of emergence may be thought of as describing various manifestations of 

processes, or verbs.  

 

All other parameters are relative degrees of reification of parameters of emergence, 

for in fact, processes are what underlie the more reified aspects thereof, which are 

that from which parameters of ground, type, and intensity are abstractions. The fact 

that parameters of emergence can be seen as the world’s verbs, and that these are 

that which gives rise to other parameters, is similar to the approach taken by Gilles 

Deleuze when he argues that “there is no tree which is not also a treeing, no green 

that is not also a greening.”12  

 

The networkological endeavor expands this perspective, such that not only are 

adjectives and nouns varities of verbs, but connecting words as well, such that there is 

no ‘under’ or ‘next to’ or ‘therefore’ that is not also an ‘undering,’ a ‘next-to-ing,’ or 

a ‘therefore-ing.’ Moving from the more concrete to more abstract, all connecting 

words may be seen as frozen verbs, just as all nouns are hypostatized connections, all 

adjectives pluralized and generalized nouns. Moving in the other direction, from more 

abstract to more concrete, we can reconstruct nouns from concatenations of 

adjectives, connecting words from the adjectives and nouns they connect, and verbs 

from the shifting networks thereof. That is, all qualities are also types (anything green 

is also ‘a’ green), all types are linking words (a green thing is defined by its relations 

of under, next to, beside, within, etc., and symmetries within these relations in the 

world give rise to types such as green), and each of these is also a verb in turn.  

 

It should not be thought that we are simply dealing with issues of grammar here, but 

rather, that grammar of the world, that from which human grammars are attempts at 

abstraction. The physical stakes of this can be seen, once again, in Deleuze, when he 



describes all the aspects of entities in the world as manifestations of differences in 

speeds of becoming.13 For if the world itself is composed of processes, then entities 

and their aspects, such as qualities, types, and relations, are simply relatively slow 

and/or stable processes in the midst of faster and/or more unstable ones. Such 

determinations, of course, are ultimately relative, and so it is with types of 

parameters. As we will see, there are parameters of emergence which take the forms 

of intensity, type, relation, and verb, depending on the aspects of change which they 

are describing.   

 

Manifestation. The interdependent relation of abstraction and 

manifestation described above is itself an effect of the larger motion manifested by 

our investigation of parameters in general. As we have arged, abstraction is what 

grounds generalization, and is what allows us to derive parameters and ultimately the 

network diagram from the varied manifestations of the world. By means of 

abstraction, we pass from emergence itself to parameters of emergence, to 

parameters of ground, type, and intensity. That is, from the concrete existence of 

processes at work in the world, we can derive ever more abstract aspects thereof, 

from parameters of emergence to those of intensity.  

 

Moving in the other direction, we move from the simplest yet most abstract aspects of 

the manifestations of emergence, namely, intensities, to the most concrete yet also 

most difficult, complex, and multi-determined aspects thereof, namely, parameters of 

emergence. This movement, which parallels that of this whole section of the text, 

moves by means of composition of parameters to reconstruct from its abstractions in 

the concepts derived from the application of the network diagram to aspects of 

emergence, a diagrammatization of the structure of emergence itself. Thus, the 

intertwining of intensities describes types, the intertwining of types and intensities 

describes relations, and the intertwining of relations, types, and intensities describes 

emergence.  

 

We must not confuse parameters of intensity with intensities, parameters of types 

with types, paramteres of relation with relations, or parameters of emergence with 

emergence. Rather, parameters describe the manner in which aspects of emergence 

manifest via their intertwining with conceptual structure provided by the network 

diagram, which is abstracted from the parameters of emergence which were 

themselves abstracted, via the network diagram, from emergence as such. Likewise, 



emergence gives rise to the parameters abstracted therefrom, which then give rise to 

the network diagram, which can then be reintertwined with its parameters to diagram 

emergence, a process which will be carried out in full in the future volumes of the 

networkological project.  

 

The relation of support between these movements, of abstraction, reconstruction, and 

grounding (the subject of network ethics), is perhaps best conceived as a non-

orientable progression through a cross-cap or Klein bottle, yet with a multiplicitous 

twist. For emergence gives rise to that which manifests it, just as that which manifests 

manifests emergence differently, which is what is meant by emergence. For in fact, it 

is by means of the emergence of parameters, entities, and combinations that what 

emerges emerges from itself, and hence is itself as emergence. What justifies the 

choice of one set of parameters over another, however, will be dealt with in the 

future works on network ethics.  

 

As we examine parameters of emergence, we will see the manner in which they 

present some of the most concerete aspects of emergence, even as they do so by 

means of the most abstract parameters. For in fact, parameters of emergence 

represent, as it were, parameters at a higher level of emergence, and the transition to 

combinatorics, the description of how networks intertwine with each other. 

Abstraction, manifestation, and intertwining describe the manner in which parameters 

are produced by means of combinatorics in the world.  

 

Processes. There are several types of parameters of emergence, those which 

describe emergence itself, as well as those which describe complexity and level, 

which are aspects of emergence.  

 

Particular parameters of emergence, or parameters of actualization, describe the 

most concrete and specific manifestations of emergence, that which may be used to 

describe the manner in which specific entities emerge from what they once were. 

Particular parameters of emergence describe particular processes, the world’s verbs, 

that which is described by terms such as growing, running, and flying, yet also 

greening, tree-ing, and conjoining (which are examples of verb forms of parameters of 

intensity, type, and ground, respectively).  

 

All parameters of emergence have particular, relative, and abstract aspects, which 



shows the manner in which parameters of emergence manifest the logic of syllogism. 

This occurs because all emergences actualize a rule which functions syllogistically. For 

even in the case of a unique entity, in which case the rule in question manifests only 

in relation to an entity as itself, any entity has the potential to function as a type 

which can be manifested in varying degrees of intensity in the world as quality. Here 

we see the manner in which parameters of emergence serve as foundations for those 

of relation, type, and intensity, each of which is an abstraction thereof in turn. For 

example, take a process which is describable by a verb, for example, ‘to green.’ 

‘Green’ may also be thought of as intensity (ie: ‘that leaf is more green than that 

one’), a type (ie: that leaf is ‘a green,’ that is, a green thing), or articulated as a 

context (ie: green is that from which light green is a variety),  

 

Network Processes. Processes intertwine with each other, and their 

symmetries and asymmetries give rise to parameters of ground, type, and intensity. 

Some processes are very particular, and only occur in very specific aspects of the 

world, while others are common and general. For example, there are many entities on 

Earth which can be said to be growing, less which can be said to be boiling or crowing. 

Processes nest in this manner, such that general processes can be said to contain then 

those which are less general. The most general processes, that is, those particular 

parameters of emergence which are the most general, and pertain to networks as 

such, are known as network parameters of emergence, or network processes. These 

come in particular, relative, and abstract varieties, each of which will be adressed in 

turn.  

 

Actualization. All entities in the world change, just as the world 

changes. This change, known as actualization, is the particular network parameter of 

emergence, and it has three aspects, namely, potential, actuality, and actualization.  

 

As entities emerge from themselves, we say that they pass from a state of a potential 

for emergence to that which is actual, by means of process of becoming, unfolding, 

actualizing, or actualization. All potential is only potential in relation to its 

contexts, and it is for this reason that we say that it and what it develops into, 

namely, actualization and actuality, are particular parameters of emergence. For in 

fact, potential, actualization, and actuality are simply abstractions of the manner in 

which emergence particularizes itself, such that emergence only exists as potential for 

actualization and actuality in its particular forms. We see this in the myriad ways in 



which potential takes form and actualizes in the world. For example, a seed is a 

potential plant, a molecule of liquid water potential ice or steam, etc.  

 

Each of the three parameters of emergence, namely, potential, actual, and 

actualization, can be further subdivided into their particular, relative, and abstract 

sides in turn. In regard to potential, therefore, we can then speak of particular 

potentials (ie: the potential to dissolve, burn, evaporate, and various other verbs), 

relative degrees of potential (ie: some entities are more likely to burn, evaporate, 

etc.), and the abstraction described by the concept of potential as such. Likewise, 

there are particular, relative, and abstract sides of actuality (ie: a particular that has 

actualized, greater or lesser degrees of the actualization of a potential, and the 

abstraction of actuality as such), and becoming or actualizing as such (ie: a particular 

process of actualization, greater or lesser of degrees of the process of actualization, 

and a particular process of actualization, respectively).  

 

Each of these parameters may link a wide variety of qualities, types, and grounds with 

the aspects of the processes they describe, describing an intertwined set of inclusions, 

such that potential, actual, and actualizing aspects of entities contain each other, if in 

a non-orientable form best described as that of a cross-cap or Klein bottle, with a 

multiplicitous twist. These forms of containment give rise to, among other things, the 

fact that determinations of potential can only be made relationally and retroactively.  

 

We can see this in relation to the classic example by Aristotle, namely, of the acorn 

which turns into a tree, and the tree which emerges from this acorn. In this process, 

leaves emerge, differentiate from trunks and roots, and new acorns emerge from this 

tree, detach therefrom, and give rise to other trees and acorns in turn. Each of these 

entities – trees, acorns, leaves, and the qualities of each – endure for a period of time, 

actualizing potential as actuality, thereby extending the past into the future like lines 

across a page. Lines, of course, are simple analogies, though more complex ones may 

be seen in the manner in which points may be extended not only into lines, but also 

sheets, solids, and hypersolids.14  

 

Beyond continuities, however, there are also differentiations and transformations, and 

these are every bit as much lines of potential in the process of actualizing, even if it is 

difference rather than sameness which actualizes in these instances. Actualizations of 

differences are, however, every bit as real as those of continuity and sameness. For 



trees absorb nutrients, gases, liquids, give rise to wastes, and while some trees live 

on, others are chopped down and turned into tables which are then burned, recycling 

materials which circulate into others, forming parts of other entities, other trees, 

oceans, rocks, stars. Each tree is thus also a treed, and a potential tabling, a potential 

burning, a potential turning into soil, air, earth, light, star, etc. Any entity may be 

seen, in this sense, as a temporary reification of a set of processes.  

 

This complex of ideas was described to some extent by Presocratic philosophers such 

as Anaximander, Anaxagoras, and the Atomists, such as Empedocles and Democritucs, 

followed by the Greek and Roman Stoics and Epicureans.15 It was perhaps given its 

most mature description before the contemporary period in the work of second 

century C.E. Indian Buddhist philosopher Nāgārjuna, who had an enormous influence 

on Buddhist thinkers after him, particularly those of the sixth century C.E. Chinese 

Buddhists of the Consciousness-Only school of Xuanzang. Nāgārjuna and Xuanzang 

claim that each entity we see before us is merely a temporary collection of dharmas 

(essentially, qualities), which may then separate, recycle, and circulate into new 

entities after old ones break up.16 Related approaches can be seen in contemporary 

Western thought in the works of Whitehead, Deleuze, Peirce, and other ‘process-

relational’ theorists. Contemporary science is not far from the approach to the world 

detailed by these approaches, in that it considers entities such as tables, stones, and 

organisms as organized collections of sub-atomic particle-interactions which have 

temporarilly come together, and which will eventually disperse, reform, etc.  

 

Time. If particular network parameters of emergence describe the manner in 

which entities emerge in the world, relative network parameters of emergence, or 

parameters of time, describe the manner in which these can be compared with each 

other.  

 

We can say, for example, that one particular acorn grew into a tree before another, or 

that a pile of wood burned after another, or even at the same time. These notions of 

before, after, and during, describe relative degrees of emergence which occur 

between particular emergent aspects of the world. By intertwining these with contexts 

which can serve as standards of reference, we are able to abstract from the relations 

between them the general notions of past, present, and future, which are known as 

relative parameters of emergence.  

 



These relative parameters are commonly said to describe the general flow of process 

at work in the world, what is generally known as a ‘the passage of time.’ It should not 

be thought that the sense of the flow of time should be seen as indicating that time is 

some sort of mystical entity in the world, or some sort of container or medium for 

what is. Rather, time is simply an abstraction from relative comparisons of actual 

emergences in the world. In its intertwined form, time, as abstraction manifests the 

intertwined logic of emergence which we have seen at work in emergence’s more 

particular forms. The past contains the future, the future contains the past, and the 

present contains both and is contained in both, even as all are in the process of 

differentiating from each other within this mutual differentiating inter-containment. 

The forms of containment described here are not like that of a shoe in a box, for they 

are non-orientable in three dimensions (and are of the sort described by a cross-cap, 

Klein bottle, with multiplicitous twist).  

 

Duration. Emergence manifests itself most abstractly in the split between 

duration, differing, and differentiation, which are known as abstract network 

parameters of emergence, or parameters of differentiation. This sort of splitting of 

a oneand into a threeand finds its philosophical precursors in the work of F.W.J. 

Schelling and Jacques Lacan.17 As abstract parameters of emergence, duration, 

differing, and differentiation describe the manner in which emergent processes relate 

to themselves.  

 

According to the networkological project, all entities are ultimately aspects of the 

processes of emergence which give rise to them, and we see this in the fact that while 

particular emergents act as actual and potential for each other, in the most abstract 

sense these particulars are themselves always manifestations of processes. Parameters 

of differentiation describes these processes in their most abstract forms. 

Differentiation manifests itself in the world in three aspects, known as duration, 

difference, and differentiation itself. However, duration and differing, rather than 

being distinct from differentiation, are aspects thereof, each of which will be 

discussed in turn.  

 

The first of these aspects, known as duration, occurs when something is what it is 

even as aspects of its context change. Nothing is ever fully the same whenever 

anything changes, for if even one iota of the context of an entity or aspect thereof 

changes, then that entity/aspect changes, even if only in relation to its contexts. This 



is not to say that nothing is ever the same over changes in time because time is 

different, for time itself is derived from duration, it is an abstraction from relative 

changes in the world. Thus, we can say that time differs because entities emerge. The 

sun moves, the earth moves, our thoughts change: abstract time is an attempt to 

standardize these relations in regard to common standards of reference, it is nothing 

more and nothing less. Nevertheless, duration is that which remains as it is within and 

through the changes which allow this these changes to be recognizable as such. That 

said, there is no duration without change or differing, for these notions are only 

sensible in the light of the split between them. In this sense, when pushed to its most 

abstract, we can, following Bergson, describe duration, and the common experience of 

the passage of time derived therefrom, as a function of the manner in which the world 

differs from itself. From such a perspective, the future may be understood as an 

aspect of difference as such, the present as an aspect of the manner in which 

difference emerges, and the past as an aspect of that which endures into the future.18 

Anything which endures emerges, both from itself, and its contexts. As such, anything 

that appears to stay the same can only be said to do so in a relative sense.  

 

According to Bergson, duration has absolute and relative sides, and we will expand 

upon this to recognize particular, relative, and abstract sides of duration. Abstract 

duration describes the emergence of the world from within itself, while particular 

duration describes the manner in which particular entities endure in the world. 

Relative duration, however, describes relations between particular durations. For 

example, the resonance between the particular durations of pendulums and that of 

the Earth, Sun, etc., is what allows for us to judge the relative rates of change and 

duration of entities on Earth, and to metricize these as years, hours, days, minutes, 

etc. Relative duration is that from which relative parameters of emergence, that is, 

parameters of time, are abstracted.  

 

Differing. The second abstract network parameter of emergence is known as 

differing, or difference. There is little that can be said about differing as such, for in 

fact, it is that which is by being that which it is not. Differing as such is ultimately an 

abstraction from particular instances thereof which manifest in the world.  

 

There are three forms of differing which manifest as paramters. Particular differing, 

or a difference, describes the matter in which a given aspect of emergence differs 

from its contexts and/or itself. Relative differing describes great or lesser degrees of 



difference between aspects of emergence, and abstract differing describes the 

manner in which emergence differs from itself as such, which, as we will see, is 

precisely what makes emergence emergent, for without differing, there would be no 

emergence, just as without duration, there would be nothing from which to emerge.  

 

Differing and duration are ultimately relative determinations in regard to each other. 

That is, all duration is to some extent also a sort of differing from that around it, just 

as all differing is only differing in that in endures as different. Differing and duration 

continually intertwine, create the conditions for the emergence of each other, differ 

from each other, etc. And in this sense we see how it is that duration and difference 

are ultimately aspects of differentiation, the process whereby both duration and 

difference limit each other by emerging in the world in particular forms.  

 

Differentiation. Differentiation is what links together abstract, 

particular, and relative parameters of emergence. That is, when an aspect of 

emergence differentiates itself, it endures in its differing from its contexts in a 

manner which actualize potential. Such actualizations are themselves potential 

potential for future actualizations, determinations which can give rise to relative 

determinations such as before, during, and after.  

 

In this manner we see how it is that differentiation ties together abstract and relative 

parameters of emergence. In itself, however, differentiation has its own parameters 

as well. When a differentiated entity endures, it maintains itself despite changes in its 

contexts, intertwining duration and differing. In this sense, all duration is a form of 

differentiation, namely, durational differentiation. Likewise, when a difference 

endures in the world, it is also a form of differentiation, known as a differing 

differentiation.  

 

Differentiation itself, or differentiating differentiation, however, comes in three 

forms, namely, external, internal, and leveling differentiating differentiation, 

each of which then further intertwines with duration and difference, each of which 

will be dealt with in turn. External durational differentiation, or existence, occurs 

when an entity endures in a manner which differentiates itself from its contexts, 

despite changes therein. Internal durational differentiation, or multiplication, occurs 

when an entity endures in and through differences, not only in relation to changes in 

its context, but changes in itself. For example, when a machine makes a photocopy of 



an original, the pattern of the image on a page reproduces itself, even if on a 

different sheet of paper, a process which can be extended many times. In addition, 

there is also external differing differentiation, or transformation, in which an entity 

changes regardless of changes in its contexts. That is, the entity in question differs 

from its context in and beyond the differentiation whereby it exists as distinct 

therefrom.  

 

Internal differing differentiation, or diversification, occurs when an entity differs in 

the manner in which it transforms itself. Such a form of differentiation is similar to 

multiplication, in that it involves sameness in difference internal to what endures, but 

it also involves difference internal to this form of sameness. For example, we see this 

in a photocopy of an image in which variations are made to the size of the image on 

the page. Each of the copies is still a copy of the original, if differently.  

 

Likewise, when a fertilized human egg, or zygote, shifts from simply making copies of 

itself (the blastula stage) to differentiating into layers which will then develop into 

different types of tissues (a process known as gastrulation), we see a similar 

phenomenon, in that each cell is genetically identical, yet manifests its genetic code 

differently. When the developing mass of cells, or embryo, not only differentiates into 

many types of tissue, but these types of tissue begin to work together to form distinct 

sub-systems of the embryo, giving rise to separate organs, we see a new type of 

difference, a difference of level. This is known as leveling differentiation, or leveling, 

a phenomenon which itself comes in several forms.  

 

External durational leveling differentiation, or repetition, occurs when that which is 

multiplied across levels comes to reproduce the order it is based at other levels of 

scale. For example, when a series of squares are linked together in three dimensions 

to make a cube, they are reproducing the rules which determine a square in two 

dimensions at a higher level of scale. Repetition is rarely pure in the world. When 

repetition occurs within and despite differences, we say that there is internal 

durational leveling, or reproduction. For example, when a wave propagates in the 

ocean, it reproduces itself, but with difference each time. Or, to take another 

example, when a child takes on the same profession as a parent, they do not repeat 

the exact actions of a parent, but actions of a similar type. Reproduction distinguishes 

between a core of sameness and a series of variations, known as essence and 

accident, respectively, and is that from which types are abstracted.  



 

Reproduction itself comes in several forms. External differing leveling, or variation, 

occurs when an entity reproduces itself in a way that differs from its contexts 

regardless of how its contexts change. For example, by means of the process called 

‘crossing-over’, sexual reproduction always produces offspring which vary genetically, 

at least to some degree, from the contributions of the parents. There is therefore 

always some degree of variation within the reproduction of a species across 

generations, regardless of the influence of the environment.  

 

Internal differing leveling, or evolution, occurs when an entity reproduces itself by 

diversifying in relation to itself. For example, by means of variation, an evolutionary 

population is able to reproduce its essence by varying its traits  over generations in at 

least partial response to its contexts. Evolution makes use of variation in order to 

generate new ways of adapting its traits to its contexts, thereby retroactively 

determining an essence which is endures thereby over time.  

 

Finally, there is leveling differentiating leveling, or meta-evolution, which occurs 

when an entity evolves itself by means of evolving its own evolution. That is, an entity 

engaging in meta-evolution reproduces itself by differentiating internally from itself 

the manner in which it reproduces itself. Meta-evolution is emergence which attempts 

to bring about emergence as complexity as such, and as such, it is, in a sense, 

emergence which evolves itself so as to increase its potential intensity as emergence. 

Much more will be said about this in the forthcoming work on network ethics.  

 

Complexity. We have now described particular parameters of emergence, 

as well as particular, relative, and abstract network parameters of emergence. From 

here, we move to parameters of complexity, but first, we must describe complexity 

itself. Complexity is one of the most difficult concepts to define within the 

networkological project. For if emergence is extimacy as such, complexity is meta-

extimacy, such that the paradoxical nature of the first is amplified in the second. 

However, the articulation of the paradoxes inherent to emergence and complexity are 

essential for us to proceed.  

 

When emergence differentiates from a context, it is localized and reified by this 

process. In differentiating from its context, the aspect of emergence which emerges in 

this process describes an increase in the intensity of emergence, for it is emergence in 



the process of emerging, not merely in the past or future, but in the present. And in 

this sense, we can say that emergence which is actualizing is more intensely emergent 

than that which is actual or potential emergence, and that differentiating which 

differs is more emergent than that which endures.  

 

Here we see the basis of a differentiation within emergence between relative 

intensities. Complexity is precisely this, it is the increase in the intensity of emerence, 

and as such, may be thought of as meta-emergence. Complexity is an abstraction from 

all the particular intensities in the world, and that which gives rise to them. 

Complexity, in this sense, may be thought of as intensification as such, and that which 

it intensifies is itself in the process of emerging from itself in ever greater intensity.   

 

Complexity comes in three primary forms. Potential complexity is the potential for 

the increase in the intensity of emergence, actual complexity is what the increase in 

the intensity of emergence which potential complexity gives rise to, and actualizing 

complexity is the process of the intensification of emergence itself. And as we will 

see, emergence intensifies as complexity in the process of its active differentiating 

intertwining with itself. Complexity may therefore be defined as the active process of 

differentiating intertwining. And the complexity of any particular entity is the 

intensity of the potential of other entities to actualize through it with greater 

intensity by means of their mutual intertwining in its process of actualizing. For it is 

only by actualizing the potential of other complexities that any aspect thereof is able 

to actualize its own, such that to increase its potential complexity is always to 

increase the potential of others by means of differentiated intertwining with them. 

That is, the more an aspect of complexity intertwines its actualizing with that of 

others, the more potential its actualizing can actualize. For example, a single cell in a 

human brain can actualize in a huge number of ways, but only because it coordinates 

its actualizing with that of a huge number of other cells, not only in the brain, but the 

other parts of the body.  

 

The form of these intertwinings, the interdependencies and systmetaic relationships, 

all these describe the form of intertwining necessary for a single brain cell to be able 

to actualize in the widely diverse manner which we are used to in our world. But the 

complexity which such a cell is able to actualize is not it’s alone, but that with which 

it is intertwined. Complexity is in this sense thoroughly relational, such that 

emergence is always emergence with, and to complexify an aspect of emergence is to 



complexify aspects of the emergence around it, creating ever more intense forms of 

actively differentiating intertwining within what is. In all its forms, complexity 

embodies all the principles of the networkological endeavor described at the start of 

this text. It is an intensity and yet also a value, one which, according to the 

networkological project, all other values flow. Much more will be said about this in the 

volume on network ethics. 

 

Complication. Because of the self-containing nature of emergence, there 

are several aspects of complexity that may seem paradoxical, but which are inherent 

to the manner in which it functions in the world.  

 

Firstly, complexity self-potentiates, and does so in several forms. All actualizing 

complexity is also potential complexity, for that which is increasing in complexity 

increases the potential for further complexity. Actualizing complexity, 

complexifying, or complexification, is in fact the form of potential complexity with 

the greatest intensity, for it is actively in the process of complexification of itself and 

its relation to the world around it. Unlike emergence, which either is or isn’t, 

complexity potentiates itself. For just as emergence is that which contains itself, 

complexity is that which potentiates itself.  

 

Actual complexity, on the contrary, is less potentiating, and takes two forms. The first 

is complexity which was actively complexifying in the past, but which has ceased to be 

so in the present. Such complexity has the potential to complexify itself in the future, 

or to give rise to increase the complexity of other aspects of emergence beyond it. 

Such complexity is as if it had gone dormant, or gone to sleep. Such dormant 

complexity is known as complication, and an aspect of this is known as a complicate, 

intricate, or complicated system, as opposed to an aspect of complexity, which is 

known as a complex, or a complex system. When there is an increase in the potential 

of an aspect of emergence to produce complexity, yet without increasing the 

actualizing complexity of that aspect, we say that complication, rather than 

complexification, has occurred.  

 

The concepts of a complicate and the process of complication are perhaps best 

explained by means of examples. When a tree lives and grows, it increases its 

differentiating intertwining with the world around it, which gives rise to the potential 

for further differentiating intertwining, that is, more complexity. It is therefore 



intensly emergent, moreso than, say, the nutrients which it uses to potentiate its 

growth, for these nutrients can only serve as potential for the intensification of their 

emergence in relation to the tree, they cannot do this by themselves. When aspects of 

the nutrients are integrated into the tree, for example, when molecules from the soil 

become part of the living tree, they now increase in active complexity, and may be 

said to be complexified in the process by the tree. They then begin to actively 

complexify, and potentiate the active complexification of the entire tree.  

 

When a tree is chopped down, however, and made into a block of wood, it ceases to 

be actualizing complexity, and rather, becomes dormant complexity, or a complicate. 

If that block of wood is then intertwined with other blocks of wood, nails, paint, etc., 

to make a table, the block of wood which came from the tree, along with the other 

parts of the table, have increased their level of complication with each other. They 

increase their potential complexity in the process, for a human can then use that table 

to help it eat breakfast, perform science, write a symphony or book of philosophy or 

literature, etc. But the table cannot do these things on its own, and hence, while it 

has increased its potential complexity bound in the form of complication, it has not 

increased its complexity in active form in complexifying. Both complicates and 

complexes can complexify or complicate other aspects of emergence, if differently.  

 

Exhuastion. In addition to actualizing and dormant actualizing complexity, 

there are also two limit states which, while abstractions which likely do not exist in 

the universe, help define complexity negatively.  

 

The first is fully actualized complexity, which is the same as fully actualized 

emergence, which is known as exhaustion. Exhaustion is the lowest intensity of 

complexity, and indicates a state in which all emergence has ceased, such that 

emergence ceases to contain itself. And now we are finally in a position to describe 

what is meant when we say that emergence is that which contains itself, for that 

which it contains is the potential for that which emerges. A seed contains within it the 

potential for the emergence of a tree. A state of exhaustion occurs when there is no 

potential left, either for emergence, or the complexification of emergence.  

 

Most likely emergence is an abstraction, for we have never seen such a state in our 

universe. Likewise with a state of proto-emergence, or proto-complexity. Such a 

state occurs before the emergence of emergence and complexity, and potentiates it. 



Like exhuastion, such a state is an abstraction from the known universe, for it is that 

which precedes the Big Bang, and hence, all possibility of knowledge. Both exhaustion 

and proto-complexity describe limit states in which the very distinction between 

emergence and complexity breaks down, as does all the rest of distinction within what 

is.  

 

Parametrization. Complexity is not only the intensification of 

emergence, but also that from which all other intensities emerge, for it is both an 

abstraction from all other particular intensities, as well as that which gives rise to 

intensity as such.  

 

The more intensities which pertain as potential to a given aspect of emergence, the 

more potential complexity it has, even as such potential complexity can only occur by 

means of the intertwining of an aspect of emergence in question with others as 

complexity. These intertwinings manifest as the intensities relevant to an aspect of 

complexity, which intertwine in a manner which can be described according to 

parameters of relation, type, and intensity. These parameters are merely the 

differentiated manner in which emergence intertwines with itself as complexity, such 

that their intertwinings are that which differentially carves emergence as complexity 

into nexus points which are its aspects in the process of their intertwined, polyvalent 

becoming. Differences in spacetime are nothing more than the carving up of 

emergence by itself into differentiations, which can then serve as relative standards to 

make determinations of location such as space and time, which can then in turn serve 

as locations for further differntiations and intertwinings. Location and specificity co-

potentiate, for without differences in location there can be no specificity of 

differentiation, and without specificity of differentiation, there can be no difference 

in location.  

 

We see this in the physical world in the manner in which spacetime and differentiation 

copotentiated each other in the Big Bang, more of which will be described in the 

volume on matrixology. Along with potential, specificity of differentiation, or 

parameterization, and differentiation into location, or localization, are preconditions 

of complexity, just as all three are manifestations of complexity in the process of its 

emergence.  

 

Potentiation. We have stated in what is above that if emergence is that 



which contains itself, then complexity is that which potentiates itself. And as we have 

seen, it can do so in several forms. Our description of these forms, however, bring to 

light several aspects of potential which need, however, to be described in greater 

detail.  

 

Firstly, we have seen how it is that all potential in our universe comes from the 

originary potential brought about by the set of processes known collectively as ‘the Big 

Bang.’ While ultimately the potential of the universe is decreasing, it is able to form 

local centers of increasing potential, such as our sun, which can then serve to increase 

the complexity of other local centers, such as the earth. Much more will be said about 

the particulars of these processes, and they issues they raise, in the volume on 

matrixology.  

 

However, we should be careful not to equate potential with energy. For while the sun 

may be the source of all energy on Earth, it is only indirectly responsible for the 

complexity that has emerged here. The link between the sun and, for example, the 

great diversity of lifeforms, or that of human culture, is clear, but it is also indirect. 

For all the energy in the world cannot give rise to a symphony or novel or language or 

science without the mediation of entities capable of transforming energy into 

symphonies or novels or language or science or whatever else.  

 

A human, for example, can transform the energy present in a block of wood into more 

than just the potential for fire, but also the potential for a symphony or science 

experiment. This is done, for example, by burning the block of wood to produce heat, 

which can be used to make electricity, which can be used to power a computer, which 

can be used to help in the construction of a symphony, science experiment, etc. Even 

if such a human does not increase the aggregate energy released by the fire, it can 

increase the degree of potential differentiation it can give rise to. Energy needs to be 

channelled into and by particular forms of what is not energy in order for it to give 

rise to different forms in the world, such that energy may be said to increase in 

potential simply due to its context. In such a situation, the human mediator seems to 

increase the potential within the wood, even if that potential can only become 

actualized when it can be supported by other entities with which it can intertwine so 

as to actualize as a symphony or science experiment rather than as fire.  

 

In this sense, we can say that all potential is the potential to be anything which can be 



within what is, depending upon the context within which it actualizes. For all that has 

emerged from the Big Bang, as far as we know, was originally part of the same stuff, if 

in a highly compressed state. Differentiation only came about later. We have no 

reason to believe that any aspect of the universe has more inherent potential than any 

other, or that each could not, in the right circumstances, create a new Big Bang.19  

 

Potential must therefore be equally relative, it must be something which increases 

based on the type of intertwinings into which it can unfold, which in turn is based 

upon that with which it is already intertwined. For just as emergence contains itself 

by being its own precondition, potential is the form which emergence takes in its state 

as precondition. In this manner, potential can also serve as the condition for its own 

meta-potentiation. That is, potential is that which can give rise to, by means of the 

intertwining of emergence as potential, to an increase in potential. Potential 

therefore has the potential to meta-potentiate by means of its intertwining. If all 

emergence contains itself, all potential is the potential for its own meta-potentiation.  

 
Diversity. Now that we have described complexity as such, we are now in a 

position to describe its parameters. There are three primary parameters of 

complexity: diversity, symmetry, and meta-stability. If complexity may be defined as 

actualizing differentiating intertwining, then then these three parameters may be 

seen as the reified states which appear in particular aspects of the world as 

parameters which indicate the preconditions, results, and determinations of relative 

intesity of complexity in its particular manifestations. For if complexity is actualizing 

differentiating interwtining, diversity describes is the intensity of differentiating, 

symmetry is the intensity of intertwining, and meta-stability describes the intensity of 

actualizing.  

 

In all these forms, and due to the self-differntiating, self-potentiating, intertwined 

nature of complexity, its parameters are at once conditions, results, and relative 

determinations of intensity of complexity and of each other. Each of these three 

parameters, namely, diversity, symmetry, and meta-stability, will be described in 

turn. Complexity only comes about by the intertwining of all three of its parameters, 

in a manner which will be described in what follows.  

 

Diversity describes the manner in which emergence emerges from itself as particular 

differentiations, that is, differings which endure, in a manner which is localized and 



contextualized in relation to other differentiations as complexity. Diversity describes 

degree and/or intensity of differentiations within a context, and is a precondition for 

the other two parameters of complexity to occur, just as the other two are a 

precondition for diversity to occur. Diversity is, in some senses, the raw material of 

complexity. If differentiation is the most abstract manifestation of complexity, what 

differentiation produces is diversity. Diversity is that which symmetry works to bring 

together in meta-stable conditions to produce complexity. Without diversity, 

complexity cannot exist, and without enough diversity it is brittle, limited, and likely 

to collapse and deform at the slightest perturbation. For as we will see, it is only by 

means of the potential for sync with a wide variety of contexts that complexity can 

form, sustain, and increase itself.  

 

Without diverstiy, complexity produces simply more of the same, and hence, ceases to 

emerge from itself, it is complexity which has been actualized but which ceases to be 

actualizing and potential complexity. Such complexity is dead, for it can only 

intertwine with what it has already intertwined in the past, and any slight change can 

lead to its deformation and dissolution. On the contrary, those entities which are the 

most complex, and the most resiliently complex in the face of changing situations, are 

those which are the most, not the least diverse, for they posess within themselves the 

potential for diverse forms of sync with aspects of new situations.  

 

Symmetry. The second parameter of complexity, namely, symmetry, 

describes that which allows diverse entities to work together so as to give rise to new 

forms of emergence.  

 

According to contemporary mathematics, symmetry occurs when an entity remains 

formally equivalent to itself despite a change in its contexts. There are there types of 

symmetry which we will examine, namely, static or formal symmetry, dynamic 

symmetry or sync, and variable symmetry or dynamic formal symmetry.  

 

Symmetries abound in the world, for any aspects of an element which, despite 

morphisms or transformations, remains the same can be understood as a symmetry.20 

Simple symmetries can be seen, for example, in notions like rotation. A round ball will 

be the same no matter how it is rotated, and so we say it has 360˚ symmetry in regard 

to rotation. The capital letter “H” has 180˚ symmetry in that will appear identitical to 

itself each time it is rotated a half turn.  



 

Group theory is the branch of contemporary mathematics that studies the manner in 

which symmetries manifest in mathematical systems, and researchers from a wide 

variety of fields have made use of categorizations of types of symmetry used by group 

theorists to describe aspects of the physical world. From such a perspective, any rule, 

law, principle, or heuristic within a given system can be understood as a symmetry. 

For example, liquid water is still H2O even when frozen or boiled, so that we can 

therefore say that H2O has symmetry at the molecular level over changes in 

temperature and pressure. A language in a given culture at a given time maintains 

roughly the same grammatical rules despite changes in the particular phrases and 

sentences uttered. These rules indicate a symmetry, even if a fuzzy symmetry, in 

regard to patterns of slang. In mathematics, rules such as addition or subtraction 

indicate symmetries in mathematical language in regard to the manipulation of 

relations between quantities. Physicists often describe the universe as exhibiting a 

symmetry in regard to the conservation of energy. Even dynamic structures such as a 

whirlpool can be seen as governed by symmetry.  

 

According to the networkological perpsective, the simplest form of symmetry, known 

as formal symmetry, describes the manner in which the form of an entity remains the 

same despite changes around it. Such symmetry can be seen, for example, in the 

manner in which an equilateral triangle is formally identical to itself three times 

within a rotation of 360º, or a square four times within the same rotation. In a more 

abstract sense, we can say that the form of H20 is symmetrical, at standard pressure, 

over changes in temperature in the range between 0 and 100º C. When liquid H20 boils 

or freezes, the symmetry just described is broken, revealing an asymmetry of the 

sample of H20 in relation to itself over the transformation in question. Those changes 

which break symmetries themselves have symmetries between them, such that the 

symmetries of transformations and entities can be used to describe the manner in 

which entities, contexts, and changes within their relations intertwine.  

 

It may at first seem paradoxical that symmetry, or the aspects of an entity which 

remain the same over changes in their contexts, would be a parameter of emergence, 

or the manner in which the new emerges in the world. However, a symmetry at one 

level of scale can act as the foundation upon which new forms of emergence can 

emerge. We see this in the manner in which the symmetries between molecules of H20 

allow them to form a vortex in the proper conditions.  



 

Furthermore, it must be remembered that symmetry not only links equivalent entities 

together, but distinguishes them, for the difference in symmetry types determines 

similarities as well as differences between entities, thereby describing the manner in 

which entities can and cannot intertwine. For example, as students often memorize in 

relation to the chemistry of solutions, ‘like dissolves like’: that is, polar molecules are 

able to dissolve in polar solvents (ie: table salt, or NaCl, will dissolve in H20 because 

both are polar molecules), just as non-polar molecules are able to dissolve in non-

polar solvents (ie: moth-balls, made of napthalene, or C10H8, will dissolve in 

cyclopentane, or C5H10, because both are non-polar). But non-polar and polar 

molecules will not dissolve in each other (ie: moth-balls will not dissolve in H20, or 

NaCl in cyclopentene). Polarity, or the manner in which the balance of charges within 

a molecule determines the distribution of its aggregate charge as a whole, describes 

two wide classes of entities (polar and non-polar molecules) which can easily 

intertwine within themselves, but not with each other.  

 

We can see the implications of this in regard to the human body: because H20 is the 

base solvent for the human body, medications generally need to be soluble in H20 if 

they are to be potentially effective. Symmetry between the form of the medication 

and that of the body’s chemistry is necessary if they are to be able to intertwine. In 

this set of examples and others, symmetry describes a form of sameness which can 

serve as the foundation against which differentiation can emerge. Thus, for example, 

even though the molecules in a sample of H20, and even the parts thereof, may have 

widely different histories, they are able to work together to form a vortex due to the 

symmetries in their forms. Likewise, when sugar or salt are dissolved in a sample of 

liquid water, the solution can still form a vortex, if slightly differently, because of the 

symmetries in the forms of the mixtures in question.  

 

simple symmetries: 360˚, 90˚, 45˚ 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Sync. When symmetry allows entities to work together in a manner which 

produces new form at a higher level of scale, for example, in a vortex in liquid water, 

we have an example of the second form of symmetry, namely, sync, intertwining, or 

actualizing symmetry. Sync is that which gives rise to formal symmetry, for all formal 

symmetry at a given level is the result of sync at lower levels of scale. That is, all that 

is seemingly static at one level is simply a symmetry within dynamic conditions at 

lower levels of scale. Sync also comes in varying degrees of intensity. When entities 

can only interact in a manner which destroys complexity, we say that have a low or 

non-existent level of potential sync. For example, a square peg will only be able to fit 

into a round hole if the square peg is either broken or shaved down in the process. 

There is a lack of potential sync between these two entities, because of the lack of 

formal symmetry between them. When entities can interact in a manner which does 

not destroy complexity, or even potentially gives rise to it, we say that they have a 

higher degree of potential sync. For example, sugar and salt dissolve easily in liquid 

water, and therefore can be said to have a high degree of sync with it.  

 

Variability. Finally, there is variable symmetry, or dynamic formal 

symmetry. This form of symmetry occurs when formal symmetry is variable in relation 

to its contexts.  

 

There are three forms of variable symmetry, which are passive, active, and 

differentiated. Passive variability occurs when an entity has many potential 

symmetries in relation to its contexts because its contexts can to some extent 

determine its form. For example, a squishy ball is able to squish and change shape to 

varying degrees, depending on its compressibility, flexibility, etc., without breaking. 

However, if twisted or stretched over certain degrees, it will in fact deform, 

decompose, break, etc. Liquid water has enormous passive variability in regard to its 

containers, but not in relation to pressure and temperature.  

 

Active variability occurs when an entity has various forms which can be selected or 

otherwise in relation to its environment. For example, a human body has limbs with 

joints, each of which can be positioned in various ways in response to its environment. 

The human body has a wide degree of potential symmetries with its environment 

because it can reconfigure in this manner. Active variability in an entity often requires 



a high degree of differentiation between its sub-entities, as well as many different 

types of sync between them, and hence, a high degree of complexity.  

 

Finally, there is also complexifying variability, evolution, or learning, which 

describes an entity which is able to adapt to its environment by altering the manner in 

which it alters its formal and actualizing symmetries with its contexts, adding new 

potential symmetries with each new self-modification. While evolution and learning 

may sound like different processes, the only difference between them is one of 

degree, for ultimately they both describe the same type of dynamic symmetry in 

relation to an entity’s environment, and both require both entities and groups thereof 

in dynamic sync with each other. Much more will be said about these notions in future 

volumes.  

 

Meta-stability. The final parameter of complexity is known as meta-

stability. Meta-stability is that which intertwines diversity and symmetry, and 

activates them, so to speak, such that they give rise to complexity. In order to 

understand meta-stabiltiy, however, we must first explain what is meant by stability.  

 

Stability describes a symmetry within dynamic conditions which occurs when there is 

a balance between the diversity and intensity of interactions in a context. In stable 

conditions, entities generally retain the form they currently have. For example, if a 

drain opens up under a volume of liquid water, a vortex will form. So long as 

conditions remain relatively constant, the form of the vortex will remain relatively 

constant until the liquid runs out. During this period of dynamic equilibrium, the 

conditions remain stable.  

 

One important form of stability is disorder. Disorder is a dynamically stable state in 

which the interactions between entities have either too much or too little intensity to 

complicate or complexify in a given context. For example, the intensity between the 

particles in the sun are too intense to allow for the formation of complex entities like 

humans, while those in the depths of space are lacking the requisite intensity. Such 

situations lack in order, that is, complication or complexity, because of too great or 

too weak intensity of interaction between entities. Each stable situation has a range 

of intensity of interactions between entities, each of which depends in turn on the 

intensity of interactions between the context in question and its contexts.  

 



Within a given range of intensities, described by the types of entities in question, as 

well as their relevant intensities and parameters, conditions will remain stable. 

However, when there is a shift between stable states, due to either an increase or 

decrease in complexity, there is generally a state on the cusp of this change in which 

there is a juxtaposition, oscillation, or superposition or layering between the potential 

states into which the entities or sets thereof may change. Such a state of higher-level 

stability, of symmetrical stability between stabilities, is known as meta-stability. 

Meta-stability is a state of tension between multiple potentials. Once an entity in a 

meta-stable state settles into one stable state or another, it ceases to be meta-stable.  

 

Meta-stable states occur both when a system changes due to an increase in the 

intensity of its interactions between itself and its contexts, as well as a decrease. The 

first form of meta-stability is known as intensifying meta-stability, while the latter is 

known as de-intensifying meta-stability. Only the former leads to an overall long-

term increase in meta-stability. However, can we say that the latter, namely, 

intensifying meta-stability, is more or less complex than the actualizing complexity 

which it gives rise to? That is, is there a higher degree of complexity in a meta-stable, 

layered, multi-potential state, or a single, actualizing state? The former is more 

complex in the sense that it has a higher degree of potential, but the latter has a 

higher degree of actualizing complexity. Ultimately such a determination can only be 

made relatively and retroactively, in terms of the complexity which one or the other 

ultimately leads to. However, we see here evidence of a much more significant split 

within the development of complexity, two major paths within the development of the 

intensification of complexity, namely, that between layered states superpositioned in 

potential, and that of actualizing complexity. The tension here emerges because it is 

impossible for a single entity to be in the process of actualizing in more than one state 

at a time in any manner which is, in fact, stable. For while meta-stable states increase 

the potential of entities that engage in them, they are not practical foundations upon 

which to build further actualizing complexity, precisely because they are not fully 

stable. And here we see two paths open up within the development of complexity in 

the world, namely, that between the multi-determination of potentiality, and the uni-

determination of actualizing.  

 

Evolution. The evolution of complexity describes the manner in which what is 

in the world of our universe comes to be more complex. This process is the story of 

what is, of which the evolution of life, consciousness, humanity, knowledge, culture, 



etc., are only parts. We cannot know its limits, for we hardly know if there are other 

types of life beyond that on Earth in the universe, and we cannot know what the 

future holds. But we do know that humans are the most complex organisms on Earth, 

and that human culture, and its material, practical, and social technologies, is the 

most complex set of systems currently in existence. 

 

All complexity that exists is as if it had a striving within it to increase its complexity. 

This is not to say that there is some mystical or magical force within entities which 

promotes comlexity. For we could also say that there is a magical force which is 

released when entities enter into the proper configurations to unleash the potential 

within entities. We cannot know if such forces exist, either in entities or contexts. We 

can know, however, that if complexity intertwines in certain ways, further complexity 

seems to develop in a relatively spontaneous manner. Without the need to postulate 

some mystical force at work, we can describe the manner in which intertwining leads 

to actions which must have found their potential within the entities so intertwined.  

 

The notion of potential we have proposed here is nothing more than this. In 

understanding the differing types of intertwinings which give rise to more complex 

forms of actualizing, and hence, evidence more intense means of unleashing the 

potential within what is, we can trace out the series of stages which it seems have 

generally occurred in the past within our context. Such a task is that described by 

matrixology, while the ethical, practial, political and aesthetic issues relevant thereto 

are described by means of network ethics. Evolution is the process whereby, from 

what we have observed in our world, describes the manner in which complexity 

increases by means of its self-intertwining.  

 

From what we can tell from this process, there are certain stages in which complexity 

seems to go through as it increases. Meta-stable conditions, firstly, seem to increase 

the potential number of states in which an entity can actualize. Increasing complexity, 

however, it seems comes about when entities are then able to internalize meta-stable 

conditions within them, by means of the support of stable systems which keep sub-

systems within that entity meta-stable. In this manner, systems which are able to 

combine stable and meta-stable sub-systems are able to maximize the increased 

intensity present within both, so as to form a yet more complex synnergy between 

them, known as an active internal meta-stable state, which is opposed to a passive 

external meta-stable state. A sample of H20 which is kept at its triple point, 



hovering between solid, liquid, and gaseous state, for example, is passively meta-

stable, for it is kept meta-stable by the conditions in its context, which is why this 

form of meta-stability is also called external.  

 

A simple living organisms, such as a one celled protist such as an amoeba, produces a 

stable state within itself by means of a meta-stable relation with its environment. For 

the environment of an amoeba is continually changing, in intensity and type, and as a 

result, an amoeba must constantly put itself on the cusp between multiple potential 

paths which it then actualizes. Because an amoeba, like a plant, is relatively 

decentralized, while there is stability within its sub-entities (ie: organelles such as 

mitochondria and ribosomes in an amoeba, plant cells within a plant), as a whole, it 

exists in a meta-stable state procued by the conjuncture between it and its contexts.  

 

Such a state is known as a semi-internal semi-active meta-stable state. Such a state 

is neither internal nor external, active nor passive, for it is at the cusp of these. A 

more complex situation is observed with populations of such entities in the process of 

biological evolution. We see this in the manner in which populations of organisms 

evolve towards greater complexity, by means of internalizing meta-stability within the 

group, even if this is done at the cusp between internal and external. This is therefore 

known as internal passive meta-stability. In such a state, populations are able to 

actualize more than one state at a time, by means of the diverse organisms in a 

population which are able to pursue differing paths at the same time. Meta-stability is 

in this sense internal to the group organism, if only to a lesser degree in the organisms 

themselves. The path of this process, however, is largely guided by its environment. 

 

A more complex system can be found, however, in the example of animals with 

central nervous systems. A brain within the body of an animal is an example of a set of 

nested meta-stable systems within systems, the sum total of which, namely, the brain 

as a whole, is supported by the meta-stable situation of the body as a whole, each of 

whose sub-entities (ie: organs, cells), are even more stable. Here we see a carefully 

nested set of degrees of stability and meta-stability layered inside each other. In such 

a situation, the brain within an organism is kept in a series of meta-stable states of 

varying degrees of intensity, a state which is actively promoted by the more stable 

state provided by the rest of the body.  

 

In this sense, we can call this a state of internal active meta-stability. Thus, while 



the brain’s meta-stable state is imposed upon it by the flow of energy, stimuli, 

feedback, etc. from the body, the organism as a whole actively creates and maintains 

this meta-stable state internal to it. The reason why is that the brain of such an 

organism is able to explore multiple possible states at once, such as multiple 

interpretations of the same set of stimuli (ie: is that a bird, or a leaf?), or multiple 

paths of potential action (ie: should I go to the movies or stay home?), until it moves 

from a state of heightened meta-stability to relatively lower meta-stability, a state 

which indicates a decision amongst these multiple potential states. The ripple effect 

of multiple, nested decisions at work within a brain is similar to that at work when a 

rock is hit with a hammer, and nested, multiple decisions determine the precise 

manner in which it will break.  

 

Living organisms with brains utilize the complexity of meta-stable systems, their 

ability to superimpose multiple potential paths for actualization, with the ability to 

recall past experiences so as to reconstruct possible experiences from past ones, and 

then superimpose these reconstructions so as to attempt to predict future outcomes, 

whether as a means to interpret stimuli, or to consider possible consequences of 

actions. In doing so, complex organisms of this form are able to consider options, and 

make decisions, abilities which allow these organisms to react to stimuli in a manner 

which stores past experiences and uses them to evaluate future ones. Such organisms 

are said to be able to recognize stimuli, and learn from the past. The increase in 

complexity, both actualizing and potential, provided by learning, is enormous.  

 

When such entities evolve as populations, they learn how to learn better. Such 

populations may be said to be relationally meta-stable, for such a collective has the 

potential to take on a meta-stable relation to its own meta-stability, and in fact, 

develop a higher level emergence known as meta-evolution. Meta-evolution completes 

the movement seen from the start, that of the increasing internalization and active 

employment of meta-stability to learn more about the environment and develop 

greater potential for sync with ever more diverse and changing contexts. Much more 

will be said about all these issues in the volumes on matrixology and network ethics.  

 

In all of these forms, evolution gives rise to the potential for more types of sync 

between an entity and its contexts, such that the entity in question can maintain its 

stable form of meta-stability, in its population and within itself, while growing more 

complex, despite changes in its environment.  



 

Self-potentiation. Meta-stability, diversity, and symmetry describe 

complexity in its three parameters. Increase one, and you increase the others, but 

each always destabilizes, to some extent, the others, such that only their coordination 

leads to a definite increase in complexity. That is, increase the diversity within a 

stable system, and it must either employ new forms of sync which it had as potential, 

or develop these new forms of sync by means of evolution. Otherwise, it will lose 

stability, and potentially decrease in its overall intensity of complexity. Increase the 

sync in a given system, and very often there is a decrease in diversity. This may be 

fine for the short run, but if the contexts change, lower diversity within a system 

mean fewer resources for potential sync in new circumstances. And if you increase the 

degree of intensity of a system, you may destroy complexity rather than create it if 

the potential for sync is not present within the formal symmetries present in system in 

question, thereby evidencing a lack of diversity and variability within the symmetries 

in the system.  

 

Only when diversity, symmetry, and intensifying meta-stability intertwine does 

complexity evolve from its contexts. And under these conditions, it does this 

seemingly on its own, though there is much to such a statement. For in fact, there are 

many systems and sub-systems, diversifications and levels and coordinations and 

stabilities and meta-stabilities which need to work together to form the most complex 

types of systems.  

 

Without the proper support in the world, potential cannot unfold, for potential 

complexity is only as actual as the intertwinings which support it, which can actualize 

its actualizing in the world. It is in this manner that while all that exists has the 

potential, at least in theory, to give rise to all that is in the universe under the right 

conditions, practically speaking, potential is only as actual as the intertwinings which 

have the potential to support its actualizing. With proper support, complexity is able 

to increase its intensity, and at ever higher levels of scale.  

 

In this manner, we can see how it is that there is more than one type of the increase 

of intensity of complexity. For as complexity is able to intertwine more broadly with 

entities, increasing its diversity and/or symmetry/sync, it is able to increase its 

breadth of complexity. But when there are increases in levels, we say that there is 

an increase in the depth of complexity. Both these horizontal and vertical 



dimensions, so to speak, represent axes of increase in the intensity of complexity.  

 

However, only an intertwining of both breadth and intensity of complexity create 

meta-stable complexity, which is the most intense form of actualizing intensity 

which manifests in the world. The synnergy of depth and breadth generally occurs in 

systems in the process of evolution in relation to their dynamic contexts in the world.  

 

Leveling. In the process of describing parameters of complexity, we have 

come to see precisely what is meant by a level of scale, even if not in all its forms, 

each of which will be described below. What is a level, then?  

 

Levels come in three forms, namely, levels of sync, structuration, and intensity. 

Levels of sync occur when entities coordinate their actions such that they come to 

have a form together as a whole which is distinct from that of the entities themselves. 

Such a form serves as that of a new emergent entity of which the original entities 

serve as components. In such a situation, the new entity emerges from the others, and 

contains them, such that this containing is precisely what constitutes its coming to be, 

such that these component entities are now said to exist at the same level of 

emergence, one below or contained by the new entity in question.  

 

For example, when a vortex emerges above a drain in a container of water, the 

molecules of water around the drain are drawn into a wide variety of flows. Flows of 

this sort come about because the water molecules share certain characteristics which 

make them likely to act in a coordinated fashion in given contexts. When a drain opens 

up under water molecules, they form into streams, and as the pull of the drain 

increases, these flows will merge into ever larger flows. Some of these flows will pull 

clockwise, others counterclockwise, but eventually all the flows will be absorbed in 

one aggregate flow which, if the pull of the drain is strong enough, will form a vortex. 

Each flow of water molecules which emerges from the water in the container exists at 

a new level, for it has a form which is distinct from its components. Each flow is 

distinct from its context, even if individual water molecules join or leave (similar to 

what is seen with a vortex, wave, etc.). As these flows swallow each other, only one 

new level forms, because there is only one distinction between level of form between 

a given flow and that of the water molecules, and the same can be said of the vortex 

and the water molecules, namely, that there is only one level between them. In this 

sense, we see the manner in which levels may collapse within each other.  



 

A similar phenomenon happens when a human looks out out into the world and sees a 

tree in the forest on a sunny day. What enters the human’s eye are photons, which 

produce impulses when they hit the neurons of the human’s retina. These impulses are 

then separated, grouped together, sorted, modulated, and processes in a wide variety 

of ways. When this happens, the chains of neural impulses eventually form emergent 

patterns of sync between them, similar to that which leads to the formation of a 

vortex. These patterns of sync are what give rise to distinct and coordinated colors, 

shapes, objects, etc., within the perceptual field of the human.  

 

Structuration. The converse of a level of sync is a level of structuration. 

This occurs when multiple entities emerge from the same or similar contexts in a 

similar manner. Such entities are likely to have similar properties which relate to the 

manner in which they were produced, for the similarities in their structuring contexts 

leads to similarities in form, which then determine similar qualities. Such entities 

therefore likely to be able to interact with each other and other entities and contexts 

in similar ways, in relation to the types of similarities between them.  

 

For example, molecules of liquid water produced by human sweat and that produced 

by condensation from the air on a pane of glass are produced by widely different 

processes and sources. However, there are structural similarities between these 

contexts of production, and hence, the molecules of water are interchangeable in 

terms of qualities, forms, etc. Therefore, we can gather both sets of molecules 

together, put them in a large container of water, and these molecules can join a 

vortex, just like the other water molecules, because these are all at the same level of 

emergence, in this case, a level of production. In this sense, the similarities in the 

structural conditions of production lead to similarity in form, and similarity of the 

likelihood of sync, and hence, emergence as a level of sync in other circumstances.  

 

Similarity, when two computers are produced in similar factories according to the 

same specifications, they will be fundamentally interchangeable, even if the factories 

are in different countries. These computers will then likely sync with human users in 

functionally identical ways. While entities may be produced similarly at a given level, 

they may also have differences within their similarities. For example, a car factory 

may produce cars which have many different colors and engines. If the cars simply 

have different colors, their engines and engine parts may be interchangeable, while if 



they have different engines, this will likely not be the case. Here we see the 

emergence of differentiation within production, and yet, these entities, in this case, 

cars, are at the same level of production/structuration, for they were produced from 

the same factory. Even if none of their parts are interchangeable, they are 

nevertheless the same in regard to the levels of their production. They differ, 

however, in that they are either produced in the same factory, if by means of 

different processes and/or parts.  

 

Production may occur in a manner in which an entity uses its own material to produce 

new entities (ie: when a cell splits in two), or uses the material of others to produce 

new entities (ie: a car factory). Either way, differing emerges within what endures, 

and when these differings endure, this leads to differentiation. This is how new 

entities emerge differently, even if at the same level.  

 

Intensity. Beyond levels of sync and structuration, there are levels of 

intensity. These are levels of emergence which describe the intensity of the 

emergence relevant to a particular entity. Levels of sync occur due to an increase in 

the order in a given context, an order which then endures for a given period of time. If 

levels of sync manifest the durational aspects of emergence, and levels of 

structuration the differentiating aspectes, levels of intensity manifest the intensity of 

emergence itself in the process of its differentiation from itself as potential. Potential 

is a form of emergence that differs from itself in not emerging until later, just as the 

actual is emergence which differs from itself as that which already has emerged. 

Complexity is a level of sync which arises within emergence from that which 

emergence produced, and it gives rise to further levels of sync therefrom. The levels 

of potential, complexity, and emergence are levels of intensity. All other levels of 

intensity derive from these, for they are levels of intensity as they apply to the 

particular differentiations within emergence which store potential as complexity. 

Levels of intensity cannot be measured in an absolute sense, for emergence is that 

which contains itself. However, it can be measured relationally.  

 

Quilting. If emergence is the process whereby complexity comes to exist, 

quilting is the manner in which complexity structures what emergence gives rise to. 

Any network or element which crosses levels is known as a quilt,21 as are the 

connections they create within the larger networks in question. Some quilts connect 

networks without skipping levels, in which case we say that a quilt is saturated, while 



others skip layers and are known as unsaturated quilts. Some quilts are porous, and 

can move or shift without disturbing aspects of the layers which they interconnect, 

just as some networks may be porous to aspects of their quilts. On the other hand, 

other quilts and their networks may be less porous to aspects of each other, and even 

selectively so. The aggregate of all the quilts in a network is known as that network’s 

quilting architecture, quilting structure, or quiltitecture, and the quiltitecture of a 

network constrains and at least partially determines the potential topologies a 

network may take, as well as the other parameters which the entities in a given 

network may take. By means of quilting and quiltitecture, parameters of level reach 

down into the depths of what is, and combine with various other parameters in a 

manner which describes the various aspects of the diversity of what is.  

 

Morphisms. The branch of contemporary mathematics that describes 

parameters of level is that known as category theory. If set theory is the branch of 

contemporary mathematics which many sought to use as a foundation for mathematics 

in what some have called its modernist period in the early twentieth century,22 

category theory is the branch of mathematics which many are trying to use as a 

foundation for mathematics today. Category theory is perhaps poorly named, for it 

describes classifications of dynamic relations, and as such, is particularly suited to the 

formation of the sort of post-foundational foundation needed by mathematics after 

the manner in which Gödel’s incompleteness theorum showed the limitations of 

foundations based on set-theoretical premises. Category theory describes 

transformations, known as morphisms, as its primary elements. Transformations lead 

to changes in states, known as objects, which are only defined as relations between 

transformations, such that ultimately, these are two sides of the same. A set of 

morphisms and objects which link together are known as a category. Entities of 

varying sorts may be transformed by a morphism, so long as they can take up a given 

state, and so there is a separation between what, in networkological terms, would be 

called an entity and state/aspect. Meta-categories, known as functors, make 

categories the entities related by higher-level categories, such that the system 

grounds itself by an emergent leap in level in which processes become objects of other 

processes. In this sense, it chooses the incompleteness of decision over the 

incoherence of completeness, in a manner more in sync with the processural form of 

what is. There are many similarities between category theory and what has been 

described in preceding sections, in that each process of sync, production, or 

emergence may be thought of as a morphism. As we have seen, many of the branches 



of contemporary mathematical and natural languages are abstractions from aspects of 

the world.  

 

Parametrization. We are now back where we began in our 

investigation of parametrics, if at a higher level of scale. Parameters describe the 

simplest particular ways in which networks manifest in the world. The parametric 

perspective views the world beyond a given network through the lens of that which it 

manifests in and through a particular network, in relative abstraction from that which 

produces the parameters in question.  

 

Because of the emphasis on the specific descriptors relevant to a particular network, 

the parametrical approach shows its limits when it tries to describe how it is that 

entities and their descriptors change. The parametrical perspective only accounts for 

change by reducing the contexts and processes which produce and maintain an entity 

and its parameters in a global manner. For at its most relational, the parametric 

outlook views the context beyond an entity as a whole, rather than composed of 

particular processes, logics, etc., for the emphasis is upon how the context gives rise 

to the descriptors relevant to a particular network. From such a perspective, changes 

in a parameter would then be the result of those in the global context, and the global 

context maybe altered by shifts in the parameter in turn. It is for this reason that we 

refer to the varied descriptors of entities as parameters, for they are like two-way 

knobs between the entity and its contexts: change a parameter, and there is 

necessarily some sort of shift in the context, and vice-versa, even if the change is not 

necessarily a simple one-to-one type of shift, because of the possible levels of 

mediation involved. 

 

When a parameter is viewed as fundamentally related to the contexts and processes 

beyond the network in question, then we begin to think in terms of the manner in 

which an entity can be both itself and that which is beyond it, that is, in terms of 

representation. Representation is created by means of the action of entities on each 

other, such that any entity can be seen as a representation of those which impact it, 

and which it impacts in turn. These forms of the intertwining of networks and their 

aspects are known as combinations, the examination of which is known as 

combinatorics.  

 

The combinatorical perspective works to understand how it is that networks and their 



aspects intertwine. While the parametrical approach attempts to understand the 

context of an entity, which manifests the logic of the ground, by reducing it to the 

logic of the link, combinatorics works to understand the processes of the world which 

produce contexts, which manifest the logic of the network/level, or process, via the 

logic of the ground, or context, or representation. It is to this endeavor that we will 

now turn.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



                  [2. combinatorics: the grammars   
                                        of machines] 
 

 

Combination. Networks layer, contain, intersperse, weave into, influence, 

act and are acted upon by each other. The various forms of relational interconnection 

between networks, their elements, and contexts are known as intertwinings, or 

combinations, and the branch of the networkological projects devoted to describing 

combinations is known as combinatorics. If parameters describe the ways in which the 

intertwining of networks manifests in and through particular entities, combinatorics 

describes the manner in which parameters are produced by the varied forms of 

intertwining themselves. Parameters manifest that which combination creates, for the 

parameters of any entity are determined by the relations between the entity in 

question and the contexts and processes relevant to that entity. Combintorics studies 

the forms over relational intertwining described thereby. In this sense, just as 

parameters describe the most general and abstract conditions whereby individual 

entities manifest themselves, combinatorics describes, in an equally general and 

abstract sense,  the logics of their intertwining.  

 

When entities intertwine with each other, it often occurs some of these entities exert 

power others so as to influence them, leading to the transference of parameters 

between them. As a result of this, entities may come to share aspects in common, due 

to the influence of common contexts and processes which produced them and/or 

continue to influence them. No matter the cause, when aspect(s) of a network are the 

same, or similar, to each other, no matter the degree of abstraction, a symmetry is 

present between them. When this happens, we can say that the aspects in question 

describe, diagram, or represent each other.  

 

Any network may describe aspects of any other network. Description may be static or 

dynamic, fuzzy or precise. Any network which describes aspects of another is known as 

a network diagram, description, or simply, a diagram. While diagrams may be 

visual images, any network which describes aspects of another network can be thought 

of as its diagram. Image-based network diagrams are only one form which network 

diagrams take in the world. While humans certainly make use of diagrams, such as 

diagrams drawn by hand on paper, or illustrated on computer screens, any entity 



which maps aspects of another or is in sync with it in any way can be said to be its 

diagram. In this sense, the orbits of the planets in the solar system can be said to 

diagram the distribution of the sun’s gravity in the spacetime in its vicinity, just as 

much as any diagram of the solar system drawn in a book. A landscape painting is a 

diagram of aspects of the landscape which inspired it, just as a footprint in the sand is 

a diagram of the foot that produced it.  

 

Diagrams are iconic signs, and they permeate the universe, in a wide variety of forms. 

When an asteriod leaves a crater on a moon of jupiter after impact, and the gases 

around that moon then fill the crater according to that crater’s shape, the gas in 

question takes the shape of the crater it fills. In this manner, the shape of the asteroid 

has been transmitted, and translated, into the shape of the crater, which has then 

been transmitted and translated into the shape of the gas. The crater resembles 

aspects of the asteroid, and the gas resembles aspects of the crater, such that each 

can be said to be the iconic sign, or diagram, of each other. We can also say that the 

gas reads the crater which reads the asteroid. Each extracts meaning from the other, 

by means of translating aspects of that which impacts it into its own forms. In this 

manner, meaning circulates through the universe, and the result is linked chains of 

varying degrees of diagrammatization, folds of symmetry and asymmetry, continually 

changing in relation to each other in varying degrees. Such is the manner in which the 

varied aspects of the world describe each other. 

 

In what follows, forms of combination will be described, first in general and then in 

their specific manifestations, according to an order which roughly follows that from 

simple to complex. As will become evident, there will be a shift in the form in which 

the concepts intertwine in this section. While parameters describe the manner in 

which the dual motion of abstraction and grounding manifest in particular network 

aspects, linking networks and their contexts thereby, here we will see that the terms 

under examination will function more as poles of fundamentally intertwined 

phenomenon. Thus, at each level of the investigation, we will find that parameters of 

combination act as parameters, preconditions, and results of not only the other poles, 

but of the whole of what is being described. We saw this form first arrive in our 

discussion of paramters of complexity at the end of the last section. This form, much 

closer to that of emergence itself, is inherent to the combinatorical form of 

description itself.  

 



Representativity. Combinatorics works to describe the manner in 

which parameters within individual networks are produced, maintained, altered, and 

dissolved by means of the complex intertwining of entities in the world. As we have 

described at the end of the preceding section, this introduces issues of representation, 

for to examine parameters combinatorically is to see them as representative of 

aspects of the contexts with which they are intertwined, and to attempt to understand 

and describe the manner in which this representation occurs.  

 

Ultimately, any entity in the world represents the whole of what is, if differently and 

in its own way. This is what we have described as the holographic aspect of the 

networkological project. All entities have a minimum, a zero-level of 

representativity in which they represent the whole of what is, even if in nothing 

more than the form of its disjunction therefrom. That said, there are entities whose 

form represents the rest of what is more intensely than others, and often selectively, 

that is, emphasizing some aspects over others. These emphases and intensities are 

what leads to types, grounds, and processes, produce symmetries, asymmetries, and 

shifts between these, and allow for description which is anything more than just 

random linkage between aspects of what is. For the relative regularity and 

interdependence of symmetries within what is allows for description to relate to 

experience in a way which allows some entities to represent aspects of their contexts 

in ways that represent them in a way which is meaningful. Such entities are not 

merely representative, but more representative than others, evidencing a relation of 

intensity.  

 

Representation has three primary poles, which are its parameters, preconditions, and 

results. The first is resemblance, the second transference, while the third is 

mediation. The more an entity has all three of these is the degree of its 

representativity of the whole with which it is intertwined.  

 

Resemblance. When one or more entities share qualities in common, even 

though they are separated in spacetime, we say that they resemble each other. 

Entities that resemble each other are known as resemblants, the aspect they share is 

known as a resemblance, a particular instantiation of this in a given resemblant is 

known as a resemblatory aspect, while the rest of the entity is known as its 

resemblatory support.  

 



All resemblances have three primary qualities relevant to them, known as 

resemblatory qualities, such that resemblances may be static or dynamic, uni- or 

multi-directional, concrete or abstract. Intensities, types, logics, and processes can all 

be resembled, if differently, within the different types of resemblance. The final 

quality relevant to resemblance, namely, concretion versus abstraction, describes also 

the primary logic which describes the types relevant to resemblance. When all the 

aspects of an entity are shared with those it resembles, we say that each is a copy of 

the other, and each is then a multiple, or copy of each other. Most resemblances are 

more abstract, in which only some of the aspects in question exist between entities 

which resemble each other. It is worth noting that this form of abstraction is different 

from the type relevant to the type of aspect which functions as the resemblance in 

question. Whatever the relevant degrees of abstraction, the intertwinings of particular 

combinations resemblances creates the various particular types of resemblance 

relevant to the entities in question. Which is to say that there are as many possible 

particular types of resemblances between entities as there are aspects they could 

share.  

 

Taken to its extreme, and removed from the other poles of representation, pure 

resemblance would lead to what, following a term employed by Gilles Deleuze in his 

writings on cinema, could be called a perfect crystal. Deleuze uses the term ‘crystal’ 

to refer to representational networks of images which resemble each other to varying 

degrees, so long as one understands the term ‘image’ in the widened sense he uses in 

these books, which can roughly be understood as a ‘slice’ of the world. The 

networkological project will appropriate this term, and use the word crystal to 

describe an a representational network. From such a perspective, a perfect crystal 

would describe a system in which all in the system mirrors all, and no difference is 

possible. Such a form is strictly impossible, for all resemblances ultimately require 

some difference, even if merely in the form of spacetime, and the contextual 

differences this brings. However, this abstract notion may help us to understand that 

to which resemblance tends when separated and abstracted from the other poles of 

representation. 

 

Of the three poles of representation, resemblance most resembles the form of a 

parameter of intensity under the influence of the logic of the node, just as 

transference resembles the form of a parameter of type under the influence of the 

logic of the link, and mediation resembles the form of a parameter of context under 



the influence of the logic of the ground. In this sense, we can see how while there is 

an intertwining of these poles within representation, these poles have a fundamental 

imbalance between them, and this describes the form of their intertwining. 

 

In addition to the parameters which pertain solely to resemblance, there are others 

which occur as resemblance intertwines with transference and mediation. As 

resemblance intertwines with transference of aspects between others in a 

representational combinatory, this describes the shift from coincidental resemblance 

to that which manifests the quality of motivation. As resemblance and mediation 

intertwine, not at the level of mediatory transference but of mediation of 

resemblance itself, this describes the shift from simple resemblance to more complex 

types. From such a perspective, simple resemblance is reconcieved as symmetrical 

resemblance, while the more complex types are known as differential and meta-

resemblance. Each of these aspects of the intertwining of resemblance with the other 

poles of representation will be addresssed now in turn.  

 

Motivation. Motivation, which is the quality which pertains the intertwining 

of resemblance and transference, occurs when resemblance occurs due to causes 

within the context of the entities in question. When an aspect acts as a resemblance 

between resemblants, this may indicate other commonalities between the entities in 

question, including types, contexts, and processes, etc. That said, this is not always 

necessarily the case. For example, even though my dog and I both exhale similar 

molecules of CO2, this does not make us the same. Resemblance is a quality which 

pertains to representation, and hence, is one of its parameters, and there are three 

types of resemblance, which are known as motivated resemblance, coincidental 

resemblance, and semi-motivated resemblance.  

 

Resemblance may be caused by the context which produces and/or mantains a given 

entity, in which case we say that the resemblance is motivated. However, this is not 

necessarily always the case, and then we speak of coincidental resemblance, or a 

coincidence. While pure coincidence is an abstraction, relative coincidences occur all 

the time, and this known as semi-motivated resemblance.  

 

For example, take the case described in the proverb, “Even a broken clock is right 

twice a day.” This resemblance is not pure chance, because the clock was designed to 

indicate time, even if dynamically rather than statically and hence semi-



coincidentally. During the two points of the day in which a broken clock is correct, 

however, it resembles all the other functioning and synchronized clocks in its time 

zone, but the cause of the resemblance between the broken clock and the 

functionining clock is different from that between the functioning clocks and each 

other. Thus, we can say that the broken clock resembles the functioning ones in its 

time zone, and that they describe each other, if only for two swiftly passing instances 

during the day. While ultimately all that is is connected in some way, even if merely in 

the form of their lack of connection, the degree of coincidentality and resemblance at 

work between entities is ultimately determined relatively.  

 

When resemblance is not merely conincidental, it is said to be motivated. The shape 

of a volume of liquid H20, for example, resembles that of a glass which contains it, due 

to the various molecular properties of each that cause the shape of the latter to 

influence the shape taken by the former. Aspects of one lead to aspects of the other, 

and this is what is meant by motivation.  

 

Remsemblance ranges from motivated to semi-motivated to coincidental in the 

manner of a continuum, thereby indicating the presence of the form of an intensity. 

This intensity describes the degree to which resemblance intertwines with the pole of 

transference, about which more will be said later in our examination of combinatorics.  

 

Symmetrical Resemblance. The simplest form of resemblance 

is known as symmetrical resemblance. Symmetrical resemblance occurs when entities 

share aspects in common. When this happens, we say that this aspect acts as a 

symmetry between them, while that which they do not share exhibits asymmetry in 

the relation between them. Such a shared aspect, which is not only a symmetry within 

the entity, but also between them, may be an intensity, degree, quality, type, rule, 

logic, process, etc.  

 

No matter what type of aspect is shared, the symmetry between the entities in 

question creates a condition in which each comes to resemble the other(s). When this 

occurs, we say that there is a condition of symmetrical, or simple resemblance, and 

each entity in question is a symmetry diagram of the other(s).  

 

Symmetrical resemblance occurs all around us all the time. A photograph, for 

example, resembles aspects of a person’s face when they share symmetries in 



common. The symmetries within each entity, in this case, the photograph and the 

face, also become symmetries between them, such that they describe a relation of 

resemblance between them. Not all symmetrical resemblances are so concrete or 

obvious. For example, two molecules of sulfur in different galaxies resemble each 

other in regard to their chemical composition and form, despite all the other 

differences between them.  
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Differential Resemblance. All symmetry implies asymmetry, 

and all resemblance lack thereof. Anything that resembles something else in one 

aspect will differ from it in another, otherwise, they would be the same entity, down 

to spacetime location and in fact their very existence. For it is only by means of the 

differential relations between them that we can distinguish symmetry and asymmetry 

from each other. When a system of symmetries and differences resemble each other, 

we say that we have a form of what is known as differential resemblance, and the 

entities involved are said to be difference diagrams of each other.  

All symmetrical resemblance is ultimately an abstraction from of differential 

resemblance, for all symmetries are abstractions from differential systems of 

symmetries and asymmetries. In this manner, we can say that symmetrical 

resemblance is an abstraction from the manner in which resemblances mediate each 

other in the world, and this is what is meant by mediation occuring at the level of 

resemblance itself, rather than at the level of transference. For resemblance which 

occurs at the level of transference describes the manner in which resemblances can be 

transferred between entities, and it is quite possible for this be mediated by many 

levels between the resemblants in question. For example, a photograph of a person’s 

face may be taken of that face’s reflection in a mirror, in which case, the mirror acts 

as level of transferential mediation, but this is fundamentally different from the 

difference at work between symmetrical and differential resemblance, which will not 

be described in greater detail.  

All symmetrical resemblance occurs within differential networks of symmetries and 

asymmetries, and whenever aspects of not just the symmetries in question, but also 

multi-dimensional color-space diagram 
in which x, y, and z axes are mapped to 
green, blue, and red, respectively 



the differences, is mapped from one entity to another, we say that there there is 

differential resemblance between the entities in question. For in this case, there is a 

symmetry between the entities, but that symmetry describes a differential relation 

between symmetries in the individual entities themselves.  

 For example, a photograph or painting of a face, a footprint in wet sand, all 

symmetrical or simple resemblance in these are in fact restricted views upon the more 

complex form of differential resemblance of which it is a part, which is known as the 

differential complex of which a symmetrical resemblance is a part. In the manner in 

which symmetrical resemblance is always embedded within differential resemblances, 

we can clearly see the manner in which symmetrical resemblance manifests the logic 

of the node, differentiatial resemblance the logic of this link, and as we will see, 

meta-resemblance the logic of the ground.  

There are many types of differential resemblance. For example, any and all entities, 

as they change over time, are difference diagrams of their prior states, for they are 

both the same and different from what they were in the past. Thus, I am a difference 

diagram of my past self, such that I am constantly diagraming the symmetries and 

asymmetries whereby I represent my own past. When we speak of acting as a 

difference diagram of myself, we say that this is what is known as differential 

identitarian resemblance. 

A slightly more complex example of a differential resemblance could be seen in a live 

video image of the changing expressions on a person’s face, in which the differential 

network of symmetries and asymmetries present in the face is diagrammed in the 

other. In this case, the diagrammatization is one-way, and rather than mono-

parametric, in which there is only one symmetry or difference at stake, this is an 

example of a multiparametric and relatively concrete case of differential 

resemblance. Each particular aspect of the face diagrammed by its video-image is an 

example of a symmetry diagram (ie: the expression of happiness in the face shows up 

on the video, the blink of the eyes on the face shows up on the video), while the 

manner in which the image captures the differential interplay between symmetries 

and asymmetries is what makes this an example of a differential resemblance, for the 

image diagrams the relation between symmetries and asymmetries, that is, the 

difference between these.  

Abstract Resemblances. Many of the most abstract forms of 



resemblance occur in mathematical and scientific graphs. Let’s consider, for example, 

the graph of the increase in temperature of a sample of liquid water. We draw a set of 

intersecting axes on graph paper, with the y-axis representing temperature, and the x-

axis representing time. As we heat this sample of water, the temperature the curve 

goes up. In this case, there is a symmetry between the rise in temperature and that of 

the water. But this is only sensible in relation to the set of other symmetries present, 

such as that between time and x-axis, the symmetry between the degrees of 

temperature on the axis and the concept of temperature as written in various 

scientific books and manuals, etc. And so, the diagram before us is a complex of 

symmetry diagrams, resulting in a compound diagram of the differential relation 

between these symmetries. The difference diagram does not represent the differential 

relations present in the water itself, but rather, between the abstractions at work 

needed to construct the graph, the temperature of the sample of water in question, 

and the clock on my wall and its ability to represent motion in a manner which we 

have come to call ‘time.’ 

But now let us change things, and us the diagram to represent the temperature and 

pressure of a sample of liquid water as I vary the relation between these. The 

temperature will be set on the x-axis, and pressure on the y-axis, leaving time out of 

direct consideration on this graph. As the curve moves about, this curve not only 

represents one abstract symmetry at work in the sample of water, but the relation 

between two of these, namely, temperature and pressure. This differential relation 

can be represnted mathematically by the slope of the line in question, and calculated 

as a derivative via the calculus. What the graph captures then is not merely a 

differential relationship between various forms of symmetrical resemblance, but 

rather, it resembles the differential relation between symmetries at work within the 

water itself. Here the curve shifts from being a complex symmetry diagram to a 

differential diagram, for it respresents the differential relations at work between the 

symmetries in that which it represents, namely, the water, if in a highly abstract way. 

In this manner, the graph before us starts to resemble more the live video-image of a 

face as it changes expression, for both now diagram not only symmetries, but the 

differential relation between these.  

State space diagrams are particularly difficult types of diagrams to describe. A state 

space diagram is a type of diagram which uses nodes, known as attractors, to 

describe states of symmetry within complex dynamic systems. The axes on such a 

graph can represent distance, or much more complex notions such as velocity, 



acceleration, gradient, divergence, curl, etc. The attractors within these diagrams can 

then be connected by lines of transition between states, but they may also indicate 

boundaries of various sorts, thereby transforming attractors into events, joints, etc. 

As more dimensions of parameters are described by such a graph, boundaries can then 

describe surfaces, territories, solids, hypersolids, etc. Despite all the complexity 

and/or abstraction at work in the differential contexts at work in such diagrams, it 

should be remembered that the the apparatus which supports these diagrams does so 

ultimately to map symmetrical resemblance. These are nevertheless hybrid diagrams, 

for while they describe symmetry, they do so in a manner which is mediated by its 

differential context, in this case, a series of axes.  

Inverse Resemblance. As we described in the section on 

parametrics, an inverse of an entity is the context of that entity. All entities are part 

of nested series of contexts, or inverses, inside each other, and at multiple levels of 

scale. In relation to this notion of inverse, we can say that any entity resembles the 

contexts or inverses which surround it, for in fact, it is a composite composed of 

similarities and differences from this context.  

For example, when I place a sample of liquid water in a container in a freezer, the ice 

that I make in this way will resemble the shape, if in reverse, of the container I place 

it in. However, the ice will not resemble the chemical composition of the container. In 

this sense, we can say that there is an inverse resemblance between the ice and the 

container, one which is symmetrical in relation to some symmetries, and asymmetrical 

in relation to others.  

The complex network of symmetries and asymmetries between an entity and its 

contexts, be these single or multiple, static or dynamic, grounds or processes, is 

known as inverse resemblance, a particularly complex form of differential 

resemblance.  

Any entity is an inverse diagram of the contexts and processes which brought it 

about. It is in this way that we can say that any entity resembles, if in an extremely 

layered, abstract, and overdetermined manner, all the rest of the world that produced 

it. This does not mean that I can pick up a stone and, simply by inspecting it, 

understand the history and extent of the entire universe that was necessary to 

produce it. For a stone has no way to store in the changes in itself or its context over 

time. Such an ability to store changes, to give them endurance with one’s form, is 



known as memory, and most entities in the world have very simple forms of memory, 

namely, their form itself, which can only store limited types and degrees of 

information. The form of a stone cannot store the chemical composition of the water 

that wore it down to a particular shape, for example, even if it can store the pattern 

produced by that water. A stone cannot store the locations of the stars from which its 

atoms were originally formed, though it can store their physical atoms. Unlike the 

complex forms of memories we see in living brains or computers, stones do not have 

complex forms of recall, association, etc. However, those entities which possess these 

more complex forms of memory could, by looking at the stone, understand much 

about the type of universe needed to make something like the stone in question. This 

is because it is an inverse diagram of all its contexts and processes of production, if a 

very poor one. Only complex memory systems, such as those present in computers and 

living organisms, are able to increase the resolution, so to speak, at which they 

function as inverse diagrams. In this way, a person can tell you, with varying degrees 

of accuracy, what they had for dinner yesterday, as well as their educational and 

cultural history, etc.   

Memory is an incredibly complex issue which will be addressed at length in the volume 

on matrixology. However, it is worth noting at this point that every aspect of what is is 

an inverse diagram, and in a relation of inverse resemblance, with the contexts and 

processes of their production, if diffferently, at varying degrees of abstraction, 

resolution, etc. This is precisely what is meant by the principle of holography 

articulated early in this volume, that is, the notion that all represents all, if 

differently.   

Meta-Resemblance. In addition to symmetrical and differential 

resemblance, there is also meta-resemblance. Meta-resemblance occurs via the 

construction of meta-diagrams, which are, as it may be inferred, diagrams of other 

diagrams. In doing so, meta-diagrams diagram not merely differential systems of 

relations between symmetries and asymmetries, but the manner in which these 

contain each other in regard to differing levels of scale. If differential resemblance 

displays the manner in which resemblances mediate each other at a given level of 

scale, meta-resemblance shows how resemblances mediate each other by containing 

each other as well.  

For example, let’s return to the example of a graph of the relation of pressure and 

temperature for a sample of liquid water. But rather than graph the relation of 



temperature and pressure for a particular sample of water, let’s graph the phase- 

space of H20 as such. Such a graph shows the temperature and pressure at which H20 

transforms from solid to liquid to gas. There are territories for each phase of matter 

present, as well as boundaries which indicate transitions between phases at given 

differential relations between temperature and pressure, as well as points of 

intersection, in this case, the join present at the so-called triple-point at which all 

three phases meet. Now let us graph upon this the differential relation between the 

temperature and pressure of a given sample of H20. As the temperature and pressure 

of the sample cross a boundary, it will change phase, just as it should, and in doing so, 

we have yet more evidence that the sample in question is H20.  

What precisely does such a diagram show? The graph of the curve of the temperature 

and pressure of the sample of H20 is clearly a differential diagram. But by 

diagramming this on a graph which also shows the manner in which all samples of H20 

shift phase, we see graphs operating at two different levels of scale, and the hybrid 

graph resembles the relation described between these, between H20 in general and 

this particular sample of H20 in particular.  

What is described here, namely, a form of resemblance which is differential across 

levels of scale, is precisely what is meant by meta-resemblance. While it could be 

argued that the phase-space diagram does this on its own, without the added curve 

that represents the change in temperature and pressure of a particular sample, this 

would be an intermediate example, for in fact, pressure and temperature are 

aggregate measurements that average over the sample as a whole, just as the phase in 

question describes the level of the sample as a whole. Thus, to get a full example of 

meta-resemblance, the conjunction of the two graphs provides a clearer example.  

Categorical Resemblance. Meta-resemblance allows for 

symmetrical and differential resemblance to occur in a nested manner, at potentially 

infinite levels of scale. It is not only at work in abstract diagrams, however. For in 

fuzzy and contextually relative forms, it occurs in the world all the time. This happens 

most often in the world in the form of what we will term categorical resemblance, 

which is a particular form of meta-resemblance. Diagrams which evidence categorical 

resemblance are said to be categorical diagrams of the categorical structure, or 

rule-type-quality relationship, of aspects of the world.  

Meta-resemblance, and the types of diagrams it makes possible, allow for diagrams to 



resonante with the nested categorical structure of that which they resemble. In doing 

this, they are able to describe the ways in which it is that entities not only change 

qualities, but how changes in qualities may lead to changes in type, just as these types 

themselves describe the symmetries shared by the entities of which they are 

comprised.  

Categorical resemblance occurs when the entities in question can be considered 

examples of a category in relation to a particular interaction in the world. For 

example, take two computers made at an identical factory. The shape and function of 

these computers resemble each other to the point of exchangeability, because these 

computers were made by the same equipment, processes, people, etc. These two 

computers can be shipped to different sides of the world, and yet function similarly. 

As we have described this earlier, we can say that they share their form, symmetries 

which are carried in their physical composition and shape, because of symmetries in 

their structure, that is, the dynamic processural contexts which formed and continue 

to form them. Form, as we have argued, is simply the cutting edge of structure, and 

here, the form of these computers is simply a result of shared contextual histories, 

namely, the processes of their production. Unless one is deformed, or broken, it will 

continue to function similarly to the other. If I need to write a paper, I could care less 

that one was perhaps previously owned, or painted a particular color by its previous 

owner, while the other is new out of the box and its original color. For the purposes of 

writing a paper, these two are functionally identical, for they fulfill my categorical 

expectations of a computer.  

Lest we think categorical resemblance only occurs with living organisms, let’s take the 

example of a sample of molecules of H20. There are symmetries in the contextual 

processes of production of two moleulces of H20 which make them functionally 

identical. Even if two molecules of H20 were forged at different corners of the 

universe from parts from wildly disparate locations, they will still function as H20 

does, because their form incarnates the rule which links qualities and types such that 

this molecules is recognizable, due to its ability to disply the proper qualities, as a 

molecule of H20. In this sense, we can say that two molecules of H20 ‘recognize’ each 

other as being members of the same type, but not by saying to themselves that ‘oh, 

that over there is also a molecule of H20’, but simply, by bonding with it, under the 

right conditions, to form ice. And if they cannot bond to form ice, then the molecules 

recognize they are not of the same type, and if they were able to bond and cannot do 

so anymore, then the molecules have ceased to be of the same type. Thus, when 



molecules of H20 bond with each other to form ice, they incarnate within themselves 

the categorical resemblance each molecule shares with the others, and with H20 as a 

type as a whole, in a manner which makes each molecule of H20, and the sample as a 

whole, a meta-resemblatory diagram of the relation between type and particular 

sample of H20, just as much as a scientist’s graph.   

In this manner we can say that by acting like H20, a given molecule helps to prove 

itself to be a member of its type, and vice-versa, that this type finds incarnation here 

in H20. That is all that is meant here by the notions of categorical resemblance, no 

more and no less, and though we use terms like ‘H20’ as shorthand to describe what is 

at stake, it must be remembered that this is only a shorthand for purposes of 

discussion. For determinations of type are always relative, and the gap between 

under- and over-type occurs at all levels of scale, and between all entities which 

translate themselves or others within relations of representation. 

None of which should be thought to mean that the type in question should be seen as 

some sort of transcendent idea. It simply indicates that entities with certain 

symmetries in their structure tend to have certain symmetries as to their form, 

leading to symmetries in their behavior afterwards. Or, in terms of our examples, 

things with H20-like histories tend to be structured like H20, and hence act like H20, 

and that which acts like H20 tends to have an H20-like form which tends to result from 

a historical context that is H20-like.  

And here we see what we mean when we argue that logic is not merely something 

which is the province of linguistic diagrams, but something which is performed by the 

world at multiply intertwined levels of scale. For what occurs here is a form of 

syllogism, in the manner described in the section on logics in our discussion of 

parametrics. Such a notion of syllogism is much wider than that used by formal 

symbolic logics, which are particular linguistic abstractions from the more 

encompassing concrete forms of syllogism at work in the wider world. In addition, in 

the examples employed here, it should be kept in mind that when I speak of something 

I call H20, this is a shorthand for the multiply mediated layerings of over- and under-

types which, by means of mediatory systems such as language and by body, mediate 

any relation I could have to the entities in question.  

Let us examine an example in which worldly syllogism differs markedly from the type 

described by symbolic logic. To me, and most other humans, vegetables are food, but 

unless I cook them, my dog generally thinks vegetables are food-like toys. He sees me 



eat them, then puts them in his mouth, plays with them a bit, but usually then gets 

bored and leaves them. Is a vegetable then part of the category food? There is no 

absolute answer to this, for the determination is relative, for I eat it, and my dog does 

not. Here we see a clear manner in which the type of syllogism describe here clearly 

differs from that described in most forms of symbolic logic, in which something either 

is or isn’t a member of a particular type, regardless of context.  

This example also demonstrates the manner in which determinations of type can be 

seen as existing both in language and beyond it, for I use language but my dog 

understands some basic signs but certainly not full language, and yet we both make 

determinations of type. All animals do, and in simpler forms, molecules make 

determinations of type all the time, precisely in how they act. All of these entities 

diagram the categorical structure of the contexts within which they act, such that 

these acts and their contexts combine to form categorical diagrams of the categorical 

structure which relates them.  

Interpretation. Categorical resemblance is a specific form of meta-

resemblance, one which is relevant to a particular interaction. In this sense, 

categorical resemblance can be thought of as a locally specific, dynamic, types of 

diagram, in which the interaction between entities diagrams the symmetry in their 

meta-resemblance as it pertains to a particular interaction. Thus, when my dog eats a 

cooked vegetable but not a raw one, he shows that in this particular act of eating, he 

categorizes the first as food and the second as not-food. This places cooked vegetables 

in a relation of resemblance with meat, and uncooked vegetables in a relationship of 

resemblance with toys, but in a manner which is highly specific. My dog may change 

his mind in the future, fuzzifying the degree to which cooked vegetables resemble 

meat in relation to him. He may be consistent in his determinations with other dogs to 

a varying degree, therefore widening the degree of this resemblance, or if not, 

constraining it. 

In this sense, we can see the manner in which categorical resemblance stems from 

acts, and thus, can be thought of as a performative gesture, one which founds 

resemblances and categories, bringing them into the world where they may not have 

previously existed.  

Categorical resemblance is dependent upon actions, called performative 

categorizations, syllogistic actions, or proto-interpretations. In an interpretation, 



a particular entity is categorized as resembling other entities by means of an act. It is 

worth noting that while there may be specific criterion which guide actions, it is also 

possible that actions themselves retroactively found the categories in question, 

instantiating them. As we will see, what we describe here may be thought of as proto-

interpretations, because more full forms of interpretation require a full system of 

significations to make sense of them. More will be said on the specifics of this in the 

section on mediation.  

For now, however, let us say more about these performative proto-interpretations. For 

example, if I leave my house with a camera and say I’m going to take pictures today of 

birds, this is a pre-existing category, and if my definition of birds resembles that of 

much of the rest of society, I will likely come back with pictures of winged creatures. 

But if I say that I’m going out today to take pictures of a ‘poaifj,’ there is no pre-

existing definition of what this means. I may come back with a picture of a fire-

hydrant, a teddy bear, a tree, a person. Whatever these have in common, even if that 

is nothing other than the set of entities I took pictures of that day, is then 

retroactively that which forms the categorical meaning of ‘poaifj.’ What we see in the 

first instance might seem rather different from going out and taking pictures of birds, 

but in actuality, if my pictures of birds match the common conception of what the 

word ‘bird’ means, this shows that my actions confirm the previously existing category 

of what constitutes a bird. But if I’d said I was going to take pictures of birds, and 

came back with a picture of fire-hydrant, a teddy bear, a tree, and a person, this is 

not necessarily an indication of an error, though many in my society may interpret this 

to be the case. It may, however, be that I want to re-interpret what the meaning of 

the word ‘bird’ means. Rene Magritte’s famous painting of a pipe with the caption 

‘this is not a pipe,’ or Marcel Duchamp’s sardonic renaming of a snow shovel as the art 

exhibit ‘Broken Arm,’ present us with two examples in which there is a performative 

reinterpretation of the relation between name and entity, category and instantiation, 

which has been itself interpreted as a creative action rather than simplyl an error.  

All meaning arises from interpretation, and all stable meanings are simply 

interpretations which have been confirmed by new interpretations time and again. 

Stable meanings  provide symmetries which act as standard of reference against which 

asymmetries are interpreted, even as the entire set of interpretory relations may shift 

over time. Categories and instantiations are continually remade by the shifting ground 

of performative acts which diagram their relation, and in doing so, provide the 

interpretations which give rise to meaning, which is nothing but the symmetries which 



arise in the world due to the intertwining of interpretory actions with the stuff of the 

world over time.  

Each entity in the world entity can therefore be thought of as a repeat performance of 

its interpretation of the world as manifested in the entity’s contexts, just as the entity 

itself is a repeat performance of the world’s interpretation of this aspect of itself. 

When an entity remains the same, itself and the world interpret their relation 

symmetrically to how they’d interpreted it previously, while when an entity changes, 

their interpretation of their networked interrelation has shifted.  

It should therefore be realized that meaning in the world, in language and beyond, is 

performatively instantiated and reinstantiated, retroactively structured, relatively 

determined, and contextually specific. Categories, instantiations, and syllogistic 

actions diagram the meaningfulness of the world in and beyond human language, and 

human language is merely an echo of the meaningfulness of the language of the world.  

Every change in the world is an interpretation which it produces meaning, sending out 

ripples of symmetry and asymmetry in relation to past changes, reinterpretating all 

that has come before and everything that is, if in its own way, relative to its own 

contexts, processes, etc. When a fish eats one thing rather than another, a molecule 

bonds with one rather than another, a rock takes one shape or another, or a person 

writes one novel rather than another, these are all interpretations, concresences of 

influences, contexts, and histories, which will then create new ones in turn.  

Implicit Categorical Resemblance. As we have seen, 

many forms of categorical resemblance occur in a manner in which differs from the 

more explicitely graphic forms of meta-resemblance described earlier. One of the 

major differences between the type of meta-resemblance at work in a phase-space 

diagram and a performative interpretation is that interpretations are meta-

resemblatory diagrams in which one or more layers of the diagrammatic context are 

necessarily implicit, that is, they are not contained directly within the diagram itself, 

but are necessarily to make sense of it. This is a form of mediation which is more than 

simply internal to the diagram, but virtual within it. We will say more about virtuality 

itself later in this text, but for now, let us describe what we mean by implicit in this 

context. 

Meta-resemblance requires more than one diagrammatory level in order to function. In 

complex instances, such as we saw with the phase-space diagram for H20, there may 



be several sub-types differentially related at one level of a diagram, such as the 

different phases of H20, and then a particular instantiation of H20. Here in fact we see 

all three levels of syllogism, meta-type or rule, type, and qualities, linked up via 

particular instantiation, and all diagrammed in their interrelations, such that by 

changing as other samples of H20 do, the sample in question proves that it may be a 

sample of H20.  

However, often the more abstract, type-related levels of a diagram may be implicit 

and yet still continue to function. For example, when I say the word “car” to a friend 

in a conversation, this word is only meaningful to them if they have learned over the 

years various rules of grammar, a lexicon of words, and other structures necessary to 

engage in conversation in English. These are so many charts of type, meta-type, and 

quality relations which have simply been internalized by the speakers, but they must 

be implicitely present for language to function.  

To the extent to which language functions then is the extent to which, no matter how 

fuzzily or mediatedly, it resonates with the categorical structure of that which it 

describes. For example, if I say to my friend “Please go start the car for me,” they will 

not only need to understand English, but how cars work, how to start them, etc. All of 

these contexts must be in place, along with the acquiesence of my conversation 

parther, for the person to actually go and start the car when I ask them to do so. 

There must therefore be a minimal degree of resonance between the categorical 

structure of language and that of the world, and hence, a degree of meta-resemblance 

between them, for language to work as it does in the world.  

Let us examine this more closely. When I say “car,” there is a relationship of meta-

resemblance between that word and its linguistic contexts, and the object car that I 

intend by it.  So, when I say “please start the car,” this statement can only lead to a 

car being started if, for example, my friend understands that “car” is here being used 

as a noun rather than verb, a direct object rather than subject, etc. Thus, in order for 

language to mirror the world, its terms and meta-terms, categorizations and meta-

categorizations, rules and logics, must resonate with those of the world. When my 

language is particularly atuned to the world, then our words find homes in the world 

and sync up with it, while when there is a lack of resonance, I find my language and 

the world lose such consonance. Thus, when I say “car,” it is understand by those who 

understand what this word means that a car is a type of vehicle, has wheels, etc., and 

by means of these layers of categories and sub-categories, my friend can determine 



that by the word “car” I mean the object in the driveway. If the person looks for a 

picture of a car in a book, or tries to start the toaster, there has likely been some sort 

of lack of sync or reosonance between my language and the world.  

This happens even though the words in question are extremely abstract and mediated 

types of diagrams. For even though the written form of the word “car” in English, an 

alphabetic language, has no visual resemblance to an actual car, and the sound of the 

way this word is pronounced also has not auditory resemblance to anything related to 

cars, the relation between this word and the lexicon of the English language resembles 

between cars and the physical world, enough so that my friend can hear my words and 

then go and start my car. Thus, despite the levels of abstraction and mediation, we 

have a form of resemblance nevertheless, built by an incredibly complex set of nested 

layers of symmetrical and differential resemblances, many of which are stored in 

memory, instantiated by repeat performance, and remain implicit when I can 

construct the sentence “please go start the car for me.” Crucial aspects of this 

sentence must resemble aspects of the structure of the world, if in a highly abstract 

manner, for this sentence to function, even if by function we simply mean the 

performance of an action which which is then interpreted as having done what it was 

supposed to, in yet another series of relational determinations. It is nevertheless in 

this highly abstract and complex manner that we can say that language, be this verbal 

or written, natural or mathematical, indicates a highly abstract form of meta-

resemblance, and implicit categorical resemblance to be particular.  

Implicit forms of resemblance are quite common in the world. When I utter a 

sentence, like “I love you,” we implicitly understand this as ‘subject-verb-object’, 

even without charts to tell us this, and this relies upon layers of virtual resemblance 

between aspects of this sentence and previous such sentences. Likewise when an 

animal sees something that resembles predators it has seen previously and flees. In 

both cases, resemblance is stored virtually in memory. In physical entities, virtual and 

implicit contexts can only be stored in the physical forms they take. Memory is the 

foundation upon which implicit/virtual resemblance occurs, and will be discussed at 

greater length in the volume on matrixology.  

Objects. If any entity is concieved of as a repeat performance of its 

interpretation of the world as manifested in its contexts, then that entity can be 

thought of as the diagram of this act of interpretation. A chain of such interpretory 

acts, which are often indistinguishable from a lack of action over changes in context, 



give rise to performative interpretory strands, or durations, which may exist in a 

wide variety of numbers of dimensions as surfaces, solids, hypersolids, etc, each of 

which is composed of diagrammatic interpretations which may be extended in time, 

and hence, symmetrical and continuous with their previous selves, or they may be 

punctuated, either by repeat yet discrete performances, or discrete differential 

performances.  

In each case, each entity in question is at once an instantiation of larger types, as well 

as an instantiation of its own particular type within other types, and is thus an 

identitarian diagram of itself, a categorical diagram of all the categories which its 

performances instantiate it as resembling (as well as a negative categorical diagram of 

those which it does not), as an inverse diagrams of all the nested contexts and 

processes which produce and maintain it, etc.  

When an object changes, it and its contexts shift their interpretation of each other, 

recategorizing aspects of the object in question. Such a shift can be described by 

means of a meta-diagram which aims to describe exactly such types of categorical 

alterations. For example, in the example from before, in which I plot the temperature 

and pressure of a sample of H20 on phase-space diagram, I can plot how changes in 

these qualities shifts the type of H20 my sample is (ie: solid, liquid, or gas), while still 

remaining H20. If I’d constructed by chart differently, it could describe any such 

categorical shift, including changes in molecular structure.  

Any meta-diagram which can be used to describe the manner in which an entity 

changes and yet remains the same, thereby linking qualities with types (and 

potentially meta-types, logics, and processes, even though these may be implicit), is 

known as an identity diagram. When a category of objects can be described by an 

identity diagram, it is known as a substance, and when a particular entity can be 

described by an identity diagram, it is known as an object.  

All identity diagrams of the type described above are partial. In the case of our 

example, we have only two parameters, temperature and pressure, and one set of 

types, namely, the phases of matter. If we were to meta-diagram all the parameters 

and types, logics and processes relevant to an entity, and at all levels of scale, we 

would have an incredibly overdetermined and complex diagram, to say the least. In 

fact, nothing less complex than the object itself would do.  

In this sense we can say that an object is the performative and implicit identity 



diagram of its relation to its contexts. There are two primary types of objects, and 

these are material and mental.  

All objects that necessarily displace each other in space and time are said to be 

material objects, and hence are composed of matter, as opposed to mental objects, 

which do not necessarily displace one another in space or time. For example, my body 

cannot occupy the same space as car at the same time, but both I and the car can co-

exist in my physical brain, not physically, but virtually, as experiences. Both mental 

objects and physical objects are diagrams of aspects of the world, exhibit identity 

conditions, etc. They are also not distinct, for as we know mind and body are closely 

related, ideas derive from experiences, etc. A fundamental premise of the 

networkological enterprise is that mind and matter are two sides of the same, for the 

networkological perspective is panspychist in orientation. Beyond this issue, it is worth 

noting that the displacement of material objects by one another is co-constitutive of 

the extension within what is which gives rise to spacetime, that from which our 

notions of space and time derive. Much more will be said about all these and related 

issues in the volume on matrixology.  

Logical Resemblance. Meta-resemblance in all its forms describes 

the manner in which inter-level resemblance occurs, and there are many forms of 

meta-resemblance which we have described. Another type of meta-resemblance, a 

particularly abstract type, is known as logical resemblance.  

When an entity displays categorical resemblance, it resembles not only the type which 

relates qualities together, but the rules which determine these, as well as their 

underlying logics and processes. The same can be said in the manner in which the 

resemblance between entities of a type, such as that between molecules of H20 and 

each other, display their identicalness in relation to their type, thereby exhibiting 

identitarian resemblance.    

But what about when entities change? There are three primary options here. That is, 

as an entity shifts its contexts and hence the intensities of the qualities acting upon it 

shift its own qualities, it can remain the same type, it can change type, or create a 

new type. None of which is to rule out aberrations. Entities can always act 

uncharateristically, and yet return to acting according to type. However, at some 

point, other entities will act in relation to it in a manner which relationally determines 

whether or not they consider it to still be part of the original type or not, and this set 



of determinations occurs in nested networks at multiple levels of scale.  

The manner in which such determinations of the relations between qualities and types 

are determined is described by rules, which are themselves manifestations of 

underlying logics which are themselves sedimented processes.  

Logical resemblance, which produces logic diagrams, occur when entities resemble 

the rules and meta-rules, or logics, which determine the manner in which their types 

and qualities interact. For example, when a molecule of H20 boils at a certain 

temperature and pressure, it resembles the rule which links its form to the form of 

other molecules of H20, as well as the relevant qualities that relate it to shifts in its 

contexts, in a manner which follows type. If the molecule of H20 undergoes a chemical 

reaction, however, it will cease to follow the rules which relate type and qualities for 

H20, and will follow new rules. Thus, H20 follows the rules for transformation which 

are determined by the underlying logic of chemistry.  

Thus, if I write out a chemical equation that describes the chemical form whereby a 

molecule of H20 transforms into other molecules under given conditions (ie: Li + H2O = 

2LiOH + H2, or the electrolysis of H20), what I am diagraming here, in relation to the 

implied contexts both in terms of chemical symbols in this scientific language, and the 

undertypes relavant to these in the wider world, is in fact a rule. Logic diagrams, like 

the equation describe above, resemble rules for transformation between types, 

between types and qualities, and between rules and each other. As logics are simply 

meta-rules, they are all called logic diagrams, though some are ultimately more 

abstract than others. E=mc2, since it covers nearly all phenomena in existence, clearly 

tends to the logic side of this relation, while an equation like that listed above for H20 

and Li leans more the specific, rule-based side of this continua. 

It should be kept in mind, however, that while an equation may resemble aspects of a 

given rule, only the process in question can resemble and hence diagram it fully, and 

when this happens, the process is then an identity diagram for the process as well as 

type in question, for the process proves itself an instance of a given rule by performing 

it, changing it, or instantiating a new rule.  

Processural Resemblance. Processural resemblance occurs 

when entities resemble the processes within other entities. While this is the most 

abstract type of resemblance to describe, it is also the most concrete form of 

resemblance. For in fact, the world is full of processural diagrams. All humans develop 



according to a general process known as human development, going through stages 

such as childhood, puberty, etc. In this, they are highly concrete processural diagrams 

of each other. Not all processural diagrams need to be so concrete, but what is 

essential in all of these is that processural diagrams must move in a manner which 

resembles that of what they represent.  

For example, a video-camera presents a processural diagram of a sports game, one 

which abstracts it from 4D to 2D. Were I to take a diagram that only measured the 

intensity of the audio of the crowd on a graph, moving up and down in a way that 

resembled the rise and fall in the crowd’s roar, we’d have an even more abstract form 

of processural diagram, a 1D diagram. Ultimately, only enties which undergo the same 

process are truly identity diagrams of the process, for they do not merely depict 

aspects of the process in question, but undergo it fully.  

Processural diagrams can show processes which are relatively static, or wildly 

dynamic, even emergent. Ultimately the determination of which processes are the 

same, and which are different is done relatively. For example, everytime I make a 

sample of rock-candy, the shape of the crystals will come out different, yet the rules 

determining this will be the same. Am I watching the same process each time, or 

different? This depends, of course, on the standard being used to determine this, 

which depends upon the context in question. Much more will be said about 

determinations of meanings of types of resemblance later in this work.   
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Transference. Transference is the second pole of representation. 

Transference is less dominated by the logic of the node than resemblance, and hence, 

it takes the pole oriented structure particular to combinatorics, such that transference 

has three poles of its own, which are intertwining, difference, and action. These are 

preconditions, results, and parameters of transference. Similarly to resemblance, 

however, there are three primary qualities relevant to transference, in that 

transferences can be relatively momentary or continuous, uni- or multi-directional, 

abstract and concrete. From here, there are three primary types of transference, 

those of intensity, quality, and entity, as well as three logics of transference, which 

are those of metonmy, or index, metaphor, or icon, and modulatory transferences. 

Each of these aspects of transference will now be described in turn.  

 

Intertwining. Any entity which impacts the functioning of another, 

whether it resembles it or not, is said to be intertwined, or combined. In science, the 

term ‘coupling’ is often used, but this is less than an ideal term for this phenomenon, 

for it suggests that this relation is somehow primordially binary, even though binary 

intertwining is the exception rather than the rule.  

 

Intertwining can be static, dynamic, or stable (and stability includes three sub-types 

itself, as described in preceding sections, which are order, disorder, and meta-

stability). Static intertwining can be seen, for example, in the ways in which the 

parts of a wooden chair are intertwined or combined with each other. Some static 

intertwinings are also rigid, such that if you rearrange the parts, they cease to be 

what they are, such as we see in the case of a chair. This differs from the dynamic 

intertwining at work in, for example, a running car, an organism, or economic 

system, in which parts move about, shift levels of scale, compose and decompose, 

wholes interact with parts, etc. While some dynamic intertwinings may not necessarily 

be moving at a given moment, such as a parked car that is not running, they at least 

have the potential to do so without destroying the coherence of the wholes of which 

they are a part. It should be kept in mind that all stable and static intertwinings are 

ultimately dynamic, and are simply sub-types thereof, because ultimately all stasis in 

the universe has come from movement, and from what we can tell, will at one point 

return to this state. When dynamic interwining is relatively static in relation to that 

which is around it, however, we say that it is a stable intertwining. Most entities we 

encounter in the world are stable intertwinings of varying complexity, type, etc.  

 



As with resemblance, the pole of transference can be abstracted from the other poles 

of representation. Taken to its extreme, and removed from the other aspects of 

representation, intertwining would lead to frozen crystal, in which all is intertwined 

totally in all to the point of sameness, in which no difference is possible. As with pure 

resemblance, pure transference would lead to the abolution of all difference, but 

from a completely different approach. Because frozen and perfect crystals are 

ultimately not possible, in that, for the networkological project, all that is is a form of 

the self-differing of the oneand, these notions are conceptual abstractions which do 

not correspond to states in the world of experience. That said, some states can 

approach these asymptotes, and in this sense, we can see these limit states appear as 

tendencies within representational systems.  

 

Difference. If intertwining is the first pole of transference, the second pole 

of a transference is difference. Pure difference would be simply that, pure difference, 

and nothing else. We could know nothing of it, for it we would have nothing to 

compare it to. In this sense, it only makes sense to say that we see difference-in-

relation, that is, difference within and between entities, aspects, etc., such that pure 

difference is necessarily an abstraction from the world of experience.  

 

Difference can manifest primarilly on the axis of resemblance, or that of intertwining. 

When it manifests on the side of resemblance, it transforms pure resemblance, or 

reflection, into resemblance-with-a-difference, or refraction, just as it transforms 

intertwining into intertwining-with-a-difference, which is dynamic intertwining, or 

action. Without difference, there would be nothing for a perfect or frozen crystal to 

represent other than itself, and such a perfect, frozen reflection in and of itself would 

abolish the distance and difference inherent to representation.  

 

As we have already argued, representation occurs when an entity is and also is not 

what it is, in that it is both itself and beyond itself. Such a difference within itself can 

only occur if the entity in question is not fully itself, yet also not fully other. In such a 

scenario, self and other cannot be fully the same, nor fully different, such that 

difference manifests itself within the entities in question, but also between the 

entities, as that which is different amongst them, but also in the spacing between 

them which keeps the terms of the representation different. It should not be thought 

that the terms here are in any way binary, for in fact, the terms self and other here, 

as well as the relation of representation which unites them, can all be multiple.  



 

It is for this reason that the state of a frozen or pure crystal can be thought of as a 

lack of representation, a state which would be abstract from the rest of the world. 

Since we have never seen representational systems which are pure or frozen crystals, 

but only varying degrees of sameness and diversity in refractory crystals of various 

sorts, then we can say that the intensity relevant to difference is the degree to which 

refraction predominates over reflection in a given crystal.  

 

Abstracted from all representation, however, we can think of difference negatively as 

a sort of anti-crystal which, when it comes in contact with perfect or frozen crystals, 

leads them to be more refractory and fluid.  

 

Action. The third pole of transference, in addition to intertwining and 

difference, is action. Action occurs when the transformation of a given entity impacts 

that of another. Without intertwining, entities could transform without impacting 

others. And without resemblance, entities could transform and even intertwine, but 

without any necessity which could require that the transformations in one entity 

would cause impacts in others which resemble them in any way. The result would be a 

set of random transformations, none of which have any necessary resemblance or 

connection to others. Taken to an extreme, this would be a state of pure difference, 

without relation, an anti-crystal, so to speak, the same as what would occur if there 

were differenw without intertwining or resemblance.  

 

However, when difference is intertwined with the pure crystal of resemblance and the 

frozen crystal of intertwining, respectively, the result is a transferential 

representational system. Such a system, known as a crystal of variance, is one in 

which the transformation of entities leads the transformations of other entities in the 

same crystal in a manner such that the transformations create networks of action 

between transformations. Such networks of action, known as causal networks, are 

those in which transformations which are temporally prior, known as causes, 

resemble, in varying degrees and in relation to the contexts in question, aspects of the 

transformations which are temporally prior, known as effects, with which they are 

linked via their intertwinings. The networks of action described thereby are said to 

indicate the form of connection known as action, or causality.   

 

Action intertwines resemblance, difference, and intertwining, such that there is a 



translation, or transference of traits between events which act as causes and those 

which act as effects. No transference is not also a translation, for it is impossible for 

there to be pure translation without multiplication, which is in our world never fully 

possible without a collapse of spacetime. Thus, any tranference is at minimum a 

translation of an aspect in spacetime, and hence, implies a shift in context. Most 

transferences, however, require greater degrees of translational transformation as an 

aspect is transferred from evental cause to evental effect, leading to a system of 

symmetries and asymmetries, durations and changes, which describe the particular 

aspects of the transfer in question.  

 

Any transfer can be seen as itself as an aspect which is transferred and hence 

translated from one event to another, or can be seen as an event which has two poles, 

one which is causal and one which is effective, for in fact, these are two sides of the 

same, just as the network which describes the transfer is itself simply another side of 

the shift in its context which led to it. Here we see three primary sides of any 

transfer, that of the transfer itself, its immediate causes and effects, and its larger 

contextual intertwinings.  

 

The greater the degree to which transformations lead to action and hence efficient 

transfer is, when combined with mediation (in ways that will be explained) and 

differences (so as to have something to refract), directly related to the degree to 

which the crystal in question actually varies in relation to transformations which occur 

within it. The extent to which this variance occurs is the extent to which the crystal in 

question can be said to be representative. However, for a crystal to be representative, 

it must be representative not only of its own transformations, but also that of its 

contexts at macro- and micro-levels of scale. This is precisely what is meant by 

representativity.  

 

There is a fundamental link between this notion and that of complexity. The three 

parameters of complexity are those of symmetry, diversity, and metastability. These 

find analogs in the three paramters of representation, which are resemblance, 

transference, and mediation. A higher degree of representativeness also indicates a 

higher degree of complexity, for the degree to which an entity can resemble the 

difference of its context is by means of a high degree of transferential resemblance 

with its contexts. Here we can begin to see why all the poles of representation are 

needed here. For example, a perfect crystal would resemble only itself, while a frozen 



one would resemble only the context of its creation without change. Such entities are 

representative after a fashion, but they are hardly representative of the diversity of 

all that is as such, and hence, can hardly be considered representative as such, which 

is what is meant by representativity. Here we see the manner in which transference 

must necessarily not only be in relation to the system in question, but of the context 

of this system. Thus, an entity like the human brain can be considered both intensely 

complex and intensely representative. For the human brain has within it 

representations of so many aspects of the world around it, and the intertwinined 

interaction of these with each other assists the body of this brain to be able to 

interact with a huge number of potential situations in its context. Its 

representativeness, both in realtion to itself and its world, is an aspect of its 

complexity, and vice-versa. Where do these terms differ, then? Complexity implies 

that an entity is always in the process of exceeding its original degree of complexity, 

while representativity does not. It is possible for a system to be completely 

representative of its context, even if that context is not complexly self-exceeding, and 

hence, dominated by dormant complexity. While complex systems are representative, 

only when combined with the self-exceeding of emergence are representative systems 

necessarily also complex.  

 

Digitality. Each transfer has a series of parameters which apply to it, which 

determine its qualities, each of which will be described in turn. The first quality of 

transfer is the degree to which a transfer is momentary or continuous, which, as we 

will see, describes the difference between analog and digital forms of transference.  

 

When a transfer is relatively non-continuous and discrete, it is known as an impact. 

For example, when two pool balls knock into each other, this is an impact, but when I 

plug in my computer, this is a relatively continuous transfer of energy to my 

computer, and this second type of transfer is known as a flow. Both impacts and flows 

are examples of analog transferences, for there needs to be a direct physical 

connection between the entities which are intertwined for the transference to occur.   

 

However, it is also possible for a transfer to occur by means of an intermediary entity 

which detaches from a causal event, and transfers the quality in question to the 

effective event, despite a spacetime distance between these. If analog transference 

create analog diagrams, or analogs, then the second type of transferences, which 

create discrete vehicles for that which is to be transferred, is known as digital 



transference, and what it gives rise to are digital diagrams, or digits. For example, 

while a computer may be powered by plugging it into a wall, thereby creating a 

continuous, analog flow of electricity from the wall socket to the computer, it is also 

possible to power a compuer by means of batteries. Each battery contains a distinct 

intensity of electrical energy within it, and is able to hold that charge over spacetime 

distances, only to complete its transfer under the proper circumstances. Digital 

diagrams function because they are able to hold that which is transferred within a 

modification of its form, and then hold that transformation, despite variations in its 

contexts, including various degrees of spacetime distance. This form can then give rise 

to a wide variety of potential effects, despite the distance between the vehicle and 

the source of the impact.  In a sense, any entity which is able to hold its form without 

direct contact with that which originally impacted it is a form of digit, such that 

original digitality is the precondition for analog impacts. That said, there could be no 

digits were there not analog fields of continuous forces to create the conditions within 

which digits can maintain their form, for no entity can maintain its form unless it is in 

a condition of relative symmetry with its contexts.  

 

Fields of Symmetries. Digital diagrams require fields of symmetry 

in order to perform any sort of transferential function. For example, a battery cannot 

transmit a charge of electricity held within it if it melts due to high temperatures. 

Thus, there is a particular field of conditions which allow for the digit in question, in 

this case, a battery, to maintain its ability to transfer something, in this case, 

electricity.  

 

A field of symmetry can therefore be thought of as a particular range of parameters 

which describe the conditions necessary to maintain contextual symmetries required 

to support digital transfer of a particular type can occur. Very often the particular 

symmetries required to maintain a given field of symmetry will map onto spatio-

temporal coordinates, depending on the types of contexts present at the locations in 

question. For example, on planet Earth, my friend and I are able to have a 

conversation. Transport us to the sun, and the change in spacetime location takes us 

out of the symmetry conditions necessary to maintain linguistic transfer. We will lose 

the symmetries which make us human, which subsequently allow us to transfer words 

via speech.  

 

In this sense, any digit is both a diagram of whatever particular transferences it moves 



between events, and the fields of symmetry which allow it to be what it is. This 

layering of representation in this manner is known as overdetermination. All 

representations are overdetermined in this way, for all diagrams exist within many 

different contextual fields of symmetry at a given location in spacetime.  

 

Some entities have wider fields of symmetry than others. For example, most 

conditions in the universe allow for electrons to maintain their coherency, which is to 

say, to continue to act like electrons as we commonly know them without 

decomposing, shifting form, etc. Electrons have a very wide field of symmetry, and 

hence, we can say that they are some of the most general types of diagrams that 

exist, for they diagram, in their very form, a set of symmetries within an extremely 

general set of contexts within the universe. A dog, however, is much more specific, it 

only diagrams the symmetries at work in the context of certain locations on our 

planet. Transfer a dog to Jupiter, and it will decompose, fracture, explode, while an 

electron will not. Dogs therefore diagram a much more limited and specific field of 

symmetries.  

 

Fields of symmetry, digital diagrams, and overdetermination are closely tied to 

notions of mediation, which will be explored in greater detail later in our discussion of 

combinatorics.  

 

Qualities of Transfer. While we have examined the first quality of 

transfer in great detail, due to its intricacy and impliciations, there are two additional 

qualities of transfer that we need to discuss.  

 

The second quality of transference is directionality, whether uni- or multiple. A 

monologue, for example, is a transfer of words in one direction, while a dialogue or 

conversation involving many persons is an example of a multiple transfer of words.  

 

The third parameter of the transference abstraction, which in relation to issues of 

transference, means the intensity of the globality of the transfer. When a transference 

is global, all aspects of an entity are transferred from cause to effect, while when a 

transference is less global, and hence, abstract, only some aspects of the cause(s) is 

transferred to the effect(s). For example, when plastic is poured into a metal mold, 

the plastic takes the shape of the metal mold. It does not, however, take on the 

qualities which make the mold metallic, for the plastic remains plastic. Global 



transfers are generally easier in proporation to the level of abstraction of that to be 

transferred. For example, when a photocopy is made of a text, the original is globally 

copied, though the original is highly abstract in nature. It is impossible, for example, 

to copy a duck in the same manner! We would need some sort of molecular 

synthesizer, which currently does not exist. While the intensity of abstraction is 

general, the particular type of abstraction relevant to a particular transfer can be of a 

wide variety of types.  

 

Types of Transfer. By means of the intertwining of the general 

qualities of transfer just described with other aspects of representation, transfers 

form into types. There are several general types of transfer, each of which will be 

discussed in turn.  

 

The simplest general type of transfer is known as a transfer of intensity. Such a 

transfer occurs, for example, when a pool ball hits another, and transfers some of its 

energy, with the result that the impact of the first causes the movement of the 

second. The second type is known as a transfer of quality, in which a new quality of 

intensity is caused to pertain, beyond its absence, in the effect by the influence of the 

cause. For example, if I am painting a wooden chair, I transfer the quality of blueness 

from the can of paint to my chair via the blue paint I am using on my paintbrush. The 

quality of blueness didn’t pertain to the chair up until my action with the painbrush, 

meaning that a new quality now pertains to the chair. Finally, there is a transfer of 

entity, which occurs when an entire entity is transferred from one entity to another 

at the level of their sub-levels. For example, when I drink a glass of water, the water I 

drink ceases to be contained by my cup, and is now contained by my stomach. This 

transfer is of entire entities, in this case, molecules of water, between the cup and 

me.  

 

While it is possible for any transfer to be one or the other of these types, many involve 

degrees of all three. For example, when I give a friend $20, I perform a transfer of 

entities, in this case, dollars, but this is also a a transfer of intensity, in this case, of 

wealth. If my friend has no money before this, however, then there is also a transfer 

of quality, because now wealth pertains to her, whereas it did not before. What’s 

more, a transfer of energy in a collision between pool balls is not actually one of pure 

intensity, because contemporary physics recognizes that energy is transferred in 

discrete packets, known as quanta, which can be thought of as distinct entities.  



 

Most transferences are, in this manner,  of mixed form, such that these are more poles 

of transference rather than than distinct types, such that there is an echology, a 

formal resemblance, between the trio of resemblance, intertwining, and difference, 

and that of intensity, quality, and entity. From the intertwining of these three primary 

types, rules, logics, and processes may be transferred between entities as well.  

 

Metonymy. In addition to qualities and types, there are three primary 

dynamic meta-types, or rules, of transfer. As we will see, these are closely related to 

the types of transference we just described, and in fact, are these types when viewed 

from the perspective of the manner in which they cross levels of scale.  

 

The first network type of transfer is known as an indexical or metonymic transfer. 

This type of transfer occurs when there is a transfer of entities between one context 

and another. For example, when I plug in my computer, there is a transfer of electrons 

from the wall socket to the wires in my computer.  

 

All metonymic transferences at one level of scale lead to a shift in intensity of the 

entities in question at higher levels of scale, and hence, a transfer of intensity. In 

regard to our example, when I transfer electrons from my wall socket to my computer, 

the transfer of electrons at the molecular level leads to an increase in the intensity of 

electricity in my computer’s system as a whole. In this sense, metonymic 

transferences are transfers of entities at one level, intensity at another, and 

metonymic transference is simply the intertwining of these types across levels of 

scale.  

 

Metonymic transferences may be continuous or discrete. A continuous metonymic 

transference is known as a flow, while a distcontinuous one is known as an impact. 

The entities which increase in intensity due to such a transfer are said to be indexes, 

metonyms, indexical diagrams, or metonymic diagrams of the transfer in question. 

 

Metaphorical Transference. Any discrete entity which 

resemble others can be thought of as metaphors or icons of each other, if in varying 

degrees. When resemblance between entities increasese, however, we say that there 

is a metaphoric transference. Those entities which come to resemble others from such 

a transference are said to be icons, metaphors, iconic diagrams, or metaphorical 



diagrams of the transfer in question. Metaphorical transference describes the manner 

in which resemblance intertwines with transference.  

 

Simple metaphoric transferences, which are nothing more than another name for 

continuous metonymic transferences, occur when the only increase in resemblance 

that a transference leads to is that of a transfer of sub-entities at a sub-level, and 

hence intensity at the level in question. Thus, my computer resembles the wall-socket 

when I plug it in, if only in the minor way of having electricity in a similar intensity. If 

the transfer were discrete, and the flow of electricity at the socket were not removed 

when I transferred it, then the transfer would be discrete rather than flowing, and 

would move sub-entities, and shift intensities, but would not lead to an increase in 

resmemblance, for the increase in electrons in the computer would be the result of a 

decrease in that of the wall socket. This is why only a continous metonymic 

transference increases resemblance, and not discrete ones.  

 

Qualitative metaphorical transferences, however, occur when a metonymic transfer 

leads to an increase in the degree of resemblance between the entities in question 

due to a shift in at least one quality between the entities in question. For example,  

when I paint a chair blue, I transfer an entire quality between them, and this increases 

the resemblance between the original sample of paint, and the chair. While the 

transference is metonymic in that there is a transfer of particular molecules of paint, 

the result is a shift not only in the intensity of blueness, but of the non-trivial 

applicability of a particular quality to the chair. Before the chair was blue only in the 

mode of negation, while now it is blue in a non-trivial way, such that the quality of 

blueness can be said to have been transferred from the paintcan to the chair.  

 

Finally, there is also formal metaphorical transfer, for example, when a rubber 

stamp transfers an imprint, for example, of a letter, from itself to a piece of paper. In 

this case, the all or part of the form of the stamp is transferred, by means of the 

pattern of ink, to the paper. Each form is an intertwining of spatial qualities, such as 

the curve, straightness, width, or whatever of a letter in the case of a stamp. Form in 

general is a type of quality which is composed of other formal qualities, one which 

then indicates the type of the entity in question. To transfer form is therefore to 

transfer both a form and indirectly, a type. Thus, when I imprint a letter on a page, 

the type of letter in question is determined by the form I have just transferred.  

 



Not all formal metaphorical transfers transfer the full form of the entity in question. 

Take, for example, a photograph of a person’s face. In this case, the form of the face 

is transferred, but in the process, there is a reduction from a four-dimensional face to 

a two-dimensional image.  

 

A discrete metaphorical transfer is known as an imprint, while a continuous 

metaphorical transfer is known as a spreading, or gradual imprinting. When a rubber 

stamp is inked and then stamped on a piece of paper, this is an example of an imprint, 

while a spreading would occur, for example, as I slowly but progressively transfer 

paint between the paintcan and my chair, slowly increasing the intensity and extent to 

which the chair resembles the pain in the can. A slow but progressive painting of a 

person’s face on a canvas would be example of a more strongly metaphorical 

spreading of the form of the face on the paper.  

 

It is important to note that there is still a metonymic transfer going on here as well, 

such that the transfer of the molecules of ink between the stamp and the paper 

increases the intensity of the ink, the quality of the presence of ink, and its sub-

qualities, such as color. The transfer of the form, the form of a letter in this case, 

then implies a third level. Formal metaphorical transfers are therefore the simplest 

example of the third logic of transfer, known as a modulation.  

 

Modulation. In various scientific fields, the term modulation is employed to 

describe situations in which aspects of the form of a process are modified, usually 

continuously, by the form of another, over and across differences in the form and 

nature of the materials involved in the processes in question. For example, sound 

waves are converted by microphones into electromagnetic waves, which can then be 

converted into radio waves and transmitted from radio stations to cars, which then 

reverse the process. Aspects of the form of the sound waves, which are pressure 

waves, is converted to that of transverse electromagnetic waves, showing change in 

both materials and form, a process which is then reversed to recreate sound.  

 

We will use modulation to describe the manner in which in transferences indirectly 

create shifts in other entities across levels of scale. Thus, in addition to metonymic 

and metaphorical transferences, there are what we will call modulatory 

transferences, or modulations. If metaphorical transference describes the 

intertwining of transfer with resemblance, modulation describes the intertwining of 



transference and mediation. In this sense, modulation is only partially a logic of 

transfer, for in effect, it is an effect of metonymic or metaphorical transfers, for 

modulations are the transformations which occur in entities as a result of these 

transfers. They are therefore not directly transfers, but result directly from them, and 

hence, are logically linked to them. We can therefore say that modulation is a logic 

which relates to transfer, but a not logic of transference in both senses of the word 

‘of.’ While metonymic transfers describe how transfers at one level of scale cross into 

a second level, and metaphoric transfers describe how transfers at one level spread 

from two to three levels of scale, modulations describe how metonymic transfers at a 

given level of scale lead, if indirectly, to shifts at at least two other levels of scale.  

 

Modulations may be metonymic or metaphorical, depending on whether or not they 

lead to an increase of resemblance between the entities in question. For example, 

when I turn on my computer, electrons flow from the wires in the socket to the wires 

in my computer, increasing the intensity, and hence resemblance, between my 

computer and the wall socket. This leads, however, to a shift in the state of my 

computer, one which does not resemble the wall socket. That is, it turns on, and 

begins to do things, like display various images on the screen, make noises, etc. These 

shifts are the result of metonymic transferences, but they do not resemble the flow of 

electricity any more than that of the wall socket. There are three levels involved, in 

that there are electrons, my computer and its states, and then the level of the 

images, sounds, etc., which my computer then produces. This is an example of a 

metonymic modulation, or a metonymic modulatory transformation, because the 

transformation in question does not resemble aspects of the transferences which 

caused it.  

 

Another example of this can be seen when I turn on my stove under a sample of liquid 

water. The metonymic transfer of energy between the ions, atoms, and molecules of 

the flame to that of the water lead to an increase in intensity of temperature between 

the two. But at a particular intensity, the liquid water begins to turn into steam. We 

therefore see a transfer of entities at the micro level, a transfer of intensity at the 

meso level, but a shift in form, creating a distinction between the level of the liquyid 

and that which it transforms into, namely, steam. When a shift in the intensity of a 

quality of an entity can lead to a shift in form and hence type of entity, we say that 

the particular level of intensity in question is a threshold relevant to type of entity in 

question.  



 

Not all modulations are metonymic, however, for it is also possible for modulations to 

increase the resemblace between levels of scale. Take for example the case of a 

voltmeter. When a voltmeter is connected to electricity, electrons flow through the 

voltmeter, increasing the intensity of electricity, and voltage, in the voltmeter. It 

does this, however, in such a way that there is a continuous modulation of the position 

of the pointer on the voltmeter, such that the position of the pointer can be read as a 

metaphorical representation of the degree of the intensity of the voltage. Thus, the 

position of the pointer against a metric resembles shifts in intensity in the voltage in 

the wire. This is an example of metaphorical modulation. Metaphorical modulations 

are extremely useful in a wide variety of settings, for they allow for the transmission 

and modification of resemblances over distances, different types of translational 

entities, etc.  

 

It is worth noting that just as metonymic transfers can become metonymic or 

metaphorical modulations by means of thresholds, metaphorical modulations can be 

reduced back into metonymical modulations by means of a quantization. A counter, 

for example, could be affixed to the voltmeter at a specific level, so that each time 

the voltage hit a certain level, it increased the counter by one. This would reduce the 

metaphorical modulation of resemblance between the voltmeter and the voltage in 

the current to a count of the number of times it hit a particular level.   

 

All formal metaphorical transferences are examples of metaphorical modulation, and 

viceo-versa, such that these are two names for the same. We saw an example of this 

in the case of our example of a rubber stamp. A photograph or live video image are 

also examples of these types of metaphorical modulations.  

 

Modulation describes the way in which metonymic and metaphorical transferences are 

able to nest in each other at multiple levels of scale. And here we see the ways in 

which metaphorical modulations describe the manner in which resemblance, 

transference, and mediation intertwine. 

 

Transferential Waves. From the perspective of transference we 

have just described, we can now begn to think of entities and their aspects as 

moments within transferential chains.  



Let us use an example to describe what is meant by this. When a wave roles into the 

shore by the sea, it seems to move in a straight line. But we all know that if we drop a 

pebble in a pond, it releases a circular wave, a set of ripples, which can be thought of 

as a set of straight-line ripples, each leaving the center of the circle, and travelling 

outward, with the crests and troughs of the ripple as the circles of symmetry within 

this two-dimensional wave. But what happens if we drop a set of pebbles in a pool at 

the same time? Each releases a set of circular wave ripples, and these will quickly 

come to hit each other, inferfereing and interacting with each other. Some waves 

released by pebble impacts may sync up, but the large majority clash in differing 

degrees. Rather than coherent circular ripples, one will generally see a confusion of 

wave interactions. But occasionally, there will be points which sink down in the pool, 

a conjunction or troughs, and in others, the liquid may jump up, a conjunction of 

crests. These isolated points of convergence are themselves moments of coherence 

within the wave patterns coming at them from multiple sides.  

According to the wave model of quantum physics, it becomes possible to see quantum 

particles as similar to this, as points of coherence between the interaction of quantum 

waves. A light wave is sent out, and hits an electromagnetic wave, and at a particular 

point of their intersection, they result into a refraction, which is often described as a 

particle interaction between a photon, a light particle, and an electron, an 

electromagnetic particle. But from the wave model of quantum physics, as described 

by Schrodinger, it is possible to view these not so much as particles, but as simply the 

manner in which the waves refract each other at a particular point. Scientists have 

been arguing ever since the advent of quantum mechanics whether to consider 

quantum events as the result of the interaction of waves, or the collision of particles, 

and many have argued that these are simply two perspectives on the same thing.  

Returning to the issues at hand, our description of the networkological project began 

by treating entities as networks composed of sub-entities. From here we began to look 

at them as also composed of parameters which describe aspects of their relation to 

their context, concieved globally, from which we can abstract relations of 

resemblance, as well as forms of influence relevant to each. As we have moved to 

understand the transferential intertwining which moves influences between entities, 

however, we can now begin to reconcieve entities and their parameters as in fact 

aspects of influences transferred between entities.  

What would the world looked like if reconcieved as an intertwining set of 



transferential waves? It would in fact look like a pool with several pebbles dropped in 

it, just infinitely more complex, and in four dimensions. Points of relative coherence 

or symmetry between waves of transference of force would result in entities, which 

those of asymmetry would result in incoherence. This is in many respects the world as 

concieved by contemporary particle physics, in which particles can be seen as sites of 

symmetry within the clash of waves whose intertwining gives rise to the symphony of 

all that is.  

From such a perspective, each entity in the world, from quantum particles up to the 

more complex intertwinings they give rise to, such as atoms, molecules, stones, cars, 

humans, etc., can be seen as points of harmony within the waves of influence at work 

in the cosmos. Each entity is a site of balance within the forces that act upon it. Shift 

the forces, from within or without, on an entity, and a point of equilibrium becomes a 

disequilibrium, and the entity and the forces acting upon it from its contexts then 

seek to find a new place of equilibrium, at which point the entity finds a new state of 

rest. Entities and their aspects then are momentary points of stasis within chains of 

influence whose waves ripple through the stuff of the world as much as ripples in the 

liquid in a pool when stones are dropped in it.  

Influences manifest in forces that fly through entities, modulating them via 

transferential influences such that we can begin to reconcieve entities as refractory 

aspects or moments thereof. And it is worth noting that while it is often simpler to 

speak of chains or strands of influence or force, that forces spread out in all four 

dimensions of spacetime, in lines, solids, and hypersolids. Their patterns of 

interference then give rise to symmetries which are the networks of seeming particles 

and interactions which are in fact simply another side of waves of influence, each 

refracting the other.  

What then is an entity? A site of translaton within transferential waves within four 

dimensional spacetime. That is, each time a given wave transforms, there must be an 

entity there, and entities can then be seen as sites of the refraction of waves of forces 

due to their interaction with each other. Such an approach to entities is to view it as a 

site of mediation between transferential waves, as nodes within these waves which 

diagram and represent them by refracting them. From such a perspective, entities are 

simply refractions of these waves, and the presence of a refraction is what indicates 

the presence of an entity which determines a level of scale within the transferential 

wave in question.  



It is to such an approach, one of radical intermediation, that we will now turn. As we 

will see, by demphasizing transferential waves themselves, whose form occupied the 

section which we have just finished, we return to entities, but radically reworked as 

sites of refractions which we will call combinatories.  

Virtuality. When entities influence each other via transferential waves, not 

only are the potential actions of entites enabled and constrained by the manner 

entities influence each other, but entities are present within one another, not in 

terms of physical containment, but virtually, in the form of their influences upon each 

other. Waves of transference move between entities, and entities are aspects or 

moments within these waves. 

It is worth noting that the networkological project distinguishes its usage of the term 

virtual from that utilized by Deleuze. Virtual here simply means when something is 

present in something indirectly. When I see my dog playing in the living room, my 

physical dog isn’t inside my eyes, yet he is present, indirectly, in my eyes as image. 

When an entity influences any other, this is because sub-entities transfer influences 

via forces between these. When this happens, there are transfers between these 

entities, each of which implies a virtual presence of aspects of one entity in another. 

This usage of the term virtual is similar to that used traditionally by physics, such as 

seen in a virtual focus in optics. For Deleuze, the virtual and potential are linked 

terms, while we separate these two terms.  

Expression. Returning to the manner in which entities are virtually present 

in each other, the perspective provided by transferential waves allows us to view 

entities as aspects of such waves, as sites of refraction between these. Anytime there 

is a translation within a transferential wave, there is an entity present. These waves 

and refractions can then be broken down into several types, each of which describes 

an aspect of the ways in which transferences and entities are present virtually within 

each other. 

Quality waves occur when that which is transferred in a transferential wave, via the 

forces or entities in question, is a quality. For example, when I place drop of blue food 

coloring in a sample of liquid water, it will diffuse outwards, producing a wave of the 

quality of blueness within the water. A particular quality of a particular entity can 

then be seen as a particular translation of a quality wave, a conjunction of various 

quality waves, etc. In fact, the qualities which inhere to a particular entity are simply 



those which describe the inbalances and asymmetries relevant to the quality waves 

present at a particular entity, since those qualities which balance will simply cancel 

out. The color blue in an entity represents an asymmetry in that entity in regard to 

color, and a wave of blueness in a sample of water indicates a shift within the 

asymmetries relevant to that sample.  

In addition to quality waves, waves of type, typical waves, or formal waves occur 

when there is a shift between types which advances in the form of a wave. For 

example, when a sample of liquid water freezes, the water changes type from liquid 

to solid. This occurs in one-dimensional rays or chains, two-dimensional waves, etc. 

These shifts in type are an example of waves of type. As individual entities shift their 

form from liquid to solid, they exist as refractory moments within these types of 

waves.  

Contextual waves occur when the transferential waves in question occurs by means 

of a shift in context for a given set of entities. A shift in context is one in which there 

is a shift in boundaries and rules relevant to an entity. For example, when a sample of 

food remains on my plate, it will stay the way it is, but once I change its context by 

eating it, my stomach enzymes will begin to decompose it. My body can be thought of 

as a wave front which absorbs the food by eating it, changing the context relevant to 

the food, and therefore, moving it across boundaries to domains in which different 

rules apply. The shifts within the entities can then be thought of as shifts which 

represent the movement of a contextual wave which absorbed it.  

Not all contextual waves are as simple as that described in the case of an organism 

eating something. Both me and my friend can share the same sight of a sunny day, for 

example, without the sunny day being exclusively contained in any of us the way a 

sample of food would be. What’s more, the sunny day might lead to different thoughts 

in either of us, because it is processed differnently, according to the differing rules 

and logics relevant to each of us. It is also difficult to say the extent to which we 

incorporate the day into us as its context, or the day incorporates us as our contexts. 

While some entities have a strict set of logics of potential containment (ie: a cookie 

cannot eat me), others have reversible and partial containment as parts of their 

potentials, such as we see in the example between me, my friend, and a sunny day. In 

this case, we can say that our contextual waves overlap and contain each other fuzzily 

in a variety of ways, such that each entity involved is a refraction of the contextual 

waves in question.  



Finally, there are also processural waves. These are relatively straightforward to 

understand, and examples of these occur frequently in our everyday lives. A process of 

deregulation spreads from one state to another because of a change in law can be 

thought of as a shifting wave of the process of deregulation, and the states as aspects 

of translation thereof.  

In each of these cases, we see how it is that transferences which occur in a variety of 

dimensions and the aspects thereof manifest each other. When aspects of the world 

manifest other aspects within them, we say they express each other. Expression 

describes the manner in which entities resemble each other due to the transfers 

between them, as well as the manner in which transfer gives rise to resemblance.  

From such a perspective, we can say that entities express themselves in and through 

the aspects of other entities, and all entities are the expression of the intertwining of 

waves of influence, be these of quality, form, context, or process. In fact, any entity 

is the expression of the complex intertwining of all the waves of which it is an 

intertwining. That is, the qualities relevant to an entity express the intertwining of 

quality waves at a given location, the form relevant to an entity express the 

intertwining of formal waves, context the intertwining of contextual waves, and 

processural waves the intertwining of processural waves.  

An entity is nothing more, then, than the refraction of the various types of waves 

which intertwine at a given location, which intertwine with each other in regard to the 

potentials relevant to that entity. Each entity is not merely an aggregate of these 

waves, for these intertwine complexly. In what follows, we will describe precisely 

what this means.  

Mediation. We will now describe the third and final pole of representation, 

which is known as mediation. When we view entities as the complex virtual expression 

of the influences upon them, we describe them as sites of mediation between these 

influences. In our discussion of resemblance we described how discrete entities may 

have aspects which are similar to each other. In our discussion of transference, we 

discussed how these entities can be seen as aspects of that which refracts itself in 

them. These will now be brought together, so as to understand the ways in which 

resemblences and transferences can intertwine to produce systems, systems whose 

complex wholes often exceed the mere sums of their parts, and which are virtually 

present in entites and the influences between them, and of which entities and their 



influences are a part.  

Mediation then describes the manner in which entities, forces, and systems are 

virtually present in all of these, and often in ways which increase the complexity of all 

involved. Thus our analysis of mediation is fundamentally related to the issue of 

complexity, as well as the ways in which complexity increases as entities intermediate 

each other via intertwinings of transference and resemblence which often exceed the 

sum of their parts. It is important to note, however, that the goal here is not to recast 

entities as mere reflections of the transferential influences upon them, but rather, as 

their refractions, such that entities are not merely the intertwining of the influences 

upon them, but the complex intertwining of these. 

What is mediation? The term media derives from the Ancient Greek term µετα 

(pronounced “meta”), which simply means ‘middle.’ In the most general sense, we 

can say that anything which is between others mediates these, be the entities in 

question terms, things, forces, etc. Many within contemporary media studies have 

articulated the possibility of going beyond traditional notions of media studies, which 

examine mass media such as television and radio, and expanding this in order to 

develop a general mediology, a study of mediation, considered in the widest possible 

sense, a such. In what follows, we outline what a networkological approach to a 

general mediology would look like. We will also argue, in what follows, that the 

project of a general mediology is fundamentally related to that of a general 

mechanology (a notion most clearly expressed in the work of Felix Guatarri) and 

general semiotics/semiology (a notion most clearly expressed in the work of C.S. 

Peirce). That is, we will work to intertwine the notions, often argued by distinct 

branches of contemporary philosophy, that the world can be viewed as a fundamental 

intertwining of mediations, machines, and meanings, by providing a frame which views 

these as three sides of the same. In this sense, what follows can be read as a general 

mechanology and general semiotics/semiology, as well as a general mediology, the 

specifics of which will be forthcoming. We will start from the perspective of 

mediation, but in our discussion of combinatorics the link to machines will become 

explicit, as will the connection to semiotics in our discussion of interpretation, 

meaning, and systems.  

Before this, however, a few words about the form of what follows. As the final section 

of our discussion of the logic of the ground, we will start to see the full potential of 

this notion at work in the very form of our descriptions. What then could it mean to 



look at all that is as a form of mediation, and to do so in a manner which does not 

merely examine mediation as content, but which also attempts to do so in a form 

which itself resonates with the notion of mediation itself? In what follows, we will 

attempt to not only describe how entities mediate each other, but how entities, the 

influences between them, and the contexts these both intertwine to create, can be 

seen as mediations, that is, as complex representations, as symmetries, within the 

dynamic intertwinings of the contexts and processes of their production. If 

diagrammatics viewed entities as networks of sub-entities, and parametrics viewed 

them as knots of parameters which extend modulatory relations to its context, the 

section which follows will extend the transferential approach such that entities are 

reconcieved as refractions within systems of which transferential waves, 

resemblances, and entities are simply parts.  

The result will be to explode entities and their aspects from within, such that what 

was seen as unified and primary can now also be seen as multiple, the result of 

crystals of intermediation whose refractions of sameness and difference describe the 

symmetries and asymmetries which are precisely what entities and their aspects 

themselves are. This is not to say that entities, the relations between them, or the 

conujnction of mediations which brings these together are ultimately what the 

fundamental stuff of the world is. This work has sought to articulate the world via 

threeand primary logics, and the combinatorical view on the world, which finds its 

culmination and most pure form in the forthcoming description of mediation, is simply 

one of these logics. Each of these threeand views on what is is simply an aspect of the 

threeand of the network diagram, itself merely a mode of grasping what we have 

called the oneand. As we have already argued, each aspect of the threeand, and the 

threeand itself, should be viewed only as methods of description, ways of making 

sense of the world whose value this and future networkological works will work to 

describe. 

In our analysis of mediation, we will describe our how it that entities can be concieved 

as sites of complex expression of the influences upon them, in and across levels of 

scale. Rather than view entities as fundamentally discrete, we will now recast them as 

complex expressions of the contexts of their production, maintenance, and 

reproduction, in a manner which fundamentally intertwines the logics of the node, 

link, and ground.  

It is with this last point in mind that our analysis of mediation will occur in three 



stages, one corresponding to each of the three primary logics of mediation. In the first 

stage, on combinatories, we will describe how it is that entities are recast and 

reworked when viewed as aspects of mediation, thereby describing how mediation is 

grasped via the logic of the node. The second stage, on signification, will examine 

how the interelations of particular entities within these systems give rise to meaning 

via acts of interpretation, thereby showing how mediation is grasped via the logic of 

the link. The contextual aspects of this will spill over, however, into the third stage, 

on systematics, in which we describe how systems intertwine entities and relations 

between them in systems themselves. It should be noted, however, that systems, 

relations, and entities are each refractions of each other, such that the three stages 

provide us with simply three views on intertwining mediation itself, such that these 

should be seen as three poles of mediation itself.  And, as we will see, various aspects 

of process will creep into our discussion, particularly in our description of systematics, 

in the manner in which systems can evolve from less to increasingly complex forms 

under meta-stable conditions. With the concerns of ease of explanation in mind, we 

will describe the general qualities and logic of mediation after the first of these stages 

is completed.   

Combinatories. In what follows, we will redescribe entities, in the 

manner in which mediation is expressed via the logic of the node, via the notion of 

combinatories. Viewing entities as combinatory is more a point of view than anything 

else, and while we will generally refer to entities as combinatories in the sections that 

immediately follow, after this, we will use the two terms interchangeably, though 

most often use entity for simplicity.   

According to contemporary mathematics, combinatorics is the discipline that studies 

modes of combination of entities, of which probability is the most well-known sub-

discipline. Within the history of inventions, a combinatory is a type of machine, like a 

Rubik’s cube or puzzle box, which can be arranged in set number of forms. Often the 

parts of a combinatory are linked to particular symbols, and there is a long history of 

linking combinatorial machines with representations of numbers or letters. Some 

combinatories are simply machines with many positions, like a Rubiks cube, but some 

also have directions which determine some parts as sites of input, and others as sites 

of output, and these types of combinatory have often been used as analogies for the 

process of thought. Mechanical adding machines and typewriters are examples of this 

type of combinatory, just as computers are electrical forms of combinatory, dynamic  



 

intertwinings of switches and relays which link inputs such as keystrokes or mouse-

gestures to outputs such as pixels on a screen or commands to a printer.  

All of the combinatories described above are mechanical, in the restrictive sense of 

the word, but if we expand our sense of what constitutes a machine (an approach to 

the world which some, such as Gilbert Simondon, Felix Guatarri and Manuel Delanda, 

have described in relation to a project of a general mechanology), it is possible to 

view more than just metal or electrical devices as combinatories. A living cell can be 

seen as a combinatory, or an economy or system of language. In the middle of the 

twentieth century, many so-called ‘structuralist’ theorists argued that languages were 

in fact enormously complex combinatories. Very few of these approaches were supple 

enough to deal, however, with issues related to logics of ground, however, for many of 

these approaches were binary, such that there were entities which included in a given 

combinatory, or not. Fuzzy and networked logics are much more supple, and perhaps 

only Louis Hjelmslev, with his notion of ‘purport,’ presents a combinatorial approach 

to language which is not merely about the relation of combinations of pre-made 

entities. If we are to understand more than just mechanical devices, however, and 

truly make combinatorics a lens for the formation of a general mechanology-



mediology, it must be able to take into account the ways in which the parts of 

machines, the logics of their interrelation, and the relation of both of these to their 

contexts, emerge in relation to each other.  

If we think of cells, organisms, economies, and languages as combinatories, however, 

we will need to develop an approach to this notion which is supple enough to account 

for the manner in which such systems change. Rather than view the world as a set of 

interlocking, rigid, metal machines, such an approach would seek to expand our notion 

of machines so as to refract the sheer complexity of forms of systematic interrelation 

in we see in the world. The notion of the combinatory is useful because it allows us to 

link representation with mechanics, systems with thought. Because combinatories are 

descriptions of entities which account for both their static and dynamic aspects, 

combinatorical analysis describe the manner in which processes, contexts, forces, and 

entities intertwine in stable combinations of symmetry and asymmetry, statics and 

dynamics, which are precisely what is known as combinatories. From a combinatorical 

perspective, no entity is simply a think, it is an intertwined mediation of forces, 

contexts, and processes of which it is a stable representation. Thus, entities are seen 

as moments within the general mediological representation of the all by each which 

produces entities in the world.   

Let us look use an example to see what such an intertwined, mediatory approach to 

entities would mean. A typewriter has a series of keys designed for inputs which, by 

means of a series of levers, link up to a set of keybars which impress in ink the 

character displayed on a key onto a page inserted in the machine. Keys indicate sites 

of input, and keybars indicate outputs, and each act which selects a key and leads to 

the imprinting of a character on a page can be thought of as one of the possible states 

of this machine. A typewriter can be thought of as a machine which links inputs to 

outputs in a series of key-keybar combinations, each of which indicate a given state of 

the machine. There are other states of the machine, such as which occur when the 

keys jam, multiple keys are pressed at a time, when the machine is used ‘backwards’ 

such that moving keybards pulls down keys, but these are ‘non-official’ uses of this 

machine. In this manner we see how it is that the form of its parts, and the contexts 

of its use, determine the possible states of the machine, as well as the meanings 

ascribed to these. Combining both official and non-official states of the machine, 

there are an extraordinary possible ways this machine can be used, many of which 

lead to the intertwining of letters, metal, ink, and paper, and in the process, the 

production of meaning via language. In the process, the typewriter acts as a form of 



mediation, one which can allow my thoughts to imprint themselves on a page, 

translating thoughts to actions to words via the mediation of formed metal, ink, and 

paper. It should not be thought that typewriters fall from the sky, however. Rather, 

they are produced in factories, and are the result of processes of intertwining raw 

materials and laborers according to social conventions which give rise to this particular 

machine which will continue to be what it is, even if moved in space and time, so long 

as certain conditions are not violated, such as limits of heat and pressure. A 

typewriter is therefore not only a machine composed of sub-machines which serve as 

its parts, but is also itself the result of other machines, such as organisms, social 

processes, and various other complex intertwinings of dynamic processes and the 

entities they give rise to.  

In our example we see the way in which the machine in question acts as a site for the 

intertwining of other machines accoridng to a series of logics which detemine relations 

between entities and their contexts. From this basic set of ideas, we have enough 

components which, when extrapolated beyond the limitations of a mechanical 

typewriter so as to be able to account for things like cells and languages and 

economies, can help us understand precisely what a general mediaology, which is also 

a general mechanology, might mean. 

Let us say that all entities can be thought of not only as entities, but also as 

machines, or combinatories. We will call a combinatory that which modifies and then 

passes along, via a process known as transformation, translation, refraction, or 

processesing, a series of incoming influences, known as stimuli, causes, or inputs, 

into outgoing influences on other entities, known as responses, effects, or outputs, 

by means of a rule.  

Combinatories combine several aspects of the networkological enterprise we have 

already described. They link networkological parameters (qualities, types, rules, 

logics, contexts, and processes), with networkological levels (macro-, meso-, and 

micro-), by means of the networkological logics of node, link, ground, and level. In 

addition, combinatories are made up of several aspects. A combinatory is composed of 

elements, known as combinatorids, and a rule which intertwines sub-rules, known as 

a combinatorial. A combinatorial is a rule which straddles levels. It is composed of 

meta-rule or logic, known as a plan, or code, which describes the intertwining of the 

parts or combinatorids which compose the combinatory, according to the form of 

these parts. The manner in which the form of the parts intertwine with the plan of the 



whole is known as the function, micro-code, or sub-code of each part within the 

overall plan. The distinction between plan and form, code and sub-code, is a relative 

one, such that at whatever level one examines, the one that contains aspects of the 

other is the code, and the one that has aspects contained by the other is the sub-code.  

Let us return to our typewriter to explain how this all comes together. A typerwriter 

intertwines the qualities, known as supporting qualities of a combinatory, of the 

metal and plastic which compose its parts, or combinatorids (in this case, the 

hardness, durability, etc., of the metal and plastic composing the parts of the 

typewriter). These qualities intertwine micro-, meso-, and macro-levels by means of 

the forces the parts and whole exert upon each other, in a manner that is modulates 

by the forms of the parts and wholes in questions. These qualities are intertwined by 

means of the spatial qualities of these parts, which are known as the combinatoridic 

forms of these parts, each of which indicates a type of combinatorid, which can be 

described by means of a combinatoridal rule. These parts are then intertwined by a 

meta-rule, or logic, known as the combinatorical plan of the combinatory (in this 

case, the plan which describes how the parts are to be intertwined to make a 

typerwriter). The role which each part plays within the plan is called the 

combinatorical function of each part. As a result, the combinatory is able to turn 

inputs on the combinatory into outputs, according to rules of transformation known as 

combinatorials.  

Qualities of Mediation. We will now proceed to a description of 

the paramters of mediation. The order, however, will be a little different than in 

preceding sections, for it start from the simplest and end with the most difficult to 

explain, such that we will proceed from qualities to logics and meet in the middle with 

types and and particualr intensities they give rise to.  

Network qualities of mediation are the same as those which have applied to most 

aspects of representation, namely, continuous or discrete, uni- or multi-directional, 

abstract or concrete. A factory, for example, produces identical objects, providing us 

with an example of entities which are mediated by the factory in a discrete, 

discontinuous fashion, as opposed to, say, the manner in which the relation between 

molecules is continually mediated by the flow of forces between them. Mediation can 

be multi-directional, for example, if I see you, then the light between us mediates our 

relation, but if you do not see me, then this mediatory relation is only one-way in this 

respect. In addition, mediation can be abstract or concrete. When I weave threads 



together into cloth, they concretely mediate each other, but when I draw a picture of 

this in a book, this is a much more abstract form of mediation, for it involves fewer 

qualities. There are many more specific qualities which pertain to the different types 

of mediation which occur in the world, and are specific to the types of mediation in 

question, but these are the network types which are specific to mediation as such.  

Mediativity. In addition to the qualities which mediation shares with 

resemblance and transference, there is one quality which it does not share, and this is 

known as mediativity. Mediativity is the degree to which a combinatory mediates, and 

hence, expresses that which is around it. Mediativity is representativity viewed from 

the perspective of mediation, and it describes the intensity of intermediation between 

a combinatory and the influences, contexts, and processes of its production at micro-, 

macro-, and meso-levels of scale.  

Mediativity is in this sense mediation viewed as intensity, for it is the intensity of 

mediation as such as relevant to a particular combinatory. It is directly related to the 

complexity of the combinatory in question, for in fact, mediativity is complexity 

viewed from the perspective of mediation. For the more complex an entity is, the 

more it refractorally represents, or expresses, its contexts and processes, and hence, 

can be thought of as mediated by them as it mediates them in turn.   

In relation to this notion of mediativity, we can therefore say that there are varying 

intensities relavent to mediation, which indicate the levels of complexity of 

mediation. In this sense, we can think of mediativity as the one quality of mediation 

which it does not share with resemblance and transference, for it is the result of their 

intertining.  

Types of Mediation. By means of the intertwining the intertwining 

of resemblance and transference with the the various qualities of mediation with its 

logics, we arrive at three types of mediation, which will be called macro-, micro-, and 

meso-mediation.  

Macro-mediation occurs when macro-level inputs are transformed into macro-level 

outputs by means of their mediation by the meso- and micro-level aspects of the 

combinatory. In the case of the typerwriter, we see how strokes on the keys of the 

typewriter are transformed into the printing of letters on the paper by means of the 

action of the keybars. The transformation of keystrokes to letterstrokes in this manner 



is an example of macro-mediation, for here we see how it is that the meso-level plans, 

functions, and forms, link micro-level qualities, so as to produce a transformation of 

macro-level inputs into outputs. The rule which describes this transformation is known 

as the combinatory’s macro-combinatorial.  

In addition to macro-mediation, there is also micro-mediation. Micro-mediation 

occurs when there is a transformation of micro-level inputs into outputs by means of 

their mediation by the meso- and macro-levels involved. For example, let us say that 

we place the typerwriter next to an incredibly powerful heat source, and it starts to 

melt. Here we see the input of energy at the micro-level which leads to micro-level 

changes, such as the breaking of the bonds between the atoms or molecules of plastic 

or metal. But the manner in which this occurs is mediated by means of the plan and 

form of the typewriter, or the typing which is happening to this typewriter at a macro 

level. This is because the movement of the parts of the typewriter, as well as their 

shape and types of intertwining, determine the manner in which the heat diffuses 

through the typewriter, and hence, the manner in which it melts. Micro-mediation is 

described by a rule known as a micro-combinatorial.   

Meso-mediation occurs when mediation occurs between entities completely at the 

meso-level. This only occurs when the entities in question do not contain each other, 

in part or as a whole. A typewriter, for example, contains its parts, and it is for this 

reason that it intertwines macro- and micro-mediation. But let us say that I get angry 

at my typewriter and shove it, and it falls off the table and breaks a pot with a plant 

in it, scattering dirt all over the floor. Now the typewriter conveyed the force from my 

hands, compounded by its own acceleration due to gravity, to the pot that shattered. 

Here the typerwriter mediates the force of my shove, translating it to the pot. In the 

process. This form of mediation does not involve containment, for it is between 

entities which are, in a sense, on an equal level in regard to the transference of inputs 

and outputs in question. This is what is known as meso-mediation, and it is described 

by a meso-combinatorial. In the case described above, the meso-combinatorial can 

be formed from the equations of physics describing the force on the typewriter, its 

acceleration due to gravity as it falls, etc.    

All combinatories intertwine all three logics of mediation, though they may layer more 

types of mediation onto these depending on the manner in which they intertwine with 

other combinatories.  

As has probably become evident, the forms of mediation describe the difference 



between macro-, meso-, and micro- in a manner which sets combinatory as the meso-

level. In doing so, we see the manner in which a combinatory works to weave together 

qualities, forms, rules, contexts, logics, and processes between macro, meso, and 

micro-levels of scale. Let us explain how this happens.  

The micro-level qualities of the materials composing a typerwriter, such as the 

durability of the metal and plastics, intertwine so as to produce macro-level qualities 

of the typewriter, such as the durability and strength of not merely the parts, but the 

whole, as mediated by meso-level spatial parameters such as form, function, and plan. 

Likewise the micro-form of the parts intertwines by means of the meso-level plan to 

give rise to the macro-form of the typewriter as a whole. The micro-level contexts and 

rules relevant to individual molecules are intertwined by the meso-level context the 

parts to form the macro-level context of the typewriter as a whole, along with its 

rule, namely, the plan itself. In doing so, the contexts of the forces acting upon the 

typewriter from all sides, and the rules which describe them (ie: gravity as force, the 

equations of gravity as the rules which describe these) are intertwined via micro-

mediation by means of the meso-level typerwriter, in relation to macro-level actions 

upon its (ie: keystrokes). And the typewriter also intertwines processes. It was made in 

a factory by workers, according to processes put in motion by flows of capital. As an 

object with relatively stable form, it represents a point of symmetry within the 

dynamic contexts within which it is a part, each of which has been brought about by 

series of processes. Ultimately this typewriter will decompose, be destroyed, etc., and 

its processural side will return to the fore. As a typewriter, however, all of its levels, 

parameters, intertwined contexts, rules, etc., are all moments of symmetry within the 

processes of which they are a part.  

In this sense, we can say that a combinatory intertwines qualities with qualities, forms 

with forms, contexts with contexts, and processes with processes, at, across, and 

between micro-, meso-, and macro- levels of scale. It would therefore be a mistake to 

say that a combinatory is merely an entity viewed from a new perspective. Rather, it 

is an intertwining of forces and relations in the form of transferences, contexts and 

their rules, and processes, and is a refraction of tranferences, an intertwining of 

processes, and a symmetry within processes as much as an entity among others.  

In this manner we can see how it is that qualities, forms, rules, contexts, logics, and 

processes give rise to meta- versions of each of these. By means of the intertwining of 

form and plan via function, entities are woven together in a manner which produces 



the meaningfulness of what is. Much more will be said about the form of this triple 

weaving of form, plan, and function, in the sections which follow.  

From what has been described above, we can begin to see how the combinatorical 

perspective allows us to view entities in relation to the logic of the node, link, ground, 

and level. According to the logic of the node, we can view a combinatory as a 

representational expression of the transferences which intertwine at it. According to 

the logic of the link, we can view it as a refraction which expresses the intertwining of 

transferential forces at a given location in relation to the symmetrical forces which 

compose the matter at a given location and which allow this to occur. According to 

the logic of the ground, we can see a combinatory as an infolding and intertwining of 

contexts and rules. And finally, according to the logic of the network/level, we can 

see a combinatory as an intertwining of processes which give rise to meso-, macro-, 

and micro-levels of scale in relation to the symmetries and asymmetries between 

them.  

Signification. Now that we have describe the manner in which mediation 

recasts our view on entities, we can now move to how it recasts our view of the 

relations between them, thereby manifesting the intertwining of mediation with the 

logic of the link, or signification.  

In and between combinatories in which transference and resemblance intertwine so as 

to complexly give rise to each other as mediation, we can say that particular 

interactions between entities represent refractions of these entities and the waves of 

transference between them. From the perspective of the intersection of mediation 

with the logic of the link, this allows us to recast these interactions as interpretations 

which produce meaning within a general process known as signification.   

Memory. One of the preconditions, results, and determinations of signification 

is memory, which is fundamentally tied to the issue of form. For without form to 

anchor signification, it could not occur, even as signification is involved in the 

fundamental production of new forms of form in the process of its dynamic 

intertwining. 

As we have described in earlier portions of this text, the form of an entity is the set of 

qualities related to differences in spacetime which serve to intertwine and mediate 

the relations between the other qualities manifested by the enity and the influences 



upon it. Entities which use spacetime qualities in this way are said to be matters. In 

matters, form is what mediates the manner in which influences on the matter in 

question, or forces, refract each other at the matter in question, in terms of macro-, 

micro-, and meso-logics of mediation. Forms then overlay each other, such that the 

plan of a macro-matter intertwines the form of micro-matters, giving rise to meso-

level functions between them. When functions are negotiated between the matters 

involved, we say that the combinatory involved is a complex, while when the plan 

imposes function on the form of the sub-matters in question, we say that the 

combinatory is an intricate. A vortex or an organism are examples of complexes, 

while a washing-machine is an example of an intricate. Complexes are the rule, and 

intricates the exception, except where complex entities such as organisms produce 

intricates as tools around them.  

Form is the simplest manner in which memory takes hold in matter, for form describes 

the way in which the past of an entity takes hold of a matter in a sense which 

endures, and memory is precisely the manner in which endurace manifests in the 

world in matter. Memory is that which manifests interpretations of matters upon each 

other, in relation to the contexts and processes of which entities and interpretations 

are themselves complex refractions. From such a perspective, memory in its simplest 

form or type, known as formal memory, describes the manner in which the 

symmetries within the forces acting on a given location inscribe themselves in matter, 

and these inscriptions then refract forces in turn. Memory is itself an interpretation of 

a context by a matter, the means whereby an entity and context mediate each other. 

This formal interpretation then leads to the development of new interpretations. 

Form, refraction of force, and context can here be seen as three sides of the manner 

in which formal mediation takes place, and creates interpretations in matter and 

context by means of waves of transferential force.  

In this sense, we can say that memory is the manner in which mediation recasts the 

issue of form in relation to issues of signification, in a manner to be described in full in 

what follows.  

Interpretation. By transforming inputs into outputs, each combinatory 

refracts, translates, or transforms the inputs in question. Each refraction is a 

translation which makes a modification within the waves of transference in question. 

Such modifications are meaningful, and in fact, are the foundations of the production 

of meaning in matter. From such a perspective, let us now say that such translations 



can be thought of as interpretations.  

Anything that creates a difference can be thought of as interpretation. When inputs 

are turned into outputs, we can say that the combinatory which does this interprets 

the influences coming into it, and its response to these is its interpretation of them. 

For example, an animal walks in the forest, looks around, sees a predator, recognizes 

this, and runs away. By running away, the animal shows that it interpreted the data 

provided by its senses to indicate a threat. The response interpreted the inputs. This 

model can be extended down to the most basic entities that exist. Outputs are 

interpretations of inputs, and the transformation of inputs into outputs is an act of 

interpretation, the most basic manner in which meaning enters what is. In this sense, 

we can say that the outputs of a combinatory represent the inputs, and interpret them 

by means of the support matter provided by the combinatory itself. 

Types of Intepretation. There are several types of 

interpretation, known as formal interpretation, transportational interpretation, and 

transformational interpretation, each of which will now be described. The simplest 

occurs when combinatories interpret the inputs upon them by combining a series of 

parts in a particular form. This form then is an interpretation of the inputs upon the 

combinatory, and leads to a further interpretation of these inputs, by passing on some 

of these, as refracted by the parts of the combinatory and their form of their 

combination, as outputs. Thus, there are two forms of interpretation occuring here, 

the first in the form of the combinatory, the second in the manner which this and the 

nature of the parts modulates the inputs to create outputs. For example, a molecule 

of H20 combines atoms of hydrogen and oxygen in a triangular form, at specific angles, 

and it does this in all molecules of H20 that exist. This particular form is a result of the 

nature of the parts of which it is composed, namely, the hydrogen and oxygen 

molecules, and the contexts in which these exist (ie: earth). The form of these 

molecules might be different in different conditions, say, if the primary forces of the 

universe were slightly differently calibrated to each other. The form of this molecule 

is therefore an interpretation of the inputs acting upon it.  

But this form then modulates the manner in which inputs upon the molecule are 

transformed into outputs. For example, the dipolar triangular nature of H20 is what 

allows it to bond with electrolytes to conduct electricity, thereby transforming the 

input of electrons into outputs of electrons without large degrees of resistance. 

Change the shape of molecules of H20, and they may not do this, leading to a different 



intepertation of the flow of electricity through them. Here we see how formal 

interpretation, or the manner in which entities interpret the inputs upon them from 

their contexts by means of their form, modulates transferential interpretation, or 

the transformation of inputs to outputs relevant to a combinatory.   

Combinatories can also interpret at the level of form by means of their actions. They 

can combine with other entities, decompose into sub-combinatories, or change form, 

in which case, we say that they have transformed, and this is known as 

transformational interpretation. Some combinatories have a standard group of 

forms that they shift between in particular contexts, which allows them to mediate 

between inputs and other entities in more than one form, either by transporting 

inputs (ie: ATP in living systems acts as an energy carrier) or acting as catalysts (ie: 

enzymes in living systems) between entities in the process of transformation.  

Combinatories which engage in formal interpretation are known as formants, while 

those engaged in transferential interpretation are said to be transferants. Those 

which engage in transformational intepretation are known as transformers, or 

actors. 

Affection. In addition to types of interpretation, there are also logics of 

interpretation, known as affection, processing, and action, each of which will now be 

described in turn.  

Each combinatory/entity is composed of parts, each of which have particular qualities 

which pertain to their nature. These qualities make them receptive to certain forces 

but not others, and in varying degrees. The expression of these qualities, and the 

receptiveness they manifest, are then modulated by the form of the entity, such that 

the complex intertwining of form and qualities produces the nature of an entity which 

in turn modulates the manner in which it transforms inputs into outputs.  

For example, a molecule of H20 is composed of two atoms of hydrogen and one of 

oxygen. Oxygen, for example, is heavier than hydrogen, and so the oxygen side of a 

molecule of H20 feels the pull of gravity more strongly. The triangular form of a 

molecule of H20 therefore modulates the manner in which the entire molecule reacts 

to the greater pull of gravity on the oxygen side of the molecule. A more balanced 

molecule, such as CH4 (methane, or cooking gas), however, does not have such a 

susceptibility, because its sides and points feel the pull of gravity roughly equally, due 

to its tetrahedral shape.  



In this sense, we can say that the aspects of a molecule of CH4 will not be influenced 

by gravity, only the entire molecule, unlike that of H20. This difference is not due to 

the type of molecules or their properties, but merely the fact that the weights in CH4 

balance each other. CH4 therefore does not experience the pull of gravity differently 

on different sides, while H20 does. This difference in pull divides up the surface of H20 

into parts which are more susceptible to gravity and those which are less so. In this 

sense, we can say that in regard to gravity, the context or world of the molecule of 

H20 is divided in a dynamic mirror of that of its surface.  

What we see here is similar to the manner in which human eyes are susceptible to 

light, yet our feet aren’t. The surface of our bodies are divided up into parts that are 

susceptible to influence by particular forces, and others that aren’t, and our 

experience of the world is then divided, into visible and invisible, depending on which 

side our faces are turned. Likewise with the molecule of H20 in regard to gravity, just 

in a much simpler manner.  

If we call the advanced form of susceptibility present in humans and animals 

perception, let us call this simpler form of suceptibility, after the term employed by 

Deleuze, affection. We can therefore say that H20 is affected by gravity, which is to 

say, it is susceptible to influence by this force. What’s more, we can say that the 

world, so to speak, of the molecule of H20 is divided into zones of affective 

capability in regard to each force which is capable of affecting it. Thus, since H20 is 

capable of being affected by gravity and electromagnetic forces, amongst others, each 

one divides up the surface of the molecule into such zones of susceptibility. Let us call 

these zones affective zones, and the network map of these relevant to a given entity 

an affective network. Each influence can then be called an affection, and each 

impact it creates in an entity is an affect. Affects are said to be experienced by 

entities, and affection is the most basic form of experience within physical entities.   

Reference. The complex total of all the affective networks relevant to an 

entity describe the sum total of manners in which the entity can be affected, as 

modulated by its physical form. Physical form modulates the manner in which 

affections, which are another word for inputs, are then turned into outputs. The 

complex combination of affective susceptibilities, as determined by the qualities of 

the sub-entities which compose an entity, and the manner in which this is modulated 

by form, forms the horizon of the world experienced by a particular entity.  



This complex intertwining of the affective networks relevant to a given entity are 

known as its network of reference, and reference describes the manner in which each 

and every entity carves up its world into an experience of affects.  

While some of the language used here to describe reference sounds like it ascribes 

qualities usually reserved to living entities to non-living ones, this is not the case. 

Molecules of H20 and entities like this do not know they carve up the world, for they 

don’t have brains to know such things. They certain experience influences, at least to 

the extent to which we can say that their reactions register these experiences. We 

cannot know what it feels like to be such a molecule impacted by forces, nor can we 

know if there is anything like feeling at all. But we can say from observing how non-

living entities react to the world around them that they register the influences upon 

them in their form in a manner which seems as if it must feel like something. This is 

all that is meant by affection. Perception, which occurs in complex memory systems, 

is a much more complex affair, and only occurs in systems which have distinct organs 

for perception, motion, and for processing such systems via meta-memory. More will 

be said about this in what follows.  

Returning to reference, however, the manner in which networks of reference divide 

up the world of experience of a particular entity are essential to understanding the 

manner in which that entity transforms its inputs into outputs, which is one of the 

fundamental aspects from which all signification is built.  

Expression. As influences are transformed into affections by the network of 

reference of any particular entity, these intertwine at the site of the entity itself. This 

entity then processes these influences. That is to say, these influences intertwine, 

weighted according to their relative strengths, the angles and direction of their 

impact, and these then influence the sub- and, depending on the level of intertwining 

at issue, supra-entities of the entity in question, via processes of macro- and micro-

mediation.  

Each entity’s forms and qualities are the symmetries within the result, or expression, 

of the complex intertwining of all the influences acting upon it at any given moment, 

and the form of the entity expresses the spatiotemporal symmetries which this gives 

rise to. The asymmetries within expression are said to be the actions, or effects of 

the entity, and these are then passed on, in varying degrees, via transferential waves 

to the entities around the entity in question across varying levels of scale.  



Affection, processing, and action are the three primary logics of interpretation. That 

is, they describe the three primary ways in which interpretations occurs in the world. 

Affection describes the manner in which influences impact entity, and action how 

entities react to this. But processing describes the manner in which affections are 

transformed into entities and actions by means of mediating meso-mediation via 

macro- and micro-mediation.  

If the form of entities describes the simplest way in which symmetries of influence 

register as memory in matter, the processing of influences is the simplest form in 

which entities transform inputs to outputs in matter. That is, processing is the 

simplest form of thought which occurs in matter. Much more will be said about this 

issue, and how it relates to the notion of mind, in future works on matrixology.  

Each logic of interpretation, including affection, processing, and action, can be seen 

as a lens on the world. That is, we can view the world as an intertwined set of 

affections, processings, or actions, with entities as simply the complex refractions 

between these, thereby manifesting the logic of the link within the perspective which 

interpretation provides upon the world.  

Semiotics. In all these types and logics of interpretation described above, we 

begin to see how a general mediological mechanology can begin to act as a foundation 

for a general semiotics as well. Building upon the semiotic terms developed by 

Ferdinand de Saussure and C.S. Peirce, we can start to describe the forms of 

interpretation just described in basic semiotic terms.  

We have already argued that all aspects of the world can be thought of as 

representations of the rest of the world, if in their own way. In semiotic theory, the 

basic unit of representation is known as a signifier. Let us then say that various 

aspects of the world, considered in the manner in which they represent aspects of tthe 

world, are signifiers. Rather than a unit of representation, networkological theory will 

have describe signifiers as nodes within representational systems. Signifiers are not 

distinct from entities/combinatories, but rather, simply a particular way of describing 

them in relation to mediation considered as meaningful interpretations intertwined in 

systems of signification. From here we can begin to establish links between 

networkological and semiotic approaches, allowing for the production of a 

networkological semiotics.  

If we refer to all aspects of the world as signifiers, then we can begin to make 



connections between aspects of networkological and semiotic discourse in the 

following manner. Let us say that an interpretation is what occurs when a signifier 

leads to the production of another signifier by a third signifier. From such a 

perspective, we can begin to think of combinatory as subjects, their outputs as 

interpretory signifiers, and their inputs as interpreted signifiers. These interpreted 

signifiers, or inputs, can then be recast as the represented, or signifieds, of the 

interpretory signifiers, or outputs. Finally, all this takes place within a context which 

is implicit in their relations yet not directly a part of them. This context is represented 

in all the signifiers, if indirectly. This background is also a signifier, known as the 

context relevant to the other three already described.  

We can also link these to further semiotics terms. Thus, we could also employ a 

supplementary Saussurian term, that of a sign, which is formed by the linkage of a 

signifier and signified in an act of signification. We can also say that the manner in 

which the form of the context relates that of its signifiers is a type of plan which 

indicates the simplest form of coding we see in the world. A code describes the 

manner in which the forms of the parts, which are known as micro- or sub-codes, 

intertwine according to functions, or paradigms, within the context in question. As a 

result, they give to give rise to networks of signifiers known as utterances, or 

syntagms, the simplest form of which is an intertwinig of four signifiers, such that 

each plays one role of signifier, signified, subject, and context, respectively. 

Sentences or images can be seen as syntagms, as well as molecular chains, atoms, etc.  

While we are mostly using terms derived from Saussure and his inheritors, it is worth 

noting that we are doing so in a manner which is more strongly influenced by the 

works of Peirce. Thus, from the persepective described above, we could say that an 

output acts as an interpretant of inputs which function as representamen which in turn 

represents the context as its ground to the subject in question. To avoid 

terminological confusion, however, we will stick with the terms signifier, signified, 

subject, and code, so long as these terms are understood in the reworked, Peircian 

inflected, networkological sense.  

Here we see the basics of a networkological semiotics. There are four primary building 

blocks, described by the terms signifier, signified, subject, and context. All these are 

signifiers, but the positions between them allow some of them to function as 

signifieds, subjects, or contexts in relation to each other. We can see here the manner 

in which each of these manifests one of the primary logics of the network diagram, 



such that signifiers manifest the logic of the node, signifieds the logic of the link, 

subjects the logic of the ground, and contexts the logic of the network/level. From 

the basic threeandic network of signifier, signified, subject, and context, all of 

signification unfolds.  

The notion of signifiers, signifieds, subjects, and contexts presented here differs in 

some respects from that of traditional semiotics, but these modifications allow for a 

broader conception of semiotics, one which moves even beyond the bio- and zoo-

semoitics suggested by theorists such as Thomas Seebock and Jakob von Uexküll 

towards the more expansive notion of representation we have been describing above.  

From such a perspective, signifiers are not necessarily unified. For example, the inputs 

on a combinatory may come from many different sides, such that it is only the 

combinatory that unifies them by transforming them. Likewise, its outputs are only 

necessarily unified by means of its output. Signifiers are also not necessarily digital. 

For while semiotic theories were originally developed by linguists such as Saussure and 

Peirce to describe digital written and spoken language, the application of semiotics fo 

film and other forms of moving image have forced semiotics to think in more continous 

terms. From such a perspective, we can begin to see even forms of transformation 

such a continous modulation, such as is present in radio, as a relationship of 

interpretation such that a radio frequency can be thought of as a representation of a 

sound, even as both may be continuous. Much more will be said about the particulars 

of networkological semiotics in future works.  

From here, however, we can describe the manner in which the three primary types of 

interpretation, namely, formal, transferential, and transformational, can be 

understood semiotically. In formal interpretation, we see a combinatory interpret the 

world around it by means of its form. In this case, we can say that the combinatory 

acts as a signifier, the context as a whole is the signified. A subject would be any 

other signifier interacting with this combinatory initial combinatory, thereby 

transforming it into a signified, since it would now be the input on another 

combinatory, and their shared context would now act as the context of the 

signification as a whole in question. Such an example of transferential interpretation is 

highly abstract, for we have only described two combinatories. However, in the world 

we generally see many different inputs acting upon a combinatory, of various types 

and intensities. All of these in their complex relation to the subject are what is 

signified by the outputs. While the context is implied, here the subject is implied as 



well, as that which acts as the support for the rule of transformation from signifier to 

signified. Transformational interpretation can also be understood in semiotic terms. In 

this case, we can say that after a combinatory transforms it is a signifier of the inputs 

which caused it to transform, as well as, implicitely, the subject, which is the 

combinatory before it transforms, while the contexts relates to that of this 

transformation in general.  

We can also link these notions with the three primary logics of interpretation. Thus, 

the input of affections could be said to be the reading of a set of signifiers, 

considered as a complex utterance, a form of signifier which, in systems which have 

the capability of perception, can be separated out into component signifiers. The 

entity itself could then be considered the surface of inscription of these signifiers. 

The response to the reading in question could then be seen in the manner in which the 

entity then writes its interpretation of this reading on other entities with which it 

interacts. From such a perspective, we can begin to see all influence and action as 

forms of reading and writing, so long as we don’t limit these notions to the manner in 

which they are employed in human languages.  

As is likely evident to those versed in semiotic theory, the models of signification 

described here are similar to those used in linguistic semiotics, but also different in 

some crucial ways. This is because what is described here are simpler forms of 

representation than those described in written and spoken human languages. Many of 

the paradoxes described in semiotic theory in attempts to describe pre-linguistic forms 

of proto-meaning find their analogues, however, in what has just been described. It is 

worth noting that even these are highly abstract examples, for in actuality, formal, 

transferential, and transformational interpretation always occur in complex 

representational systems, such as seen in the physical world, which make use of all of 

these. In this sense, we can begin to see formal, transferential, and transformational 

interpretation more as poles of the manner in which the physical world represents 

aspects of itself by other aspects thereof, by means of forms, transfers between 

these, and transformations between both of these.  

It is here that we see the manner in which signification as described here is 

fundamentally different than that described by Saussure, and is closer to the world of 

signs described by Peirce. For Peirce, all the world was composed of signs, and all that 

exists had meaning. Meaning was never something that an entity possessed in itself, 

but only from a particular perspective on its relations with others. Peirce is a process 



semiotician, while Saussure is a proto-structuralist. While we have appropriated some 

of Saussure’s terms because they are more elegant, Peirce’s mechanics are in fact 

much more resonant with what we have described above. From such a perspective, a 

sign only has a particular meaning at a particular moment in a particular 

configuration. It is constantly reworked by every transformation of the whole, and is 

different at every spacetime location within that whole.  

Meaning. In what is described above, we see the manner in which no entity, 

combinatory, or signifier, which are ultimately three different ways of looking at 

aspects of the world, can be thought of having one particular meaning, for each is a 

part of an enormous multiplicity of complex combinatories in their contexts in the 

world, each of which interprets the others. Each interpretation is said to be a form of 

meaning, or signification, such that interpretations are particular acts within these 

types of mediatory intertwining.  

Full meaning describes the manner in which a signifier can be seen as a 

representation of all that is. It is impossible to determine the full meaning of any 

entity, for none of us can know all that is. In addition, no entities or aspects of 

entities have the same full meaning, and full meaning continues to shift as entities 

change over time.  

Relative meaning describes the manner in which a signifier can be seen as 

representation or particular aspects within a particular context. Relative meanings 

always describe the manner in which a particular entity fulfills a particular role in a 

particular context. A molecule of H20 at one end of the galaxy from another is not 

ultimately the same as it, its ultimate meaning is radically different. However, they 

are similar in terms of the symmetries of their forms, which provide a relative context 

in which they each instantiate a given type. Thus, when I point at a pile of stones and 

call them stones, the equivalence implied by this can only be seen as meaningful in a 

relative sense, because ultimately, these stones are not the same thing.  

In relation to traditional logical notions of categories, we can say that relative 

meaning links entity, role, and type in the manner classically described as that 

between singular, particular, and universal. Nevertheless, the term universal hardly 

fits the more modest goals of the networkological enterprise, and it is for this reason 

that we will refer to singular, particular, and general to describe the manner in 

which entities, roles, and types intertwine in determinations of relative meaning. As 



we have already described, the logical intertwining of these three roles is known by 

the term syllogism.  

In addition to full and relative meaning, immediate meaning describes the manner in 

which a signifier can be seen as a representation the of most recent set of inputs upon 

it in relation to a particular context. Even as relative meaning is a restricted form of 

full meaning, so immediate meaning is a restricted form of relative meaning. If I were 

to ask a question such as ‘what started the campfire?’, and a friend replies ‘a match’, 

my friend does not need to then describe how his hand moved the match, powered by 

the breakfast eaten earlier in the day, made from food produced on a farm, etc. This 

is not to say that the most immediate cause is required either, for ultimately this 

would be the movement of molecules in between the match and the fire. Within the 

context implied in my conversation, namely, the level of scale of human actions, the 

answer ‘a match’ rather than, say, ‘a lighter’ produces a meaningful response in 

regard to the question at hand.  

Sense. The more a signifier has symmetries with its context is the degree to 

which we say that it represents it. The higher the degree of representativity then, the 

more complex a signifier must be.  

This is different from the degree to which the form of a signifier has symmetry with 

that of the code, or meta-form, of a given context, which is said to be the sense of a 

signifier in relation to a particular context and its code. The opposite of sense, or non-

sense, is described then by a relative asymmetry between the form of a signifier and 

the code of a particular context.  

Beyond this, each context within which signifiers find their sense can also, however, 

be seen as a signifier which represents the contexts within which it finds itself. In this 

manner we can say that a context has more sense to the degree to which it can 

represent that which is outside of it, which, in relation to its form of sense, is 

relatively speaking, a form of non-sense. In this manner we can say that sense is 

always an attempt to represent non-sense, and the more representative a given 

snensible context is, the more it succeeds at representing this non-sense.  

In this manner, sense can be thought of as the symmetries which arise within 

ashymmetries. The more complex the form of asymmetries present within a context, 

the more complex the forms of symmetry will be needed to describe the forms 

thereof, for symmetry and asymmetry are relative determinations, just as are sense 



and non-sense. Meaning occurs within sensible contexts, which is to say, within sense, 

it is an aspect of the sense at work within a particular context.  

It should be noted that sense and non-sense are fully relative notions, with all degrees 

between them. Thus, it is possible to say that something is non-sensical in relation to 

one particular sensible context, but totally sensible in another, or that something is 

only partially sensible in a given context. Sensibility can then be thought of as a 

quality relevant to systems of signification which is present to a greater intensity to 

the extent to which there is a symmetry between an entity and a sensible context’s 

manner of interpreting it. Entities which lack symmetry with a given interpretory 

system will appear as fuzzy, indeterminate, or otherwise uncelar within that system, 

and vice-versa to the extent to which these affect each other.  

Systematics. The third and final logic of mediation is known as 

systematics, or the description of how it is that entities intermediate as systems. A 

system is a stable symmetry within a system of transferential waves, otherwise known 

as inputs and outputs.  

Systems are closely related to the known of relation, but differ in some crucial ways. 

Relation, also known as intertwining and articulation, is when entities come together. 

The concept of this, known by the same name, plays an essential role in the 

networkological enterprise. It is also possible to speak of relations between entities, 

otherwise known as links. However, it is also possible to speak of contexts as 

relational intertwining of entities, inputs, and outputs, and when this is done, we 

speak of a system, or a particular relation. Thus, if the concept of relation is the 

general term, this comes in three particular forms, namely, dynamic relations, or 

processes, systematic relations, which are dynamic views on contexts and their 

interrelation with processes, and relations between, or links, which are links between 

entities.  

To approach all that is as a system, or a relation, is to move our analysis to the ‘in 

between,’ the media or meta, so to speak, in that it is to view entities as contexts, 

contexts as entities, and forces/influences as the manner in which these turn into 

each other across the levels of scale which all three combine to give rise to in 

processes of emergence. Whether we are looking at an entity, force, or system is 

relationally determined, and fundamentally an issue of level of scale within a 

particular process. Any entity is a system and system an entity, which brings together 



forces across levels of scale, for it is precisely this bringing together which allows it to 

refract forces so as to give rise to a particular intertwining at a particular spacetime 

location. Entitysystems, so to speak, are this intertwining, this in betweenness.  

Logics of Systems. We have already described how complexity, as the 

manner in which aspects of what is are potentiated by their intertwinings, manifests 

the way in which emergence relationally expresses itself as matter, form, force, and 

potential within aspects of our world. An aspect of complexity has the potential to be 

static, dynamic, or potential, depending on the manner of its relational intertwining 

with its contexts as that which potentiates it, for its intensity as complexity is 

precisely a manifestation of this intertwining. The more limiting its mode of 

intertwining, the less potential it has, while the more empowering, the more 

potential. And as we have seen, it is the intertwining of variability and meta-stability 

via sync that allows complexity to potentiate itself in a manner which is relationally 

self-potentiatingly self-actualizing.  

In what follows, we will investigate the three primary manners in which complexity 

manifests as systems. The logics of these systems describes the manner in which they 

exist as intertwinings, as relations, and these logics therefore give rise to the types in 

question.  

The first type of system, a formal system, manifests the logic of articulation, a form of 

the logic of the node. The second type of system, a meta-formal system, manifests the 

logic of meta-articulation, a form of the logic of the link. And the third type of 

system, a hyper-formal system, manifests the logic of hyper-articulation, a form of the 

logic of the ground. In general, we can say that formal systems can be seen in physical 

entities and systems, meta-formal in basic living entities and systems, and 

hyperformal in to complex living systems and the cultural economies to which they 

give rise. We will now examine each in turn.  

Formal Mediation. To view aspects of what is as mediation is a shift 

in perspective. And while we have examined form in matter in earlier sections of this 

text, we now need to recast that view so as to describe form as a manifestation of 

mediation.  

As we have argued, all entities are influenced by a myriad of forces which act upon 

them and which are the virtual presence of these forces within the entity in question. 



This happens in regard to both macro-forces beyond the entity, but also micro-forces 

from within the entity, such that the meso-level of an entity is precisely the manner in 

which it serves to refract the macro- and micro-influences upon it.  

If an entity does not refract these influences at all, and in fact, only transmits macro 

to micro without any alteration, then it is in fact hard to say whether or not there is 

any entity there at all, for there would be no way we could know. Let us then say that 

matter is what happens when there is a refraction, and that matter is this refraction 

as it manifests at a particular location in spacetime. In this sense, we can think of 

matter as that which refracts force at a particular location. This position is perhaps 

not as counter-intuitive as might at first appear. The only reason an atom ‘takes up 

space’ is because of the manner in which its sub-atomic particles repel each other. 

Were it not for repulsive forces, my chair would not support my weight. Matter is 

simply what happens when forces are strong enough to intertwine so as to provide 

structure for each other in a manner which refracts these forces. Of course, this 

knotting of force at a meso- level is what then gives rise to force at macro- and micro-

levels, such that force, refracting, and knotting need to be seen as three sides of the 

same, three poles of the manner in which complexity manifests relationally in what is, 

such that complexity is that which in its own intertwining self-potentiates via 

emergence over levels of scale.  

When an entity has a particular form, this can be seen as a symmetry, a compromise 

formation or balancing, between the imbalance in the forces which act upon it. For 

example, the triangular form of a molecule of H20 is the result of a balancing of the 

electromagnetic, gravitational, strong, and weak nuclear forces at work upon it at 

both from within, in relation to the micro-forces at work between its sub-atomic 

parts, but also from without, from the forces acting upon it from outside of it. Each 

force is an asymmetry within a context, and the form which H20 takes describes the 

manner in which its micro-level sub-matters and macro-level supra-matters reach a 

point of balance or compromise, a symmetry which is manifested in spacetime via the 

form that is the product of the negoation between micro- and macro-. We can 

therefore say that the molecule of H20 is a refraction of the macro- and micro-

influences upon it, and its form is the representation of this, the manner in which this 

molecule represents its contexts, both inner and outer.  

It is worth noting that while an formed matter may appear static, this is hardly the 

case. Sub-atomic particles are constantly flowing between atoms and molecules, such 



that each can be seen as a system in its own right, a system whose form is a symmetry 

within conditions of force and movement. All forces are communicated by the 

movement of particles, and all moving particles convey a force. This picture is 

complicated to some extent by quantum issues, more about which will be said in 

future texts on matrixology, but for now let us say that, from the perspective of 

entities above the quantum scale, it is as if all forces were the result of flows of 

particles, and hence, that all matter, no matter how small, can be thought of as it it 

were a system.  

With these caveats in mind, let us us then call seemingly static, formed matter an 

example of a proto-system, one which makes use of formal mediation, in the manner 

described above, to take its form.  

Matrix. Within the history of philosophy, the divide between matter and mind 

has a long history, and it is worth noting in brief how this issue will be handled by the 

networkological project, even if this issue will be addressed at length in future works.  

The networkological perspective on the world is, as we have already described, 

panpsychist. That is, rather than reify the mind/matter or mind/body duality, and 

influenced by Benedict de Spinoza, it views mind and matter as simply two different 

perspectives on complexity in the world.  

Let us call matrix the manner in which complexity manifests in the world such that 

matter and mind are two sides thereof. We will also say that structure, of which form 

is the cutting edge, is the third aspect of matrix, such that matrix is that of which 

mind, matter, and structure are the three primary ways in which it manifests in the 

world. Matrixology is therefore the manner in which the networkological project 

examines how it is that complexity gives rise to the various aspects of the world that 

we see around us, including what are commonly described as forms of matter, mind, 

and society.   

While we have already described matter and structure, we have not yet mentioned 

mind in this text. We have, however, already spoken of affection as the simplest form 

of experience. All matter experiences its affections, that is, the virtual presence of 

influences upon it. These experiences differ in intensity and form. Simple matters are 

affected by the world, and experience these affects according to spatiotemporal 

distributions according to the manner in which its forces interplay with its networks of 

reference. That said, simple matters, like stones, do not possess complex nervous 



systems which allow it to know these affections, or know them as it’s affections, for it 

has no capability for recognition or self-concept.  

Does this mean that the networkological view on the world is one in which stones feel 

things when kicked? Should we feel badly for them then? We cannot know what it is 

like to be a stone. But we can clearly see that it is affected by being kicked, for it 

moves, and may break. Certainly it then feels the forces that act upon it, though we 

cannot know what this feels like from within the stone, any more than we can know 

what it feels like to be another human. All we can say is that from outside, it is as if 

the stone experienced these influences upon it. And we have no evidence that would 

seem to disprove the notion that all matter experiences influences, and hence, is in 

some sense aware of them. While we cannot know what this would feel like from 

within, any other approach requires an arbitrary division between those matters which 

are aware of experience and those which are not. It seems much more likely that all 

matter is to some extent, no matter how weakly, aware of that which influences it, 

even if it does not know that it is.  

Much, much more will be said about these issues in future texts. For now, however, let 

us simply say that mind is the manner in which matters are exteriorly intimate, or 

extimate, to themselves. Structure describes the manner in which matter and mind 

intertwine, such that form, action, and potential are the result. 

Mind. Before going on, however, it is worth quickly describing what is meant by 

mind in relation to the question of thought. Mind has three primary aspects, namely, 

experience, influence, and processing. Processing is the manner in which entities 

make ‘decisions’ by ‘consulting’ and ‘negotiating’ with their supra- and sub-matters, 

their macro- anc micro- contexts, as well as their own potentials, when they 

encounter an influence. For example, when I break a broom handle over my knee, the 

pressure on it leads to a series of micro-cracks, which slowly aggregate until the 

broomstick seems as if it ‘decides’ to break at one part of its length rather than 

another.  

All matter acts and reacts in regard to influences upon it in this manner, and the 

manner in which entities process the influences upon them, leading to decisions, 

actions, and reactions, is what is known as processing, or thought. This form of 

thought is clearly not as complex as that seen in living organisms, particularly those 

with brains. But it is a form of thought nevertheless, which will be called proto-



thought, even as entities with brains will be said to possess full thought, or simply, 

thought. As we have already argued, basic entities do not likely possess awareness 

anything like we see in entities such as ourselves, with complex brains, but likely 

there is a form of proto-awareness. As a panpsychist approach to issues of mind, the 

networkological projects sees mind as something which ‘goes all the way’ down in 

matter, if in differing degrees of complexity and intensity.  

Types of Formal Mediation. There are three primary types of 

formal mediation, each corresponding to a type of formal interpretation described 

earlier.  

The first type of formal mediation, known as physical form, is what occurs when 

forces give rise to forms in matter at particular spacetime locations, such as the 

triangular form of a molecule of H20. In such a case, the form represents a symmetry 

between the forces acting upon it. Because such entities are essentially static as to 

their formation, we say that the logic of mediation here is known as articulation. 

Matters then articulate with each other in various manners. From such a perspective, 

the entire world beyond the quantum level can be viewed as the articulation of 

formed matters.  

When matters move, they transport various forces with them. Electrons transmit 

electromagnetic force when they move, gravitons gravitational force, and a punch 

kinetic energy. When this happens, the movement of the matter is result of the 

inbalance in forces elsewhere in that matter’s context, such that the movement of the 

matter is an attempt by this context to rebalance itself. The force which is tranfered 

from one matter to another acts as a symmetry between them. Transferential systems 

are those in which moving matters transmit forces between entities according to 

transferential articulation. From such a perspective, all the world can be seen as 

the result of transfers of forces, for matters and forces are two views on the same.   

The third type of system is a transformational system, one which employs 

transformational articulation. Entities which have more than one form are known as 

transformers, and all entities, at least to the extent that they are formed and will 

decompose, can be seen as having at least three states, namely, those before, during, 

and after a given form. A transformational system is one in which matters play more 

than one role, and hence, have more than one form.  

While all matters can be viewed as formal and transferential systems, not all can be 



viewed as transformational systems. Only those systems in which entities take more 

than one form within the system can be viewed as transformational. For example, a 

chemical reaction is one in which a matter changes form. A system which employs 

chemical reactions within it is a transformational one. For example, when table salt 

(NaCl) is dissolved in water, the NaCl and water molecules divide up into ions which 

then attract each other. There is a constant flow between full molecules of salt and of 

water, and those which have divided into ions and intertwined with each other, 

creating a dynamic equilibrium which can be shifted by, say, changing the 

temperature of the solution. In this manner, we can see that we definitely have a 

system, and one in which entities play more than one role within this, as manifested in 

having more than one form. Oxygen, for example, exists both in molecules of H20, and 

in ionic form as OH-. It thus has two roles within this system, though in it could have 

more, depending on the system in question. When matters play more than one role in 

a system, due to having more than one form, we have what is known as a 

transformational system.  

Intermodulation. We have already described, in the sections on 

transfer, modulation as the manner in which entities impact the qualities of others, 

including those of form, if in a manner refracted by the entity in question. For 

example, increase the heat on a sample of liquid water, and it will boil. In boiling the 

water does not resemble the heat, but it registers its impact refracted according to its 

qualities.  

When matters articulate in dynamic systems, they not only modulate each other, but 

they intermodulate. Intermodulation describes the manner in which the qualities of 

entities modulate each other in a changing set of circumstances. In the example of the 

boiling water, I described a situation in which a heat source was applied to a sample 

of liquid water, for example, in a pot on a stove. But if I picked up this pot, and waved 

it back and forth across the stove, we would have to take into account the manner in 

which the dynamic shifts between the matters and forces were modulated by changes 

in location, and the new matters and forces which came to influence the systems at 

hand as they moved. When this happens, we say that entities dynamically 

interarticulate.  

For example, let’s say I pick the pot with the nearly boiling water up off the stove, 

and leave my kitchen, and enter my living room. Now the water in this pot is not 

contained by my kitchen, but by my living room. However, the forces acting upon the 



water differ whether or not it is over the stove, but not when moving from room to 

room. What’s more, the form of these rooms does not shift when I walk into these 

with a pot of nearly boiling water. In this sense we can say that the pot and water 

articulate their molecules so they modulate each other, and that the shifting and 

moving relation of these to these various rooms provide a shifting set of contexts 

which interarticulate and intermodulate these articulations/modulations. Unless there 

is another stove in one of these other rooms, however, it seems unlikely that this will 

impact the pot or water, and unless the relation between the water, pot, and rooms 

were very different, there is no feedback between the rooms and the sample of water. 

That is, the forms of rooms are in no way modified by the water within them, even if 

the air in these rooms may heat up slightly.  

There are entities, however, in which parts and whole moldulate each other across 

levels of scale, which we will describe shortly. However, entities which do not 

modulate across levels of scale, but do intermodulate, are known as aggregates. 

When the aggreagates are of different types of entities, these are known as mixtures, 

for example, a mixture of water and sand. When entities contain each other without 

there being relations of modulation over levels of scale, we say that there is a simple 

relation of container and contained.  

Meta-articulation. When entities modulate not only between each 

other, but in a manner which is refracted across level of scale, this is known as meta-

modulation, which occurs by means of the meta-articulation of entities.  

Meta-articulation is closely related to several crucial, related concepts in 

contemporary post-structuralist, continental philosophy. That is, meta-articulation is a 

reworking of what is described by structuralists via the term double-articulation within 

language systems, and by Deleuze via the notion of disjunctive synthesis. It is essential 

to note that the structuralist take on this concept is fundamentally binary, and in what 

follows, we will show why it is that reducing meta-articulation to a binary affair is a 

radical reduction of its complexity.  

Let us describe meta-articulation by means of an example. When molecules of H20 

exist in a liquid state, each molecule floats around, intermodulating those around it as 

they shift their arrangement in spacetime with each other. If the sample of water is 

relatively pure, the manner in which this intermodulation occurs is relatively 

symmetrical, while if the water is in a lake, for example, the manner in which 



molecules in water intermodulate may itself be modulated by various impurities, the 

presence of the lakebed, rocks, swimmers, etc. In each case, however, no new wholes 

come about, with their own form at a higher level of scale, which modulate their parts 

in a way which exceeds the simple aggregation of these influences. While individual 

water molecules may transform, they only do so locally in relation to particular 

reactions.  

But let us say that the lake freezes. Now the molecules lock in place, and cannot move 

around. They not only modulate each other, but they refract their intermodulation 

with that of the lake as a whole, which now takes a new, rigid form which exceeds the 

whole of its parts. For in fact, each molecule of H20 is triangular, but that of the lake 

is hardly a triangle. And while the form of the H20 sample as a whole would fit to any 

container by means of local intermodulations, now the H20 forms a whole which has a 

distinct form, one which modulates its parts. In this sense, we could say that the 

water of the lake had no distinct form while frozen, but now it does. Even if the 

container were removed, so long as the ice remained frozen, it would maintain its 

distinct form.  

The freezing of a lake is a very weak form of meta-articulation, but a vortex in a drain 

of liquid water present a stronger form. When a vortex forms in a pool of water, there 

is a clear and distinct form, namely, that of a whirlpool, which is different than that 

of the individual molecules and the flows between them. Each molecule no longer acts 

merely as it would otherwise, for its intermodulation with its neighbors gives rise to a 

whole at a new level of scale. This meta-form at a higher level refracts the manner in 

which individual entities within the system intermodulate with their neighbors. For 

example, let us say we open up a second drain under a vortex such that it now leans 

to one side. As molecules move around the vortex, they will lean as they get to the 

side that leans, such that the side on which the vortex leans the molecules, while 

constantly changing underneath this meta-form, will intermodulate differently. Their 

mode of intermodulation depends upon the manner in which in the incoming forces 

not only interact with the local molecules in question, but the vortex as a whole.  

DNA in a simple living cell provides us with yet a more developed example of meta-

articulation. Individual molecules of DNA play a functional role within the cell in which 

they not only act based upon their individual chemistry, but the role they play in the 

complexly intertwined chemical reactions of the cell. If you change the influences on 

a cell, this may lead to a chain of reactions that leads the cell to react by making new 



proteins. In such a case, DNA acts as a functional part of the cell, playing a role within 

the whole.  

In all these examples, meta-articulation describes the manner in which entities form 

combinatories, and combinatories describe the manner in which meta-articulation 

links forms, functions, and plans such that a system functions as an entity as a whole, 

one which exceeds the sum of its parts.  

Each type of meta-articulation we have described above emphasizes one of the types 

of mediation we have already described. When the new form at a higher level of scale 

is a static form, we call this formal meta-articulation, as in the case of the ice. 

When the form is dynamic yet only lasts as long as there are specific conditions in the 

larger context, as with the vortex, we call this aleatory, situational, or dynamic 

meta-articuation. When a system doesn’t require specific external conditions to 

maintain its meta-articulation, however, we call this stable, or full meta-

articulation, such as we see in the case of living cells.  

Meta-Mediation. The second primary logic of mediation is known as 

meta-mediation, and this occurs in systems in which full meta-articulation and full 

meta-modulation occur. Meta-mediation describes the manner in which entities within 

systems play functional roles within the whole which is determined by the complex 

modulation of not only parts, but a whole which exceeds the sum of these parts. In 

meta-mediatory systems, the way in which entities act and manifest qualities is not 

merely a result of the manner in which their qualities and form refract and modulate 

themselves, but also the manner in which this is modulated by entities around it as 

well as the whole, across levels of scale. Entities therefore play a role in the whole 

which cannot be predicted from its form and qualities alone, nor that of those entities 

with which it intermodulates. Only when the form of the whole which is a result from 

the manner in which entities interact is factored in is it possible to predict the manner 

in which the form and qualities of an entity and those around it will intermodulate, 

such that this difference is precisely what is meant here by the formation of a new 

level of scale.  

In meta-mediatory systems, the manner in which each entity manifests its qualities in 

the world is not only mediated by those entities right next to it, but by the system of 

which it is a part as a whole. System and parts intermodulate and intermediate, and 

this is precisely what is meant by meta-mediation.  



Meta-mediation comes in several forms. The simplest form of meta-mediation is known 

as meta-articulation, and has already been described as having formal, aleatory, and 

stable forms. Stable forms themselves can be described as meta-memory systems, and 

these also come in three forms, known as coding, multi-coding, and meta-coding 

systems. From here we will describe hypermediatory systems, but first we will 

examine meta-mediatory systems, each in turn.  

Life. Meta-mediation is one of the primary ways in which newness enters the 

world in the form of dynamic complexity. Let us examine in detail how this occurs, by 

means of the example of DNA and RNA, known as nucleic acids.  

DNA and RNA molecules start off in the world as differnet yet similar molecules known 

as nucleic acids. Because of the form and qualities of these molecules, under stable 

flows of energy, these molecules form aggregates, chains which take a specific set of 

forms. Because they tend to bond together on their short ends, they form chains. But 

there are also attractive forces between sides of their long ends, but in a pattern such 

that some of these molecules are more attracted to some rather than others. The 

result is that these chains come in patterns such that, for a given length of chain, 

there are many possible patterns, but not an infinite set. The forms and qualities of 

these molecules thus intermediate the manner in which they can form chains, and as a 

result, they produce meta-forms which are greater than the sum of their parts. And 

because of the manner in which these molecules tend to bond with each other, if you 

put a particular chain amongst random parts, it will tend to make a mirror reverse 

copy of itself so long as the energy keeps flowing. As a result, scientists call DNA 

molecules replicators. In all of this, however, the meta-forms produced by these 

molecules does not modulate their intermodulations, however. In this sense, we see 

simple formal meta-articulation, of the sort we saw with the frozen lake.  

It is only when replicators end up in very particular conditions that they make the 

jump to full meta-articulation. Because of the qualities and forms of these individual 

molecules, not only do they tend to bond to each other, but they also tend to bond to 

various molecules known as amino-acids. Under stable flows of energy, these 

molecules will often form various shapes with each other, often forming spheres. 

Spheres create boundaries between inside and outside, allowing for gradients between 

materials to form. If these amino-acids spheres are forming in the same area as these 

nucleic acid chains, very often these molecules interarticulate, forming compounds, 

such that the tiny nucleic acids hop onto amino acids and vice-versa. Due to the form 



and qualities of different types of amino-acids, different amino acids tend to pick up 

different nucleic acids. As a result, cycles of amino-acids and nucleic acids start to 

interarticulate, such that as amino-acids and nucleic-acids form patterns relatively 

randomly when by themselves, when these two cycles are near each other, they begin 

to mirror each other. That is, amino-acid structures start getting ‘recorded’ in nucleic 

acid chains, and nucleic acid chain patterns start getting ‘recorded’ in amino-acid 

structures, depending on the way the energy flows.  

Under the right conditions, then, amino-acid structures, more commonly known as 

proteins, start writing themselves down in chains of what will become DNA and RNA, 

and these writings then start giving rise to proteins. All this depends, of course, on 

there being enough spare parts of both lying around, and stable flows of energy. 

Stable flows of energy are pretty easy to capture and store, however, in molecules 

that have detachable parts, like ATP. And here we have the three fundamental 

building blocks of life: replicants (DNA and RNA nucleic acids), structural parts that 

can build a boundary between inside and outside (protein spheres), and chemical 

reactions that can keep energy pumping regularly into the system formed between the 

previous two (ATP molecules in metabolic reaction chains). Let us call the first 

replicants, the second boundrants, the third metabolants. The basic building blocks 

of life.  

All three types of formal mediation are here: formants make use of formal mediation, 

metabolants are tranformers which are also transporters. That is, the sphere creates a 

new level of meta-form, while the transporters continue to pump energy into the 

sphere by shifting between their two forms (ADP and ATP). But what of the nucleic 

acids, the DNA/RNA?  

So long as the energy flows the in the right ways, the patterns of the proteins will 

keep writing themselves in the chains of nucleic acids, and the nucleic acids will keep 

making copies of themselves. With enough luck and time, these three cycles of 

building, copying, and energy-pumping will coordinate. As a result, the DNA/RNA 

chains will begin to record the structure of the whole system in miniature, including 

the ADP/ATP molecules. And this recording will allow the system to continue to make 

spare parts for itself, and even to make copies of the system as a whole.  

The result is what we know as life. While not all meta-mediatory systems are 

necessarily living, we currently know of no meta-mediatory systems which are not 

either alive, or the product of living entities.  



Recording. What precisely is meant by recording here, and why is it so 

important? In a basic living cell, the parts of the organism split into three roles, 

namely, energy supply, recording, and boundary formation. The recorders, the nucleic 

acide molecules (DNA/RNA, the difference between which is not essential at this 

point), have a form which predisposes them to being able to record. But they now 

form chains not at random, but in a manner which is determined by the form of the 

proteins that write upon them. Their intermodulation is therefore not only between 

each other, but between cycles of protein molecules, moving from the unstructured 

raw materials to the structured parts which can then act as materials for repair or 

construction of new cells. The relation between these is kept going by the stable flow 

of energy provided by yet another cycle of molecules, the metabolants (ADP/ATP).  

In this manner we see that the manner in which the DNA/RNA molecules form meta-

forms, that is, chains, is not simply a matter determined by them and their forms, but 

the forms and meta-forms of the proteins being used to construct the cell boundary. 

Thus we have a cross-type intermoldulation, along with that with the metabolants, 

hence, a three-way cross-type intermodulation. As a result, the system comes to a 

meta-form in which the systematicity of the system, a stable symmetry within 

changing conditions, can perpetuate itself and even make copies of itself. Within this 

system, any particular molecule can fall out of the system, and yet the role of that 

molecule can continue. Thus, if one particular DNA molecule breaks, a new one can be 

acquired and it can be made to play the same functional role within the whole. The 

meaning, then, of a particular molecule is not merely its form, but the role within the 

dynamic whole. This is what is meant by function, and here we see how function, the 

middle term between form and plan in any combinatory, is essential to understanding 

how meta-articulation and meta-modulation come to be.  

Meta-Memory. What meta-articulation and meta-modulation produce via 

the functional intertwining of structural proteins and energy-supplying ADP/ATP is a 

third type of meta-term, which is the third pole of meta-mediation, and this is meta-

memory.  

If form is the most basic manner in which memory occurs in matter, then the 

intertwining of meta-articulation and meta-modulation in dynamic conditions produce 

the conditions in which meta-memory can form. In meta-memory, the form of a 

particular entity allows it to play a particular role in a stable dynamic system such 

that its form allows it to act as a signifier of the form of another. DNA/RNA, for 



example, record in miniature, the structure of the cell as a whole, thereby allowing it 

to repair and copy itself.  

If all entities are signifiers, as we have argued, then we need to describe here how 

this is different. In formal mediation, the form of an entity signifies the manner in 

which it complexly refracts the influence of its contexts, micro- and macro-, as a 

whole, in a form known as formal signification. In transport mediation, the form of 

an entity signifies its contexts, but the force it transports signifies that which 

imparted the force to the entity which transfers it. Thus, one type of signification is 

layered on top of the other, in a form known as transferential signification. In 

transformational mediation, the form of an entity represents on top of both of these 

the part of a cycle of forms in which a particular entity is in. For example, a molecule 

of ATP is ‘full’ of energy and ADP is ‘empty’ of energy, because these two different 

shapes represent two moments of a cycle which is beyond simple form or transfer, in a 

form of signification known as transformational, or cyclic signification.  

As entities intermodulate in various ways, this also gives rise to a wide variety of types 

of signification which exceeds the form, transporational, or transformational options 

available to an entity. When NaCl dissolves in water, water reveals new qualities that 

are brought out by the manner in which it intermodulates with the NaCl. For example, 

salt water boils at a different temperature than water without salt dissolved in it. 

Thus, the water comes to signify the type of intermodulation it has with various 

molecules around it. The qualities of the H20 molecule will therefore manifest 

differently depending on what it is surrounded by. This is known as floating 

signification, for the molecule’s various manifestations can be seen as signifying the 

manner in which it intermodulates with its changing contexts.  

A molecule of DNA or RNA, however, has its relational contexts within a cell fixed. 

That is, it only interacts with molecules that either provide energy, or which read and 

write in relation to it. By controlling the types of molecules with which the DNA/RNA 

intermodulates, its intermodulatory signification ceases to float, and becomes fixed. 

This in fact happens with all the molecules within a living cell, such that the structural 

proteins, metabolic ADP/ATP, and recording DNA/RNA no longer simply represent 

themselves or their local context within the cell, the immediate influences on them, 

but also a functional role within the system as a whole. When an entity represents not 

only itself and its immediate environment, but also a role within a whole, this is what 

we have already described as full meta-modulation.  



But the functional role of DNA/RNA in all of this is different. Its role is that it’s form 

allows it to play a role which represents and records the form of the whole itself, and 

thereby indirectly, the form of the system. This is what is known as meta-memory. 

Basic formal memory describes the manner in which matter remembers a particular 

form by means of coming to a particular balance of forces within itself, a balance 

which is able to hold in a particular zone of symmetrical influences upon it. In this 

manner, entities represents, in condensed form, the symmetries which formed them 

and which continue to manifest in their contexts. The context records this balance in 

the form of the matter, and that matter represents that context, in condensed form. 

As a digital representation, the matter does not have to stay in the particular 

conditions of its formation, but rather, is able to move within a field of symmetry and 

represent the particular balance of forces it condenses and incarnates in its form umtil 

it leaves that field.   

Meta-memory likewise is a condensed signification of symmetries in a particular field 

of symmetry. Meta-memory describes the manner in which the functional role of an 

entity within a system allows it to remember the static and dynamic form of the 

system as a whole at a higher level of scale. In this sense, the field of symmetry is the 

system known as the organism, and what is condensed is the symmetries of the system 

as a whole. Thus, it is not the immediate context action upon the molecule, which is 

condensed in its form, but the dynamic context of the whole system, which is 

condensed in its role. Meta-memory is held then not in physical form, but the role of 

an entity within a dynamic system which that physical form permits.   

If meta-articulation and meta-modulation describe the manner in which basic 

complexity produces complex systems in matter, meta-memory is what allow systems 

to perpetuate themselves by repair and reproduction. But what is more, meta-

articulation allows for the system to learn and evolve. In order to say more about this, 

however, we need to describe what we mean by these terms, and how they relate to 

notions such as understanding and knowledge.  

Understanding. Understanding is a term with a long and complex 

trajectory within the history of philosophy. In many senses the difference drawn by 

Kant between understanding and reason has proved a contentious starting point for 

the various debates which emerged around these notions. Rather than build upon 

these disputes, the networkological project builds upon the critiques of Kant as 

developed by process theorists since Hegel. However, rather than simply modify the 



manner in which these terms have been described and shifted since Kant, the 

networkological project will break with this tradition in order to develop notions of 

understand, knowledge, etc., in a manner which is not so haunted by the Kantian, 

dualist tradition. That is, the descriptions of these terms in what follows will be one 

which flows from the networkological project itself, rather than the history of 

philosophy.  

 

According to the networkological project, understanding is the potential for sync 

between entities. This notion could also be more colloquial rendered with the notion 

of ‘know how.’ This semi-idiomatic phrase in English ‘to know how (to do something),’ 

has some strong similarities to verbs in other languages, such as kennen in German, 

connaitre/savoir faire in French, conocer in Spanish, etc., which describe a knowledge 

which is not so much of an abstract or conceptual sort (as represented by verbs such 

as wissen in German, savoir in French or saber in Spanish, etc.), but rather, a more ‘in 

the bones’ type of intuitive knowledge.  

 

The notion of understanding described by the networkological project is not 

necessarily one which requires conscious thought. For example, a hammer is designed 

to sync easily with the form of my hand, just as a bicycle is designed to sync well with 

the form of my body. We can say that hammer understand hands well, just as bicycles 

understand human bodies well. We can also say that a hammer understands nails more 

than a pile of dirt, because a hammer and nail have greater potential for sync than 

that of between a hammer and a pile of dirt. For sync is not merely the intertwining of 

entities, but the intertwining of entities in a manner which has the potential to give 

rise to increased complexity. The greater the degree to which the form of entities 

allows them to intertwine in a manner which can give rise to increases in complexity is 

then the greater degree to which we can say that they understand each other.  

 

It is worth noting that not all entities which understand each other do so because they 

were designed that way. For example, we can say that chemical elements which do 

not bond with others easily (ie: Neon, Argon) have a low potential for sync with more 

flexible elements (ie: Oxygen, Hydrogen), such that Hydrogen and Oxygen understand 

each other much better than do Hydrogen and Neon. What’s more, because Hydrogen 

and Oxygen are able to sync with more entities in the world, we can say that they 

understand the world itself more than entities which have less capacity for sync with 

the world. While potential for sync, and hence understanding, comes at differing 



intensitie of breadth and depth, and as we will see, differing levels of complexity, as a 

general rule, the more types of sync an entity is able to enter into is the more it has 

potential for sync, that is, understanding, in general.  

 

The form of some entities makes them able to sync with others immediately. Others 

have to be given a particular form from without in order to sync with others. For 

example, a factory shapes metal into type-writer keybars, and then what had 

previously been bars of metal now is able to work together in the form of a 

typewriter. In intricates, we see this potential for sync inscribed on the form of 

entities from without. Many types of sync do not occur by design, however. In the case 

of a vortex, the form of molecules of liquid simply requires the right contexts in order 

to give rise to the form of sync manifested in a vortex. The potential is there, it is 

simply not able to manifest unless the conditions are right. In the evolution of living 

organisms, various molecules or organisms reshape each other until they are able to 

find ways to sync. In this case, the reshaping is often a mutual, multi-way process. 

This is not always a non-violent process. For example, in a pond ecosystem, very often 

webs of prey and predators coptentiate the evolution of mechanisms of attack and 

defense in a manner which increases the complexity of each and all in a violent dance 

of mutual arms race.  

 

Knowledge. Some entities which have never encountered each other before 

are predisposed to understand each other. This is because they carry within them, in 

the memory inscribed in their physical form, aspects which have been sculpted by the 

contexts that produced and/or supported their form in the past, and these aspects 

may be similar to those of other entities formed/maintained under similar contexts. In 

this sense, we can see how it is that all entities that share our universe, simply 

because they were all formed during the Big-Bang, share certain traits in common, and 

hence, have a basic, or proto-understanding which allows them to share a common 

world together.  

 

Formal understanding, which includes basic understanding but which may go beyond it 

as well, describes the manner in which the potential for sync, or understanding, 

manifests itself within the form of entities. We see this, for example, in which a 

hammer has more potential for sync with my hand than a pile of dirt. While a hammer 

and pile of dirt share basic understanding, a hammer and my hand have a greater 

degree of formal understanding than a hammer and pile of dirt.  



 

Another name for this type of formal understanding is knowledge. Knowledge is the 

manner in which understanding is reified, condensed, and represented in the form of 

an aspect of an entity. Thus, we can say that the hammer understands my hand better 

than a pile of dirt, as manifested in the form of its wooden handle, so nicely sculpted 

to work with a human hand. Getting more complex, we can say that I know how to 

play piano, that is, I understand pianos, to the extent that the knowledge in the 

physical form of my body and my brain cells allows me to have the potential to sync 

with pianos. When I play a piano, the form of the keys of the piano shows that they 

understand fingers, ‘knows how’ to work with them, just as my brain knows how to 

make use of the keys by means of my hands. While it is possible to say that the piano 

‘knows how’ to work with my hands, this should not be seen as imputing consciousness 

to an inanimate object like a piano.  

 

In this sense, we will say that the type of knowledge manifested in simple, physical 

objects via formal understanding is proto-knowledge. Full knowledge will be reserved 

for more complex entities, such as brains or cells with DNA/RNA, which use meta-

formal understanding, via meta-memory, to relate to the world.  

 

Full knowledge, or simply, knowledge, makes use of meta-memory, and is meta-

formal in nature. That is, while molecules of RNA/DNA are formed matters, the ability 

of these molecules to increase the potential for sync between themselves and the 

other entities in a living cell lies not only in the form of each molecule, but the 

manner in which this form allows it to sync with other entities in the cell in a series of 

intertwined, meta-modulating processes. We see this more clearly as knowledge 

systems get more complex, such as in human brains. Each individual nerve cell in a 

human brain doesn’t really ‘know’ anything that the human does. For the knowledge 

encoded in the brain isn’t in the form of any individual cell, but the manner in which 

they formally intertwine to create relay patterns. The meaning is in the circuits of 

intertwined processes, of which the physical form of an individual nerve-cell is only a 

part. The same can be said of an individual molecule of DNA/RNA, namely, that it’s 

physical form allows it to support aspects of the processes of repair, reproduction, 

etc., of which it is only a part. But to say that repair is encoded, for example, in an 

individual molecule of DNA is to misunderstand how it works. Only in the web of 

interrelated processes which make up the cycle of repair in a living cell does a DNA 

molecule code for repair. Put that molecule in a car engine, or even in a cell in which 



the rest of the DNA has been removed, and it will hardly be able to repair on its own.  

 

In this sense, just as formal knowledge is always knowledge-with the forms of other 

entities, full knowledge is always knowledge-with the processes of other formed 

entities. No entity has knowledge by or in itself, but only with and in relation to 

others. The same can be said of complexity, for knowledge is simply the manner in 

which complexity manifests in physical form as the potential for sync, or 

understanding, with other entities. And as we see, understanding is also always 

understanding-with, for we always say that an entity has a potential for understanding 

this or that entity or aspect of the world. 

 

Abstraction. Both understanding and knowledge manifest abstraction, and 

understanding how abstraction allows for the increase of both of these is essential to 

understanding how complexity self-potentiates by means of these, as well as how 

mediation increases as these increase. Eric Baum, in his truly tour-de-fource text What 

is Thought?, argues that “understanding=compression” and that “compression extracts 

structure from the world.” While the networkological understanding would not quite 

put it this way, there are many similarities between Baum’s position and what will be 

presented here.   

 

Why is it that entities such as cells make use of DNA in order to repair and reproduce 

themselves? It is clear that in order to repair and reproduce oneself, it is necessary to 

store a plan of the organisms as a whole which can be consulted as a form of memory 

to guide the process. It is worth noting here that this memory is a storage of the past, 

but is oriented to action in the future. In order for the storage of such a plan to be 

practical, however, it needs to be much, much smaller than the size of the entity 

itself, and the smaller the better in terms of the energy needed to expand keeping 

this set of records maintained. It is easy to see, however, just how impractical a full-

size map of the entity as a whole would be, for it essentially would be another entity! 

In order for two identical copies to serve as memory storage of the plan for each 

other, they would need to continually exchange parts with a plan stored outside them, 

and in fact, it is possible to see the parts of cells as doing precisely this inside the 

larger system of the cell itself. Either way, as with Borges’ famous map which was the 

size of the territory it described, it is clear that in order for maps and other memory 

devices to be useful, they need to be smaller than that which they describe. This 

allows for easy transport and storage, less energy for upkeep, etc.  



 

There are gains and losses which come along with this reduction in size. The loss is loss 

of detail. For example, if I draw a stick-figure of a person, with a few straight lines 

and a circle, I have a simple and efficient drawing of a human being. I lose detail, in 

that there is no hair, no eyes, no color, no skin, in general, no individuating features. 

For some purposes, however, such a representation may serve its purpose just fine. 

The degree to which this is the case, of course, depends upon context.  

 

What is lost in detail and specificity is balanced, however, by a gain in the ability to 

form generalizations. That is, a stick-figure can represent all people, regardless of 

height, weight, gender, etc. While it can serve to represent a particular person, it can 

also serve to represent many particular persons, or even the type of person. Abstract 

representation allows for the production of types, and for generalization. And 

generalization is something which hugely potentiates the increase of understanding 

between entities. For example, by placing a stick figure on a sign, rather than a 

detailed image of an individual person, it is easier for many people to identify with 

the sign and understand that it is meant for them.  

 

If we look at the form of entities, we see this at work in formal understanding. The 

form of a molecule of hydrogen is a condensed representation of the contexts of 

formation and support of that molecule. That is, as all the influences come to bear 

upon the this particular bit of matter, it represents that by taking a particular form, 

and that form is that of a molecule of hydrogen. The form of the molecule represents 

the symmetries at work between its matter, and all the influences that act upon it 

from both micro- and macro-contexts. However, as that molecule moves after its 

initial formation, it represents the symmetries at work not only in its new contexts, 

but between these contexts and those of its original formation. And when it changes 

form, this represents, in condensed form, a shift in some aspect of the new contexts 

within which it finds itself. If that change involves combinging with a molecule of 

oxygen to form H20, this molecule can be seen as a condensed representation of the 

potential for sync between not only the molecules involved, but the symmetries within 

the contexts of their production and maintenance that they represent. A molecule of 

H20 can be seen as a condensed form of the potential for sync within particular 

aspects of the universe. And in a manner which can be generalized. Once scientists 

observe reactions between hydrogen and oxygen enough times, they come to realize 

that future molecules will act similarly, and have similar processes. And as any 



biologist will tell you, molecules recognize aspects of each other all the time, often by 

presenting biological keys that represent one molecule to another. Abstraction allows 

representation to be efficient, mobile, and produce generalizations.  

 

By allowing for mobility within a field of symmetry, multiple condensed 

representatives are able to intertwine aspects of contexts separated off from other 

aspects. We can see here how abstraction is a form of differentiation, and one which 

separates out aspects of what is intertwined which may have potential for sync with 

something else, but is hampered by its intertwining with other entities. For example, 

iron and carbon can come together to make steel, but only if the rocks surrounding 

them are removed first so they can find ways to come together. The process of 

refining removes iron ore, and when combined with carbon, steel is the result. A 

process of abstraction here allows for greater complexity to occur because it separates 

out aspects of entities which can sync from those which cannot, and novel 

combinations that would not otherwise be possible are the result. For example, while 

galaxies may have trouble intertwining because of various aspects within them that 

would keep them apart, condensed representatives of particular abstract symmetries 

within them, which are condensed in memory on specific matters in the forms we call 

hydrogen and oxygen, can then come together in novel ways, such as molecules of 

H20. Such molecules represent newness in the universe, the manner whereby 

condensation, abstraction, and differentiation produce restriction of form at one 

level, to give rise to newness of combination at another level. Molecules can in this 

sense be seen as the words whereby the world writes its prose, each word composed 

out of the letters which its atoms and sub-atomic particles provide.  

 

And here we see a general rule which applies to complexificiation in general: 

abstraction and limitation at one level of scale can provide the potential for new 

forms of sync at higher levels of scale. Take alphabetic writing, for example. Those 

who use alphabets have taken certain very specific types of marks on a page or screen 

and said that they are not to be interpreted as drawings with iconic resemblances to 

entities in the world. Rather, we limit them, such that these few squiggles are special 

drawings, with limited applicability. While the letter ‘m’ could have been a picture of 

two hills, or a camel, we have said now that it is only to be understood as ‘the letter 

m’, having a particular sound associated with it, and a particular role in written 

language. We have therefore abstracted and limited the possible meanings 

attributable to this drawing. But by intertwining it with other similar such entities 



within an intertwining of processes, it takes on a role in a system. And this role in a 

system is what allows it to be an instance of a type, a particular writing of an abstract 

entity known as the ‘letter m’, no matter if it is written in script or cursive, upper or 

lower case, in pen or pencil, etc. It is also then able to represent what it is not, 

namely, a sound, and in fact, all instances of that sound, no matter who pronounces 

this sound, or where, or why, etc. And when this role is then layered into other layers 

of meta-articulation, this drawing is able to represent parts of words, sentences, 

works of literature, etc.  

 

Coding. Abstraction in meta-articulatory systems is able to use limitation and 

abstraction on a lower level of scale to produce greater complexity at higher levels of 

scale by means of a notion known as coding.   

 

When the form of entities in a dynamic system constrains each other such that they 

only play a particular role, or function, in that system’s plan, the set of rules which 

link form, plan, and function is known as that system’s code. In the simplest systems, 

such as static entities like molecules, the code is simply the role each static part plays 

in the static whole. For example, in a molecule of H20, the hydrogen molecules play 

the role of bonding with oxygen, and vice-versa, in a manner which forms the 

expected triangular shape. The code is, as we have described in our discussion fo 

signification, the formal aspects of the context which allows the signifier in question 

to take a particular position within a basic signifying system, in relation to at minimum 

a signified and a subject. Such basic signifying systems of this sort are said to possess a 

proto-code.  

 

In aggregates, various such entities intertwine, such that there are various signifying 

relationships. For example, a molecule of H20 represents not only the contexts in 

which it was produced, but also the impact of, say, the last molecule it bumped into. 

In this manner, matters in aggregates share a wide variety of continually shifting and 

layering intercodes, as many as relate to the contexts they are in. The layering of 

codes in this sense is called multi-coding. While a particular intercode may attempt to 

become the only code relevant to a particular entity, usually there are many codes at 

work, for there are many contexts at work.  

 

As with all codes, proto-codes describe the manner in which entities in the world 

represent not only themselves and the contexts which produced them, but the 



symmetries between such contexts which make them members of a particular type. 

The form of a molecule of hydgroen is that it has the potential to be part of a 

molecule of water, or methane, or many other compounds. The form of a hydrogen 

molecule is the abstract condensation of these potentials, encoded in the manner in 

which its form modulates its qualities, such that when a hydrogen molecule does form 

such a compound, it signifies that it represents a member of its type. All memory, in 

that it condenses and abstracts, produces the potential for generalization, that is, 

types. All the contexts that produce water are different, yet they all produce 

molecules of water with the same form, and in this manner, all these particular 

contexts show that they have the same symmetries which make them members of a 

type, and this is represented, in abstract, condensed form, in the form taken by a 

molecule of water. The result is that its potentials will be the same as all other 

molecules of water, because it represents the symmetries within the same types of 

contexts which led to its production.  

 

In meta-memory systems, the types represented by an entity go beyond that of the 

contexts of its production, later mixing, or its potentials for combination. Rather, in a 

meta-memory system, an entity can also represent a functional type within a 

particular system. In a living cell, for example, a particular set of DNA molecules may 

condense a particular relay pattern which allows for a particular amino acid to be 

added to a chain of such molecules. When this happens, we say that the particular 

arrangment of DNA molecules codes for the amino-acid in question, and this is because 

the role or function of this particular arrangement of DNA molecules in the system of 

this cell is to code for that particular amino acid. Likewise, in an alphabet, we say 

that the squiggle known as the ‘letter m’ codes for a particular sound, within the set 

of rules, or code, we call the English version of the Roman alphabet.  

 

More developed systems of the sort we see here are said to have a full code, or 

simply, a code. This occurs because one particular context comes to serve as the 

dominant context relevant to a particular entity, and hence, it’s code becomes the 

most important if not the only code immediately relevant to a particular entity. For 

example, in a living cell, a particular sequence of DNA is constrained and limited by its 

role in the processes of that cell to only be able to signify particular things at 

particular points in the life processes of the cell. This limitation is what allows it to 

play a specific set of roles in the processes at work in that cell. The result is stability 

of representation. If a particular DNA molecule falls apart, it can be replaced by 



another of its type, and the role will still be preserved. Thus there is a generalization 

of both what is condensed and that which does the condensing.  

 

Coding is the process of limiting the types of roles which an entity can play in a given 

context so as to give rise to complexity at a higher level of scale. Only when the roles 

entities plays is limited is there enough stability for sync and intertwining at one level 

to give rise to new form at higher levels. This does not mean that codes are 

necessarily fully fixed or one-to-one. For example, in the English alphabet, the letter 

‘p’ represents different sounds in the words ‘panopticon’ and ‘phosphorus.’ There is 

limitation, but not necessarily complete one-to-one correspondence. Likewise, in DNA, 

sometimes two or three arrangements will of molecules will code for the same amino 

acid.  

 

In most meta-articulatory, meta-modulatory, meta-memory systems, coding occurs 

such that some parts within the system are coded in more restricted fashion, or 

tightly coded, while others more multiply coded. The first set of signifiers are said to 

be relatively anchored or fixed, while the second set are said, relatively speaking, to 

float. The interplay of these types of coding is part of what allows different roles to 

be played within the system.  

 

For example, in English the role of the word ‘and’ is relatively tightly coded, as are 

the meanings of other essential grammatical terms, such as ‘I’ or ‘you’ or ‘is.’ If there 

were debate on the meanings of these words, English as a language would have 

difficulty functioning. But the restriction of meanings of these words allows for the 

proliferation of forms of intertwinings of the others. Thus, words like ‘God’ or ‘love’ 

or ‘being’ have many possible meanings, that is, they float and are multiply coded. In 

this manner, a language balances between stability and diversity, developing yet more 

complexity at higher levels of scale. Complexity always occurs when there is diversity 

and meta-stability which can then come together as sync. In the example just 

mentioned of the difference between tightly and multiply coded words, we can see 

how is that the diversity of multiple coding and the stability provided by tight coding 

allows for forms of intertwining, or sync, which can give rise to novelty when the 

diversity is greater than the stability, yet does not destroy it. Such a relation is a form 

of meta-stability, and it is the engine that keeps complexity growing. And as anyone 

knows, languages grow and evolve when they are continually exposed to new 

influences, yet not in a manner so great as to destroy them from within. While 



dissolution from within could give rise to more complexity, such as happened with the 

differentiation of Latin into many new sub-languages, this change mirrored the overall 

destruction of complexity in the social arenas which produced these languages in the 

first place, such that the gain in linguistic complexity came at the cost of social 

complexity. Either way, we see how it is that diversity is essential to growth, even if 

too much can be destructive, such that finding the meta-stable zone is essential if 

overall complexity is to increase.  

 

Creation. We are now in a position to describe how it is that meta-

articulation, meta-modulation, and meta-memory, or meta-mediation, by means of 

coding, abstraction, and generalization, provide potentials for not only condensing 

aspects of understanding, but producing new types thereof.  

 

All meta-memory, by means of condensation and abstraction, gives rise to 

generalization, thereby linking types within the context of a system with the signifiers 

which condense it. We see this at work in formal systems in the manner in which a 

matter, such as a molecule, condenses aspects of the symmetries at work in its 

contexts in its form. And we see this in meta-memory systems in the manner in which 

the role a particular matter plays within a system condenses symmetries within the 

dynamic processes at work within that system which link entities in relations based on 

various abstrac types. Thus, DNA molecules produce particular codes, making them 

represent types, which are then linked to amino-acids which play particular roles 

according to their type within chains which give rise to proteins. What matters is not 

the particularities of these molecules, but their ability to play certain roles in various 

processes in systems according to their types.  

 

Once a code is formed, however, it always gives rise to the potential for novelty by 

new forms of combination due to the manner in which abstraction allows for aspects 

of entities to simplify, separate out, and their otherwise contradictory aspects to 

potentially fall aside. We saw this with molecules. That is, a complex molecule may 

not be able to come together with another, but if one produces hydrogen and the 

other oxygen, aspects of them could come together, and in ways that the larger 

molecules never could. A molecule of water could help give rise to life, while these 

larger molecules from which their parts came potentially could not. The reason for 

this is that complexification requires diversity, and differentiation is part of what 

gives rise to diversity, such that differentiation indirectly potentiates 



complexification.  

 

In a meta-memory system, not only is it possible for entities to find new ways to 

combine by intertwining their forms, but the same can occur between the meta-

memory which repairs and reproduces systems as such. For example, DNA/RNA stores 

the plan for systems as a whole, but by means of errors in copying this code, 

mutations are able to arise, providing novel forms which can then potentiate evolution 

of organisms.  

 

In addition, entities can repurpose meta-memory codes to new uses. We see the 

formal possibilities which form gives rise to in relation to context occur now at higher 

levels of scale, abstraction, and potential. For example, if a new type of molecule 

that shows up that nevertheless is able to link with a DNA/RNA molecule, it can then 

be tried out in the organism, giving rise to new possibilities. In organisms that use 

nerve-cells to encode memories, when a new experience is encountered, the organism 

can use old memories to ‘guess’ at how to deal with what it is seeing. This is because 

brains use condensation to store memories. Similar experiences are stored in the same 

areas in memory and layered on top of each other, giving rise to what cognitive 

scientists call proto-types. These are memories of general types, with the rough edges 

of particularities shaved off, with the most commonly encountered features 

remaining, while the least frequently encountered ones tend to fall away. This simple 

efficiency mechanism, however, gives rise to potential for generalization which allows 

for guessing, approximation, and many of the cognitive skills that humans possess and 

computers do not. Computers, it should be noted, do not use abstraction, 

condensation, or proto-type formation in their memories unless specifically instructed 

to do so, giving rise generally to much more rigid, less creative modes of interacting 

with the world.  

  

Relay. As we have seen, meta-mediation allows for dynamic sets of processes to 

repair and reproduce themselves, and hence, remain stable, in changing 

circumstances. There is a fundamental connection between meta-mediatory systems 

and reaction. Firistly, this is because what they record in their meta-memory 

knowledge bases is fundamentally relay points between reactions. In DNA, for 

example, a single molecule is perhaps best seen as a point of relay between moments 

in a chain of reactions at work within the dynamic system. They receive the writing 

produced by amino acids, then are read back when the time is needed. In the brains of 



more complex organisms, nerve cells act as relay switches in complex circuits, linking 

processes of stimulus with those of response. Rather than concieve of these met-

memory signifiers as representatives of exterior states, it is less reifying to concieve of 

them as relays in processes. If one were to say that an electrical light switch on a wall 

represents the state of turning on or off the light, we miss the manner in which its 

form is much more suited to linking or delinking current than representing something 

abstract like a state in the world. Likewise, neurons are conduits, they do not 

resemble aspects of the world.  

 

Geneticists are increasingly arguing that it makes sense to think of DNA in such a form 

as well. Many genes do not so much code for specific amino-acids, as they act as 

feedback mechanisms to modulate other chains of action between DNA molecules by 

means of mediator proteins. What’s more, many of the proteins produced by DNA are 

not necessarily structural proteins, rather, many are catalysts, that is, proteins which 

produce specific chemical reactions. In this sense, a one-to-one correspondance model 

of representation is hardly suited for systems like DNA or the brain, such that perhaps 

it is the exception rather than the rule that functions this way, if any at all.  

 

Rather than simply recording outside states, we can begin to think of what it records 

as potential pathways to link stimuli with responses. Thus, not only does meta-memory 

serve to link reactions, but it allows organisms to change their forms, to react 

dyanmically to the outside world. For as a system and its meta-memory increase in 

complexity, the types of responses gets increasingly more complex. Let us call any 

response which is coded for in a meta-memory system as a habit of that system, such 

that boundary formation, repair, reproduction, and metabolism can be seen as the 

primary habits common to living systems. Let us also say that learning is the 

acquisition of habits which help increase the potential for complexity, or 

understanding of its world, of the system in question. Let us also say that evolution is 

the process whereby entities learn new ways to learn by means of modifying 

themselves. Much more will be said about habit, learning, and evolution in our 

discussion of hypermediation in what follows.  

 

For now, however, we should note that Habit, learning, and evolution describe 

increasingly complex manners in which organisms are able to have more than one form 

in their relation to the world beyond them. As entities develop new appendages, learn 

how to move, mutate their form, learn to recognize stimuli, think and respond, their 



form becomes more multi-form, and hence, able to sync with a wider range of stimuli 

than those with a static form, such as most molecules. As a result, organisms can 

become radically more complex, all due to the manner in which meta-memory 

potentiates their ability to produce new and more flexible and adaptable forms. In this 

manner, they represent the changing contexts of their contexts dynamically in the 

forms of their bodies and brains.  

 

In all of this, we are able to see the manner in which it is possible to develop a 

process-oriented approach to meta-memory. Knowledge, that is, the formal aspects of 

DNA or neurons, can then be simply seen as a moment within the meta-modulatory 

process whereby that knowledge produces understanding. For the form of a DNA 

molecule or the shape of a particular neuron alone is useless in terms of producing 

understanding. Knowledge is a reification of understanding, and one which is only able 

to potentiate that understanding in a context which links it to processes. Reification is 

what allows understanding to anchor itself in physical bodies via knowledge, but 

removed from such a context, knowledge is a distortion of the understanding of which 

it is a part.  

 

Here we see the root of the manner in which reified approaches to knowledge distort 

the role of knowledge in the world, in a manner which echoes up to and includes 

philosophies. Whenever approaches to the world reify terms, binaries, histories, 

perspectives, they radically distort the manner in which knowledge helps give rise to 

complexity, often with disastrous results, much more about which will be said in 

future works on network ethics.  

 

Multi-mediation. In the preceding sections we have described how 

meta-mediation describes how an entity can be mediated by an entire system and its 

complex set of processes. The potentials relevant to a particular molecule of DNA, its 

meaning, can only be known by understanding the entire context of the system in 

which it is a part, its processes, etc. To understand what a particular molecule of DNA 

means in a particular system, this can only be known in effect by changing that. For 

meaning is always determined by context, and in particular, the mediatory context 

which allows the qualities and forms of an entity to have the potential to give rise to 

particular effects.  

 

In some contexts, however, there may be many codes which compete with each other 



in their attempt to describe the meaning of a particular bit of meta-memory code. 

When this happens, we have a form of inter-mediatory floating, yet at the level of 

meta-memory, and this is known as multiple meta-mediation, or simply, multi-

mediation. For example, word like ‘cool’ in English has multiple possible uses, one 

related to temperature, the other to the degree to which something is interesting, 

fun, hip, etc. The first is a standard dictionary definition, the second is slang, but 

which context works for which depends on circumstances. Multiple coding always 

relates to multiple ways of being in the world, and when there’s competition between 

codes, it provides a great deal of diversity in meta-memory systems which allow them 

to try out new habits, learn new ways of being in the world, and develop and evolve 

new forms of complexity. While a system may try to lock down such floating 

signification, ultimately the system which can tolerate the greatest degree of divesity 

of multiple-mediation is that which has the most diversity to draw upon from which to 

complexify. 

 

Meta-coding. In addition to multi-mediation, systems will often layer 

meta-coding into itself, and this is known as meta-meta-articulation, or more simply, 

meta-coding. Meta-coding is done for several reasons. Firstly, as we have argued, any 

level of meta-articulation makes use of condensation, and gives rise to new potentials 

which arise due to abstraction, generalization, and the new forms of combination 

these make possible. Each time a code is layered onto another code, this benefit 

occurs at yet a higher level of scale.  

 

Of course, too many layers on top of each other, without systems to mediate between 

these, such as we see, for example, in the human brain, can also result in systems 

which are too abstract to be useful to a particulat context. Truly complex systems 

have to find ways to mediate these issues, and much more will be said about this in 

our discussion of the human brain in the next section of this book. But for now it is 

important to note that each layer of meta-coding brings with it new potentials.  

 

In addition to gains of potential which condensation brings, however, there is also the 

more practical issue of efficiency. We have already described how having a bodyplan 

stored in tiny molecules helps it to be able to carry around a code without this being 

cumbersome. However, it is worth noting that a cell does not use a different molecule 

of DNA/RNA for each type of amino acid. There are over forty types of amino-acids 

living cells need to code for, and this would require over forty types of DNA/RNA 



molecules, something difficult to evolve and find/make replacement parts for. Living 

cells developed what was simplest, and ultimately, more efficient than this, such that 

living cells use no more than five types of nucleic acid molecules to code for all forty 

types of amino acids. They do this by using a layer of meta-code. That is, rather than 

having a one-to-one rigid code, DNA/RNA molecules make use of five molecules 

(adenine, thymine, guanine, cystosine, and uracil) in the manner in which written 

alphabets make use of letters. From these molecular letters, it spells out molecular 

words, three pairs of such molecular letters known as ‘codons.’ It is these codons 

which code for particular amino acids.  

 

This layer of meta-coding made it easier to evolve this system, easier of find spare 

parts and repair it, and also provides the gains which another layer of meta-coding 

always brings with it, including new forms of generalization, abstraction, and 

combination. We see the benefits of this most clearly in the fact that by having 

molecular words spelled with molecular letters, it is possible to misspell words in 

various ways, providing an engine for mutation and variation to fuel evolution. The 

potential for variation would be dramatically less without this feature, a fundamental 

contribution to the complexity engine of biological evolution.   

 

While the differences between having to remember five molecules and twenty is 

substantial, we can see even larger gains in efficiency when there is a larger degree of 

difference between the numbers of coded parts involved, for example, in the case of 

written human languages. Languages such as that of modern mathematics use 

logorams (signifiers with coded to meanings that have no relation between what they 

represent and their form), while languages like Chinese are written with combinations 

of logograms and ideograms (signifiers that are coded to meanings that resemble their 

form). While Chinese then combines characters to form compound hybric characters 

which are complex aggregates of their parts, modern Chinese still requires that a 

learner acquire about 5,000 characters to be functionally literate.  

The Roman alphabet requires users to memorize 26 letters, the combinations of which 

then form words, meta-signifiers, which then represent the ideas in question. As a 

result, it is much easier to learn to read and write alphabetic languages. It is also 

easier to form new words. Adding layers of meta-coding allows for the radical 

condensation of representational power. Fewer representational resources are 

required to represent a greater degree of diversity.  



In this sense, we see how it is that the more levels of system intermediate a memory 

system, the more it is able to condense a greater diversity of aspects of the world 

onto fewer resources. A handful of physical forms are able to account for the ability to 

describe a greater degree of complexity in the world. In this manner, a single letter, 

such as a letter ‘t,’ can be part of a wide variety of words, a wide variety of 

sentences, etc. In this manner, the potential to represent all the richness of human 

language is condensed on 26 letters in the Roman alphabet (and with a minor variation 

in the numbers of letters, in other alphabets such as the Arabic, Hebrew, Bengali, 

Cyrillic, Greek, Korean, etc.). None of which is to say that alphabetic languages are 

‘better’ than other forms of script used by humans (ie: Chinese characters), such a 

notion is nearly as silly as asking a contextless question like the meaning of H20 (such 

that this sort of question is only sensible in a particular context). Rather, it is simply 

to say that alphabetic languages are more efficient, because they employ more 

condensation. 

 

Meta-Understanding. Meta-coding produces gains in terms of new 

forms of variation and increase efficiency of forms of meta-memory. But they also give 

rise to new potential forms of generalization and abstraction. If meta-memory is 

primarilly a relay system between dynamic practices, then we need to ask what new 

sorts of sync these make possible. And if we think of understanding as the potential for 

sync, and knowledge as the manner in which this is inscribed in material form, then 

this leads us to the manner in which meta-coding gives rise to new forms of 

understanding and knowledge.  

 

Because meta-coding is simply the layering of coding into itself at higher levels of 

scale, the form of knowledge at issue doesn’t really change. That is, there are bits of 

matter coded as meta-memory, but these are now layered on top of themselves, so 

that some meta-memory doesn’t act as a relay between processes outside the memory 

system, but between aspects of this memory system and itself. As such, the matters 

coded as meta-memory are still meta-memory, they are simply being used differently. 

But they give rise to new potentials for sync, and as such, we can say that they give 

rise to practices which are forms of meta-understanding.  

 

All meta-memory systems make use of relay, which is simply the manner in which 

meta-memory links processes together via its coded matters. But what happens when 

meta-memory systems don’t link their relays to other parts of the system, but to 



meta-memory banks? The result is that meta-memory circuits are able to modulate 

each other by the production of catalysts of various sorts. As these intertwine with the 

increasingly complex bodies of entities evolving new forms of complexity, with organs 

which differentiate for purposes of perception and locomotion, the functions of meta-

memory radically increases as its feedback loops intertwine with increasingly more 

complex sets of body parts. And as the boundaries between the outside world become 

more firm, meta-memory systems increasingly have to relay with specialized organs, 

giving rise to specialized catalysts which produce specialized responses. Thus relay the 

simplest form of recognition, that is, linkage of stimulus and response in a manner 

which goes beyond simple repair, reproduction, boundary formation, and metabolism.  

 

One of the most important aspects of meta-memory is that, despite the connotations 

of the world memory, like all memory, it is as much oriented towards the future as the 

past. Artificial intelligence researcher Jeff Hawkins has gone as far to call the function 

of the human neo-cortex, the higher thought parts of the brain, as “memory 

prediction.” And in fact, as relays, all memories are pathways laid down in the past 

which can be reactivated in the future, and not necessarily by the same stimuli, but 

rather, similar ones.  

 

As feedback loops in meta-memory get more complex meta-memory then begins to 

start to recognize and react to not only states in the outside world and in the system 

itself, but within meta-memory. That is, meta-memory begins to remember its own 

states, and then can recognize them. All recognition is a form of prediction, for it links 

stimuli with response in a manner which predicts, in a sense, that what worked in the 

past will work in the future. In this sense we can say that the when a meta-memory 

system begins to recognize its own states, it beging to try to guess and predict aspects 

of its own behavior so as to know how best to react.  

 

What’s more, as meta-memory feeds back into itself, it abstracts aspects of itself, 

giving rise to new forms of combination thereof at higher levels of scale, with meta-

categorizations being the first and immediate gain. It is out of this interntal attempts 

at prediction within a meta-memory system that all higher meta-memory functions 

form. As we will show in The Networked Mind, as memories become delinked from 

stimulus and linked to other memory circuits, they increasingly can become triggered 

indirectly in the mode of recollection. As memory systems begin to form yet more 

links beyond direct stimulus, they can begin trying to predict which stimuli tend to be 



triggered together, giving rise to association. As a system begins to recognize its own 

body as an object and concieves of the agency within this and others as similar to 

itself, we say that it is conscious. And when it is able to question aspects of this 

representation of itself as an object, we say that it is self-conscious. All of these 

higher modes of cognition are said to be forms of meta-understanding. They are built 

out of increasingly complex intertwinings of meta-memory and the bodies that support 

them, in a manner which will be described in much greater detail in The Networked 

Mind.  

 

In all its forms, from simple formal meta-articulation to meta-coding systems which 

give rise to complex forms of meta-understanding, meta-mediation describes the 

manner in which the form of entities allows them to play particular functional roles as 

relays in dynamic systems serves to layer a particular functional meaning on top of 

their formal meaning. And this functional meaning is only sensible in relation to the 

entire system in question. In this manner a formed matter is able to represent more 

than its context, or what last impacted it, or a particular stage in a cycle of its 

transformations. That is, a formed matter can now represent nearly anything, and in a 

manner that it can be mediated via its coding in a functional role within a complex 

system infinitely more complex than it is itself. Meta-mediation thereby describes the 

manner in which a formed matter can be mediated not only via its form, but its role 

within a system. And in this manner, it is mediated more intensely, that is, by the 

system in question as a whole. In doing so, it is able to have a wider potential for sync, 

via this system, with a greater diversity of aspects of the world, thereby increasing its 

mediativity, representativity, and complexity. And we can say that this liberates 

matter from its physical form, yet by means of this form. Increasing complexity, 

describes the manner in which matter comes to freedom by learning how to sync with 

the full diversity which the world presents to it. And as a result, new potentials are 

released into the world.  

 

Thus, just as it was silly, in a sense, to ask what the meaning of a molecule of H20 is 

outside of a given context, what could we say the meaning of a letter, such as ‘t’ is? 

Well, in relation to the human language, it is more than just a shape of a squiggle on a 

page. It’s also the potential to write Shakespeare’s plays. The meaning of the letter 

‘t’ in relation to the system of the English language is not merely the abiltiy to record 

words, but to combine them in new ways. For the more complex a type of memory, 

the more complex its representational capabilities. And representation in the form of 



memory can always not only remember, but also predict. Representation and memory 

are as much about the future as the past. 

 

Hypermediation. In all its forms, meta-mediation is able to give rise to 

new forms of understanding. We saw this first with its ability to meta-modulate 

transformational relay circuits in a manner which split an entity into a dynamic system 

into three essential parts, one for memory, one for the maintenance of energy 

stability, and a third for boundary maintencance. From here, we see how this allows 

systems to complexify by means of the predictive and generalizing gains that another 

layer of condensation brings, but also the manner in which meta-memory complexifies 

itself via multi- and meta-understanding  

 

If formal mediation employed condensed aspects of contexts, and meta-mediation 

condensed aspects of reactions, there is one type of condensation, and hence, 

mediation or representation, we have yet to describe. This is the condensation not of 

aspects of contexts in material form, nor of processes in functional roles, but of 

potential. The condensation of potential is known as value, and flows in systems 

called economies, making use of hypercoding in systems of hypermediation.  

 

Hypermediation comes in several forms. An economy is a hypermediate system which 

makes use of standards known as currencies, represented by shares, to describe 

intensities of potential, or value. A meta-economy is a hypermediate system which 

makes use of capitals, represented by projects, or work, known as investments, to 

describe intensities of potential to create potential, or value. Finally, an organismic 

system, or organism, is a hypermediate system which makes use of itself as a capacity 

to perform work in projects according to its values, and give rise to various forms of 

complexity. These forms of complexity come in three primary forms. The first is 

wideware, which comes in the form of actions, tools, and signs. The second is systems 

of wideware, known as wideware plexes, which are forms of quasi-life. Finally, the 

third is growth, of which learning, evolution, and meta-evolution are the three 

primary types. We will now describe the types of hypermediation in turn.  

 

Competition. In previous sections, we described situations in which there 

may be multiple codes which compete to describe something in a meta-memory 

system. That said, we only examined the mechanics of systems, like those in 

DNA/RNA, in which there is a relatively fixed set of meanings within the code in 



question. We see a similar situation in relation to the writing of the English language. 

We don’t debate which alphabet to write English in, if we did, there’d be a lot of 

confusion. However, there are situations in which it makes sense to choose between 

multiple codes, meta-codes, etc.  

For example, when Christian monks encountered Slavic tribes for the first time, they 

wanted to translate the Bible into these previously non-written languages. Those who 

came from Western churches transcribed Slavic languages into the Roman alphabet, 

and invented various markers (known as diacritics) to modify the letters to produce 

enough variations, and the result is the written form of modern Czech, Polish, Slovak, 

etc. When Greek Orthodox monks encountered Slavic tribes, they used the Greek 

alphabet, and simply invented new letters, giving rise to what is known as the Cyrillic 

alphabet, which is used to write modern Russian, Bulgarian, Serbian, etc. In many 

senses, the Cyrillic alphabet is more elegant in its transliteration of Slavic language 

sounds, but here we see an example of two codes, both of which can be used to 

differently divide up the sounds produced in Slavic languages. Often radically different 

numbers of letters, and sometimes even numbers of words, will be employed to spell 

very similar words across these languages.  

Multiple coding can be a source of diversity, and hence, lead to increased complexity. 

We see this in the manner in which languages, or species grow more diverse and 

flexible by increasingly the diversity of codes they can employ within them. But this is 

not always the case. For example, the ability of words to have many diverse meanings 

and combinations rests upon the fact that we don’t allow the meanings of letters to 

float underneath them. While it is possible to experiment with new ways of writing a 

language, this will often suspend creative experimentation at a higher level of scale, 

for it is difficult to experiment at both, say, the orthographic and lexical level of a 

language, that is, how it is written and what words mean, at the same time. As we 

have said, restriction at one level is often part of what allows creation at another. 

Thus, if living organisms decided to experiment with using different molecules to carry 

energy than ADP/ATP, or to start coding RNA/DNA molecules differently, the result 

would likely not be new forms of evolution, but rather, the collapse of all the house of 

cards of layers of meta-coded complexity built upon this stable foundation. There are 

some systems, however, which are complex enough to have multi-code 

experimentation on multiple levels of scale, and these are complex brains, such as 

seen in human beings. But before we can understand these sorts of systems, we need 

to be able to understand how much simpler systems determine how to handle multiple 



competing codes in a manner which gives rise to increases, not decreases, in 

complexity.  

We have already examined meta-memory systems, which employ meta-coding which 

can give rise to various forms of meta-understanding. And meta-coding is good at 

categorizing and abstracting, but so far we have said nothing about how decisions are 

made in meta-memory systems. And while we have described to some extent how 

decisions are made in simple, formed matter, via the intertwining of micro-, meso-, 

and macro-mediation, we have not described how this sort of simple decision making 

via processing is reworked in relation to meta-memory systems such as seen in living 

cells.  

How do complex systems come to the point at which they use meta-memory to make 

increasingly complex decisions which allow them to not only function dynamically, but 

to remember which decisions lead to increases in complexity, and learn from this so as 

to be able to grow and evolve in a complex, changing environment? That is, how do 

systems come to value some aspects of their worlds more than others, such that they 

can then make decisions, learn, and grow? 

Economies. In a state of competition between aspects of a system’s world, 

including between codes such as we see in multi-coding situations, meta-coding will 

never be able to never be able to determine for a system on its own which path the 

system should take. Meta-coding can layer codes into one another to give rise to 

complex forms of recognition, recollection, association, and meta-categorization, but 

these are fundamentally different from decision-making, for while these forms of 

complex meta-understanding can help determine which path is best once goals have 

been set, they are alien to the notion of setting goals as such. In order to be able to 

set goals, a system must have values. That is, the system must value certain things 

over others. Even if a system simply values its own continuation, such as we see even 

in the most basic living systems, this is a value, and from this, sub-values can be 

determined. While processes of meta-understanding can assist in achieving goals 

determined by values, they are not the source thereof.  

In order for a system to be able to decide between outcomes, it must have a system 

beyond those that we have already described in terms of memory, a system of 

evaluation which, when combined with the memory system, can help the system as a 

whole decide which past is best to take. Skills like recognition and association only 



become useful if there is a principle or standard to determine utility, worth, and 

value.  

If we want to see how such a system works, we need look no further than the way 

memory and value systems are intertwined in humans, that is, the manner in which 

our brains are modulated by what is known as the limbic system, which uses a series of 

chemicals known as neuro-modulators to affect overall mood and global brain 

function. Two potent neuromodulators are serotonin and dopamine. In general, 

serotonin is a chemical which creates a sense of overall well-being and happiness, 

which is why this is the chemical targeted by most anti-depressants. Dopamine is the 

chemical which is related to reward and focus, and is the chemical that is released in 

excess by a drug like cocaine. Too little of either chemical creates states of 

discomfort and craving, which when taken care of creates a sensation of satisfaction.  

What we see here is the manner in which our system of drives is in effect an economy, 

a system which seeks to maximize certain states and minimize others by means of the 

sort of constant activity which can bring this about. Such an economy is not only 

stable, but rather, meta-stable, in that it seeks to increase the intensity of growth of 

the state it desires unless this leads somehow to its opposite.  

We can see here the manner in which economies are systems which seek to maximize 

certain states over others, according to the values which power, as it were, the 

system. And here we see a potentially paradoxical aspect of economies. All economies 

are dynamic systems, and hence, must be powered by something. And in fact, it turns 

out that precisely what powers them is that which they seek.  

For example, a financial economy is powered by money, yet it seeks to increase 

money because that is what it values. An economy of pleasure and pain seeks to take a 

baseline of pleasure which occurs simply from existing, otherwise entities would not 

cling to life so much as to want its continuance, and seeks to not only extend this 

state of pleasure, but to increase it. Life seeks to increase life, in a sense, to the 

extent that life brings pleasure. And it is in this manner that our limbic systems 

motivate us to engage in a wide variety of activities, and to make choices, based upon 

the criteria of value we establish for ourselves, via goals and sub-goals, related to the 

larger overall goals of the increase of pleasure, avoidance of pain, and increase of life 

in general. It is worth noting that in both the case of economies of desire in humans 

and financial capital in economic systems, there is a standard of value which can also 

turn into its opposite. Thus, certain pleasureful activities pursued to excess can 



become painful, just as certain activities that normally make money can destroy it if 

pursued to excess.  

In regard to the examples described above, and in relation to the issue at hand, there 

are three things which, according to the networkological project, characterize 

economies. Firstly, they are systems which are powered by that which they seek to 

increase, which will be said to be what this system values. Secondly, that which is 

valued can turn into its opposite, a state which is devalued. And thirdly, economies 

rank aspects of their world according to what they think will lead to an increase in 

that which they value.  

According to the networkological perspective, that which economies value and which 

powers them potential. We will call the desire to increase the potential for potential 

within the system valuation, and we will call the ranking of aspects of that economy’s 

world according to the expectation of the potential to increase potential evaluation. 

Many different types of aspects of that economy’s world can be evaluated, including 

entities, other systems, codes, and courses of action.  

In addition, we will call courses of action which the economy values due to an 

expectation of their potential to increase its potential a goal. Goals can be broken 

down into sub-goals, which then come to be actualized in relation to the world by 

means of specific actions. These actions are mediated by desires, expectations, hopes, 

fears, and in this manner they are not merely actions, like those of molecules or 

stones, or other entities which have no goals or plans. Actions which are mediated by 

values and valuation are always actions towards, and what they are action towards is 

goals. We will call any action which is part of a goal-based relation to the world a form 

of work, and the complex of goals, actions, and aspects of the world which intertwine 

with these a project. When work is performed on a particular project, we say this 

work is a form of investment.  

Just as goals and sub-goals can nest in networks within each other at multiple levels of 

scale, so it is with projects and the work that goes along with them. Each project can 

be thought of as a mini-economy, with its own standards of value and potentials, 

within larger economies in turn.  

Value. While we have described valuation, we have not really described 

precisely what is meant by value, and how it relates to coding. When a series of 

options are possible, whether these are entities, actions, or codes, it becomes 



necessary to find a way to rank them, to evaluate them, to compare them against an 

abstract standard of value. These standards of value do not describe symmetries 

within formed matters, as is the case with proto-codes, nor functional roles within 

dynamic systems, such as in codes or meta-codes. Rather, such codes describe 

intensities of potential in relation to formed matters and/or dynamic systems thereof. 

That is, these types of codes evaluation aspects of the world in terms of the intensity 

of potential within an economy, that is, a dynamic system which uses manifestations 

of that potential to produce further potential for this potential in relation to its world. 

Work describes combination of the potential relevant to a particular action within 

such an economy when intertwined with the resistance or difficulty of accomplishing a 

particular task within the projects which this economy or its sub-economies set for 

themselves in relation to aspects of their worlds.  

The abstract standards of value relevant to economies in this manner describe the way 

in which systems code aspects of their world, carving up this world in terms of the way 

in which entities are relevant to its particular projects. These codes very often layer 

on top of the physical form and memory codes we have already described. These 

codes intertwine systems and aspects of their worlds, for they are manifestations of 

motion, and they create motion. As such, we can start to see the manner in which 

present a link between combinatorics, which manifests the logic of the ground, with 

the logic of process which will occupy the final sections of this text.  

The abstract standards of valuation of potential within a particular economy are 

known, according to the networkological endeavor, as hypercodes. These codes are 

different from proto-codes, codes, and meta-codes in a variety of ways.  

Proto-codes describe the way in which the form of an entity modulates that entity’s 

qualities, while codes describe the ways in which the functional role the form and 

qualities of an entity allow it to play within that system modulate and expand upon 

the manifestation of that entity’s qualities. If proto-codes carve the world into distinct 

matters by means of form, which is itself an abstraction and generalization of the 

symmetries at work within a context, then codes and meta-codes carve the world into 

distinct functions by means of types, generalizations and abstractions in regard to 

formed entities. If proto-codes condense the symmetries of a context onto abstract 

and mobile representative thereof within a field of symmetry, then codes condense 

the symmetries of a system onto abstract and mobile representations thereof within a 

meta-memory sub-system within a larger system.  



Hypercodes, however, take a particular quality of the world, abstract it from those 

others with which it is intertwined in the world, and use this as a means to code every 

aspect of the world in regard to its ability to increase the presence of this quality in 

the world. In this manner, they take an aspect of the world and shift it merely what 

‘is’ to what ‘ought’ to be.  

Hypercodes. Hypercodes describe the ways in which aspects of world 

become coded according to a particular standard of value within a particular 

economy. Hypercodes come in three primary types, namely, foundational, relative, 

and particular. 

There are many codes of value which can be applied to objects in the world, each of 

which reinterprets these objects relative to an abstract standard. For example, a 

statue can be understood as having value in particular contexts, such as religious value 

to a priest, personal value to its sculptor, artistic value to an art critic, etc. But on a 

simpler level, every entity in the world can be seen as being able to, in theory, act as 

a standard of value. If you value status above all else, you will recode everything in 

your world as valuable to you in regard to the degree in which it is able to increase 

your status. If you value religion above all else, you will recode everything in your 

world as valuable to you in regard to the degree to which it is able to increase 

holiness, whether of yourself, the world, etc.  

But this approach can be extended to more mundane things. If there is a drought, 

everyone begins to recode everything in the world in regard to its ability to help 

obtain water. Food, oil, anything which is scarce yet needed or wanted can become 

valuable. Everything is a potential standard of value, at least to the extent to which 

they their scarcity may hinder the ability of living creatures to live or achieve their 

goals in various ways. Life is one of the fundamental values from which many of sub-

values in human life indirectly find their foundation.  

And yet, abstracted from humans, and simply on the level of code, it is in theory 

possible to see any particular entity as a potential source of value for its own sake. 

That is, while it is easy to see how water or oil can become standards of value, in 

theory, cows or lead could each become standards of value. To a person who decides 

the only thing of value in the world is cows, not for their ability to provide meat or 

friendship, but rather, for their own sake, then everything in this person’s world will 

become ranked as to its potential to produce more cows. To a person who values lead 



above all, not for what can be made from it or what it can do, but for its own sake, 

the entire world we will be coded in terms of its potential to produce more lead. 

Such a deployment of a hypercode within a particular context will be said to be a 

foundational use of a hypercode, thereby giving rise to a foundational hypercode. 

Reasons, uses, goals, and projects all flow from a foundational hypercode, rather than 

the other way around.  

That said, a hypercode may only be foundational within a context to a particular 

degree. In this sense that we see that there is competition between hypercodes. Any 

hypercode which is supported by other hyperocodes within a given economy is said to 

be a relative hypercode. For example, the nutritive value of various objects in the 

world is only valuable for living beings who need nutrition to survive. In this manner, 

we see that the value of life supports that of nutrition, and the value of nutrition 

depends upon that of life for its value.  

In this manner we can see how economies, values, and hypercodes are nested within 

each other at varying levels of scale. When a particular hypercode is more 

foundational than another, we say that it is a meta-hypercode in relation to another, 

which is a sub-hypercode. In this case, life would function as a meta-value in relation 

to nutrition as a sub-value, each with their attendent hypercodes and economies. 

Foundational, meta-, and sub-hypercodes describe the three primary types of 

hypercodes at work in various sorts of economies in the world.  

Currencies. So far we have discussed hypercodes in relatively abstract 

terms. However, hypercodes  manifest in the world in often very material forms, 

which we are now in a position to describe. In particular, this will allow us to see how 

it is that hypercodes are higher degrees of abstraction and complexity from codes and 

meta-codes.  

The easiest way to do so is in terms of currency. When we say something has currency, 

this means it has potential within a give economy. When something acts as a currency, 

it incarnates that potential in its physical form. Money and energy are classic examples 

of potentials, or currencies, potentials within economies, and will serve as a way to 

describe what we mean by hypercoded forms of representation. While money is called 

currency, electricity, a form of energy, is also often described with this word, and in 

fact, all energy can be understood by means of this metaphor.  



While we all intuitively know how what is meant by money and energy, these are 

actually highly abstract concepts, each with complex genealogies of emergence. As 

Philip Mirowski has shown, the emergence of the concept of energy as a general notion 

uniting various types of force is a relatively recent development. Theorists as diverse 

as Brian Rotman, Mark Taylor, and David Harvey have tracked the various ways in 

which concepts of money have changed over time and increased in abstraction and 

complexity. As we will work to show, these notions can help us understand what is at 

stake with this notion of hypercoded modes of representation. 

Money is the potential energy within financial economies (see the work of Octavian 

Ksenzhek for more on this), and as Isabelle Stengers has recently argued, energy 

describes the ‘cost’ of a particular movement in the language of physics, that is, the 

potential to do work in a given set of forces. As Stengers argues, potential is always 

relative to a given system, and describes the mediation of an entity by the system as a 

whole, for potential describes the ability of an entity to do a particular type of work 

relative to the forces acting upon it in a particular system. 

In this sense, we can say that currencies put formed matter into motion in systems, 

powering an economy as potential. They do not carve the world into formed matters 

or functional types in dynamic systems, but like gravity in spacetime, they warp the 

manner in which matters are carved from what is and play roles in systems to create 

the very dynamic motions which power dynamic systems and which, via functions 

within these systems, then give rise to formed matters. Currencies are powers, powers 

to do specific things in particular contexts. In this manner we see the dual valence of 

what is meant by value, for it is not merely a code, but a coding in regard to 

potential, and potential is always potential for, and that for is always movement, 

dynamics, and change within a particular systematic context. In this manner we see 

how it is that matters, systems, and potentials intertwine fundamentally. For in fact, 

just as all matters can, in a sense, be seen as systems, so all matters can also be seen 

as concretizations of potential, just as all systems are intertwinings of potentials in 

motion. Likewise, all potentials and systems are simply different ways of thinking of 

matters. In this manner we see how it is that matter, system, and potential can be 

seen as three poles which describe how entities can be seen as mediated in relation to 

the world around them.  

Currency describes the manner in which the systematicity of a system, all and nothing 

within the system, is represented within that system in relation to the potential to 



continue and increase the system itself. This representation can then be applied to 

any aspect of that system's world. Such a representation is known as a hypersignifier, 

the representation within a particular economy of that which is valued by that 

economy. In this manner, hypersignifiers represent the potential of the system to 

perpetuate itself, that is, the degree to which they incarnate this hypersignifier. 

Hypersignifiers, and hypercodes, can then be seen as the manner in which systems 

feedback into themselves, for hypersignifiers are in some sense a short circuit of 

signification, yet in a manner which does not destroy potential, but rather, increase 

it. 

For an example of how a currency functions as a hypersignifier, take the case of ATP, 

described earlier, in living cells. For a living cell, all aspects of its world are valued to 

the extent they can lead to increase in ATP, which represents the increase of the 

system as a whole to perpetuate and increase itself. ATP functions as currency in 

living cells considered as economies, and in this sense, if DNA/RNA represents the 

manner in which the cell represents various types of action and reaction in relation to 

the world, then ATP represents the systematicity of the system of itself as potential 

and value. 

Nevertheless, ATP starts off as simply one molecule amongst others. It is only in 

relation to living cells that it functions as an energy carrier. And while it has certain 

qualities which make it well suited for this, many other molecules could have been 

used. Its meaning is only due to the functional role it plays within the system of a 

living cell. In this sense, it is as much a coded entity with a function in the cells as is 

DNA. It is not meta-memory, but it is meta-mediated by the system as a whole to the 

extent to which it functions within the context of that system.  

However, ATP is also a currency, a hypersignifier within that system. And here we see 

the manner in which ATP is a type of signifier which, as regards mediation, is more 

abstract than any other within the system, for it represents the systematicity of the 

system as a whole, its ability to function as a system, as incarnated within that 

system.  

But how does an entity become a hypersignifier? Take, for example, gold. Gold has 

certain qualities which make it good for representing potential in financial economies. 

Gold is durable, easy to mint, easy to exchange, not useful for many essential 

processes (unlike salt, another early precurssor to gold as a form of currency), and 

relatively scarce. Why is scarcity important here? Just as not everything in the world 



has the potential to create work in a given context, so not everyone in the world has 

gold, while everyone in the world can easily go out and collect something ubiquitous, 

for example, stones. Gold’s relative scarcity is able to act as a metaphor for the 

relative scarcity of aspects of the world, including entities or processes,which can 

produce more financial value in the world. Ultimately, any type of precious entity with 

gold-like properties within the context of human economies of value would work. 

Likewise, just about any type of molecule could have played the role of energy carrier 

in living cells. ADP/ATP fits the bill nicely, but many other could have. It is ultimately 

the role of the entity in a system which makes it function as a hypersignifier within it, 

the qualities of this type are ultimately secondary. 

And in this manner, we see how it is that a hypersignifier, and relevant hypercode, can 

be seen as a particular type or sub-set of meta-mediation, an intensification of meta-

coding, yet one which gets so abstract that it comes to represent the system as such, 

even as it raises that system from type to value, and then uses this new type of type 

to grade the types of all entities within the system in intensities of that type, which 

now functions as the quality which pertains to the entire system as such, as what can 

be thought of as hyperquality, hypertype, and hyperlogic.  

We can in this sense think of hypermediation as an intensification of meta-mediation 

which shifts from an increase in the intensity of the logic of meta-mediation to an 

differentiation in type, which then becomes the fundamental quality by which a 

system values all others. And it is this logic, known as value, which is the new type in 

question, such that any particular currency or standard of value are always a 

particular type of value, or potential, as such, even as this notion is an abstraction 

from particular forms thereof. And once again, by means of abstraction and 

condensation of one level of scale, in this case, the system as a whole, new 

generalization and potentials emerge at higher levels of scale. And as with all forms of 

representation, this level of scale is smaller in physical size, yet broader in 

application.  

As with all forms of increasingly complexity of mediation, currencies increase in 

abstraction and hence limitation even as they give rise to forms of novelty. To 

compare various potential uses of a bushel of corn by comparing profits is to radically 

restrict the meaning of corn to that representable within a financial economy, namely, 

monetary value. This sacrifice gives rise to whole new forms of potential meaning for 

corn, including various forms of speculation. However, it is only when there are 



competing currencies that it becomes possible to evaluate between currencies 

themselves.  

Shares. What makes money seem so much more real than other sorts of value, 

such as religious or artistic value, it is a currency which is given quantified, concrete 

form in objects, in this case, called money. Money is a form of concretized currency 

which, in its general form, we will call a material currency, or shares, as opposed to 

an abstract one, and in this case, a quanitified material currency.  

Other currencies at work in our culture, such as religious, artistic, status, or other 

values, are much more nebulous, because we have not made these into concrete 

and/or quantified forms. If, however, we gave out shares to each person which 

represented ‘artistic value’, and people traded these based on whether or not they 

thought that something had artistic value, then we would have more than one 

quantified and concrete currency in our society. There are some examples of these 

counter-currencies in our contemporary society. In general, non-monetary forms of 

currency are described in our culture as shares. This term is one which does not have a 

particular meaning within the networkological system, but can be used to describe any 

non-monetary form of concrete currency, whether quantified or not. These types of 

currency can float in their relation to money, or financial currency, and rise and fall in 

value in relation to it, as well as to other forms thereof. Stock shares are an example 

of this, in that stock shares rise and fall in price. We also see an example of this in the 

notion of trading ‘pollution credits’ in the cap-and-trade approaches to pollution 

controls. There are many examples of non-financial shares which have been suggested 

to form alternate economies which can compete with the financial economies for 

control of meta-coding in our society. These notions will be discussed at length in the 

volume on network ethics. 

Perhaps the most difficult type of currency to conceptualize in this regard is energy. 

Like money and ADP, energy in physical systems is transmitted in many forms, andis  

transformable into many forms. But while money tends to have a privileged type of 

share in our society, today paper currency, before this physical gold, just as energy in 

living cells is contained in ADP/ATP. Energy in physical systems, however, has no 

preferred share type. This is because energy is in fact an abstraction of several types 

of force (weak nuclear, strong nuclear, gravity, electromagnetism), each of which 

does have a preferred share type, though physicists speculate there may be something 

more fundamental that underlies these.  



However, when a currency does not necessarily have a primary share type, we say it is 

a floating currency economy. Desire in human social economies is a great example of 

this. Fixed currency economies have only one currency, such as ADP/ATP in living 

cells. Semi-fixed economies, such as our current paper based financial economy, 

which prefers paper but allows for other forms, presents a mixed case.  

From what we have now examined, we have described all the ways in which potential 

can mediate aspects of a world within currency economies. That is, we see how 

potential, or value, can mediate objects, can move these objects via forces, and how 

these can then give rise to meta-objects or hypersignifiers within such an economy, 

known as shares.  

Capital. As with meta-coding, it is possible to feed forms of hyper-coding back 

into themselves. Meta-currencies, or capitals, are currencies which describe the 

potential for increase in currencies in a given economy. Capitals give rise to capital 

economies, which are a form of meta-hypermediation.  

As we will see, just as currency economies make use of potential, capital economies 

make use of surplus potential, and then mediate aspects of a world in a series of ways. 

Producers are aspects of the world which use surplus potential to increase potential, 

while meta-producers produce producers. Finally, hyper-systems allow meta-producers 

to use new forms of meta-memory, known as wideware, to learn to produce new types 

of potential. Each will be addressed now in turn.  

Financial capital is the meta-valuation of different types of money. For example, is 

money more useful when invested in buying a factory to produce a product, or a ship 

to trade a product? In this sense, meta-currencies evaluate the potential of a 

particular potential. If we look at the definitions of capital built upon the 

pathbreaking analyses of Marx, and as updated by figures like David Harvey, we can 

define capital as the relative value of money in motion. The degree of capital 

something has is the degree to which it can lead to the production of more money. 

Capital is incarnated in particular investments, whether in the fixed capital of a 

factory, or the variable capital of the labor of one’s employees. Either way, capital is 

the potential to produce currency, or potential, in a given system.   

Returning to the example of energy, if energy is potential to do work, what is the 

potential for the potential to do work, that is, the potential to create more potential 

energy? All currencies can be given physical form, like money can be stored in gold or 



dollars, even if money is an abstract quanity rather than gold or printed paper. These 

simply transmit monetary value and store it. The same can be said with energy, 

namely, that energy can be stored in matter and transmitted by it. In humans, energy 

is transmitted, as we have already argued, in monetary-type units known as ATP 

molecules. And so, it would seem that the reconversion of currency into matter is 

essential to understanding this next step.  

That said, according to the laws of physics, energy can also be converted into matter 

and vice-versa, just as money can be converted into useful things. And it is useful 

things, like factories or laborers, which, when intertwined complexly, are able to 

produce greater monetary value. Just as the complex intertwining of things in 

processes is able to produce currency in particular contexts, so it is that complex 

intertwinings of matters in processes are able to produce energy in particular 

contexts. Just as currencies value and evaluate things and codes, so do capitals 

evalute contexts and processes.  

Capital can in this sense be thought of as the manner in which processes are valued, 

and in this sense, capitals provide for means of evaluation between currencies in the 

meta-economies they provide. Like currencies, however, they only do so in limited 

terms, such that only when multiple capitals compete that we can begin to evaluate 

between capitals and even meta-capitals. Financial derivatives, for example, are 

meta-capitals, for they evalute the likelihood of a capital to prove a sound 

investment. But there are other types of capital which can be played against financial 

capital as well.  

For example, many sociologists have begun to speak of social capital, which is the 

ability to put one’s social relationships and connections to work for you. Cultural 

capital, as famously analyzed by Pierre Bourdieu, is another form of capital, in which 

one’s cultural savvy can be put to work to create benefits of all sorts for those ‘in the 

know.’ Knowing how to quote Shakespeare at a cocktail party can get one a job, 

providing us with an example of cultural capital at work. Education can be thought of 

as a type of capital as well. All these forms of capital are qualitative, but they can be 

quantified as well. Education is often quantified, if roughly so, in terms of degrees. 

And by converting social, cultural, or educational capital into financial capital, they 

are often evaluating.  

It should not be thought that mathematics is necessarily a type of capital meta-

economy, however. While numbers are used to quantify, math is a language, not an 



economy. It simply provides the means whereby, via counting, differences in degree 

can be used to rank values. That said, math does have meta-levels which can be used 

to quantify degrees of change, as we see in the jumps in level between change, rate 

of change, rate of rate of change, and how the notion of the derivative is used to 

jump between these. That said, it is not until we get to abstract types of calculus such 

as vector calculus, that is, the calculus used to describe force fields, such as those 

seen in electromagnetic waves, that we begin to see a convergence of mathematics 

and physical potential which allows us to think of math as taking forms analogous to 

those of capitals themselves.  

Surplus. It is worth describing at this point how capitals come about, for like 

currencies, they emerge from within alredy existent systems of meaning. Capitals start 

off simply as extra, or surplus currency, but when invested in the production of more 

currency, they then become meta-currencies, that which determines the production of 

value as such. In terms of finance, we see the ways in which surpluses of cash can be 

further invested in the process of production, in ways that can then steer the entire 

productive process, and ultimately, social values.  

Surplus currency is always that which allows for the transformation of a system from 

within, and a reworking of the relation of that system to what is beyond it. While the 

example we have given here is financial, there are many types of capital. In living 

organisms, surplus ATP can be turned into simple stores of energy, or fats, but also 

into proteins, or the structures of the body itself. All natural evolution has come about 

because of surpluses in ATP which were then turned into new bodily structures for 

gaining yet more ATP to thereby create new structures. Surplus currency remains 

simply currency unless it becomes something other than currency, and therefore 

becomes able to not only measure and store value, but become potential value.  

When surplus is stored, it is known as reserve, which is the simplest type of capital. 

Fat stores in the body, for example, or money stored in vault. However, surplus can 

also be put to work to make new value, and when this happens, we say that it has 

been invested. Investments can give rise to new forms of capital, known as producers, 

meta-producers, and hyperproducers, each of which will now be addressed in turn.  

Producers. Producers are entities which are able to produce potential in the 

world. The earth is an example of a physical system which produces oil, which is 

valued within various human economies, and has the potential to produce heat, move 



cars, produce useful products of various sorts, etc. In this sense we can say that the 

earth is a producer. A factory is also an example of a producer, as is a farm. A 

producer is a system which uses surplus potential, beyond what it needs to form and 

repair itself, to give rise to new potential. What producers give rise to are known as 

stocks, that is, which can then serve as objects within currency economies. 

Commodities are an example of stocks which are made by factories considered as 

producers.  

One particularly powerful type of producer is an organism. Living systems take their 

surplus potential and invest it back in themselves, and in this sense, the commodities 

they produce are themselves. Organsisms value themselves, and here we see what is 

often called the drive to self-preservation, the valuation of oneself from which all the 

values of organisms for other aspects of their worlds flows.  

In addition to producing themselves, organisms also produce offspring, and here we 

see the simplest form in which they can be considered meta-producers. Meta-

producers are entities which give rise not only to new potential, but new potential for 

new potential, that is, new producers. Laborers may not only produce commodities, 

and hence function as producers, but produce factories, producers of commodities. In 

this manner laborers can be seen as either producers or meta-producers, depending on 

the manner in which they interact with aspects of their world.  

Hyperproduction. In addition to meta-producers, there are also hyper-

producers. These are systems which not only produce producers, but can give rise to 

new types of production and potentials. These types of systems are known as 

hyperproducers. Hyperproduction takes the form of evolution, learning, meta-

learning, and meta-evolution. These will be described shortly, but first we need to 

think about precisely what it is which allows meta-producers, of which organisms are 

an example, to do these sorts of things.  

Learning, the most basic form of hyperproduction, occurs when organisms are able to 

intertwine their economies of value with their meta-memory systems. As systems 

develop the ability to record in memory habits beyond repair and reproduction, they 

develop abilities to surive in more diverse settings by developing more flexible, 

complex bodies and sets of reactions to the outside world. As value systems and 

memory systems intertwine further, systems are able to develop increasingly complex 

habits, develop memory systems to produce ever more complex relay systems. The 



result is the evolution of basic control systems, first by the development of specific 

parts which produce relays, then traffic control systems between these, and finally, 

brain systems. Thus, it is only when additional memory systems, beyond those needed 

for repair and reproduction, such as found in basic DNA/RNA systems, that we see the 

potential for learning to deveop.  

Hypermemory. By means of control systems, such as nervous and brain 

systems, organisms are able to increasingly begin to learn. As brains and nervous 

systems get more complex, we begin to see specific systems develop for cognition and 

valuation, for example, in humans, the manner in which hormones and 

neuromodulators intertwine the cognitive memory apparatuses of the body with those 

which account for drives, pleasure, pain, etc. By bringing together reward and 

punishment, organisms are motivated from within to learn. By means of the 

intertwining of systems of valuation and those for cognition, organisms then begin to 

transform their enviroments, in order to transform them so as to make them able to 

assist them in learning to better survive and thrive in the world.  

Control systems of various sorts, including nervous systems, brains, and various 

motivation systems, can be thought of as types of hypermemory. Hypermemory 

systems are systems of meta-memory which are produced by producers to assist them 

in producing new potential. That is, they describe the manner in which meta-memory 

systems and value systems/economies intertwine to give rise to new types of either or 

both.  

Wideware. In addition to nervous systems, which occur within organisms, it 

is also possible for memory to be externalized beyond the boundary of producer. What 

makes humans, for example, particularly effective learners, and learners which have 

gone beyond other organisms, is their ability to externalize memory in the world. Many 

theorists of technology have called external memory devices wideware. We can think 

of wideware as a form of hypermemory, for it describes the way in which value 

systems are able to produce new potentials in the world by giving rise to new forms of 

memory.  

The simplest type of wideware to describe is known as a tool. Organisms alter aspects 

of their physical world so as to make them more productive in regard to their goals. A 

hammer, screwdriver, a factory, these are all tools. Organisms also make signs, to 

enable them to communicate, coordinate, and learn from each other. And lastly, 



organisms make themselves, populations of organisms which externalize the memory 

held in their bodily codes in the form of a body. That is, the body of an organism can 

be seen as the tool of its memory codes and energy carriers to accomplish their goals, 

so to speak, out in the world. Bodies can then give rise to behaviors which can be 

immitated between organisms, known as actions.  

Quasi-Life.  As external memory systems, wideware systems are not static. 

That is, they are continually modified by those who produce them. Humans have 

evolved with their wideware systems, and in this sense, we see that systems of 

wideware share many aspects which are only otherwise seen in living systems which 

create them.   

According to the approach to technological development described by Gilbert 

Simondon, we can say that the hammer, a tool, has developed over time, that the 

population of hammers has evolved over time. Many have argued that ideas and words 

are ‘memes’ that act like genes in living organisms. We will have much to say about 

such notions in future works. However, for now it is important to note that these 

entities describe the manner in which complex mediatory systems intermediate their 

complexity with that of the world around them. For example, a piano player’s fingers 

are unable to produce anything like music without a piano. This externalized 

complexity demonstrates the ways in which the complexity of living organisms 

becomes partially externalized within these populations of mediated matters that 

mediate the organisms in question.  

It is in this sense that we will say that wideware systems can be seen as a sort of 

quasi-life. That is, populations of wideware evolve in a manner similar to populations 

of organisms, but this only occurs because of their continual intertwining with humans 

and other tool using organisms that produce them. By means of forms of 

hypermemory, of which quasi-living wideware represent one particular type, 

producers are able to learn, and learn in increasingly complex fashion. It is in this 

manner that living and quasi-living entities intertwine within increasingly complex 

evolutionary populations, giving rise to new forms of potential and complexity in the 

world.  

Hypervaluation. All systems which make use of capitals, that is, which 

invest surplus currencies in the hope of increasing the ability to produce more 

currency, may be thought of as investing in growth. And as we have said, complexity is 



the most intense when it is growing in complexity. In this sense, we can see the 

manner in which surpluses which are converted into capital economies allow systems 

to view all their actions as investments in future growth. As such, they not only 

evaluate, but meta-evaluate, coding entities not according to value, but potential to 

produce value, which is potential value.  

To such systems, any move or action is a potential for the growth of future 

complexity, and this is what it means to be in a hypermediate relation with the world. 

It must be stressed, however, that such an approach to the world is not necessarily 

financial. What is invested may be any type of currency, be this money, energy, time, 

etc.  

When a busy person asks themselves if a particular activity is worth their time, what 

they are trying to do is manage a precious resource, namely, their surplus time, and to 

ponder the best way to invest this. When we value time in relation to money and pay 

it by the hour, we call it wage labor, and here we see the classic manner in which 

Marx demonstrated the link between time and money that Benjamin Franklin made the 

subject for his famous proverb. In this way, some critics, such as Atonion Negri, have 

argued that Marx is truly a theorist of time, and that products should perhaps be best 

understood as condensed time.   

The goal of investment of any sort, whether of time, money, desire, etc., is always 

multiple and may shift in relation to context. On the one hand, we can say that the 

goal of all investment is growth, but growth is always mediated by matter and 

entities, and as such, any growth which occurs can then be converted into various 

types of currency, which can then be turned into various types of capital which can 

then be invested in various ways. It is worth noting that translation between 

currencies and capitals is always possible. Some systems value using only one currency 

and/or capital, some value using many. The benefits and detriments of these 

approaches, and their relation to issues of power will be discussed in future works on 

network ethics.  

In this sense we can see how it is that invenstment may lead to use (ie: exchange of 

currency for a product to be used, exchange of a buildup of desire for an orgasm to be 

enjoyed), exchange (ie: exchange of currency for a different type of product, 

exchange of desire for a different type of object), or reinvestment (ie: deferment of 

enjoyment so as to give rise to potentially greater enjoyment or exchange later). All 

of these are forms of hypervaluation, which are use, exchange, and surplus.  



It is worth noting that these differences do not necessarily emerge in intricate systems 

which do not invest energy. Computers, for example, may make use of currency, and 

even store currency and use it in many forms similar to money, but they do not invest 

currency for purposes of self-growth. While computers to do monitor their own 

functions, and some may even modulate their own functioning in relation thereto (for 

example, conserving power when battery reserves get low), they do not invest their 

currency, and hence, are not truly capital economies.  

Only when computers come to value their own systematicity as such, like organisms 

do, will they then become truly hypervaluing economies, and hence, shift from quasi-

life to life. And it is here that we see why artificial intelligence will never be enough 

to make computers human-like. For without full valuation systems, that is, systems of 

desire and drive, as well as feedback between body and mind in cycles of modulation, 

will computers be more than just learning machines. But there is so much more to 

living organisms than simply learning, for value describes the reasoning behind why we 

perform even the simplest tasks.  

Hypersignification. In all their forms, hypersignifiers represent the 

systematicity of a system within that system, and in this manner, we can see how 

there are crucial links between hypersignifiers and the notion of feedback and self-

reference in dynamic systems. This can allow us to say more about how meta-memory 

and hypermemory/wideware systems come to be intertwined with value systems by 

means of a process which we will call hypersignification.  

In Marx’s writings on value, he distinguishes between three types of value, which are 

use value, exchange value, and surplus value. The use value of a particular entity is 

what it can be used for, for example, the use value of a loaf of bread is to be eaten as 

food, while the use value of a hammer is to hammer things. When these are 

exchanged in a market, we create equivalences between the use value of bread and 

that of a hammer, which are fundamentally different, by means of a relative standard 

of value. This is exchange value. At first this happens via barter (ie: how many loaves 

of bread are equal to how many hammers if we barter?), but markets and uniform 

standards of value, that is, currencies, allow for us to use price instead. Price 

measures the quantitative degree to which a particular product is valued by the 

market against a general standard. Price measures then exchange value, that is, how 

much society values a particular entity, not for what it can be used for, but relative to 

others, and against a relative standard, such as gold.  



Gold therefore acts as what is known as a general equivalent, for it is that which 

facilitates equivalency between that which is otherwise not equal. It ceases to 

represent its own use value to the extent to which it acquires this new capability, just 

as each entity’s use value goes into eclipse to the extent that its exchange value 

comes to the fore.  

While value theory in this sense was pioneered by Marx, there are other types of value 

which has been tracked in social systems, and Jean-Joseph Goux’s masterful work 

Symbolic Economies tracks the ways in which many of these systems of value can be 

seen as having similar structures despite their varied forms. Goux in particular tracks 

how the account of value described in Lacan’s notions of economies of desire and 

economies of language can be made to sync with Marx’s writings on economic value, 

and Claude Levi-Strauss’ writings on social value in kinship systems. According to 

Goux, general equivalency in a financial economy gets more abstract as it shifts from 

being represented by gold, paper money, then numbers in bank accounts. Goux’s 

project is to produce a sort of general economy of currencies, capitals, and their 

various representations, and in ways which have been a profound influence on this 

part of the networkological project.  

As an economy begins to deal with ideas of value more abstractly, such as we see in 

the movement from barter to gold to paper money to numbers to capital markets in 

the case of financial economies, we begin to see the extent to which what is being 

represented is nothing more than potential within a system to increase itself. So when 

we say that, for example, a loaf of bread costs three dollars, the money here 

represents the use value of the bread, the exchange value of the bread, and the 

surplus value of the bread. It is easy for us to understand the first two, but what 

would it mean the three dollars here to represent surplus value? This is three dollars 

worth of potential to create more potential. In this third capacity we see how money 

represents not only objects and values, but also, when in a capital system, the 

potential to feed back into the system as meta-potential.  

In this third capacity, money comes to represent not only objects or relative 

equivalences within the system, but the value of entities in relation to the system as 

such. In relation to a financial system, we could say that a loaf of bread can then be 

seen as valuable for eating, for exchanging, and for reinvesting to make more money. 

But this is circular, that is, since money is used in this system to rank the value of 

other entities, it has no use value in itself, especially once gold or even paper are 



abstracted out of the system. By saying that a loaf of bread has a certain value in 

regard to its ability to reproduce the financial system, as a type of investment, we are 

saying that is has value in relation to the potential reproduction of the financial 

system itself, both as a signifying system, but also a material system composed of 

humans and their objects. ATP in fact has a similar function in living cells, in that it 

represents the ability of anything in relation to the cell’s ability to eventually get to 

reproduce itself and pass on its genes. And even in physical systems, energy as 

condensed in matter can be thought of as the ability of matter to produce more 

matter.  

In all these senses, we can then say that hypersignifiers are forms of meta-memory 

which come to represent not a particular entity within a system, but the system itself, 

and that system’s ability to produce and reproduce itself. This is precisely what is 

meant by value. Value always represents a tendency, and in particular, a tendency to 

produce and reproduce what it values in the world. As these systems get more 

complex, moving from currency to capital to meta-capital, these systems come to 

recode everything that is in relation to their abilty to reproduce themselves and their 

values. Living systems live to reproduce themselves, just as financial systems and 

religious systems do. In this sense, we need to be very careful about the types of 

currencies and capitals we invest in, because their tendency to reproduce themselves 

often takes on a life of its own. Capitalism in financial systems is but one example of a 

cancerous condition which ultimately will undermine its own conditions of production 

if left to its own devices, simply because of the narrowness of what it values. Only 

diverse, multiform, and truly adaptive systems, with flexible currencies and values of 

various sorts, are able to maintain the sort of diversity which makes them viable in 

many different sorts of conditions in a changing world.  

Discursive Economies. Douglas Hofstadter has shown how self-

reference in codes of many sorts is essential to their functioning as what he calls 

‘strange loops’, which are the foundations of what we have called economies. For 

Hofstadter, all life and consciousness depend upon the sort of self-reference within 

systems which these sorts of circular signifiers within them provide. Thus, in living 

systems, we see how ATP intertwines with DNA systems so that they system not only 

records itself, but powers itself and values itself. ATP links with specific things, just as 

money represents specific things in financial systems, and then it recirculates within 

the whole. Currencies are always both within and outside systems of meaning, such as 

those of language in human culture, within which they circulate.  



This is not to say, however, that money and meaning are completely unrelated. Goux 

builds upon Lacan’s investigations of linguistic signification to show that there is a 

strong connection between what Lacan, in his later works, calls ‘master signifiers’, 

and the function of money in financial economies. For Lacan, master signifiers are 

signifiers which serve as privileged knots of desire and meaning within a particular 

discourse. For example, God in a religious economy is a master signifier, in that it is 

used to organize the way in which all the other signifiers in religious discourse are 

organized. In various forms of religious discourse, some terms within the system are 

aligned more strongly with God than others, and those which are aligned strongly with 

God have more value within the system of discourse as such. In this sense, God in a 

religious discourse serves as the general equivalent, the standard of value, as well as 

the particular set of contents to which it is linked. Thus, God may be linked with the 

trinity or with unity, with communion wafers or not, such that God has particular 

content and functions as a standard of value, in a way that is similar to the residual 

use values of gold (ie: for making jewelry, non-corrosive electrical connections, etc.) 

versus its function as a standard of value. The more abstract the notion of God is, the 

more it can represent the reproduction of the system as a whole in a flexible way, and 

hence, function similar to money as pure numbers in financial economies.  

For Lacan, all discursive systems make use of master-signifiers, if often differently, for 

master-signifiers describe why it is we make use of systems of signs like language in 

the first place, namely, to help us achieve our goals in relation to what we value. 

Some terms in a language are sites for what he calls the ‘captation’ of value, that is, 

they are sites which are highly charged with value. These serve to anchor discourses, 

not in terms of syntax (like grammatical forms of anchoring), but in terms of desire 

and social meaning.  

Many critics have used Lacan’s insights to analyze political speech, for example. 

Notions like ‘freedom’ or ‘the American Way of life’ are relatively empty of particular 

content, in that it is unclear what these terms mean. Any attempt at definition usually 

comes up with semi-circular chains of signifiers, such that ‘the American way of life’ 

usually comes to mean the American flag, the Fourth of July, etc., and freedom, while 

the meaning of these is ‘the American way of life.’ If these four notions are relatively 

exchangeable, then we can say that they incarnate a sort of proto-currency which 

determines the value against which other signifiers, such as Islam or homosexuality, 

can be exchanged in the so-called ‘marketplace of ideas.’ In all of these cases, we 

begin to see how the discourse of ‘the American way of life’ serves to perpetuate 



itself, in the manner in of all valuing economies, and takes on a quasi-life of its own.  

Whenever a set of signifiers links up to value in a manner that begins to make use of 

currencies and capitals, linked to hypersignifiers in this sense, we say that it ceases to 

be composed simply of meta-memory, for some of its meta-memory gets recoded in 

relation to value and hypersignification. Such systems are known as discursive 

economies. All human language, for example, does this, for human language is shot 

through with various ways in which various forms of value get linked to various aspects 

of discourse which are then exchanged as semi-currencies.  

Discourse. We will say much more about discourse in future works on 

matrixology. For now, however, let us say that for the networkological project, what 

Lacan calls ‘master signifiers’ we will call value anchors, or grounding terms within 

discourses. All discourses use these, including the networkological project. These are 

terms which represent the systematicity of a discursive system within that system 

itself. What determines the ability of a particular term to do so is the manner in which 

it links, or does not, with terms both within and outside a given discourse.  

Let us compare, for a moment, two very different discourses, namely, a 

fundamentalist Christian worldview of the type used by the religious right in this 

country, and the descriptive relational worldview described by the networkological 

project. It is true that both of these have value anchor terms, for example, God, 

country, the family, and various other relatively circularly justified terms within this 

discourse, while in the networkological discourse, we have terms such as complexity, 

diversity, potential, etc. Each of these value terms is linked to other subsidiary terms, 

and is prohibited from linking to others. For example, in the first example, g-d is 

linked to family, but not homosexuality or viewing other religions as potentially 

legitimate, which to many who ascribe to this discourse, are incompatible with g-d 

and family. This is not to say that these notions have not been contested, and there 

are many devout Christians who believe that g-d loves queer folks, and believe that g-

d may manifest truths differently to different cultures, the scriptures may need to be 

interpretted differently in different ages, etc. Ultimately, any word can be linked with 

any other, redefined in any way, but a discourse is precisely the manner in which some 

words are linked or not linked with others according to extra-linguistic concerns. We 

could, for example, say that dogs and cats are the same thing, but our relation to the 

wider world makes us distinguish between them. Likewise, the delinking of g-d and 

homosexuality for fundamentalist Christians has nothing to do with the signifiers as 



such, but the ways in which their goals and sub-goals, values and projects, intertwine 

with particular sets of meanings in particular social conditions.  

What then differentiates a Christian fundamentalist worldview and a descriptivist one? 

For descriptive philosphy, all worldviews are potentially beneficial, and difference in 

worldview is encouraged. There is only one thing which is forbidden, which is that 

your worldview determine that you limit that of others unless they limit that of 

others. In this manner, a descriptivist philosophy can sync with many, many different 

types of worldviews. It has the potential link widely. It is curious about the world, 

flexible, and in its valuation of complexity, is willing to change many aspects of itself 

if it finds these allow it to better pursue its values. Because its values include adapting 

dynamically to the world around it, changing in relation to circumstances, learning and 

evolving, the only approach to the world which is forbidden is that provided by the 

paranoid worldview described by, for example, a fundamentalist Christian worldview.  

On the other hand, a fundamentalist Christian worldview prohibits any discourse which 

is not in sync with its highly specific and particular strictures. Rather than value 

adaptation or curiosity, paranoid discourses such as this see anything different as an 

attack, and rather than aim to change, they aim to reproduce the same.  

A worldview like contemporary capitalism, however, provides a dangerous hybrid 

formation. For capitalism as a discursive formation, that is, a discourse intertwined 

with various subjects, matters, and processes in the world, is curious about anything 

and everything, for it is all potential matter for profit. However, there is a deeper, 

underlying conservatism, because it only engages with these sources of profit so as to 

recode them as potential profit. There is still a desire to recode everything as 

profitable or useless, to varying degrees.  

The networkological discourse, of course, views everything as potentially a source of 

growth of complexity. But because complexity is defined as that which can only be 

built by means of radical self-differing, intertwining with the world and what is other 

to oneself to the point of one’s own potential self-reconstitution, there is a letting go 

of the paranoid core which is at the very source of what it values. This is not to say 

that the discourse is not paranoid, but it is paranoid about only one thing, which is 

becoming paranoid. That said, the networkological project also views paranoia as 

having uses, when subordinated to the value of complexity itself.  

Many of these issues are intertwined with those related to the network paradox, and 



how this manifests in knowledge and in relation to language in various ways, a notion 

which will be described in full in future works on matrixology, the implications of 

which will be described in full in future work on network ethics.  

For now, however, we can see the ways in which this relates to feedback within 

systems, with resonances from the level of matter to discourse. All systems need to 

balance between paranoia and curiosity if they are to grow complex in the world. 

Learning the potentials of each in relation to our contemporary world is part of what 

the networkological project is about.  

Reflexivity. Systems theorists of various types have argued about the 

meaning of feedback in systems. Most have argued that if all a system does is 

feedback, it talks only to itself and cuts itself off completely from the world, while 

systems without any sort of feedback have no way of determining how well they are 

doing at various goals and sub-goals, and without this necessary reflexivity, fail to 

learn from their mistakes. Multiple types of feedback are necessary if a system has 

many types of goals. In humans, for example, we have many values which flow from 

our general valuation of our own lives. We have chemical and nervous value systems 

which have trained us to value not being hungry, thirsty, being able to have sex, and 

feel satisfaction, well-being, and accomplishment. If any one of these particular 

chemical value systems gets deprived, it begins to overtake the others for our 

attention, and we have all experienced how everything gets coded in terms of its 

ability to make us not hungry or thirsty if we start to be deprived of these things.  

Any truly complex system is a competition between value systems and their 

hypersignifiers, along with the types of feedback they provide. Likewise, any system 

can take this feedback to an extreme, cutting the system off from all others, 

becoming completely self-reflexive and self-reproducing, without any connection to 

the larger contexts from which it was produced and the values from which it derives. 

When this happens, we say a system has become cancerous.  

In living systems, a cancerous system is one which wants to grow so much, even at the 

expense of the systems which support it. It’s value of its own reproduction has become 

blinded to the point to which it can only reflect upon itself, cutting itself off from the 

world, literally putting the system into a hall of mirrors in which it can see no 

difference from itself. Losing its ability to refer outside itself, it becomes nothing but 

a reproduction machine, killing its own ability to reproduce by means of its own 



blindness to, for example, the need to value its host as well as itself if it is to stay 

alive.  

Capitalism. None of what has been described above in relation to capitals 

should be confused with capitalism. Capitalism is the name given to the condition in 

which complex hypermediatory systems, that is, those which employ capitals to 

attempt to evaluate investments of their currencies, including time, energy, money, 

etc., begin to lose balance and undermine their own functioning. That is, when a 

capital system begins to cannibalize its own foundations in the search for short term 

increase, this is known as capitalism.  

Capitalism is a cancerous condition, in which the growth of one part of the system 

occurs at the expense of others, resulting in a weakening of the system which may 

collapse it if it is allowed to occur. Just as energy and surplus energy can be thought 

of in relation to living organisms, so cancer is a direct analog to capitalism in financial 

systems. In contemporary culture, the growth of financial surplus for those who 

already have it lead to the cancerous multiplication of the power of these systems at 

the cost to the growth of the system as a whole. As a result, the systematic relations 

that keep the system as a whole growing begin to be undermined, and massive 

destructions of global surplus for the rise in surplus of the few result.  

Capitalism should not be confused with a market system, for a market is simply a 

search algorithm designed to maximize certain types of financial relations, and is 

fundamentally related to the biological search algorithm known as evolution, or 

natural selection. Markets and other search organisms have a variety of parameters 

which are employed in particular conditions. Capitalism is an application of market 

mechanisms to further cancerous ends.  

Robustness. Complex systems are those in which the whole exceeds the sum 

of its parts. The most complex systems known are those which employ capitals, 

productive systems, and meta-productive systems of various sorts. The most complex 

are those which are able to be complex in a sustainable fashion, without destroying 

the internal or external conditions which allow for the development of this 

complexity. In this manner we say that they are robust, or exhibit sustainable growth 

in complexity.  

The most robust systems are generally those which employ many different types of 



capitals, productive systems, and meta-productive systems, and in fact, have these 

compete against each other within a sustainable context. The human brain, for 

example, is precisely this sort of system, in which multiple currencies, from neuro-

transmitters and neuro-modulators, to various capitals, such as ideas, compete within 

a general context which can be best thought of as robust in relation to itself and its 

context. In this, the human brain provides us with a political model, even if one which 

is countered by the relative servitude experienced by the rest of the body in relation 

thereto. These are highly complex ethical, politcal, and aesthetic issues, which can 

here only be sketched in the briefest form, and which will be addressed carefully and 

at length in the volume on network ethics.  

Hypermediacy. As we mentioned earlier in this section, hypermediacy 

has four primary forms, which are evolution, learning, meta-learning, and meta-

evolution. Those systems which develop currencies are those which are able to value, 

and those which develop capital economies are able to invest, or hyper-value. There is 

a small but crucial step between hyper-valuation and learning, for learning is what 

happens when a system is able to value different types of currencies and investments 

not merely intensively, but qualitatively against each other, and to value with varying 

degrees of intensity the qualities at hand.  

Thus, when a system learns, it begins to rank investments by the intensity and type of 

growth of qualities they provide it. Learning may happen by the acquisition of new 

qualities, and hence, increasingly the breadth of qualities available to the system, or 

increasing the intensity of the qualities, and even potentially leading to the 

development of new codes, currencies, capitals, etc. Beyond learning there is 

evolution, which is the manner in which systems learn what types of learning provide 

it with the most benefit. Evolution comes in several forms, which will be described in 

what follows.  

Hyperproduction occurs when a system is able to produce not only potential, as 

production, or the potential for more potential, as meta-production, but the potential 

for new types of potential. The simplest form of this is evolution, and the evolution of 

life is a perfect example of this. However, the evolution of wideware is another 

example, for while wideware evolves due to its relation to living organisms, various 

forms of wideware are able to evolve in ways which potente the production of new 

types of potential in the world.  



Beyond evolution is the evolution of systems which are able to learn, such as 

organisms with developed nervous systems. Simple organisms simply evolve, such that 

learning is only done indirectly via evolution of the population. But complex 

organisms, particularly those which are able to develop goals via self-consciousness, 

are able to learn actively about themselves and their environment. They can then use 

this learning to craft wideware of various forms, and to assist this wideware to evolve 

so as to further potentiate their own learning and evolution.  

Meta-learning occurs when systems which can learn begin to question which way is the 

best to learn. Educational systems, for example, describe the ways in which humans 

have worked to produce themselves in particular ways so as to make humans not only 

better producers, but better learners.  

Finally, meta-evolution occurs when meta-learning advances to a higher degree of 

complexity and begins to take the evolution of the species itself into account. That is, 

when humans begin to ask what sort of evolution as a species they value, then they 

are engaged in what is known as meta-evolution. That is, do we want to be more 

democratic, more aggressive, more paranoid? Beyond values, or the production of 

values via education, what sort of values should we value producing in our species? If 

meta-learning is the beginning of ethics, meta-evolution is the realm of meta-ethics. 

Much will be said about these issues in future works on network ethics.  

Productivity. Let us now look back at our entire description of mediation, 

because certain aspects of our description only become clear after all the parts are 

described, such that this notion is complex in a manner which resonates with that 

which it describes.  

We have argued that hypermediation be seen as an abstraction from metamediation, 

an extension of its logic. We have also shown how a type of entity can shift from 

meta-mediatory relations with others to one of hypermediation, such as when paper 

shifts when marked in specific ways to become money, a representation of the value 

of other entities, rather than simply a different type of entity as it was before as 

paper. Does this mean that we see a logic of progressive abstraction from formal 

mediation to meta-mediation to hypermediation? Is this the only possibility?  

Certainly, matter gives rise to life, and living entities give rise to many different types 

of economies. However, if we think of energy as a type of currency within the 

economy of the physical universe, and matter as the concretization of energy (via 



Einstein’s famous equation E=mc2), might we not argue that as potential, currency is 

the foundation of even formal mediation? That is, might not this snake eat its own tail?  

In fact, this is most certainly the case. Hypermediation can be considered the moment 

of genesis of mediation as such, if one considers energy, force, or potential as the 

fundamental ground of what is, just as formal mediation can be considered 

fundamental if one considers matter the ground of what is. And since in science these 

are strictly convertible, two sides of the same, it is ultimately impossible to say that 

one is more foundational than the other. We have simply started with matter, moved 

to life, and then to economies, because this was the simplest path of explanation to 

humans who find dealing with material objects to be simpler than with abstract 

notions like potential. While potential is abstract, however, this does not make it less 

fundamental, for the world is abstract and concrete, intertwined.  

Might it not be possible, however, to also see metamediation itself as fundamental, 

and perhaps, as fundamental to what is as formal mediatiation and hypermediation. In 

fact, this turns out to be the case. If formal mediation views matter as fundamental, 

and hypermediation views potential as fundamental, then metamediation views 

change as fundamental. This notion is as old as philosophy itself, that all is change, 

and as we have argued, it is possible to view all that is, including seemingly static 

matter, as composed of systems, so long as one interprets quantum forces/matters as 

being, in a sense, in motion. From such a perspective, metamediation can be seen as 

the moment of meta between matter and potential, and describes the transition 

between the two, the genesis of difference whereby potential forms matter, and 

matter gives rise to potential. The meta level is the level of change, of 

differentiation, in which potential gives rise to new form via function, and matter 

gives rise to new potentials by becoming different from itself via function as well.  

Which then is most fundamental? That which views the world as having a logic of 

things, processes, or forces? Is the world most similar to a stone on the ground, a 

letter in an alphabet, or money in an economy? Clearly all three, and more. For each 

of these three logics are only what they in the manner in which they differ from each 

other, and from themselves by means of each other.  

What’s more, there is no entity in the world that incarnates simply one of these logics 

without the other. Take for example, the living cell. Its three fundamental aspects are 

its structural parts (ie: cell wall), its metabolic processes which provide it energy (ie: 

ADP/ATP), and its memory system (DNA/RNA). Hegel famously argued that life and 



processes take the form of a syllogism, and here we can see why life is both syllogism 

and process. For in fact, the three primary parts of a living cell, structure, 

metabolism, and memory, are in fact, matter, change, and potential, the three sides 

of mediation itself, woven together. For if we see cellular energy as the abstract 

potential to be anything the cell can figure out how to build or any action it can figure 

out how to perform, its structural parts are the concrete material which allows this 

potential to unfold itself in the world, such that it is only abstract potential in relation 

thereto. And the middle level, the level of DNA/RNA, the memory that links dynamic 

processes with formed matter via the balanced intertwining that a stable flow of 

energy can provide, is what intertwines, weaves, and links matter and energy in 

patterns, particular patterns which are precisely what mediation is. In this manner, we 

see abstract, particular, and concrete, three logical aspectws, play out in potential 

energy, dynamic stable form, and concrete matter.  

These three aspects may be separated out in living organisms, such that structural 

proteins incarnate more of the concrete material side, DNA/RNA more of the 

particular functional side, and ADP/ATP more of the abstract potential side. But each 

of these incarnates all three at multiple levels of scale, for all that is combines all 

three of these. While each may emphasize one over the other in a living cell, this is 

because of the particular role they play within this system, part of the process of 

differentiating particularization which arises when the meta-level determines that 

some aspects within a system will emphasize some aspects of their constitution over 

others within a systematic whole.  

All entities are in fact like this, depending on the lens or perspective one uses to view 

them. The world can be seen as an economy, with its own attempts to learn and 

evolve, just as much as an interplay of matters which give rise to change and potential 

within them, or a set of dynamic systems which use potential and matter to produce 

themselves. What these all share in common is difference, difference that takes the 

particular forms which we have described by means of the notions of relation, 

complexity, and emergence.  

In this manner we begin to see how it is that a logic of processes becomes possible. 

For if matter, systems, and economies can be seen as aspects of process, of the 

emergence of complexity from itself via relation, then we can begin to understand 

how it is that mediation is always differing from itself in a manner which produces the 

complex world that we experience. And it is to emergence that we will now turn.  



If economies of potential describe the manner in which matter becomes different from 

itself by means of function within such systems, we see how the three sides of matter, 

namely, form, meaning, and value, allow for matter to become that which it is not, to 

emerge from itself. And this is what is meant by complexity. Complexity describes the 

manner in which emergence emerges from itself by means of meta-stably syncing with 

its own forms of self-differing.  

 

Thus, if there are in a sense three horizontal aspects of complexity, namely, 

variability, meta-stability, and sync, then we see here the three vertical aspects, in a 

sense, those which cross levels, which are form, function, and value. It is by means of 

potential, mobilized as value, that systems come about which recode forms as 

functions in systems which sync that which has differentiated into different forms. And 

this happens at multiple levels of scale, not only in terms of physical levels of scale, 

but in terms of aspects of a process. For what is a system at one level may be the form 

at another, combinatories within combinatories, systems within systems, producing 

new potentials, new forms of complexity, of which our world is the result. The 

production of the new, creation, is the result of this sort of non-orientable spiralling, 

intertwined and intertwining with itself in the form of networks within networks, 

nested within each other in massive differentiating and intertwining productivity.   

 

Growth. Ultimately such a world must, of course, have a general source of 

power, something that starts everything going, an ur-fold, so to speak, whether this be 

Aristotle’s uncaused cause, or the Big Bang. For the networkological project, we can 

say that it seems that there must be some sort of originary potential which gets 

everything started, though due to the network paradox in its many formations, we 

could not know this without infinite regress of some form or another.  

 

However potential originated, there are many ways in which it can be spent. It can 

simply be dissipated in the fastest way possible. Or it can be intertwined back within 

itself to give rise to ever more intricate differentiated sub-formations which then 

come, by means of meta-stable evolution, to sync with themselves in ever more 

complex formulations.  

 

The difference between pure expenditure, pure growth, and complexity is ultimately 

profound. Cancerous systems, for example, desire to expend everything around them 

for the sake of their own growth. Systems which value pleasure in the moment will 



liquidate all in the service of that pleasure, because pleasure and enjoyment of what a 

currency provides always destroys its potential for reinvestment. Complexity walks a 

path between these. It is neither soley for its own perpetuation and feedback, nor 

completely for pleasure and dissipation. It is for investment, but indirect investment 

in the self, by means of a circuit of difference beyond itself. Only by means of 

investing in others, in other words, is it possible for oneself to grow, and this applies 

to individuals, social systems, etc. The many impliciations of this will be pursued in 

future works on network ethics.  

 

In its many forms, emergence emerges from itself as complexity, and what makes 

complexity what it is its potential to emerge from itself as the potential to exceed 

itself. Emergence and complexity are the sides of relation which intertwine with each 

other in a manner which link all process together, thereby tying form, meaning, and 

value together in the networked webs that compose the world we live in. It is now to 

the structure of the relation between emergence and its various processes to which we 

will now turn.  

 

Combinatorics. As we bring our examination of combination to a close 

with out examination of mediation, we have begun to overlap with processes which 

show the presence of the logic of process within the logic of ground.  

 

Interpretation, coding, valuation, learning, evolution, these are all processes. In this 

manner we have now come full circle. We have described how it is that representation 

comes to be via its three poles, how it intensifies and becomes more complex, and 

how it leads to meaning by means of interpretation. From physical systems to 

economic systems, we have sketched out the various ways in which representation 

forms. The specifics of how these issues apply to systems in our world will be 

described in greater detail in the volume on matrixology, but for now, we see the 

diagrammatical descriptions of the general form of these that the networkological 

project makes available to us. From here, however, we will now move to issues of 

process, leveling, and emergence itself.  

 

 

 

 

 



 

                    [4. complexifications: processes   
                                     of emergence] 
 

 

Manifestation. We have now reached the point at which we can discuss 

precisely that from which all else emerges, which is emergence itself, which we have 

called the oneand. To attempt to grasp the oneand directly produces paradox, and the 

network paradox in particular, for no network can grasp its own grounds and levels 

without changing, dissolving, or falling into paradox. Thus, to attempt to describe the 

oneand in language will result in twisting language against itself in ways that reach the 

limits of sense. The oneand is in everything yet is none of these things. It is 

everything, but also that which exceeds it. It is the process of that exceeding, and 

that which binds all to all, etc. As we have said, to attempt to grasp the oneand 

directly is likely to verge on non-sense. However, it is possible by employing the 

threeand to possible to grasp it in its many aspects, and trace, or diagram, its outline 

dynamically and processurally in this manner. The approach to this must be 

parallaxical, however, in that it must approach the oneand from many sides which 

make a whole which is incompossible in our own forms of understanding, for it is that 

which, in their grounding in the threeand, exceeds them in a variety of ways. At this 

point, we have traced a variety of the aspects of emergence, other than the 

processural. Before we proceed to an attempt to describe process, however, a few 

words, at the risk of non-sense, about the oneand as emergence itself.  

  

Emergence is closely related to the concept of relation itself, for emergence is 

relation under the aspect of emergence. Emergence It contains itself, because it 

emerges from itself, and therefore contains itself as the potential, and the potential 

to emerge as specific for potentials by means of differentiation. While it is possible 

that emergence contains itself infinitely, we could not know this. However, when 

emergence contains itself more intensely in the form of complexity, by means of 

differentiations which intertwine and recontain each other, emergence is able to 

emerge more intensely, for its self-containing is how it self-potentiates.  

 

This is the paradox, that emergence emerges and hence uncontains itself, and yet it 

gains the potential for doing so by recontaining itself, yet with a multiple, possibly 



infinite twist, of multiple and possibly infinite degrees, and in a manner which is 

nested within itself at multiple, possibly infinite levels of scale, is precisely what 

makes emergence so difficult to grasp, for emergence violates our common 

conceptions of time and space. However, as modern mathematics has shown us, it is 

quite possible to construct a wide variety of surfaces in many dimensions which are 

non-orientable in three dimensions, and these non-orientable surfaces can help us 

develop useful analogies for describing emergence.  

 

There are threeand primary logics whereby the oneand appears in the threeand as 

relation in the process of emergence. We have already encountered these logics, for 

these are the logic of the node, link, ground, and network/level. These are the ways 

in which the oneand grasps itself as it articulates itself as the threeand, such that the 

threeand is that which emerges from the oneand, thereby demonstrating its –andic 

nature. These threeand modes or logics, which can be called logics of emergence, 

give rise to threeand types of emergence, which pertain to the threeand, and these 

are entities, relations, contexts, and processes. There are then threeand primary 

qualities which pertain to these, known as qualities of emergence, which are 

acuality, location, relation, and potential.  

 

Such an approach to emergence reifies it into distinct types, and the result is that 

which is described in the paragraph above, which is the parameters of emergence. 

However, when the logics, types, and qualities of emerence intertwine, not in the 

form of distinct parameters, but rather, as combinatorial poles, they give rise to the 

final level we need to investigate, which is processes of emergence. Just as 

parametric analyses of emergence divide it up into distinct parameters of individual 

networks, and combinatorical analysis divides it into processes with distinct yet 

intertwined and often self-potentiating poles, processual analysis describes the 

manner in which aspects of emergence emerge as aspects in/as/and/with emergence 

itself.  

 

Processes of Emergence. There are threeand primary aspects of 

the process of emergence. These are differentiation, eventalization, negotiation, and 

complexification. We have encountered the first and last of these previously, which is 

a factor of the quiltitecture, or quilting form and structure, of the networkological 

project. For aspects of emergence extend down into the other forms, as that which 

propels it forward in its emergence from itself, and from these projections, the entire 



structure of the threeand emerges from itself.  

 

All of these aspects of emergence are network aspects, as they apply to all networks 

which are processes. The manner in which a network can be thought of as a process, 

and a process as network, will be described shortly. However, let us first sketch the 

form of this section in miniature.  

 

Differentiation is the simplest manner in which emergence occurs. All processes are 

differentiations which have not completed themselves. These differentiations may 

occur at the level of entities (ie: the production of more identical copies of 

something), relations (the production of more types of entities), contexts (the 

production of more contexts which could determine types and entities), or processes 

(the production of more types of processes which could determine contexts, types, 

and entities). All that we have encountered so far in this work, and in the world itself, 

is the result of emergence as differentiation, if to differing degrees of actualization, 

and differing degrees of complexity.   

 

Eventalization describes the manner in which differentiation occurs when the relations 

which link an entity to other entities, relations which are known as forces, shift in a 

manner which creates an imablance in potentials at the site of an entity, which is then 

known as an event. An event is an entity which has also become a process, due to a 

shift in its relations, which manifest shifts in the contexts and processes around it. As 

a result, the entity will differ from what it initially was, giving rise to differentiation 

at various levels of intensity, perhaps also of type, logic, or process. Such 

differentiations can come about by means of rearranging its sub-entities, asborbing 

aspects of its environment, its environment absorbing aspects of it, or by 

transformations which exceed any or all of these by means of potentials which exceed 

these boundaries. We will discuss the source of these, in relation to what we will call 

the quandary of originary potential, in the volume on matrixology.  

 

For now, however, it is worth noting that differentiation and eventalization are not 

fundamentally distinct phenomenon, but rather, two aspects of the same, the first 

viewed through the logic of the node, the second through the logic of the link. Each 

are aspects of the whole of emergence, which exceeds them yet it also that of which 

they are both aspects.  

 



The third primary aspect of emergence is negotiation. Negotiation describes the 

manner in which contexts intertwine the decisions made by events distributed in 

various contexts so as to produce the decision which brings about an eventualization in 

a given location.  

 

The final aspect of all processes is potential. No process could occur without it, and it 

is that which is all aspects of emergence, in the mode of complexity, as well as one of 

the possible ends of all processes in the form of self-potentiation, or complexification. 

Potential is more than potential to be this or that, it is potential as such. The concept 

of potential is an abstraction from all specific potentials, and potential itself is that 

from which all particular potentials emerge. In this sense, potential is the self-

containing of pure difference within that which has the potential to differ from itself. 

It is in this sense that within complexity which allows it to be complex, and able to 

emerge from itself and complexify itself under proper circumstances.  

 

Complexity and complexification have been described in detail in the preceding 

section. And complexity is an aspect of all processes via potential, for potential is 

complexity, and the source of complexity, via the specific process of complexification. 

Complexity describes the manner in which processes exceed themselves, and as such, 

it can be thought of as the –andic side of potential, an additional quasi-aspect of all 

processes, if via potential. And we can see the manner in which there is a 

multiplicitous twist here, characteristic of emergence, in which potential is precisely 

that which produces differentiation, returning us to where we began, if with 

difference between them.  

 

Differentiation, eventualization, negotiation, and potential describe the four aspects 

of emergence which are are part of any and all processes, such that emergence as 

concept is an abstraction from all of these, just as emergence in the world is that 

from which all processes emerge.  

 

We have already described in earlier sections the first and last of these aspects. 

However, we have not described how these notions are aspects of processes in their 

multi-aspectual refraction of the other two aspects of process.  In their threeandic 

refraction, processes may be thought of as four-dimensional crystals of emergence, 

with each of the three primary aspects of emergence as one of the dimensions of 

crystalization.  



 

Thus, if representation can be thought of as a crystal of variance, which can then be 

abstracted so as to be understood into three poles, which are that of a perfect crystal, 

anti-crystal, and frozen crystal, we can then think of emergence as a process of the 

formation of that which forms crystals of variance, which are refractions of difference 

and sameness within themselves. We can therefore think of processes as crystalizings 

of variance, and complexification as a hypercrystalizings of variance. 

Differentiation, eventalization, negotiation, and potential are four aspects common to 

both, if differently, and it is to the description of the manner in which these 

intertwine in processes that we will now turn. We will start from potential, which is 

the end as well as the germ from which all process emerges.  

 

Potential. Potential has many aspects relevant to it. There are threeand 

aspects of the process of actualizing, which is potential in the mode of emergence, 

and these aspects are possibility, probability, tendency, and freeom. There are also 

threeand poles of potential when viewed as a set of intertwined contextual logics or 

modes of manifestation, and these are actuality, actualizing, virtuality, and potential. 

There are also threeand types of potentials in the world, which are sub-potentials, 

relational potentials, network potentials, and originary potential. And lastly, there are 

threeand qualities which pertain to potentials, which are matter, form, mind, and 

structure. These last four will not be discussed in this volume, but rather, form the 

bridge to the next volume, that on matrixology, for matter, form, mind, and structure 

indicate the four primary aspects of matrix, the fundmanet of the physical and mental 

world, and the subject matter of the next volume.  

 

Each of the rest of these aspects of potential will be described, in relation to 

emergence as process, but not necessarily in turn, for process is not something which 

lends itself to linear presentation. While many may think of process as something that 

proceeds linearly forward, as we will see, it is anything but. The presentation of this 

section will therefore follow a processural logic. If the preceding section presented 

poles which were often parameters, precondition, result, the aspects of a process are 

this, but in a manner which feeds into itself as a process proceeds, and nested at 

multiple levels of scale. For this reason, much of description of process in the section 

that follows will trace a similar motion to a process itself.  

 

For this reason, section markers will only approximate to sections of the presentation. 



This presentation will not be linear, but will attempt to trace an approximate 

movement from potential to differentiation to eventalization to negotiation, and from 

here to possible potentiation and complexification, via the logic of the node to link, 

ground, and network/level. Section markers should therefore be seen more as 

guideposts than anything else, for they will now necessarily have a semi-disjunctive 

relation to the complexly multi-determined nature of what is described beneath them.  

 

Process. Let us start with a question to guide us. What could it mean to treat a 

process as a network? This section will take much of its inspiration from Bergson’s 

approach to questions of process and change, as described in works such as Time and 

Free Will (1889). In this text Bergson introduces many of the key concerns that will 

direct his approach in subsequent works, such as duration, difference in degree, and 

difference in kind. While we will use different terms more suited to the 

networkological enterprise, Bergson’s approach remains a strong influence.  

 

When an entity changes, aspects of it remain the same while others change, and this is 

what Bergson calls duration, and which we, following contemporary process theory, 

call process. Process is that which endures, that which changes while also remaining 

the same. That said, processes should not be thought of a series of states through 

which a change proceeds as if through a line. Such an approach to change models it 

upon what Bergson calls “clock time,” which he decribes as the notion that time is a 

set of pearls or beads on a string, one moment following after the next. While clocks 

may work like this, processes, and duration, do not. For Bergson, a duration is similar 

to a strand of rope, composed of many smaller strands of rope wound together. Some 

of the strands composing this rope are thicker or longer or stronger or more flexible 

than others, some contain others still within them. The whole strand, however, is 

nothing more than the intertwining of the strands of which it is composed. Rather than 

beads on a string, processes are like strands of rope.  

 

But they are like strands of rope that are growing, and not merely in one direction or 

dimension, but as many as there might be relevant to the process in question. If we 

think of extension or growth here as a dimension here not of space but rather of time, 

then extension in this sense describes the temporal stretching inherent to process as 

such (and in fact, in many contemporary graphs designed to explain four-dimensional, 

Einsteinian style space-time, graphs that represent the passage of time as the 

extension of a line in space are quite common). Ultimately, a strand is a spatial 



metaphor, and while it has some use, it does not fully do justice to how processes 

work. However, it does describe crucial differences between a Bergsonian notion of 

change and that described by atomized clock-time models.  

 

One of the ways in which the rope strand example is still insufficient, though clearly 

better than the beads on a string model, is that it fails to explain precisely what it is 

that makes an entity extend, and how this happens. As we will see, this is a 

particularly complex notion to describe, in all senses of the word.  

 

Possibility. Let us therefore describe this problem first via an example. 

Let’s say that a young child shows great facility with their hands while playing with 

blocks in the crib. The parents encourage this manual dexterity, and the child grows 

up seeing this as one of its distinguishing skills, and eventually, in what may be a case 

of at least a partial feed-forward mechanism or ‘self-fulfilling prophecy,’ she chooses 

to become a surgeon. Let us say that our child was born with enough social privilege 

that becoming a surgeon was a reasonable possibility (which, due to the massive 

inequalities in our world today, is simply not the case for huge swaths of the world’s 

population). In this sense, it is reasonably possible that this child could become a 

surgeon. But we have no reason to say that manual dexterity is necessarily the 

potential to become a surgeon which only needed to be developed. Such a 

determination can only be made in hindsight. Thus, it would not be unreasonable for 

the surgeon, in hindsight, to say something like, “while I couldn’t have known it at the 

time, my manual dexterity as shown at a young age was a potential which I then 

developed into a career in surgery.” And yet, our child could’ve turned this precocious 

manual dexterity into a career in music, and then made a similar claim for music. That 

is, precocious manual dexterity is a potential for both surgery and music and many 

other careers which could benefit from this skill. It is also possible that this skill will 

lead not to a career, but a hobby, or may remain an unfulfilled potential.  

 

As we can see from this example, potential is necessarily indeterminate, it is that 

which can give rise to processes by means of actualizing itself, and it does this by 

differentiating. Differentiating describes the manner in which possibility is reduced by 

means of the transformation of potential in general into a specific potential in the 

process of a specific actualization.  

 

The process of the transformation of potential and possibility to actualiy and 



differentiated specificity can be halted at any point from the start to end of this 

process, either physically, or by means of observation at a given moment. Examined in 

this manner under the logic of the node, we see an entity which is also an event. Such 

an entity-event has a total intensity of potential relevant to it, as well as a network of 

specific possibilities. We cannot know whether or not possibilities are infinite, but for 

practical purposes they may as well be. Potentials, however, are not, and each entity 

at any given moment divides up its potentials to its many aspects, including to itself as 

a whole as one of its aspects, according to its form. No aspect exists in isolation, for it 

only can determine its potentials in relation to its contexts. Potential is always in 

relation, for it is in fact an aspect of emergence. Each aspect of a given entity-event 

is itself an entity-event, with its own potentials-in-relation, which grade its 

possibilities.   

 

Here we see what a process looks like when frozen into a static network when grasped 

via the logic of the node. An entity is in fact nothing more than the network of 

potentials of which it is composed, as its aspects are the manner in which potentials 

congeal when a process is reified and grasped via the logic of the node. The only 

reason why it is possible to grasp entities this way is that processes often balance each 

other out, and create symmetries which determine relatively reified entities. Given 

enough time, however, every entity is ultimately simply a moment of a larger process 

of which it is a part, and any reification of it in the manner described above is as much 

an one sided view as we have made seem in this description.  

 

Sub-potentials. Let us now return to our example. We freeze the life of 

our infant at a particular moment in time, we see that the child is good playing with 

blocks. There is no way we can know if this will lead to a career in surgery, music, a 

hobby, or nothing in particular. There is a total potential here, and while this is 

related to the energy that the child has, a child is much more than just its energy, 

either at any given moment, or the sum total of energy that it will use over the period 

of its life. For the child is a complex entity, and hence, will complexify this energy, 

not merely give it off as heat, but transform it into things like surgery or music or 

hobbies or whatever. Complexity is a potential amplifier, it turns potential into more 

potential when combined with more complexity under complexifying circumstances, 

such as those explained in preceding sections.  

 

There are also specific potentials here. Manual dexterity, due to the form of the 



systems which allow it to develop, depends upon finger muscles, relevant motor 

sections in the brain, parts of the brain that work to coordinate this with the eye, and 

all the support systems that make living and development possible, such as the 

respiratory system, digestive system, etc. The potential for manual dexterity to turn 

into a career in surgery, which is literally the potential to do surgery professionally, is 

dependent upon all these sub-potential, namely, the potential of the fingers to 

develop in skill, brain areas in coordination, digestive systems to keep feeding the 

whole, etc. The potential within this manual dexterity is composed of that of its sub-

potentials, and yet, it may also exceed them, for each entity also has potential as a 

whole. Complexity is what occurs when the potential of the whole exceeds that of the 

sum of the parts, for reasons that we have partially described, and will describe 

further later in this section.  

 

There is also the fact that all entities seem as if they have some sort of primordial 

potential in and beyond the specific potentials relevant to it. We have not ceased to 

be surprised by what aspects of the world can do. Much more will be said about the 

possibility that there is some sort of originary potential within each entity in the 

volume on matrixology.  

 

Returning to each sub-potential, we see how it is itself the complex intersection of its 

relevant potentials as well. For the potential of any given entity is a complex 

conjunction of its aspectual sub-potentials, originary potential, and the potential 

of the whole, or network potential. Each of these is a relational network of 

potentials which grade a series of possibilities.  

 

But potentials are not the same as possibilites nor probabilities. Considered in 

abstraction as mere possibility, all is strictly possibility. Situated possibility is always 

relative, graded, and related to the manner in which general potential is actualizing 

into actualizings of specific potentials, which are determined by the nature and form 

of the entities and relations relevant to them. The result is the grading of possibilities 

which converts them into probabilities in regard to their relational context.  

 

Do potentials exist, or are they phantoms of some sort? And if they exist, what sort of 

existance is this? Let us examine what happens when an entity makes a decision. For 

example, I spill a sample of liquid water on an inclined surface. I watch it form into 

streams, break into little separate flows. Each of these breaks is an event, a point of 



decision, come about by the network of forces at work within the sample of water and 

its contexts. The sample makes a decision to split at each point, and yet, this decision 

is itself an aggregate decision composed by the myriad of sub-decisions made by sub-

samples of the water, nested within each other are many levels of scale, going from 

the entire sample down to individual molecules, down to their sub-atomic particles.  

 

Freedom. When the entity in question is an intricate, there is a relatively 

additive, linear, and predictable relation between the decisions made at macro- and 

micro-levels, such that it is relatively easy to predict macro decisions based on sums 

of micro-decisions. Such systems of decisions are said to be relatively unfree. Those 

systems known as complexes, in which there is a relatively non-additive, non-linear 

composition of decisions from micro-to macro level, such that there are chains of 

feedback across and between levels, such that it becomes difficult to predict how 

micro-level decisions will aggregate into macro-level decisions, are said to be 

relatively complex and free. It should be stressed here that freedom in this sense is 

never abstract, but always determined relationally in regard to the relevant contexts.  

 

Tendency. Events occur when there is a shift between an entity and a given 

context, which is itself cause by a shift between the context in question and its 

contexts. When this occurs, the entity and context in question negotiate between 

them, as proxies for their macro and micro-contexts, precisely which of the relational 

potential(s) they share will be actualized. The processes shared by entity and context 

are reified by the moment of decision forced on each by all and all by each. When this 

happens, the network of potentials within the relational conjuncture of entity and 

context is reduced as potential actualizes. In the process, some possibilities become 

more or less probable. This process iterates with each decision, and is nested across 

many levels of scale.  

 

For example, I am forced to choose a major in college. In doing so, I choose to develop 

some potentials over others. If I choose to major in philosophy, I devote time and 

energy to the study of this, and my potential to do philosopy grows, while my 

potential to do woodworking decreases. Becoming a carpenter is always a possibility, 

but one for which I am increasingly ill-suited, because my stores of potential, such as 

knowledge and degrees and abilities, produce in me a tendency to devote my 

energies, themselves potentials, to building more potentials in philosophy. For 

potential is that which, in circumstances which allow it to intertwine complexly with 



the world, is able to give rise to complexity which further potentiates the original 

complexity. Thus, if my potential in philosophy is nurtured in a way that is diverse, 

meta-stable, and is to some extent symmetrical/in sync with my potentials in this 

area, my potential will develop further complexity in me, in the form of knowledge, 

degrees, contacts, skills, and all the other aspects which produce yet further potential 

in philosophy. Potential is always a snowball that picks up more snow and rolls down 

hill faster, so long as there is a hill to roll down and snow on its ground.  

 

Potential is always a tendency, a pull or push, depending on how this is looked at, in a 

given situation as localized in a particular entity. We cannot know what this tendency 

is a tendency towards except retroactively. For in fact, potential is always 

pushing/pulling in many directions at once, in fact, minimally to the extent to which 

its originary potential and potential of the whole is indeterminate, and in the direction 

of any of its sub-potentials, as mediated by the complexifying influence of the 

potential of the whole and originary potential, and with each sub-potential being a 

complex composite in turn. And now we see precisely what possibility is: possibility is 

the path towards which a potential has a tendency.  

 

Eventalization. In relation to its potentials, possibilities, and 

probabilities, each event can therefore be seen as a network. It occurs when a 

conjuncture, that is, a network composed of an entity and a given context, shifts due 

to shifts within the relevant micro- and/or macro-contexts, such that there is an 

imbalance which leads to the development of one or more potentials present within 

the conjuncture. When a conjuncture reaches a point of imbalance, it is known as a 

critical conjuncture. When it has made a decision, it is known as a static 

conjuncture, while during the process of decision-making and changing, it is known as 

an evental conjuncture.  

 

It should be stressed that at the moment of decision, potentials are shared between 

the entity and its context. However, with each decision, each potential splits, divided 

between the entity and context, and that which pertains to the context is then further 

split between aspects of that context. When the entity reaches its next conjuncture, it 

then combines its potentials with aspects of its context which further potentiate each. 

Thus there are three types of potentials at work here, known as conjunctional 

potentials, entity potentials, and contextual potentials. The determination of how 

conjunctional potentials divide and recompose as entity potentials and contextual 



potentials with each shift between conjunctures, is determined by the events of 

relevant sub- and supra-entites and micro-and macro-levels of scale.  

 

Virtuality. Only conjunctional potentials can actualize, and it is for this 

reason that conjunctional potentials are also known as possibilities which pertain to 

that conjuncture. Here we see precisely what a possibility is. While strictly speaking 

we could not know if anything were truly impossible, we generally call possibilities 

those things which have a non-zero intensity of potential in a given situation. Due to 

the limits of knowledge, it is usually worth distinguishing possiblity and potential, such 

that we can say that an entity has infinite possibilities, and limited potentials, but 

whether or not this is truly the case is something which cannot be known.  

 

Unlike Gilles Deleuze, the networkological project does not use the term “virtual” to 

describe potential. For Deleuze, “the virtual” refers both to that which is present 

indirectly in something, and what we have called potential, and is strictly 

distinguished from the notion of possibility, which is strictly a logical issue. For the 

networkological project, we call virtual anything which is indirectly present in 

another, but we differentiate this from potential, which is only one form of this, and 

both of these are distinguished from possibility. The reason for this break with Deleuze 

is to avoid confusion between the indirect presence of something in another, which we 

have described with the notion of mediation, and potential, which is sometimes the 

same, yet sometimes different.  

 

This distinction aslo helps us to answer the question as to whether or not potentials 

exist. For example, when we say that an acorn possesses the potential to become a  

tree, this sounds like something magical and otherworldly. And for Deleuze, the notion 

of the virtual flirts with the otherworldly, and whether or not it truly is remains a 

point of contention between Deleuze’s defenders and critics that we will not get into 

here. However, by separating the virtual from the potential we can describe the 

manner in which potential is actual, if virtually, in an entity. For example, in the right 

circumstances, an acorn has the potential to turn into a tree. For its form is structured 

such that it will be able to draw energy from its environment under the right 

circumstances to execute its DNA to produce a tree. There is nothing absolute about 

this, but in the right circumstances, we can say that in hindsight, as a tree, that this 

was one of the potentials of its relational configuration with its environment in the 

past. Retroactively, it certainly had this potential. But if we go back to the tree in its 



acorn stage, it has many possibilities, it may become dust or soil, fire or whatever 

else, though its form is structured such that becoming a tree is that which would allow 

it to maximize its complexity in relation to the contexts of its formation.  

 

We can now say that potential is that which tends towards the maximization of 

complexity in relation to the contexts of an entity’s formation and conjuncture, and 

hence, is something which is fully determined only from a perspective which goes 

beyond a linear approach to time. For it shows the ways in which the future is able to 

alter the meaning of the past. For example, a person learns a skill just for fun, which 

due to a strange set of circumstances, ends up becoming essential for them getting a 

promotion at work. One could not have anticipated such a thing, and yet, in hindsight, 

we could say that the skill in question held within it the potential to lead to a new 

job, even though none could forsee this. Potential is nothing more than this strange 

non-linearity of time, the ability of the future to release from the past that which we 

did not know existed within it. While the skill in question had more potential to 

become a hobby than a new path to a job, it nevertheless actualized one of its less 

potent yet existent potentials. That is, it is not impossible that the skill in question 

could lead to a job, just unlikely.  

 

And it is here that we see that those entities which have the greatest total degree of 

potential are those which are most likely to be able to lead to the most different types 

of things. This is because potential is increased by complexity, and manifests 

complexity, and leads to further complexity. The most complex entities are those 

which can lead to the most different futures. So, a complex entity like the human 

brain, when combined with a complexly flexible entity such as the human body, leads 

to an infinitely more complex entity called a human being, which is the most complex 

entity we known on the planet. Such an entity has a great total potential because it 

has great depth and breadth of individual potentials, each of which are continually 

shifting as a person keeps changing circumstances, and yet, which also exhibit a 

degree of continuity, or endurance, in and within these changes.  

 

Potential is only one form of virtuality, for there are many ways in which mediation 

can occur. The complex mediation of past, future, and present with complexity is 

potential, and while it is clearly a virtual formation, there are also other, less complex 

virtual formations. For example, when I look across my room, I see my window, and 

the image of that window reflects on my retina. We can say that the window is 



virtually present on my retina, but in a manner which is much less complex than that 

described by potential. While the virtual image may also have potential, it is 

important to keep these aspects distinct, at least according to th eneeds of the 

networkological project.  

 

We are now in a position to describe what occurs when a process differs from itself, 

and hence, endures as process. A conjuncture becomes an event, and in doing so, its 

various potentials become possible actualizings. Various macro and micro negotiations 

occur within its contexts, casting the event-in-process localized at an entity outside of 

itself, until one or one set of potentials begins to actualize. As this happens, the entity 

begins to emerge from itself. We can concieve of this as a linear network of events 

which link the entity at one state to that in the next, but this is only one way to 

concieve of this, which employs the logic of the node. It is also possible to see such a 

shift as a differentiation between one state and another, one which has both sides and 

itself as poles of this process. From the perspective of the logic of the ground, even 

this is simply a node within virtual networks of possible potentials, such that the 

emergence is simply a localization of a much more intertwined series of shifts within 

the contexts within contexts which continually transform, giving rise to what is. And 

finally, under the logic of the network/level, it is possible to see these as all sides of 

the same process of the emergence of emergence from itself.  

 

Negotiation. And yet, how does negotiation between micro and macro 

contexts in a moment of decision occur? That is, while we have already described the 

macro-structure of emergence, what is its micro-structure?  

 

Let us elucidate this by means of an example, in this case, a vortex in a sample of 

liquid. Vortexes are complex physical systems, and in this they can give us insight into 

a wide variety of systems in the world. Intricates are much easier to understand, for 

they negotiate and make decisions according to a hierarchy which is imposed on them 

from without. My computer, for example, generally negotiates the decisions it makes 

based on a plan programmed into the hardware in the factory, then micro-managed by 

software. While intricates may the be the rule in relation to what humans have 

produced, such as computers or machines, they are the exception in the natural 

world. And it is negotiation of the complex sort which needs to be elucidated, for 

intricate negotiation is necessarily that which is already explained according to a 

predetermined plan. Complex negotiation is not.  



 

Vortexes are efficient, which is to say, they channel matter, and dissipate energy, 

more quickly than otherwise. The result is a meta-stable, complex form which 

develops between the molecules of the liquid, in this case, let’s say a vortex of water.  

But how and why does this happen? What makes a sample of liquid decide to drain in 

the form of a vortex, and seemingly spontaneously, without the hierarchical decision-

making structure programmed into intricates by humans?  

 

That is, how can large-scale organization emerge without being imposed from without?  

Each water molecule in a sample is ‘dumb’, in the sense that it only reacts to what is 

immediately around it. Each water molecule sums up the total influences upon it at 

any given instant, and makes a ‘decision’ in relation thereto. Aside from the 

occasional push from some miniscule quantum fluctuations, water molecules tend to 

react, at least in relation to those other water molecules they touch, in a pretty 

predictable manner. While each molecule is made of complexity, it is not structured in 

a manner which is highly complex, and in this sense, may be thought of as the natural 

analogue of an intricate. It is more complex than most human-made machines, but not 

dramatically so in the manner of, for example, a vortex.  

 

In standard circumstances, then, a water molecule tends to generally sum up the 

influences on it, and with negligible freedom, does what its influences vote upon. 

These influences range from the large-scale (other water molecules) to the very 

minute (the pull of gravity from a distant star). When the macro-influences upon it 

push strongly in one way or another, the decision is very clear, and the water 

molecule will move in the general direction which it’s surroundings push upon it. And 

this is what happens in non-meta-stable conditions.  

 

But what about when the influences in its immediate surroundings are nearly in 

balance? When you lay a pencil down flat on an inclined surface, it tends to fall in one 

direction, that of the incline. But try to balance it on your nose, and the tiniest 

movements can make it fall one way or the other. When it is balanced, the situation is 

meta-stable, and that’s when minute fluctuations can tip the balance in one direction 

or another.  

 

Returning to our water molecule, it’s when all other influences are approximately in 

balance that, at just the right moment, a very minor influence upon it could tip the 



balance and make a decision go in one direction or another, even one which is 

generally unlikely for it. Thus, if all other influences are equal, the pull of gravity 

from a distant star could be the tiny push that puts that water molecule over the edge 

in one direction or another. And such influences might not only be external, they can 

also be internal to the water molecule, perhaps the slight push of one its quarks which 

is momentarily out of balance with the others in a given component of the water 

molecule. The closer a system is to balance, the more minute are the influences that 

can push in one way or another, and the more difficult, for extremely practical 

reasons, it becomes to know precisely what tipped the scale in a given direction. As 

we will see, this is an important part of what makes the vortex form as such.  

 

Power. Before a vortex starts, there is a pull downwards, but molecules in a 

sample of water, even at rest, generally have some minor movements going on, due to 

energy present in the liquid and exhibited as its temperature, or average kinetic or 

movement energy, which is distinct, in a chemical sense, from a molecule’s potential 

energies. This combines with other influences, such as the various polarities and 

attractice and repulsive forces at work between molecules such that each molecule, if 

pulled down, would generally not want to go straight towards the drain, but in 

negotiation with those molecules around it, might do so at an angle, with a twist, curl, 

swerve, etc. Each molecule ‘decides’ on this based on the ‘votes’, so to speak, of its 

various relationally determined potentials, mediated by its network and originary 

potential. So long as there’s no coherent pull, like a drain, the orientation of most 

molecules will be pretty random yet balanced out, a ‘high entropy’ state in which the 

sample of water tends not to move much on the aggregate, despite minor shifts on the 

micro-scale, because they all cancel each other out.  

 

But open a drain underneath them, and the different positions, attractions, repulsions, 

etc., all put their own spin on the downward movement. And downward movement 

and compreses the molecules together towards a small hole. The problem is, at first, 

everyone goes in different directions. But as molecules approach the drain, they start 

getting squished together and moving at higher speeds. A difference of intensity 

emerges, such that those near the drain have more twist, those at the top less, and 

this feeds back into the pressure to spin. With the increasing pressure and speed, 

molecules that aren’t organized are increasingly forced by their neighbors to make 

choices, and choices that line up more with their neighbors. At low pressures and 

speeds, there’s imply less pressure to choose, and many molecules will go their own. 



But with the squishing, it’s time to choose. Water molecules are in this sense much 

like people – in periods of low stress, diversity of opinion is generally tolerated, but in 

times of high stress, people are often force to choose sides in the conflicts that 

inevitably divide people on how to deal with the stress at hand.  

 

Returning to our water sample, the result of opening the drain is that blocks of 

sameness get larger and larger. At first there are many of these blocks of sameness, or 

currents, but as pressure and speed increase, the larger block start pressuring the 

smaller ones to choose to join them, and so many blocks flip orientation. But what 

makes a given block flip? If things are unbalanced, and there’s a clear winner as it 

polls its local environment, a molecule or current will generally go where the majority 

vote rules. But in close ties, micro influences, or originary potential, makes the call. 

And at some point, the last microbloc is swallowed, and the entire vortex has chosen a 

side, and the spiral takes on it’s characteristic shape. It has emerged as a distinct 

level, a form different from that of its individual sub-elements.  

 

But who then got to decide which way the vortex turns? Well, for each bloc, it 

could’ve been its macro-context, or, if things were close, its micro-context (exterior 

or interior). But as a whole, the decision was likely distributed to many mini-decisions, 

all piling up. It’s everywhere, and nowhere, because ultimately, there’s many 

microdecisions that add up to one direction over another. Once the vortex starts, 

however, we have another situation entirely. Now there’s a macro-level to take into 

account. And this is nothing magical, for once its chosen a direction, it will continue as 

the relatively simple aggregate of all the micro-influences which, now coordinated, 

are flowing in a direction, say, clockwise.  

 

Choice. But let us now perturb this system. Let’s open up another drain. Is it’s 

pull strong enough to pull the vortex apart, into two halves, or just move it to the 

side? Obviously those molecules in the vortex closer to the side with the second drain 

will feel the pull to that direction, many molecules will be on the cusp, so the 

question is how strong is the pull on any particular molecule? Once again, the context 

of any water molecule ‘votes’, graded according to issues such as proximity and the 

types of forces involved, etc. As each molecule votes, new currents form, and the 

vortex will either shift to one side to compensate for this new drain or, depending on 

its placement and size, it will split the vortex into two.  

 



But what if the balance is really close? Then we keep taking votes until we have a 

decision that sticks. Sometimes a local decision will be made, a current will form, only 

to be wiped out by another current. Sometimes a system will oscillate between a few 

alternatives, and if this state persists between a set of relatively coherent poles, we 

then can call this an oscillatory or periodic system. But if things are really close 

between alternatives, sometimes just a few but other times many, depending upon 

the balance of currents at any given moment, any particular water molecule could end 

up at just the right place at the right time to be the deciding vote, for in situation 

which is balanced in its instability, or as we have described previously, meta-stable, 

the tiniest of micro-influences can have macro-consequences, such that one tiny 

‘vote’, so to speak, since all else is balanced out, ends up deciding for the system as a 

whole. Of course, one could never predict beforehand which molecule would be at the 

right place at the right time, or which micro-influence upon it, from inside or out, 

would push it one way or the next, for that is distributed to the system as a whole. For 

while the vote is cast by the one particular tiny influence, in that one moment, it has 

been delegated the power of the whole by means of its relational position within that 

whole.  

 

Democracy. In many senses, what we have just described, which is the 

emergence of complexity within meta-stable conditions, can be thought of as a sort of 

democracy of matter. Just like in a democratic election, if all else comes out equal, 

and all votes have been counted, and if this happens, all may hang on one county, this 

time in Florida, next time in Ohio, so it is with matter. The whole depends on each 

and every part, because each and every part gets a vote. Of course, we shouldn’t 

think that in matter each entity gets the same vote, for in fact, there are many, many 

entities, forces, levels, etc.., to consider. But all these various influences vote, each 

in their own way, and if the conditions are meta-stable, we won’t know in advance 

which aspect of the whole will cast it’s vote from the structural position of the ‘point 

of balance’ of the system as a whole. In truly democratic systems, that point is never 

occupied by the same entity for longer than a micro-instant, for the system keeps 

changing its point of equilibrium even as it maintains that equilibirum, thereby 

producing the dynamic equilibirum which is metastability itself. Meta-stability is the 

name for the sort of dynamic system in which every vote always counts, because 

ballots are not secret but they are continuous and mutually self-influencing in a 

system which is always on the cusp of decision as a whole. In such a system, it is 

always possible that at the moment in which everything will be decided, the vote 



could be yours.  

 

Of course, it is difficult to maintain a meta-stable situation for too long. Add two 

strong drains too close to each other, and the result may be neither the leaning of the 

vortex or a splitting of some sort, but rather, incoherence, the destruction of all 

order. Meta-stability is a constant difficult balancing act. Organisms evolve in 

environments that have many different levels of meta-stability in them, so that as 

they evolve to one level, they then move to another meta-stable level, until they can 

internalize this by maintaining their own metabolisms. Humans thrive best when they 

are in continually slowsly increasingly levels of meta-stable conditions. These sorts of 

conditions are optimal for slow but steady growth. These are conditions which 

privilege the democracy of all one’s matters.  

 

In rigged systems, on the contrary, one entity always gets to decide for the whole. 

Such systems are intricate but not complex. And so just as Deleuze and Guatarri 

described differences between paranoid and non-paranoid social systems, so we can 

with nature. Complex, emergent systems are those in which the ability to decide for 

the whole is continually moving, depending on the balance of the constituencies 

within the whole. Any micro entity can shift the balance between voting blocs, and 

truly creative, maximally emergent systems are those which are able to keep in 

balance in systems of great diversity, so much so that the tiniest of levels and the 

greatest of scales interpenetrate in a massively diverse democratic conversation of 

great speed and subtlety. 

 

The model for such a massive democracy is the human brain. As many neuroscientists 

have argued, the brain talks mostly to itself. It is continually predicting what sensory 

inputs will come next, completes images and sounds, ‘fills-in’ all it can’t fully see, 

continually guesses at the future, and in doing so, maintains a relatively meta-stable 

inner state. Only when something doesn’t fit its predictions does it take note, and if 

this continues at ever higher levels of scale, only then does something come to the 

attention of the whole. An anomaly! What could it mean? The brain associates 

radically, it sends out feelers at every possible level of scale in its vast, 

interconnected vortex in a vortex in a vortex like balance-machine. And just like the 

votex in a sample of water, only at massively intertwined levels of scale, each region 

and level of the brain that has been consulted take ‘votes’ of its influences, which in 

the brain may be from right next door or projected from far across the brain, 



depending upon the complex wiring patterns the brain has created for itself in 

response to its environment. Within all these layers of feedback, local collectives 

nevertheless form, sides tip, swallow each other, join each other’s side, until several 

voices speak of possibilities for the whole. The anomaly detected earlier, a perception 

that didn’t match predictions, perhaps it’s a bird, a stone, a bit of dirt? And just like 

in a vortex of water, in a moment of indecision, the balance of the vote can come 

down to the response of a single nerve cell, but we can never know in advance which 

one, because that depends upon how all the other votes have been cast. Which neuron 

is the last undecided one? In a system as complex as the brain, likely it almost never 

gets down to this level of scale, usually decisions are most likely made at very high 

levels of scale. But the brain is radically democratic because at any moment, it is 

POSSIBLE that ANY neuron (and any part of a neuron, if it comes to that) can be the 

deciding vote. The most complex systems are those which support the maximum 

amount of diversity with the maximum amount of interdependence at the same time. 

How better to describe the human brain, the most complex dynamic system in the 

universe, that is, aside from the universe itself? 

 

The brain continually keeps itself at a state of meta-stability, at the maximum number 

of levels of scale, precisely because this is the way to keep it sensitive to the most 

minute micro-votes. This is why complexity theorists continually speak of complexity 

occuring at the ‘edge of chaos.’ Too much diversity, and no voting blocs congeal, too 

little, and it’s always the big blocs, never the individuals, that end up determining the 

decisions of the whole. But what if you knew that at any given moment, the whole of 

the society you lived in might be split 50/50, and it would all come down to you, one 

vote, that mattered for the whole?  

 

Oddly enough, this is quite similar to a reworked version of Laclau’s theory of radical 

democracy, as described in his work New Thoughts on a Revolution for our Time, if in 

a manner which is applied to matter. Counterhegemonic blocs are those which 

produce ‘empty signifiers’ which serve as ‘surfaces of inscription’ for ‘imaginary 

horizons’ in times of ‘organic crisis,’ and do so in a manner which is increasingly open 

to contestation depending on how democratic they are. The more democratic, the 

more likely it is that your signifier comes to represent the whole, at given moment, so 

long as this keeps moving, rotating, depending on the situational context. Democracy 

is the radical distribution of decision by means of an ability to shift and amplify the 

micro to the macro on the fly, such that the system as a whole can rapidly respond to 



shifts in the balance of internal and external forces in a way which serves the majority 

of each and all to the greatest extent possible.  

 

Inequality. But are brains more democratic than vortexes? Certainly they are 

more complex, and the question is getting at precisely what this distinction means. As 

we will see, brains are political actors from which we have much to learn, in relation 

to democracy, ethics, and equality within a dangerous world.  

 

In a vortex of water molecules, all the molecules that compose the vortex are exactly 

the same. That is, while there’s macro and micro levels, beyond this, there’s no long 

term structure.  And this is why as soon as metastable energetic conditions vanish, the 

vortex collapses.  

 

Brains, on the other hand, make sure that they have a continually meta-stable supply 

of energy, by means of the support structure commonly called a body, which eats 

food, etc. But this means that the brain must also support the body in question, brains 

don’t just exist ‘in vats’, so to speak. Unlike vortexes, bodies are specialized for the 

environments in which they were evolved. And brains are full of specializations as 

well, and specialization implies differentiation and limitation. And what brains 

specialize doing is adapt, and they maintain this specialization in adaptability by 

skirting right between specialization and flexibility, by means of a higher levels of 

democracy. For in the type of democracty we see in brains, it is not so much that 

everyone votes in terms of which direction the whole should go, but rather, which 

particular cluster of brain cells gets to determine the decision made by the whole. 

This would be similar in a population of humans taking a vote to decide whether a 

crisis should be handled by a democractially deciding subgroup of economists, 

psychologists, or engineers. And of course, this happens at many levels of scale, and 

this is what is so wonderful about emergence, the fact that it opens up many quasi-

levels of scale in between the macro in the process of emerging and the micro-levelss 

from which it is composed. Each cascades up and down until equilibrium is 

reestablished. 

 

This is what deep, complex democracy looks like, and the brain is the model. The 

brain develops deep specializations. Difference is encouraged in every possible 

manner, such that there are multiple, slightly different copies of most pathways in the 

brain, allowing for the maximum potential for divergence. But when the brain 



eventually decides, it chooses specifically which set of hyperspecialized clusters 

decide for the whole. This is what democracy, difference, differentiation, and 

specialization look like when combined together. This is what is known as complexity. 

And complexity that combines the dynamic with the static so as to maximize 

potential. Dynamic complexity is the intertwining of electro-chemical and chemical 

flows within the brain, as well as the chains of actions and perceptions flowing into 

and out of it via the body. And relatively static complexity is the concretized 

complexity of the body itself, of which the brain is simply one part amongst many, for 

mind and body are like two sides of each other. The brain is the cutting edge of the 

body into the mind, just like form is the cutting edge of structure into an entity’s 

matter. Much more will be said about the notion of embodied cognition in the preface 

to this work, The Networked Mind: Artificial Intelligence, Soft-Computing, and Post-

Structuralist Philosophy.  

 

But let us return to the specific at issue here. How does the brain vote? Unlike a 

vortex, in which each molecule is simply and physically connected to its neighbors, 

each of which votes equally, the brain is nowhere near as simple and straightforward. 

There is massive division of labor. But the brain has massive feedback between parts 

and levels to compensate. This communication takes the form of the continual 

attempt by parts of the brain to predict what the others will do next, even as those 

which are connected to extensions in the body try to predict what these will do next, 

just as the sensory parts of the brain try to figure out what the sense organs will relay 

to them next. If the predictions from various parts of the brain agree, then there is 

equilibrium, as in a vortex. But when some of them disagree with their continual 

prediction processes, this creates a conflict, a disequilibrium, and in order to resolve 

this, the issue is sent higher up the hierarchy of the brain towards its central control 

centers.  

 

For example, I scan my eyes across my room. If everything in my room looks as it 

always has, then my sensory cortexes will predict well enough what my eyes see 

before they see it. Sometimes this will even lead to me seeing what I expect to be 

there rather than what is there, because the brain’s predictive processes are doing 

their job too well (via a process known as ‘filling in’). But let us say that there is 

something rather noticeably out of place when I scan my eyes across my room. When 

that happens, my sensory cortexes will percieve something different from what the 

other parts of my brain, such as those with memory of what my room normally looks 



like, predict. When this happens, the disagreement itself becomes an issue to be 

worked on, and the brain tries to come up with possible solutions. Did we see things 

correctly? Should we go over and investigate and get more information? Do I remember 

things correctly? Am I dreaming? Eventually, the brain either comes to a conclusion, or 

sends the body to investigate to get more data, until everyone can agree again.  

 

As Jeff Hawkins describes it, the brain’s cortexes function as one huge, intertwined, 

feedback mechanism which works by ‘memory-prediction.’ Remember and predict is 

what brains do, or at least, what cortexes do. And if you wire them together right, you 

get the most democratic body on the planet, namely, the ‘thinking’ parts of the brain. 

And beyond this, there’s even a mechnism to alter the extent of this democracy, 

based on the degree to which it serves the needs of the entire organism. This is 

accomplished by means of a giant, global modulatory system called the limbic system.  

In times of crisis, global functioning is kept focused by the limbic system, while during 

times when ‘outside the box’ thinking is needed, the brain naturally seeks out more 

diverse opinions on matters. We all know we think differently when someone goes to 

hit us and we have to duck, and when in a state of deep reverie, we let our brain jump 

from topic to topic. Jumping between more and less democratic, the brain gives us the 

maximum stable diversity possible for the task at hand, namely, surviving, and in a 

manner in which complexity as a whole can increase as sustainably as possible.  

 

That said, the brain isn’t perhaps the most strictly democratic entity on the planet, if 

we take democracy to mean equality. Surely the visual and auditory cortexes are 

generally kept out of the loop of decision making, though they do their part in 

deciding how to recognize what we see. But they don’t decide what we will eat, say, 

do, etc. Does this mean that democracy relies on a form of inequality here? 

 

Yes, it does. Likewise, while the brain gets to decide, the feet that walk don’t, they 

just do what they are told. And the evolutionary population as a whole gets to decide 

the general form the body takes, not even the individual organism itself. What can we 

learn from this? If vortexes show us complete equality in democracy in matter, the 

thinking sections of our brains show us the maximum level of development of 

sustainable, meta-stable democracy and diversity, or complexity, in matter. They do 

this, however, on the backs of radical inequality outside of them, relying on the rest 

of the body to do its will, provide it with resources, etc. And brains aren’t even fully 

democratic within themselves either.  



 

Does this mean that democracy rides on the back of crime, oppression, and inequality? 

Even the most democratic and fair societies for humans on the planet still eat animals 

and plants. Still steal their energy. And that of the earth. Humans are energy leeches, 

we drain resources for the development of our own complexity. And we do so because 

we rationalize that since we are the most complex organisms on the planet, we can 

think and feel more deeply than other organisms, and this makes their sacrifice worth 

it. To the extent that we don’t always even think of this as a sacrifice.  

  

It seems that no matter how democratic human society, we will always be a tiny 

outpost of democracy within the sea of radical unfairness we perpetuate upon the 

world around us. We will always have to destroy the complexity of other entities in 

order to stay alive. But there are ways that we can do this that minimize the overall 

pain produced for the simpler entities, while maximizing the sustainability of our 

relationship with these so that it won’t be a sacrifice for naught. The goal should be to 

slowly and sustainbly extend democracy downward, to maximize the amount of 

sustainable democracy in the universe, in a manner which does not collapse our own.  

 

In this, the brain leads the way. For in fact, its form of decision-making is radically 

decentralized. Its central control system, the thalamus, is generally described by 

neuro-scientists as a ‘traffic cop’, hardly a president or king. Many scientists believe 

that consciousness itself is radically distributed to many parts of the brain, in a 

manner which is constantly changing. And at any given moment within this weighted 

set of vortexes within vortexes, anyone’s vote can cascade up the chain, if they end 

up a tie-breaker in a given vote. Thus, one single nerve cell can move the entire brain, 

so long as its in the right structural point at the right time. And this role is constantly 

shifting, just as in the ‘equal’ democracy as seen in a vortex. What we see here, I’d 

like to argue, is a highly complex, adaptive form of democracy.  

 

Transversality. It’s worth noting that when ‘executive’ parts of the 

brain do get involved, they don’t exclusively take over the process. Firstly, its much 

more likely that several populations of executives get involved, each slightly different, 

because in many senses  the brain resembles evolutionary populations inside 

evolutionary populations, just like an evolutionary populations is full of variations on a 

theme, as diverse as the situatios will allow, but always with some outliers in case 

‘outside-the-box thinking’ were required. Secondly, when a set of executives take up 



a disagreement in mutual prediction, they don’t take it over completely. Rather, what 

they do is link the disagreeing parties with the parts of the brain they think have 

specializations that would be most helpful in mediating the dispute. The result is 

larger parts of the brain are now trying to guess what each other is doing, but the new 

additions aren’t random, they’re specialized. And the new executives added are more 

like way stations for all of this than ‘decision-makers’, while the original low level 

folks are never excluded fully from the chain. Everyone’s opinions are weighed, but 

no-one gets the last word.  

 

What we see here is not equality, as we see approximated in a vortex, where each 

molecule gets one vote. But it’s also not hierarchy, nor democracy like we know it in 

our political organizations. Then again, what we have in a country like the United 

States is hardly democracy. Each person gets one vote in political elections. But 

people have radically different financial resources, and the political game is decided 

as much by money as votes.  

 

None of this is quite like what we see in the brain. What would a society based on the 

brain’s decision-making model look like? For example, let’s say there’s an 

underperforming school. A committee would then be composed to figure out why and 

change the way things are done. But rather than have this committee be composed 

only of executives, it would have a student, a janitor, a cafeteria worker, an outside 

specialist on school problems, a teacher from a shool that’s performing great, a 

parent, etc. There would be a diverse committee which, to use a term developed by 

Felix Guatarri, is tranverse, for draws diagnally for its members from across levels and 

groups.  

 

This is something that organizational psychologists, evolutionary theorists, and 

complex systems economists all agree upon. If you want to problem-solve in the most 

robust way, you need to cut across hierarchies so as to get out of ruts that hold the 

system back from adapting. The best way to do this isn’t to create vertical chains of 

decision-making, which work best in times of crisis, nor wide horizontal chains of 

decision making, which is closest to democracy, but radically inefficient. Rather, 

create diagnol linkages that cross horizontal and vertical levels. The brain is one of 

the most radical experiments in this ever created. And one of the most sucessful. We 

have much to learn, as political, ethical, and social actors, from the brain.  

 



Robustness. What was explained above, about the fundamental link 

between complexity and diverse, sustainable democracy, is one strong reason why, 

according to network ethics, the primary value is the promotion of robustness, that is, 

sustainable complexity.  

 

Pure democracy can often lead to collapse, and vortexes in fact collapse as soon as 

they run out of steam. But organisms, and their brains, their evolutionary populations 

and the cultures they build, are the closest things to democracy and diversity in 

matter. And evolution, when it works, takes this to greater heights. Our goal then, 

according to (the fundamental maxim of) network ethics: “let all your networks 

operate at maximum robustness.” And I use ‘let’ here as in the widest sense of 

‘foster, help, assist, allow,’ and ‘your’ to mean all those you are connected to, which 

means all, but differently. Understanding how to apply the maxim to particular 

circumstances, well that can be addressed another time. But it seems to me that the 

task is at least clear. Can we evolve? What would it means for us, as a species, to 

evolve, to evolve biologically, culturally? To me, it seems, increase in curiosity and 

decrease in paranoia, at multiple levels of scale, are key, at least in relation to where 

we are in our evolutionary development. 

 

As will be argued in much greater detail in The Networked Mind and the volume on 

network ethics, the brain and the process of evolution have much to tell us about 

politics, ethics, and society, and with the help of the perspective made available by 

the networkological project, in often surprising ways.  

 

Aspects. Now that we have filled in the terms which had yet to be described, 

let us now weave together the various threads of emergence to describe how it 

intertwines and comes to emerge from itself in its many forms.  

 

Emergence occurs when emergence emerges from relation, giving rise to a shift within 

relation which is emergence itself. Emergence is only itself when it is actually 

emerging from itself, and yet, it is also that from which emergence emerges. Relation 

is the aspect of emergence which is not emerging as intensely from itself as the most 

emergent aspect, which is emergence itself. In this manner we see how emergence 

emerges from itself by differentiating itself into emergence and relation, and in the 

process, it transforms relation into another relation, for relation is that which emerges 

emerges from and into, even as these are simply as many aspects of itself.  



 

Emergence is that which contains itself, and it may do so infinitely, though we could 

not know this. Emergence contains itself as potential, that which unfurls itself as 

potentials as it actualizes itself. However, in the process of emergence from itself, it 

also re-intertwines with itself. When it re-intertwines with itself in its most intense 

forms of emergence, namely, those which are actively differentiating themselves from 

it from it, this increases its potential to emerge even more fully, and in the process, 

to be and become different form itself.  

 

As that which differs from itself, emergence give rise to relation as that which differs 

less from itself, even as it itself is that which differs more intensely from itself. Thus, 

emergence gives rise to a difference of intensity within itself. Relation describes those 

aspects of emergence which are less actively differentiating, while emergence is those 

which are more actively and intensly differentiating. However, both are different from 

each other, if differently. Relation is that aspect of emergence which manifests the 

logic of the node, of differentiated things. Emergence is the aspect which describes 

the primary difference within differentiating relation itself, and in this sense 

manifests the logic of the link. The context of them both, which is potential 

emergence, manifests the logic of the ground, while the process they are engaged in 

as emergence emerges from itself manifests the logic of the network/level.  

 

Relation gives rise to differentiations which come to then grasp each other under the 

logic of the node, link, ground, and network/level. The result is the four primary 

network types. Differentiations grasped under the logic of the node describe entities, 

which when grasped under the logic of the four logics lead to qualities, types, logics, 

and processes. Differentiations grasped under the logic of the link describe events, 

which are intertwinings of entities, relations, forces, and potential. Differentiations 

grasped under the logic of the ground are transformations, which have as their three 

poles localization, mediation, and actualizing. Finally, differentiations grasped under 

the logic of the network/level are processes, which whose aspects are differentiation, 

relation, complexity, and emergence.  

 

Logics of Process. We have now described the processes, qualities, 

and types of processes. It is time to bring this section and work to a close by 

describing the logics of process. However, we have already encountered these 

throughout this work, namely, the logic of the node, link, ground, and process. That 



is, processes come to carve themselves up in four primary ways, each corresponding to 

one of these logics. When emergence grasps processes via the logic of the node, 

entities result. When it grasps itself via the logic of the link, relations result. When it 

grasps itself via the logic of the ground, contexts and rules result.  

 

And when it grasps itself via the logic of process? The logic of process is that of the 

network/level, of the whole which levels itself, of emergence as such. The manner in 

which emergence grasps itself as emergence would be to describe the manner in which 

it emerges from itself as such, and we have described these as the aspects of process, 

namely, differentiation, eventalization, negotiation, and complexification. But we 

have yet to describe how it is that emergence itself differentiates itself from itself, 

eventalizes itself, negotiates with itself, and complexifies itself.  

 

What we are asking here is in fact how is it that emergence processes itself? How does 

it process its own process? How does it meta-evolve itself in and through its own 

emergence from itself?  

 

Time. What is being asked here has been treated, at least in the history of 

philosophy, as the question of time. We have already discussed how Bergsonian notions 

of duration as process go beyond clock time, and there are other thinkers who have 

attempted to think time beyond traditional human conceptions thereof. In particular, 

the retroversive model of time in psychoanalysis, the structure of the Concept, or das 

Begriff (perhaps best translated as ‘the grasping’) in Hegel, and Aion in Deleuze 

present the three most sustained attempts to think time in a sense which goes beyond 

traditional formations, and which approaches the time which pertains to the time of 

emergence as such.  

 

Let us say then that there are four aspects of the way in which emergence emerges in 

and as time. In the first model, the time of the node, we see distinct differentiations 

within a durational strand, each following the next, tapping out a beat of 

differentiations. The relational time which these tap out is the foundation upon which 

clock time is based.  

 

The time of the link, however, is what happens within any particular emergence as it 

emerges from itself, whether as differentiation or as intensification. The time of the 

link is the tearing within spacetime itself which is the fundament of change. The time 



of the link is the germ from which the time of the node grows.  

 

The time of the ground describes the manner in which that which the time of the link 

constitutively excludes as context and logic provides the context out of which the time 

of the link grows. This is the manner in which entities seem to include each other 

temporally in ways that violate the seeming progressive flow of time which comes 

from the intertwining of the first two. For as the time of the link continues to split, it 

produces differentiations, producing the movement of time which, in our universe at 

least, goes in one direction. That said, entities virtually contain each other as 

potential or anticipation. A tree can be retroactively thought of as contained in the 

acorn that produced it, if as potential, yet that potential can only come to be if the 

future of the tree’s environment pulls that future out of the acorn in question. Time is 

paradoxical, retroactive, this is the rule and logic of its perverse passage. The future 

always reworks the meaning of the past, and the past is reworked from the future to 

give birth to the future’s reworkings of its pasts. The past, present, and future 

become multiple in this play of paradoxes and containments, which is precisely the 

basis which is nevertheless excluded from each particular actualization within time.  

 

The time of emergence, of course, is all of these, yet is also beyond these. This is 

what is described in quantum physics as the time state of quantum particles, that 

which is before and after time, that which can dip in and out of time, that from which 

time emerges when it begins to actualize, the time of pure potential, etc. Because of 

the warpages of the universe, it is likely that this is the time of the universe as a 

whole, or rather, of the ends and beginnings of the universe, which likely like in black 

holes. Many scientists have speculated whether or not our sense of time as developing 

is not some sort of unspooling of a more fundamentally spatialized, superposed 

quantum crystalline state. This notion of time is strongly similar to that described by 

Hegel as related to das Begriff in its full development, and by Deleuze as the time of 

Aion. This time is within all the other times, and they are within it. To follow another 

of Deleuze’s metaphors, this is the time of the crystal, so long as we think of this 

crystal as refractive.   

 

The time of emergence is the emergence of time, for it is that which emergence had 

to emerge from to emerge in time as we know it, that is, the time of the node, link, 

and ground. And yet, there is every reason to believe in many senses that this is also 

the time of the whole. Much more will be said on the relation of this to contemporary 



quantum theory in future works on matrixology.  

 

Presentation. We are now in a position to describe the form which our 

presentation has taken up until now, and the reasons for it. In the section on 

diagrammatics, we saw that the examination of each network element and its relative 

sub-elements proceeded in a manner in which, after careful examination of a given 

element or sub-element, we discovered how this opened on to that which followed it, 

even as those before it in the sequence did the same. Likewise, shifts in level ‘eat 

each other’s tails’, if at higher levels of scale. The reason for this is because this 

section was an attempt to explore a continue, if one that multipliciously contains 

itself as well. The reason for this is because the concepts presented in this section 

represent the manner in which the networkological project has worked to slice or 

carve the emergently disjunct oneand by means of the threeand of the network 

diagram. Moving in a given direction between the terms, the closer we get to a given 

distinction, we see it multiply fractally into a threeand, in a manner which blurs an 

initial distinction, while maintaining the overall pull of the directionality between the 

original terms due to the imbalance within the structure created by the distribution of 

the –andic within these.  

 

The section on parametrics works a bit differently. Here see not only the fractal 

nesting of terms within each other at differing levels of conceptual scale, but also the 

manner in which the entire structure folds, in a sense, into itself. That is, we 

described the manner in which parameters of process, the world’s verbs, which are 

increasingly reified to produce parameters of intensity, or the world’s adjectives, 

serve to ground the former, even as the latter serve to help make aspects of the 

former intelligible. As we have argued, all parameters of intensity (ie: adjectives) are 

ultimately verbs (ie: all intensities of green can be seen as intensity of greening), but 

not all parameters of process (ie: verbs) are parameters of intensity (ie: running 

cannot really be seen as an intensity of ‘run’, whatever that would mean). Thus, while 

there is an dual movement of abstraction and grounding implicit within the conceptual 

structure of diagrammatics, this becomes much explicit from the perspective provided 

by the parametric form of inquiry. For it is only in the most abstract sense that we see 

dually opposed motion of abstraction and grounding in relation to the terms present 

within the diagrammatic conceptual apparatus, but it understanding this dual 

movement is essential to understanding precisely what is at stake with parameters as 

such. That is, a parameter of intensity (ie: green) is clearly an abstraction from a 



particular parameter of process (ie: greening), even as the latter provides its ground, 

and this is necessary to understand the difference between these two types of 

parameters, in a way it is not in order to understand the difference between node and 

network, which are ultimately exchangeable depending on the level of scale, in a 

manner in which greening and greenness are not. Here we see the difference between 

abstraction and concretion, manifested in the notion of grounding. This should not, 

however, be seen as a merely linguistic game, as becomes evident as we begin to look 

at physical examples. For there are continua of wavelengths of frequencies of light 

which produce specific physiological effects, some of which our bodies have carved 

into a series of primary colors, which are then subsequently carved by our language. 

The term ‘green’ is an overtype of a series of undertypes, each united by action and 

experience at each level of scale, such that with each leap in mediation from one to 

the other, there is a necessary gap which can only be bridged, and only ever 

asymptotically and partially, by the degree of sync between overtype and undertypes 

in the continual interplay between actions and experience. For the division between 

undertype, overtype, and their interplay repeats fractally, at all levels of scale. In this 

sense, while there may be quite a difference between “green” (the word, an 

abstraction from the world) and green (a philosophical shorthand for that which 

grounds and is described thereby), these are not interchangeable.  

 

Thus, despite and including these linguistics issues, for which the notion of ‘green’ 

serves as a shorthand, we can nevertheless say that there are symmetries in the 

world, some of which can be described by notions such as green.      

 

Throughout the section on parametrics, we have seen the explicit interplay of 

abstraction, grounding, and concept, and this mutual enfolding around a concept 

manifests fractally down to the level of sub-concepts as well. As we saw with the 

investigation of diagrammatics, the first sub-concept presented in the examination of 

a concept generally is that which is closest to concept in question, while the last is 

that which opens onto the next, for it is that which pulls closer to the –andic and away 

from the nodal side of the conceptual structure. The primary difference in form then 

between diagrammatic and parametric sections is the transformation of the 

impliciteness of the bi-polar movement of this in relation to the concepts (which round 

this into a threeand), to the explicteness of this as abstraction and grounding. For in 

diagrammatics, we cannot really say that the network/level grounds the node, or that 

the node is an abstraction from the network/level, merely that there is a dual 



movement of abstraction and complication between them. But each term stands 

relatively distinct on its own, for without any of them, the concept of the network 

would be fundamentally different. There is therefore a conceptual unity to the whole 

which depends upon the distincteness of its parts. This manifests the prevalance of 

the logic of the node at the level of the concepts. While the meaning of each network 

element (node, link, ground, level) mutates when put in relation to the others within 

the conceptual whole of the network diagram, these are notions which nevertheless 

also have a sense to them independently, a sense which does not rely on that of 

abstraction and grounding. They are distinct, and then are brought into relation. 

However, because the section on parametrics is more dependent upon the logic of the 

link, the relationatl interdependence between the terms is more explicit, and this 

manfests via the notions of grounding and abstraction. Intensity, Type, Context, and 

Process ground and abstract from each other in a more related, tripartitely –andic 

process.  

 

However, when we examined the notion of complexity, there was a shift in the 

structure of interrelation between the concepts in question. The three primary sub-

parameters of complexity, namely, symmetry, diversity, and meta-stability, have a 

different relation. To increase the symmetry of a system without diversity or meta-

stability would not necessarily lead to an increase in complexity, for it is only by 

means of the synergy between these, the complex intertwining of its aspects, that 

complexity increases, for complexity is nothing but this synergistic going beyond of its 

three terms. In this sense, it becomes yet more senseless to describe one aspect of 

this set of terms without the others than we saw in the section on parametrics.  

 

That is, in the section on diagrammatics, we could describe the notion of node, link, 

ground, and level as if these were relatively distinct concepts, which were only then 

combined to produce a network. Moving further from the logic of the node, the 

section on parametrics is displays more intertwining interdependence between its 

terms. As we get to the end of this section, that on complexity, we see that the three 

parameters of complexity, which are symmetry, diversity, and meta-stability, are 

really three sides of complexity itself, a threeand in every sense of this. Within this, 

symmetry is the most nodal of these concepts, and hence, the most reifiable, while 

meta-stability opening onto complexity demonstrate the more –andic side of this. It is 

for this reason that more than distinct aspects, the parameters of complexity need to 

be seen as poles within an intertwined interdependence between these. Increasing any 



one of these does not increase the degree of complexity as a whole, for there is truly 

an interdependence between these in which the whole is greater than than the sum of 

its parts. This is precisely, in fact, what is meant by complexity.  

 

In this, complexity provides a bridge between the section on parametrics and that on 

combinatorics. For as we will see, this formal set-up will be the norm for this 

upcoming section. Rather than describe a concept and its three subconcepts linked by 

a dual movement which articulates into these, we will see threeand sub-poles, which 

are linked complexly with each other as well as with a dual movement of abstraction 

and grounding which articulates into these. Complexity represents the presence of 

emergence within parametrics, it is the most –andic part of this section, for while 

parameters of emergence describe emergence parametrically, parameters of 

complexity describe emergence via a form which is much closer to that of emergence 

itself, namely, nearly combinatorically.  

 

It is for this reason that we will see that the form of the interrelation between 

concepts in the section on combinatorics will be similar that introduced in our analysis 

of complexity. Each set of three sub-concepts will function as poles which are difficult 

to describe but as aspects of the intertwined whole they articulate. In addition, the 

progression between sections of combinatorics itself will seem less like a shift to 

different and distinct realms, but rather, to an examination of many sides of the same 

complex intertwining, in which each move from each concept to the next seems less 

like the movement along the rungs of a ladder, and more like seeing the same thing 

from a different angle or through a different lens. That is, the complex intertwining 

we see happen within each level of sub-concepts also being to happen between levels 

of the concepts themselves. In this, we move one step closer to the structure of 

emergence, namely, that which emerges from within itself, if in massively multiple, 

self-containing, self-differentiating fashion.  

 

While the parameters of complexity are presented in the section on parametrics, 

complexity itself belongs, in a non-parametric fashion, to emergence itself, as one of 

its sub-aspects. Thus, we will see complexity return in the final section. For 

complexity describes the manner in which emergence emerges from itself 

parametrically, just as relation describe the manner in which it does so 

combinatorically, and the network diagram itself how it does so diagrammatically, 

giving us therefore the four primary ways in which emergence emerges from itself as 



description.  

 

The argument we have used here may seem to some to be a game played with 

language. And yet, philosophy has never been anything but. However, it is a game that 

is intertwined with a wide variety of things which are not language, and so how one 

plays the game of philosophy can have a wide number of potential effects. These 

issues will be addressed at length in the volume on network ethics.  

As we move through this text then, we move from logic of node to process, from 

reification to its internal shattering. we see the concept of the network diagram in its 

uses, then extended to a lens for all that is, then relieved of its necessity. In the 

process, we see a particular carving of the oneand by the threeand in a manner that 

names the oneand as oneand as its own leftover. The entirety of what we have 

produced remains descriptive, and hence, sees itself as 'the view of all, yet from here'. 

It does have a time within it, one in which retroactivity plays a key role, but also more 

crystalline forms in its quiltitecture. The key notions of node, link, ground, process, 

these are its concepts, which structure it, and determine its form. And from here, we 

need to ask, why this form? what does it produce, allow us to see? Is this the world we 

want to see, is this the worldview that will help us conceive of ourselves, our 

contexts, our potentials for action, in ways that sync with what we desire to become?  

Such questions take us into the realm of ethics, of our values. But they also take us to 

questions of what it means to understand and know aspects of our world. Here we see 

the necessity of addressing matrixology and network ethics if we are to fully grasp the 

meaning of this volume in relation to the work in the world that remains to be done, 

so that we and it can become better than we are.  

	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  



	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  See	  Alfred	  North	  Whitehead,	  Science	  and	  the	  Modern	  World	  (New	  York:	  Free	  
Press,	  1997),	  pp.	  51-‐8.	  
2	  cross	  cap	  and	  klein	  bottle	  
3	  First	  use	  of	  extimate	  
4	  diff	  in	  degree/king	  in	  Bergson	  
5	  anthropic	  principle	  
6	  aristotle	  on	  potential	  infinity	  
7	  Relation	  of	  traditional	  set	  theory	  and	  fuzzy	  logics	  
8	  For	  a	  general	  introduction	  to	  quantitative	  network	  analysis,	  see	  Linked:	  How	  
Everything	  is	  Connected	  to	  Everything	  Else	  and	  What	  it	  Means,	  by	  Albert-‐Lásló	  
Barabási	  (New	  York:	  Plume,	  2003).	  An	  intermediate	  level	  text	  is	  Small	  Worlds:	  The	  
Dynamics	  of	  Networks	  Between	  Order	  and	  Randomness,	  by	  Dunan	  Watts	  (Princeton:	  
Princeton	  Univ.	  Press,	  2003),	  while	  a	  more	  advanced	  text	  is	  The	  Structure	  and	  
Dynamics	  of	  Networks,	  by	  Albert-‐Lásló	  Barabási,	  Mark	  Newman,	  and	  Duncan	  Watts	  
(Princeton:	  Princeton	  Univ.	  Press,	  2006).	  	  	  	  
9	  For	  more	  on	  distributed	  networks,	  see	  Barbasi,	  op.cit.,	  pp.	  143-‐162,	  219-‐226.	  
10	  REF	  democratic	  versus	  paranoid	  networks	  
11	  Representation	  theory	  
12	  deleuze	  on	  greening	  
13	  delueze	  on	  relatively	  different	  speeds	  	  
14	  hypersolids	  
15	  pre-‐socratic	  proto-‐nagarjunas	  
16	  nagarjuna,	  t’ang	  dynasty	  buddhists	  
17	  schelling	  and	  lacan	  
18	  bergson	  on	  duration	  
19	  whole	  univ	  compressed	  in	  one	  spot,	  potential	  
20	  For	  more	  on	  symmetry	  as	  invariance,	  as	  well	  as	  its	  relation	  to	  group	  theory,	  see	  
Leon	  M.	  Lederman	  and	  Christopher	  T.	  Hill,	  Symmetry	  and	  the	  Beautiful	  Universe	  
Amherst:	  Prometheus	  Books,	  2008),	  pp.	  1-‐116.	  
21	  REF	  quilting	  elements	  and	  Lacan’s	  point	  de	  capiton	  
22	  modernist	  mathematics,	  jeremy	  gray	  


