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Imagine the world, and everything in it, composed of networks. This book shows how it’s 

possible to see the world around us in precisely this way. Starting from everyday, lived 

experience, using accessible language, and requiring no prior knowledge of any 

specialized discipline in philosophy, science, technology, or beyond, this book will show 

how everything in the world can be seen as composed of networks of networks. This 

project, which I’ve come to call “the networkological project,” was sketched and 

contextualized in the short book called Networkologies: A Philosophy of Networks for a 

Hyperconnected Age – A Manifesto. While this early text provides a bird’s eye view of 

the project as a whole, it isn’t necessary to have read the Manifesto book first. While the 

Manifesto provides a bird’s eye view, this new text starts to get into the details of the 

networkological worldview, from the everyday world in which we find ourselves.  

 

Each chapter in this book will begin by describing these in relatively traditional terms 

which, when reframed relationally in terms of networks, allows the more limited, 

traditional accounts of these phenomenon to be displaced from within, leading to a 

reconstruction of the issues in question, bursting the old models from within by means of 

a process of redescription. Chapter One: Networks of Experience  will start with 

simple experiences, like walking in the park, and build from here towards intersubjective 

experience, experiences beyond that of human beings, and then address paradoxes 

which seem to structure of experience, both commonplace and in regard to several 

types infinites which seem to arise in various sorts of limit-situations within experience. 

While the chapter begins with my own account of how experience feels to me from 

within, this will be slowly reframedd so as to be able to produce a description of the 

world of experience feeling itself through us in a refractive, proliferative, networked 

whole. In the process, mind/body dualism will be avoided by an immanent approach to a 

introduction 
  



	   6	  

single basic stuff of the world, of which mind and matter are simply aspects, like two 

sides of a sheet of paper, in which what counts as a network is determined by means of 

the relative position of networks of experiencers, experienced, and experiencing in 

relation to each other. As the chapter draws to a close, it will describe the paradoxes 

which seem to structure any account of experience, and show how the networkological 

project will not try to deny these or explain them away, but rather, make them the 

foundation of its approach to the world. In the process, this chapter will articulate four 

primary networkological principles which will structure much of the rest of the project to 

come, the principles of relation, refraction, immanence, and emergence.  

 

Chapter Two: Networks of Meaning  will show how meaning is not simply 

something which arises in language, but rather, is present in all aspects of the world 

which are grasped by various experiencers as signs. Since all signs only ever partially 

represent aspects of the world beyond them, human language will neither be seen as 

the source or all meaning, nor simply transparent to the world. Language is neither 

prison-house nor glass house, but part of networks of layers of intertwining of contexts 

which grasp each other in a variety of ways which can give rise to meanings of various 

sorts in relation to each other. The world is composed of innumerable discourses and 

languages, a prose of the world which comes in many varieties, each with their own 

grammar and syntax, of which those used by human language represent simply one 

particularly complex form which finds its meaning in the sync it derives from evolving 

with human minds from a common source. To the extent that this sync is there, 

language can help us act in meaningful ways in relation to our worlds.  

 

The rest of the text will work to show how such a worldview could work, to extract it from 

our everyday ways of describing the world, to articulate why one might argue for and 

justify such a worldview in relation to others, what all this has to do with networks, and 

what the notion of a network, in this sense, could mean. For in fact, it’s not necessarily 

evident that the worldview briefly sketched above, and to be described in detail shortly, 

follows from the basic premise that the world is composed of networks of networks. In 
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particular, it will be essential to show how not only matter can be thought of as 

networked, but how experience, meaning, value, life, consciousness, thought, and other 

less concrete aspects of our world can be seen as fundamentally networked 

phenomenon. From the perspective to be articulated in what follows, all these more 

abstract aspects of are latent as potentials within the very stuff of the world, and the 

intertwining of networks in complex systems is what brings these potentials to the fore, 

such that life, consciousness, and other abstract potentials can be seen as having 

emerged from matter without the need for outside intervention of some supernatural or 

transcendent sort. All of this will be explained in a way that works to sync with the 

findings of contemporary science, as well as the language games at work in various 

contemporary philosophical cultures, while staking out a position of its own in the 

process. 
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1. Networks of Experience: Everyday 

Experience as Networks of Networks 
 

A world of experience, made up of networks. Lived, bodily experience, and everything in 

it, including language, discourse, economies, feelings, thought, even philosophies, 

including a philosophy of networks. What follows is a thought experiment, an attempt to 

redescribe how the world of everyday experience feels from the inside when viewed with 

network lenses. Starting from a human frame of reference, and my own experience in 

particular, experience will be described as it appears, to the senses, and my senses in 

particular. Meaning and value will be bracketed for the time being, to allow experience to 

be described in all its abstact fullness. This basis will then be progressively unravelled 

from within by an examination of what happens when experiencers disagree about 

aspects of their experience, how we experience others as experiencing, and what it 

might mean to think the world of experience as relational. By examining some of the 

paradoxes which structure this relational worldview when taken to its limits, the chapter 

will end by showing how a networked model of experience can account for the ways 

various experiencers and their experiences intertwine as worlds and realities, in a way 

which take the paradoxes of experience as its very foundation, thereby describing some 

of the structuring principles of the networkological project as a whole. The following 

chapters will then build a networked account of the meaning, value, and thought on this 

basis.  

 

A Network of Wordslices 

 

Nothing in our world is ever encountered but through our own experience. While various 

ways of looking at the world might aruge that appearances can be deceiving, or are even 

fundamentally so, experience cannot be false, for it is the foundation from which any 

value judgement, analysis, or description of it can arise. Truth, falsity, meaning, 

certainty, all this can only ever be meaning produced from what experience gives us, 
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that which is beyond, before, and yet also within all meanings we produce with the tools 

it gives us. Experience is the world, and we are part of this, we come from this and are 

this, for our thoughts, feelings, and bodies are only ever aspects of experience. We only 

ever experience experience, and only come to know ourselves, things, other 

experiencers, language, meaning, value, thought, or anything else in and through 

experience.  

 

And yet, if experience is in some sense a whole, it is a strange whole, an open whole, 

continually shifting, and yet, composed of seemingly innumerable parts which form its 

many aspects. We can grasp some of these with the aspect of experience which is our 

bodies, use other aspects of experience such as words or images to describe or diagram 

other aspect of experience, but ultimately, in doing this, we are folding experience onto 

itself, and ourselves with this, even as it is ultimately experience which folds us as it 

comes to experience itself in and through us.  

 

Experience also always seems to be my experience, it centers around me, just as your 

experience centers around you. We never experience the world but as ours. My 

experience is my world, it is the world, and yet your experience is also yours, your world, 

and though our worlds aren’t always the same, they seem to have many aspects in 

common. I never access your world directly, and only have a sense that it even exists in 

the ways you may act in my world in ways that differ from how I would. And various 

objects act in my world act differently than I would as well. If only ever know that you 

have a world in you indirectly, then how do I know that things don’t have worlds in them 

as well? In fact, it seems that those with bodies like mine seem to have experiences 

similar to mine, even if this is only ever a guess.  

 

From this, it’s possible to infer that my world is only one of many worlds of experience, 

each of which are parts of the larger world of experience as such, even as this larger 

world of worlds is only ever an extension of my world. And yet, this world of experience 

seems to precede me, gives rise to me, and everything in experience points to the fact 
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that it likely was here before me, even if any evidence for this is still only within my 

experience. In all this, worlds fold, twist, and intertwine, all in my experience of 

experience, which is, in its way, experience as such, that of which my experience seems 

oddly both whole and part.  

 

How to make sense of all of this? Where to start? According to the networkological 

project, any relatively distinct and discrete section, segment, or part of experience will be 

known as an abstraction, or worldsl ice  of the more encompassing world  of 

experience of an experiencer . Experiencers may be human, but don’t have to be. 

Each world of experience is composed of worldslices, which are composed of more 

worldslices in turn. Worldslices and worlds, as well as those which experience them, are 

all part of a more encompassing world, called the world  of experience. The world 

cannot be experienced directly, but only indirectly, by means of the worlds of experience 

which pertain to each experiencer, as well as the ways in which these seem to 

intertwine, overlap, and differ in various ways, as presented within these experienced 

worlds.  

 

Worldslices are also known as abstractions due to the way this term illustrates many 

aspects of what is meant by the notion of a worldslice. The word abstraction, from the 

Latin word abstrahere, means to separate, or to separate something off from something 

else, and is used in everyday English to describe situations in which one part or aspect 

of something is removed from a larger whole. This is why people often say that 

philosophy is abstract, because it can often seem divorced from the realm of everyday 

life. While the term “abstraction” is most often used today as an opposite of a notion like 

“concrete,” “material,”  “physical,” in its original Latin usage, it wouldn’t be wrong to say 

that one “abstracts” a breath of air when one inhales, or that person “abstracts” 

seashells while gathering them during a walk on a beach. All these meanings are 

intended here, such that anything separated off from anything else, no matter how that 

came to be, will be known as an abstraction or slice of the world of whatever experiencer 

experiences it.  
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Abstractions take many forms. A photograph of a tree is an abstraction of that tree, just 

as a memory of the photograph is an abstraction as well. If I look at that tree, that 

experience is an abstraction, a section of my experience, as are my experiences of the 

parts of the trees, like the roots or branches. Anything that is experienced as separate 

from the larger whole of experience, or any of its other parts, or which separates itself off 

in some way from others, is an abstraction of my experience as a whole. And so, while 

an abstraction may be concrete, it doesn’t have to be. A concept like “matter” is an 

abstraction from experience as much as an actual matter is, and a leaf is as much an 

abstraction as is the patch of greeness that comes with it when I look at it. Some 

abstractions are pre-sliced from the world, like a tree which I experience in the park 

without having put it there, while others are sliced off by myself, such as when I pick up a 

stone in that park. These are both types of worldslicing, differing sides of the same, 

aspects of the experience which is all I ever feel, know, think, do, or are.  

 

From the similarities and distinctions between the slices of my world, there are patterns, 

and I can use these to help me make sense of my world. That is, there are repetitions, 

invariances, symmetries, structures which seem to have a certain regularity to them. I 

can abstract these patterns, store them in memory, and build systems to help me predict 

aspects of experience in the future based on these patterns. In doing this, I produce 

descriptions of aspects of my experience, and us these to help me guide my relation to 

experience towards certain types of experiences rather than others. Descriptions are 

always related to goals and values, what I want to achieve in the world, even if they also 

have to harmonize with the structures of the patterns of my experience as well, in 

relation to which my goals and values are abstracted in the first place. Human 

languages, diagrams and symbols of various sorts, tools, and philosophies, all these are 

abstracted from experience and applied back to it, in relation to goals and desires 

abstracted from experience as well.  
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Ultimately, it’s hard to say whether my goals, values, or meanings are truly mine, or 

simply what’s been given to me so as to feel like I desired them in the first place. For if 

we derive our values and meanings from that which we experience, and use that to 

change the way we act in regard to these experiences, even if ourselves and our actions 

are experiences as well, it’s all experience, all the way down. This doesn’t, however, 

make it any less real, it just means that any attempt to relate to our experiences needs to 

dispense with a fear of circularity if it is to get anywhere, because circularity of this sort 

describes everything we ever do, even if no circle is ever quite pure, but rather, a 

branching, networked spiral. And so, perhaps then it’s not a question of if we are circular 

in relation to experience, but rather, why and how, and what types of these reworkings 

can do for us.  

 

It is from this notion of abstractions, or worldslices, that the networkological account of 

everyday experience will begin. Before getting to complex networks like languages and 

theories, or even using the terminology of networks to describe how worldslices and 

worlds come together with experiencers, this account will start as simple as possible. It 

will describe how the networkological project sees the way the basic chunks of our 

experience, the worldslices, present themselves to the senses. And from here it will 

slowly construct an account of experience in all its everyday intricacy, first by describing 

how worldslices intertwine with other notions like experiencers, the world, and worlds of 

experience, then moving to how this relates to the paradoxes which arise in particular 

types of limit-situations.  

 

The approach will be relational throughout, and as such, will work to sidestep many of 

the dualities and binaries, such as mind and body, or subject and object, which have 

structured more traditional notions of experience, even as it accounts for these by 

framing them as aspects of larger wholes which give rise to them. Rather than engage 

directly in debates with traditional approaches to these issues, such as semiotics or 

phenomenology, this text will draw upon these while reworking aspects of these to fit a 

relational, networkological frame, and in the process create something from the ground 
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up, starting with what’s simplest and filling in details and paradoxes once the basics are 

constructed. This will be done by starting directly with the worldslices themselves.1   

 

In the process, this text will make use of many examples drawn from how aspects of my 

own experience appears to me. From this, I’ll propose models of how experience in 

general might work, for other humans, and then, beyond. My own experience is, of 

course, quite limited. But my experience is my world, it’s all I’ve got to work with, and my 

point of access to the rest of experience. And my guess is that you, the reader, are in a 

similar situation in regard to this. Examples drawn from our own experiences are 

necessarily partial, but all examples of any sort are ultimately drawn from our own 

experience anyway. For whenever any of us talks about the world beyond our own 

experience of it, we’re always only doing so by means of our experience, direct or 

otherwise. And so any generality we derive from this always starts from our own partial 

experiences, even if enriched by reports of the experiences of others, and these reports 

are experiences within my world as well.  

 

All we ever have is experience, and resonances between its aspects. This is hardly a 

limitation, however, it’s all we’ve ever had, even if such a perspective shifts the way 

things appear. Nevertheless, none of what I’m describing should be seen as necessarily 

appliying to those who experience the world differently, even though everything here has 

been produced with an aim of taking into account the various reports of other 

experiencers as much as possible. But any such approach is necessarily partial, and it 

will not aim for certainty or anything like that. In fact, there is no attempt to prove what 

follows, for any attempt at proving experience being one way or another would have to 

use aspects of experience to do so, and what could prove the soundness of that 

method? Such an approach leads to infinite regress. This is why the networkological 

approach will produce a description of the world, for it views the role of philosophy in the 

world as that of the production of resonant descriptions. That is, if aspects of these 

descriptions resonate with you, take some of it with you. If this happens, it is likely due to 

resonances between aspects of our experiences as expressed in the following 
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descriptions. Even what claims to be proof is ever only description, if of a particularly 

rigid type. But the world is hardly rigid, and description is ultimately more in sync with 

experience, or at least, that’s the argument this text will make. Either way, from the 

limited basis of my own personal experience of my world and that of others as evidenced 

within my own, this chapter will show how it’s possible to redescribe experience in terms 

of worlds of worldslices, and in a way which can account for many forms of experience, 

beyond the two of us, or even humans, even as it works to problematize some of the 

tools it uses to articulate itself along the way. While network terminology will be only 

introduced slowly, what follows is the ground from which a networked view of the world 

will spring.  

 

a. Layers Within Layers of Slices of Experience:  

 

To start off this thought-experiment, let’s go to the worldslices themselves: I'm standing 

outside in a park and pick up a stone. This stone can be thought of as an abstraction, a 

relatively discrete and distinct section or slice of the rest of my experience. The same 

could be said if I grasp a handful of dirt, or if I examine a tree on the horizon. Some 

abstractions seem to obtain their contours due to my action, like when I grasp that 

handful of dirt. For the dirt molds to the shape of my hand, and whatever soil I leave 

behind ceases to be part of this handful as I bring it close to my body. A stone, on the 

contrary, has a consistency of its own, one which precedes my arrival in the park, and 

was shaped by other things in various ways unknown to me. When I experience any of 

these things, from stones to trees to handfuls of dirt to my hand itself, each is a section, 

slice, or abstraction from the entirety, or world, of my experience. 

 

Some worldslices are more abstract than stones or handfuls of dirt. For example, if I pick 

up a leaf in the park, I see it has a color, in this case green, which seems to follow the 

contours of the physical shape of the leaf. While the color seems to attach itself to the 

leaf, I can imagine it separated off in my mind. When I do this, I produce a new section 

of my experience, which occurs whether I imagine the color, or the leaf as a whole. If I 
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feel the leaf with my fingers, tracing the contours to obtain its textures, my fingers send 

me sensations, and the relatively discrete sensations and groups thereof are slices of 

my world of experience, as much as the leaf is, or my memory of that leaf. A taste, a 

color, a thought, a memory, or feeling, all these can be seen as slices of my world of 

experience. 

 

And this whole world of experience of mine, the largest abstraction I directly experience, 

is an abstraction in turn. It has horizons, and when I go to their limits, for example, by 

walking towards the horizon in the park, there is more there to experience. And my world 

of experience seems to be a section of other worlds of experience beyond it, of which 

mine seems to only be one part. People tell me they experience me, for example, in 

ways similar to the way I experience them. Everything in my world of experience, and 

that world itself, has a context which exceeds it, such that any abstraction of my 

experience is only ever an abstraction by means of its separation from what’s around it. 

In the examples given above, the relation between an abstraction and its contexts can 

be seen in the way in which a tree stands out against the landscape, a stone or handful 

of dirt is distinct from the rest of the ground in the park, from my hand, or even the way 

my world seems to be part of other worlds.  

 

All of which is to say, I’ve yet to encounter anything in my world that is ever fully isolated, 

only relatively so. Nor has anyone ever reported anything to me that would make me 

think there’s reason to believe otherwise. Even private thoughts that other people have 

are connected to my world, if indirectly, by means of the very thing that separates them 

from me, namely, the bodies of these other people. In fact, I’m not sure what a truly 

isolated entity would even be like, and this is likely because I’ve never encountered one 

before. Everything indirectly present to my experience is connected to it, if by means of 

what separates it from me, thereby making it, at least potentially, indirectly present to my 

experience, and this is itself a form of connection. Even if there are aspects of our world 

that don’t fully relate to others, it seems unlikely we could know them, for knowledge 
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requires some sort of connection. And so, for all practical purposes, we can act as if 

everything is connected, in some way or another.  

 

And so, it makes sense to speak of degrees of relative isolation and relative connection. 

When things are foregrounded in my experience, like when I grasp a stone or handful of 

direct, this allows them a more direct impact on my senses. Nevertheless, a background 

always remains, even if sometimes in a manner which can be hazy or indistinct. This 

background is always full of indirect connections to aspects of my world that I could 

potentially experience, and many directly if so I chose. If I walk across the park, for 

example, I can touch new things, see new things, etc. The horizon moves to meet me.  

 

There are many types of horizons, of course, and many types of foregrounding and 

backgrounding. For example, all abstractions seem to have parts to them, and these can 

be thought of as the internal contexts of an abstraction. Returning to the the park, if I 

look carefully at the tree in the distance, my experience of the tree is composed of sub-

experiences of leaves, bark, branches, etc. Likewise, my experiences of a handful of dirt 

is composed of sub-experiences, pertaining to various smaller bits of dirt. A stone is also 

composed of parts, though I need to break the stone apart to gain direct access to its 

parts, each of which can then reveal themselves to me in turn. Nevertheless, these 

interior parts of the stone impact me indirectly, because if they weren’t there, I know from 

past experience that the stone wouldn’t be as heavy, and might even collapse.  

 

I’ve yet to encounter any abstractions in my world that don’t have parts, whether I have 

access to them directly or not, just as each seems to be contained by other more 

encompassing abstractions in turn. In the example described above, a leaf is part of a 

branch, which is part of a whole tree, which is part of my experience as a whole, which is 

the largest abstraction to which I have direct access. And by means of indirect 

experience, which is to say, by means of others and their worlds and how these impact 

my own, I have access to many more types of experience, contexts which are 

themselves within others still. While thoughts and feelings, forms of experience which 
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come from within my body, complicate this a bit, as later sections will show, they don’t 

counter this. All of which is to say, no matter how large or small, it seems that 

abstractions are contained in contexts and composed of parts, at potentially and 

practically infinite levels of scale.  

 

b. Worldtwists: Bodies as Junctions of Experience: 

 

The self-containing aspect of experience my experience, and possibly yours and that of 

others, is only the first way in which this chapter will try to tease the patterns of relation 

which structure experience from the way it presents itself. These structures are the 

indirect ways in which experience seems to function, the grammar, so to speak, of my 

experience, and potentially yours. In addition to this self-containing aspect, another 

structure of experience, at least as it appears to me, is the way it is centered around my 

body. For just as worldslices seem to contain others, and are contained by others, up to 

and including my world of experience as a whole, within this shifting panoply of 

abstractions, my world of experience seems to also be part of something more 

encompassing in turn. That is, my world of experience seems to be part of a larger 

whole, contained, in some sense, inside my body, which is itself contained in various 

aspects of experience, like my home or my car, which are then contained in other 

people’s bodies as well when they experience my as aspects of their experience.  

 

This is clearly a strange sort of containment, even if in another sense, it is what we know 

most intimately. But it defies the way a notion like “containment” is generally used in 

relation to the rest of the world. For it my body contains my experience, and yet, my 

experience contains my world, of which experiences of my body are a part. While this 

sounds paradoxical, and in many senses is, this does’t stop from being the way things 

are in my experience. This is quite different from the ways in which things work in the 

physical world, and it’s not the sort of containment generally described by scientists, 

except in disciplines like theoretical math or physics. But it really does seem that my 
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body contains my experience in some sense or another, if differently from the way in 

which coins can be contained in a jar, and at multiple levels of scale.  

 

What’s more, certain types of experiences seem linked to certain parts of my body, as if 

contained in them. So if I cover my eyes I can’t see, and if I cover my ears I can’t hear. 

That is, some experiences seem localized to certain parts of my body, even if my body 

somehow also seems to unify them as a whole. While my body seems to be the means 

whereby I experience, some experiences seem to come directly from my body, 

experiences like hunger, and others don’t seem to experience these things with me, 

even if they can often see the effects. All this makes it seem like my body is composed 

of sub-bodies, each of which experiences, and then passes their experience on to the 

body as a whole, and according to scientists, it’s most likely the brain that unifies all this.  

 

In all these ways, experience is accessed by my body, even as it is also inside this body. 

And I’m hardly the only one to experience this sort of thing, such that other parts of my 

experience, beyond my body, like the bodies of other people, also seem to have worlds 

of experience going on in them too. I can’t seem to experience what goes on inside 

these directly, but there’s all sorts of indirect evidences that lead me to believe the 

bodies of other people have worlds of experience inside of them too, and likely roughly 

similar to mine. At least, that’s what others tell me about their experience.  

 

Nevertheless, it also seems that those with different bodies tend to experience things 

differently, and in ways that link up to some of these bodily differences. For example, I 

have a male body, and friends of mine who have female bodies tell me they work 

differently. One difference women have reported to me, related to this bodily difference, 

is that they have menstrual cycles, and that this isn’t just a physical thing, but can impact 

moods as well. My body doesn’t have a monthly cycle like this. And while I can try to 

imagine and guess what this might feel like, I’ve learned from experience that this sort of 

imagination, while important in its way, particularly as a way to build empathy, can only 

go so far. In many cases it even seems that realizing that you can’t understand what the 
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experience of others is like is the most important thing that you can get from the failure 

to be able to fully imagine what it’s like to experience like another.  

 

And while bodily differences seem a crucial clue that the experiences of others might be 

different from my own, ultimately, I can’t really be sure that me and another human ever 

experience the same thing, even if we say we do. For example, just because my friend 

and I both have eyes that seem pretty similar, and we both agree that we see the color 

green when looking at a leaf, doesn’t mean that we can ever know if we really both see 

the same thing. But it’s enough to allow us to coordiate our actions, such that if I ask my 

friend to pick up the green leaf amongst a bunch of brown ones, she knows which leaf I 

mean. And in most situations, the ability to coordinate seems more important to most 

people than the abstract certainty of experiencing exactly the same thing, and I’ve never 

heard anyone report having experienced that sort of certainty. But if we can coordinate, 

it’s likely that our experiences are similar enough, or at least able line up, which is often 

taken for basically the same thing.  

 

The same goes for non-verbal animals, if a bit differently. I can’t have a conversation 

with an animal, like my dog, or a baby, because they don’t know language, and while 

babies can learn language, we’ve yet to discover any dogs that can. This seems to be 

due to the differences between the bodies, and particularly the differences in the brains, 

of dogs and humans. Despite these differences, dogs certainly seem to have worlds of 

experience within them, for they react to various aspects of the world, if differently from 

the way humans do. Either way, humans are often able to coordinate with animals and 

babies, if in limited ways, largely due to the lack of a common language.  

 

In all this it seems that different bodies tend to have different types of experiences, while 

similar bodies imply the possibility of similar experiences, though there’s no guarantee of 

how similar. Since no two bodies ever seem to be exactly the same, this is always only 

approximate. Nevertheless, there do seem to be some structures which seem relatively 

consistent between humans and animals in relation to their bodies. As mentioned earlier, 
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each body seem to not only be a container of a world of experience, but able to be 

contained in turn. That is, for example, my friend seems to have a world of experience 

inside of her body, and yet, her body can be inside a car, and both her and the car are 

both contained within my experience, which is contained in my body. And my body 

seems to be inside the world of experience reported by my friend, such that my 

experience is inside her experience, which is inside her body, even though her body, 

with its whole world of experience, is part of my world of experience, and hence, inside 

my body.  

 

In this sense, my body, and potentially yours, seems to function as a strange junction, a 

curious knot, whereby the aspects of the world I can experience directly, and those I can 

only experience indirectly, seem to intertwine. It’s like the world of my experience were 

turned inside-out, or like two sides of a sheet of paper. And it seems like all other bodies, 

at least as they show up in my experience, and are described by others in my world, 

seem to share this. And while I only get access to both sides of this twist in regard to my 

own body, not that of others, I can’t even experience my own body fully. I can see my 

hands, for example, but not the inside of my hands, and I can’t see the back of my head 

at all, at least, not without the use of a mirror. It seems, however, from what I can tell, 

that other humans experience their bodies, experiences, and relation to that of others 

similarly to mine, at least in this respect. Whenever an aspect of experience turns itself 

inside out in this manner, this is what the networkological project will call a worldtwist .  

 

c. Structures of Experience: The “Shared” World: 

 

In addition to my body, there are other ways that my experience seems to be impacted 

and structured, often in ways that can only be experienced indirectly. As mentioned 

earlier, various abstractions emerge from beyond and within my world of experience, in 

ways that seem to indicate that they continue beyond my direct experience of them. If 

I’m standing outside my house, for example, I can only see so far away, but if I walk in a 

given direction, I see new sights, as others recede behind me. There are always 
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horizons, and while I can’t access these directly, I can access that which they seem to 

hide, in a sense, within them. Nevertheless, I can’t simply will myself deeper into the 

horizon, I have to actually walk towards it. This leads me to believe that I’m not simply 

imagining new sights when I walk, but that they are already there, revealed by my action 

of moving closer to them, and that they have an existence of sorts beyond my 

experience of them.  

 

This syncs up with the way others report about experiences beyond my own. For 

example, people tell me of visits to other countries, and when I go visit these places, 

sure enough, they're there. And if even my friend and I haven’t been to a country, we 

can go together, and it turns out to be there as well, in a manner similar to how it was 

described. And scientists perform experiments using instruments that can see the very 

large and very small, and their experiments have ramifications on my experience at my 

level of scale, producing wonders like cell-phones. While I don’t generally use a 

microscope in my daily life, I have used them, and so, I’m pretty sure I’ll see the things 

they see if I went to check. While ultimately we can’t know for sure if a microscope isn’t 

magical, or I’m not hallucinating, they really do seem to reveal rather than create what 

they show.  

 

In all these cases, there are ways in which that which I can’t experience directly impacts 

aspects of what I can directly experience. And these aspects of my world, which I don’t 

experience directly but seem to be able to if I so choose have an order to them. If I walk 

down the street, for example, new sights appear from within the horizon, and in ways 

that imply that this order has only so much to do with me. While it’s possible I could just 

be imagining this order, I don’t remember wanting to, and I’m not sure why I wouldn’t 

want something different. While it’s not immediately clear where this order come from, or 

how or why this would be the case, or why this order would sync up so nicely with that 

reported by other humans, it does seem to be there.  
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One way to make sense of the origin of this sort of order would be to postulate the 

existence of a shared world, of which all our individual worlds of experience are only 

aspects.This sort of hypothesis, that of a shared world, of which bodies, like human 

bodies, would be a part, and which exceeds all the worlds of experience in bodies, 

including my own, even as it is abstracted by these bodies into individual experiential 

worlds, would account for much of the order that seems to operate, not only in my direct 

and indirect experiences, but that of others as well. While it seems there’s no way to be 

sure if there’s a shared world there, for in fact, it’s only a hypothesis, one for which 

there’s no direct evidence, such a notion would explain why humans and animals seem 

to be able to coordinate as well as we do.  

 

This would also help resolve some other issues as well. For in all of what’s just been 

described, abstractions, their contexts, and what carves them apart have been in many 

ways three sides of the same, which is to say, worlds of experience and their parts, 

along with whatever it is that brings them together and divides them. And it's nearly 

impossible, from such a perspective, to imagine any of these aspects apart from each 

other. For what would a completely isolated abstraction, context, carving, or world be 

like? Could we imagine an abstraction without carvings, or carvings without contexts, or 

contexts without abstractions, or worlds without abstractions? Is it possible to imagine a 

stone without a background of any sort, whether this be my hand, or the ground in a 

park, or whatever else? What would a park be like without parts, or parts without wholes 

to contain them, or divisions to connect the wholes and parts? And yet, all this leaves to 

the side the question of what does the carving, the slicing, segmenting, joining, etc.  

 

But perhaps this has already been indicated, if indirectly. For if the various aspects of 

these worlds carve each other's worlds up by means of their various forms of 

intertwining, then perhaps the various aspects of these worlds of experience carve each 

other. Or at least, abstractions seem to contribute to this process whereby wholes and 

parts carve each other, whether these carved aspects are experiencers, a notion we will 

describe shortly in some non-traditional ways, or experienced. This sort of mutual, 
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intertwined intercarving can account for how things get divided up, as well as how things 

hold together to compose unified worlds, particularly if abstractions, their contexts, and 

the carvings between these are in fact several sides of the same.  

 

Without the notion of a shared world, this sort of mutual carving seems unlikely, but 

since there is reason to believe that a shared world undergirds our individual worlds of 

experience, the notion of mutual carving of worldslices by each other is much more 

plausible. This is because then there would be a reason why things hang together, it’s 

not all just a dream or hallucination of mine. Of course, such an account of what does 

the carving is circular and can’t be proven. But all the indirect evidence seems to support 

the idea that there’s likely something relatively stable and predictable beyond my 

personal world of experience, and even that of others, and that it contains, in a sense, all 

of these by means of containing our bodies. And everything carving everything into 

sections, by means of their interactions, including that between my body and the rest of 

what’s beyond it.  

 

And so, while it’s ultimately possible that it’s all coincidence that our personal worlds of 

experience seem to line up so well, even without some larger context containing them 

all, it’s just easier and simpler to assume there’s a larger world out there, which, as 

mentioned earlier, the networkological project will call the world . This is a hypothetical 

entity, one none of seem to experience directly, but which it seems likely is that from 

which all our individual worlds of experience, in one way or another, derive. While this 

world that we share seems, at least to some extent, decently predictable, sometimes it 

changes, even radically. Despite this, it generally seems to follow some basic rules and 

patterns, at least enough for us to be able to operate in the regard to our experiences as 

though they follow some basic rules. Things seem to fall down rather than up, or at least, 

always have as far as I can tell. While these rules might not apply in some 

circumstances, they seem to match all situations in which I’ve found myself so far, 

though some have reported to me that people have been in spaceships in which things 
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work differently, so perhaps other rules could change too. But in general, things seem 

stable enough to move about and do things in relatively predictable ways.   

 

For beyond abstractions, contexts, carvings, worlds, and experiencers, there seem other 

patterns of relation which seem to bring these all together. These relations can be seen 

most clearly, not so much in the abstractions themselves, but in how they hold together. 

For were my world simply composed of abstractions and their parts, without any order in 

regard to how they interwtine, it would be nearly impossible to make my way through it, 

things would be much more confusing than they are, and it would be nearly impossible 

for experiencers to coordinate in their various projects and endeavors. But luckily, we 

generally are able to do things together without too much difficulty. I can play a game 

with my dog at the park, for example, chasing him around and playing catch with a toy. 

This wouldn’t be possible if there weren’t some at least semi-consistent set of patterns 

which order the experiences we share in common. For I’ve yet to play a game with him, 

throw the toy, and see it vanish into thin air. It’s possible this could happen next time we 

play together, but it hasn’t happened yet.  

 

There are several types of such patterns that seem to help structure our experience. For 

example, we don’t usually see a stone containing a park, or a dog containing a planet. In 

addition, as I move towards things they get bigger, while if I move away, they get 

smaller, and if I walk across the park towards a tree, it adjusts accordingly. That is, at 

any point, I view the tree in the park from a particular perspective, and when I move in 

relation to the tree, it changes in a way that seems to coordinate with that of other 

aspects in my world of experience. Whether due to the structure of my brain, the wider 

world, or the resonance between these, the various aspects of my world assemble 

together as sides of the same, so I experience trees and stones and parks in a relatively 

unified manner, one which also seems to coordinate with that of other experiencers like 

other people, dogs, birds, etc. And all this happens in regard to various sensory 

modalities, so that the sight, sound, feeling, and even tastes and smells provided by the 

abstractions like trees all coordinate to one degree or another. So if I see a stone and 
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then go pick it up and taste it, I don’t taste a lime or feel it as fuzzy. Stones tastes and 

feel like they normally do, with all senses in sync, just like the parts of the world of 

experience.  

 

What’s more, various aspects in this world impact one another in ways which indicate 

stable and predictable patterns of influence between them. For example, when I reach 

down and grab a handfull of dirt in the park, the abstraction which is my hand molds the 

abstraction which is the ground, carving yet another abstraction from it in the form of a 

handful. Other abstractions influence each other in similar ways, sometimes directly, 

other times over a distance. So if I drop a stone on a patch of grass, it makes a 

depression in the grass. And if I have a magnet, it will impact some stones but not 

others, depending on if they have certain metals in them, and from a distance. Aspects 

of my world produce others, change into others, and all in ways which seem pretty 

regular. And things don’t generally appear or vanish into thin air. All of this lends more 

credence to the notion of a meaningful world beyond our immediate experience.  

 

While there are patterns which describe the way particular types of things change into 

others (ie: wood turns to ash in a fire), some patterns are so general as to be shared by 

all that I experience, and others report experiencing as well. These larger patterns seem 

as if holding everything together. For example aspects experience tend to displace each 

other. So if I try to push two stones together, they don’t just combine or vanish, but 

rather, they have firm boundaries, and these extensions don’t seem to be able to layer 

on top of each other without modifying the experience in question, for example, breaking 

the stones in question.  

 

This phenomena is generally referred to as the fact that objects extend in “space.” While 

really what’s experienced is displacement, if there’s a world underneath all our worlds of 

experience, the layout of this displacement by its parts would indicate a field of 

continuity, which seems to follow rules of displacement, and that’s what generally meant 

by space. The ways in which aspects of the world continue, transform, or modify while in 
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the same space is generally described by some notion like that of “time.” Again, while 

this is experienced as a form of displacement, if of a different form than spatial 

displacement, if it’s a manifestation of a shared world, then it can be seen as the way 

that world changes in ordered ways, and how this shows up in individual worlds of 

experience.  

 

From these, when an entity takes up a particular position within space and time, this is 

what is generally known as “location,” and that location provides an entity with a set of 

distances between it and others which influences how they can interact, a relation known 

as “perspective.” “Motion” is what occurs when aspects of this intertwining of 

abstractions rearrange themselves in relation to each other, and my motion is what 

happens when the whole of my world of experience rearranges itself in relation to my 

movements, which is to say, the activities of my body, which functions as the orienting 

center of my world.  

 

All of these deeper structures and patterns seem to be various sides of the same. For it’s 

almost impossible to explain space, time, motion, perspective, or location without 

referring to the others in some way or another, and all of these can be thought of as 

forms of the way experience extends in relation to itself. Everything I experience seems 

to happen within extension, and just as time and space seem to morph around me as I 

move, so the rest of my experience seems to shift around entities in regard to their 

relative locations and motions. Each abstraction then seems interconnected with the 

others in networks of space, time, motion, and in ways which produce networks of 

locations and perspectives, within the aspects of the world shared by experiencers.2  

 

And so, my world of experience, and those like mine, seems then to be composed of 

moving four-dimensional volumes, along with various additional, less limited types of 

abstractions tied to each of these, such as smells, tastes, sights, sounds, and touches. 

Smells, for example, seem to be able to mix in the same space, as do colors within a 

liquid, even as stones cannot. It also seems that some experiences can be in more than 



	   27	  

one place or time at once, notions like “green” or “heavy.” We generally call these things 

something like “qualities.” The most stable qualities, however, are those related to 

extension. And within this all, I'm simply the experiencing experience which seems to 

center everything, moving within this experience as it rearranges itself continually around 

me.3  

 

While I can't be sure if my maps of space, time, perspective, and motion derive more 

from the structure of the world, or the ways in which my body, or human bodies in 

general, seem to warp the way they experience the world, there's good reason to believe 

that these basic so-called “physical” properties of experience have some basis which 

extends beyond my own experience, and in a manner which seems shared most 

generally in relation to other experiences. Structures of space and time, location and 

perspective, these structures seem to be common, with minor variations, in nearly all 

reported experiences, and even when humans aren’t there to check on them. For 

practical purposes at least, we can say that they are likely pretty well in sync with 

whatever's beyond them. For even if everyone in my world were part of my fantasy, 

these fantasies change aspects of my experience in ways that impact me deeply, and 

so, I need to treat them as real. And since any notion of real could have meaning only in 

regard to my experience, then perhaps “real” is simply the word we use for when 

something seems relatively stable and shared between experiencers as they show up in 

our own worlds of experience.  

 

d. Worldfolding: “Internal” Experience:  

 

In addition to experiences of the seemingly “shared” world, there are also aspects of my 

world of experience which are private, to which only I have direct access. When I feel 

hungry, for example, others might not feel the same, or even know I’m hungry unless I 

tell them. Likewise, when I think of a song I enjoy, and “hear” it in my head, I have to tell 

others for them to know this. Even if the song is then recreated by their memories for 

them in their own “heads,” and we all sing along with each other, we don’t really share 
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the song that’s playing along in our heads, but coordinate our own recreations in 

memory. This is similar to if we are all hungry, each in our own experience, at the same 

time. We might sync our expressions of this hunger, and collectively decide we’re all 

hungry and need food. But really we’re sharing networks of manifestation, rather than 

directly sharing experience. And so while sometimes it might seem like we’re sharing 

affects, even below the level of words, like if we are all having dinner together and 

enjoying ourselves, this is done by means of gestures and even micro-gestures, likely 

shared at times beneath the level of conscious perception.  

 

All this differs from when me and friend, or even group of friends, directly share in the 

experience of seeing a tree in the park. While I can’t know if my experience of the tree is 

the same as that of my friend, we both can experience it as directly as our bodies allow, 

and so if we each put a hand on the trunk to feel the texture of the bark, both me and my 

friend seem to be accessing this experience in relatively similar ways. But when I’m 

hungry, and tell my friend, I get to feel this experience directly inside my body, while my 

friend only gets to experience the manifestations of this experience indirectly, as 

represented by my body. The difference seems to primarilly arise from the fact that my 

friend and I don’t share the same body, so I can’t share the experiences produced by her 

body directly from the inside. Ultimately, of course, we don’t really “share” experiences 

from beyond our bodies either, like that of a tree in the park, for we can’t really know if 

we experience this in the same way. But when we are both experiencing the tree in the 

park, we can coordinate more directly. When there’s the layers of our physical bodies in 

between, there’s more layers of indirection.  

 

While the difference between these types of experiences seems ultimately one of 

degree, we can think of those experiences which arise from beyond our physical bodies 

as “external” experiences, and those which arise from within the body as “internal,” even 

if these are ultimately both relative terms. External experiences would then be 

sensations or feelings which arise from the ways in which our sense organs are modified 

by contact with the world beyond our bodies, and internal experiences would be 
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sensations or feelings which arise from the ways our bodies modify, explore, or impact 

parts of each other. While these are ultimately two sides of the same, in that internal and 

external experiences often generate, modify, and modulate each other, it’s worth 

examining internal experiences in the abstract for a moment before reintegrating this 

back into the larger account of experience as a whole.  

 

There are many types of experiences which come from within my body. Some are 

recreations or reworkings of previous external sensations, like if I picture a tree or a song 

in my head, imagine what it would be like to fly, remember what I had for dinner 

yesterday or how a toothache felt, etc. These sorts of experiences are generally called 

something like “memories,” “imaginations,“ or “fantasies,” depending on whether they 

are linked to our past, present, or potential future experiences. In addition, there are also 

what is generally called “thoughts” or “ideas.” Some thoughts are like speech, but arising 

from within my head, providing an internal monologue or commentary in relation to my 

experiences. Other thoughts are more vague, as if in between internal monologue and 

sensation. Nevertheless, all of these internal experiences, from memories to fantasies to 

thoughts, all of which can be thought of as ideas, are likely the way I experience the 

workings of my brain, which is, ultimately, a part of my body, from within.  

 

While some of of these inner experiences, like memories or thoughts, seem to fade 

quickly, others seem to last, and even structure others. For example, in addition to my 

direct sense of experiencing the world, there’s the “image” I have of myself, likely a 

composite of memories of past experiences, which psychologists usually call “the ego.” 

When I think of myself, I usually I get a vague sense of “me”-ness, along with some 

composite, fuzzy image of myself drawn from bits of memories from pictures, reflections 

in mirrors, etc. This ego-image is different, however, from the flow of my experience, for 

whenever I try to experience myself experiencing, and in a sense bring the ego-image of 

myself together with the actual flow of experience, it doesn’t quite seem to work. Rather, 

what happens is some sort of odd short-circuit, one which simply collapses each time I 

try to bring together my ego-image with my experiencing self, and hold them both in my 
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mind at once. And so it’s likely that my ego-image is an idea or set of ideas, which I use 

to represent my experiencing self to itself, an attempt to partially objectify my own 

process of experiencing.  

 

Whether or not I’d have such an ego-image if it didn’t have a body around which to unify 

my experience, and to help distinguish inner experience from that which shifts when I 

move in the world, is difficult to say. Either way, since I do have a body which centers my 

world of experience, it’s likely that my body is the anchor upon which my ego rests, and 

that which likely helped me abstract an ego from my experiences in the first place. As 

Sigmund Freud famously said, “the ego is first and foremost a bodily ego.” Many 

psychologists since have argued that babies develop egos by internalizing the image of 

their bodies that they assemble from their own experience, the reaction of others to their 

bodies, and glimpses of their bodies in mirrors.4 

 

Beyond the image I have of myself as an ego, and the dyanmic flow of experiencing of 

my “self”, there’s also that other part of “me” from which memories, fantasies, 

associations, and more arise, often spontaneously and even involutarily. For example, if 

I see a dog on the street, I can’t help think of the dog who lives with me, and this 

association just arises in my head automatically. This is likely due to the way in which 

the parts of my brain that I don’t generally experience, what psychologists call the 

“unconscious,” interacts with the parts I do experience, which is my “conscious” 

experience. I don’t have to think about asking my heart to beat, or my lungs to breathe, 

yet my brain does this anyway, just as it stores memories and brings them to the 

surface, often without my request. Ultimately, it’s hard to know exactly what brains do 

beneath conscious awareness. But it does seem that the parts of the brain I don’t 

immediately experience at a given moment not only store memories, but also have 

agencies in them which assemble memories into recollections, associations, fantasies, 

etc., inserts them into my train of thought, even if I don’t want them there, and runs a 

variety of more directly bodily function. While many seem to think the notion of “the 

unconscious” is imprecise or mystical, if it’s used to mean any of the processes of our 
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brains which operate below conscious awareness, then there’s certainly a scientific 

basis to this notion. And in this sense, my unconscious seems be “me,” if differently from 

the way my ego and experiencing self seem to be “me.”  

 

In addition to external experiences and internal thoughts, there are other types of 

internal experiences which seem at the border between these two, which seem to arise 

either from within my body itself, or how my brain regulates itself in regard to specific 

states of my body. These sorts of experiences are generally called “feelings,” and 

include experiences like pain or pleasure, distraction or intoxication, sadness or anger, 

or even “moods” like tiredness or anxiousness. Some feelings, like hunger, can be 

decently localized, and minor hunger seems to emanate from my stomach, even if this 

feeling increases in globality as it increases in intensity. Other feelings tend to always be 

global, no matter how intense, and these seem to impact the entire feel of my world. If 

I’m depressed or drunk, very anxious or very tired, it doesn’t seem like one part of my 

body feels this way, but rather my whole world of experience seems impacted. In such a 

situation, I can only tell that the world isn’t drunk or tired or depressed by indirect 

evidence, by noticing that others don’t act like they feel this way as well.  

 

Many scientists now believe that the most global feelings, like moods and emotions, 

come about from the interaction between the ways our bodies react to the world, the way 

our brains map these reactions, and the release of chemicals in the brain that influence 

brain functioning in relatively encompassing ways. From such a perspective, emotions 

and moods can be thought of as the way in which our brain modulates its general 

functioning in relation to various bodily states. For example, if my friend says something 

funny, my response is likely to be to laugh. When my brain picks up on this reaction, it 

releases chemicals which make me feel happy. While people often think that feelings 

cause reactions, many researchers now believe it’s the other way around. That is, we 

don’t really laugh because we’re happy, but we’re happy because we laugh, or feel a 

laugh starting within our bodies, and this creates a feedback effect. To whatever extent 

this is the case, it seems clear that feelings are intimately tied into the ways in which the 
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brain modulates itself by various chemicals, called neuromodulators, such as serotonin 

and dopamine, and this is closely linked to how it monitors various maps of bodily 

states.5  

 

It also seems that feelings, and hence the body, play a larger role in thinking than many 

seem to think, and research bears out the fact that when we say we consult our “gut” to 

make decisions, this is likely more than just an expression. Emotions like digust or desire 

influence even our seemingly rational decisions, and many researchers seem to think 

that consulting our bodies, moods, and feelings is how the brain brings values into 

decision-making. There’s even evidence that parts of the brain make up reasons, after 

the fact, for the decisions reported by others. And there are other reasons to believe that 

perhaps our consciousness isn’t calling all the shots. Reflexes come from our bodies, 

and “fight or flight” decisions often seem to be decided by our brains faster than we 

become conscious of them. In all, it’s quite possible that there may be several parts of us 

that make decisions, or that any link between consciousness and decision-making might 

be constructed after the fact. That said, even if my consciousness doesn’t make “my” 

decisions, it’s still another part of “me” that does, it’s just that there are many “me”s 

within this body, in addition to my conscious self. And evidence does seem to support 

the fact that even when we imagine actions, our motor cortexes activate as if we were 

acting, they simply don’t transmit the messages to the body to be executed, similar to 

the manner in which sensory cortexes light up due to both sensations and recreations of 

these in memory. In this sense, some have argued that consciousness is perhaps more 

like our work desk, rather than the executive that decides at this desk.6 

 

And so, while consciousness isn’t necessarily the only agental self we have, it does 

seem essential to whatever part of us is. This can be seen in regard to the way in which 

the brain coordinates. and the way many theorists feel this is involved in the production 

of consciousness itself. For many scientists now believe that our brains give rise to 

experiences like thoughts and feelings when patterns of pulsation in nerve cells 

coordinate, or come into sync. The largest pattern of sync in our brain at a given moment 
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seems to be our consciousness, and various smaller patterns of sync link up and detach 

from this as thoughts, feelings, and sensations of various sorts emerge and vanish from 

our awareness, and those pathways which are used the most often are instructed to 

grow more, increasing the strength of their signal in the future. Various patterns of sync 

jump between sections of the brain responsible for different functions, as if comparing 

notes, and only when they come into further sync is information passed on. Many 

researchers now argue that much of what the brain does is “talk to itself,” each part 

trying to guess what the others are going to do next, and in the process, continually 

trying to predict what the outside world will do next as well. The largest resulting 

harmony between this all, then, seems to be the pattern of sync of which we are aware. 

It seems that our conscious flow of experience, then, is simply the largest group of these 

that we can get to work together, and as such, even if it is an after-effect of coordination, 

it seems to play a crucial role in that process of coordination.7 

 

Sensation, feeling, thinking, acting, all these are likely aspects of the way we experience 

our very embodied brains, and consciousness seems composed of aspects of all of 

these, even as these are aspects of it, with extensions looped into our unconscious and 

bodies. And as such, we can begin to think of our brains as very specialized sense 

organs. If eyes are sense organs that create visual experiences when vibrated by 

incoming light of particular frequencies, and ears are sense organs which give rise to 

audtitory sensations when vibrated by moving air of particular frequencies, then the brain 

is a sense organ which seems to create “mental” experiences when parts of it pulse in 

sync. It’s all vibrations of differing sorts in matter, and experience is the result.  

 

While it might seem odd to think of a bodily organ experiencing itself, if I use one hand to 

touch another, we see a simple example of this. In this case, I’m both experiencer and 

experienced, folding the external world into myself from the inside, while experiencing 

that from the outside in on the other hand, all at the same time. The brain, in many 

senses, does this any time a pattern of sync tries to come into sync with another, and at 

multiple levels of scale. From another perspective, however, even our most concrete 
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external experiences are ultimately mental, for we only ever experience our brains, and 

even then, only the tiny part of it that is conscious at any given moment. We only ever 

feel our conscious brains, and the way these feel other parts of our brain, bodies, sense 

organs, and world.  

 

And this experience we call consciousness seems to have two grounds or horizons from 

which new experiences emerge. One is an external ground, which shifts when I move 

my body in relation to other bodies, or internally between parts of my body and itself. But 

inside my brain there seems to be an internal internal ground, formed by those parts of 

the brain which operate outside of my immediate awareness, from which thoughts and 

fantasies emerge. Consciousness is a network, but some of its links extend to inner 

workings of the brain beyond conscious awareness, and to sense organs which bring it 

information from both within the body and beyond its limits. The result is a network of 

experience stretched between two grounds, one internal, one external. That said, it also 

seems as if external experiences also explore the unconscious parts of our brains as 

well, for sometimes an external experience will cause a memory or feeling to emerge 

from the unconscious, as if involuntarily. And so, sense data likely loops through the 

unconscious parts of the brain, as well as sending information more directly to conscious 

networks.  

 

In this sense, internal and external experiences are perhaps not so much fundamentally 

different, but more like two sides of a continuum, exploring two distinct yet 

interconnected horizons, or grounds of experience. That said, experiences at one end of 

this continuum seem differently structured than those at the other. At one end of the 

continuum are physical bodies, more dense and less able to permeate each other, with 

solids at the extreme, then liquids and gases. Bodies, however, are made of all three of 

these, and are able to dynamically interwine these in complex ways, such that they don’t 

merely cancel out their distinctiveness. Experiencing these types of complex foldings of 

matters within each other in our organs and brains thereby results in experiences which 

are able to layer and permeate each other in complex ways, from relatively localized 
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bodily feelings like hunger, which can penetrate and impingue upon our external 

experiences, more global feelings like moods and emotions which can inflect and layer 

upon other global parameters of whole world of experience, to thoughts of various sorts 

which can permeate each other, contain or be contained within each other in various 

ways, etc.  

 

This continuum, strechted from impermeable and dense to permeable and subtle, seems 

stretched between the two horizons of the physical world and our brains, with many 

shades of grey, composed of the parts of our bodies, in between. During periods of 

intense physical activity or danger, like when I’m on a rollercoaster or performing a 

difficult passage on a musical instrument, it feels like the external world is nearly all there 

is, and I’m almost completely engrossed by the present, such that the pull of the internal 

world gets smaller. But there are other times in which the physical world seems much 

less interesting, and I fade off into memory or fantasy. During sleep, it feels like the outer 

world takes a break, and during dreams, I explore my inner experiences without a link to 

my body. But since I wake up each morning with the same memories available, including 

those from the previous day, stored in my hardware, it at least seems like I’m the same 

me I was yesterday, back in the physical world again, even if always in relation to this 

internal world as well.8 

 

And so, while the preceding sections described external experience in relative isolation 

from internal experience, and this section described various parts of internal experience 

as distinct, this needs to be seen as only ever relatively the case. For experiences of the 

world which originate from beyond my body are in fact always already permeated with 

thoughts and feelings, memories and fantasies, even as these often permeate each 

other. While it’s helpful, certainly for purposes of explanation, to separate various types 

of experiences from each other, such as external and internal, or the various types of 

internal experience, it’s nevertheless important to keep in mind that these are all 

separations of the continuum of types of experiences. And in all this, thoughts and 

feelings can still be seen as abstractions of our experience, worldslices, always giving 
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rise to more levels as I explore them, just as happens when I explore physical 

experiences. That is, I can dig into and explore thoughts and feelings, and new networks 

arise at ever new levels, similar to the way in which I can explore and dig into the 

structure of a plant with a microscope, or a patch of dirt with a shovel. While in the first 

case I use physical instruments to explore physical networks, in the second I use the 

physical networks of my brain to explore others, but feel this from within.  

 

Since our brains seem to be organs which modify their physical structures in response to 

stimuli, thereby storing memories of prior experiences, it is likely that much of the reason 

for the wide divergence in the content of inner experiences between people, and the less 

marked divergence in the form of these experiences, is likely due to the fact that our 

physical brains are different, due at least in part to different experiential histories which 

people store as memories in minute physical changes in the form of our brains. And so 

while I can be standing with my friend in a park, looking at the same tree, and we both 

agree that there’s a tree there, the tree might make me hear a song in my head that my 

friend doesn’t hear, even as the friend tells me that the tree makes her feel sad. We 

might not have the same internal experiences in regard to the tree, but we recognize the 

general categories of internal experience, and can use our fantasies to imagine what the 

other might be experiencing beyond the physical experiences we might, to one extent or 

another, more directly share.  

 

The most evident of these general patterns is the way in which thoughts and feelings 

seem to have more freedom to the way they can intertwine, layer, penetrate, expand, 

and constract in relation to other experiences. That is, if space, time, location, and 

perspective seem to describe experiences which arise from beyond our bodies, these 

only seem to exist in highly modified form in regard to internal experiences. Thoughts 

and feelings seem to have experiences as their parts, yet also vice-versa, as if they 

penetrated or modulated each other, and yet, in a manner which simply can’t be done in 

the physical world. I can’t sit in the same chair as my friend, nor can a box both contain 

itself and be contained by another. And so, while coins can be contained by a jar but not 



	   37	  

vice versa, at least in the physical world, my happiness can seem to have a meal with 

friends as “part” of it, even as my meal with friends can also be seem to contain 

happiness “within it,” even as the emphases may shift with my awareness, and arise and 

then vanish back into the various grounds of my experience. None of this seems to 

happen in the physical world. Nevertheless, experiences of the external and internal 

world ultimately both arise from the way I experience my brain. While the physical world 

can’t contain itself in such tricky ways, the flows of sync within the physical structure of 

my brain can, and this can help explain why this is possible. For while external 

experiences seem to arise within, they then have the more complex ways in which the 

brain explores itself layered around, through, and within these simpler experiences of the 

external world.  

 

That is, when our brains explore our sense organs, which explore the relatively simpler 

aspects of the physical world, relatively simple experiences result, and simple patterns of 

relation seem to govern these. Experiences of our bodies from within, produced by more 

complexly interntwined matters, have more complexity and freedom in relation to how 

they relate to other types of experiences. The more complex internal experiences are 

then layered into the very fabric of the former, permeating it, even if external and 

internally generated experiences retain links to ultimately different ground sources. All of 

which helps explain why the patterns which relate experiences to each other seem 

different depending on whether these experiences arise from the inside or outside world. 

The oustide world is made of simple matters which don’t often interpenetrate each other 

in complex ways. Our hands feel the bark of a tree, but they can’t penetrate the tree, and 

be penetrated by it, and then shift patterns of flow within this to permeate and be 

permeated differently. But our brains do things like this all the time, in that patterns of 

sync continually feedback on each other in varying ways, modulate and interact with 

each other, amplify or inhibit each other, all in dynamic flows within living wires. And this 

helps explain why thoughts and feelings seem so much less restricted than physical 

matters, except for those in the most complex phsycial systems, such as computers, and 
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even then, in ways which are only beginning to approach the complexity of the human 

brain.  

 

And so, while the patterns of space, time, location, and perspective which seem to 

describe the way experiences intertwine in the physical world beyond the body are 

relatively flat and predictable, unless one approaches a black hole, the spacetime of the 

brain, and the experiences it gives rise to, is infinitely more complex. We don’t see 

wormholes and passages in the physical world, unless we are, for example, navigating a 

complex networked space like seen in a subway system in a big city. In a subway 

system, however, space curves, and time spent exploring those curves follows this. 

Time can also expand or contract in relation to various delays and train traffic, and if you 

cover the same space more than once during your day by looping around the same 

path, it’s as if the same space were in two different moments in time.  

 

In such a situation, simple spatial notions like left and right, up and down, or inside and 

outside can be seen radically reconfigure themselves in relation to where an experience 

is within the network at a given moment. This can be seen in very simple form if you start 

running in a circle. Left and right keep moving, where you started is soon where you end 

up, your end containing your beginning, space and time swallowing their own tails, so to 

speak. If you complexify this picture by intertwining a series of loops of differing sizes, 

like in the preceding example of a subway system, and include multiple explorers, like a 

group of friends, it’s possible to see how any attempt to describe the spacetime 

experience of exploring such a system from within would hardly be done justice by 

something like the sort of the flat, linear, maps used to show how countries of the world 

divide up terrain between them. What would it be like, then, to experience this from 

within, from the perspective of the largest pattern of sync within the brain, which is to 

say, our consciousness? Perhaps if we gave each explorer in a subway a video camera, 

and had a computer compile all the footage, and extract only what the explorers 

experience in common. We only get, in a sense, the composite image produced by the 

largest pattern of sync in our brains at once, even as smaller patterns link and delink 
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from this dynamic network, all produced within a subway system that itself keeps 

rewiring itself, even if more slowly than the patterns of sync flashing within it. 

 

The reason for the use of metaphors here is that it is notoriously difficult to describe, in 

linear language, what it feels like to experience these sorts of networks from within. And 

so metaphors help bring out the ways in which our everyday internal experiences violate 

the much more limited tools, like gestures and language, we have to express them to 

each other, even if all of us who experience how brains feel from the inside know 

intuitively what it’s like. Without question, however, at least in comparison to the external 

world and its much more predictable and linear spacetime, the patterns of relation in our 

internal worlds are strange. Internal experience happens in an Alice-in-Wonderland 

world, full of mirrors, wormholes, copies and variations, compressions and expansions, 

layerings, foldings, porosities, worldtwists of various sorts, etc. Since linear language 

can only do so much to describe this fundamentally non-linear world, metaphors can be 

used to fill this in, paint a more comprehensive picture, and by means of this, provide a 

ground from which to extract concepts to help us understand this type of experience and 

its potential resonances with others.  

 

While a subway system can help describe, in much simpler form, some of the issues 

involved in attempts to understand the relation between brains and experiences of these 

from the inside, with the rise of the Internet and World Wide Web, however, there is now 

an external experience which provides a nice analogy for many aspects of 

consciousness. The internet is basically a set of computer servers linked by wires, but it 

has given given rise to the types of software experiences provided by the Web. In the 

virtual worlds of cyberspace, icons can expand and contract into windows of various 

sorts, which lead to others in turn, with multiple pathways to various continually mutating 

sites, all by means of a browser modulated by general programs, operating in hardware 

which relates all this to a more traditional, straighforward physical world. If a browser on 

a computer helps us explore virtual spaces in cyberspace, consciousness helps us 

explore both the recesses of our brains, bodies, and exterior worlds, all at once and from 
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multiple ends, intertwining these explorations in various ways. This is similar to the way 

in which I can explore various virtual worldscapes on my computer, while still having a 

conversation with my friend sitting next to me, on their own computer, with one foot in a 

virtual world inside hardware, and one foot in the world connected to my friend. And this 

is oddly parallel, as well, to the way in which both my friend and I had one foot in the 

physical world of the park, and the other inside the “virtual” worlds of our minds. The 

reason why this metaphor works is due to the fact that the internet is increasingly 

structured like the networks of the human brain, in non-linear ways which surpass the 

more rigid hardware of physical computers, such that the internet grows and mutates, 

feeds back upon itself and reacts to the world beyond it in a manner similar in many 

ways to that of the brain of a living organism.  

 

Another metaphor which can help conceptualize this, if drawn from experiences far 

removed from the everyday, can be seen in the way the laws of spacetime function in 

quantum physics. For in fact, the structure of the brain is not only similar to the structure 

of the internet, but also the networks of Feynman diagrams that are often used to 

describe segments of spacetime in quantum physics.9 If in the ordinary physical world 

experiences unfold in space and time, in the quantum world, it is as if spacetime seems 

to be taking place within experiences, intensively, as if spacetime were folded into 

events, rather than the other way around.10 For if quantum phenomenon can be thought 

of as “smeared” in certain areas of spacetime, such as electron clouds, in which a 

careful interwtining of parts and wholes distributes space and time “intensively” within 

qualities, this can be seen as similar to the ways in which thoughts and feelings, as well 

as sensations from the outside world, are “smeared” over widely distributed networks in 

the brain, whose aspects in space and time are the intensities within these whose 

pattern describes the quality as such.  

 

In addition, both quantum phenomenon and those in our brains are also similar to those 

at work in holographs, in which parts and wholes refract each other, but in a multi-

dimensional sense which goes beyond that of the two-dimensional holographic images 
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we see, for example, on credit cards.11 In all three forms – quantum, holographic, and 

cerebral – changing a part changes the whole, and vice-versa. One crucial difference, 

however, is that quantum phenomenon collapse when they interact with each other, but 

brains seem to be able to have quantum-like freedoms in the actual, physical world, and 

in ways which entangle sensations from the outside world in relation to them.12 It’s as if 

quantum phenomenon gave up their freedom to differentiate into actualized matters, but 

then worked to regain these freedoms via evolution, giving rise to brains that could have 

these freedoms along with the benefits of actualization in physical matter. There are 

many impliciations of these comparisons and speculations, which will be explored in 

much greater detail in future works. 

 

In and through all these metaphors, the relational orientation of the networkological 

project reworks many of the traditional dualisms used to describe experience, such as 

thought and emotion, mind and body, inner and outer, local and global, reconfiguring 

these as shades of grey looped and folded into each other so as to often ultimately 

function as many sides of the same. Such an approach, especially when taken to its 

limits, gives rise to a model of experience in which differences often are many sides of 

the same. For example, if my thoughts come about because of how my brain 

experiences itself, and how it feeds back upon that experiencing, and my feelings come 

about from how my body is linked into this process, then my sensations of the “outside” 

world can be seen as the way the world can be seen as just one more layer of feedback 

in all of this. That is, if my experience is always centered on my brain, and my body is 

just a layer of feedback into this, then perhaps aspects of the external world, if not the 

whole of it, can be seen as just another layer of feedback. The way in which aspects of 

the world can be seen as extensions of my body can be seen most clearly in the way in 

which bodies are able to come closely into sync with aspects of the outside world. For 

example, when I play guitar or piano, or wear glasses or type on a computer, it’s almost 

as if these external prostheses become part of my body. When I play a musical 

instrument, I don’t even know why my fingers know what they are doing, but I know that 

they know, and if I try to think too hard about what my fingers are doing, I tend to mess 
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up. Even though I don’t feel the instrument from the inside, I do develop feedback loops 

with it, similar to those between the organs of my body.  

 

This argument can be expanded to include, to one degree or another, the world of 

experience as a whole. For my sensations are how my brain experiences how my body 

experiences the outside world, such that the physical world is just another layer in my 

experience, a sort of exterior fold of my body. For I have no evidence, ultimately, that the 

world exists beyond my experience of it. In this sense, it’s possible to say that world is 

the outer layer of my body, and my self. Or, to twist this argument yet again, perhaps my 

“self” is just part of the “self” of the world, a fold in the fold of the world of experience 

within itself. That is, if my experience and the world seem two sides of the same, and I 

was evolved by the world to have a brain which experiences it, then perhaps the world 

has evolved me, because it wanted to experience itself, and it does so through my body, 

brain, feelings, and thoughts. Perhaps humans, with their complex brains, are the sense 

organs of the world, and our brains are like the world’s fingers, which it runs over its 

surface, similar to the way in which we can run our fingers over a cloth to feel its texture. 

This argument is bolstered if we deconstruct precisely what it means to have a body. For 

while preceding sections described the physical bodies of humans as the dividing line 

between internal and external experience, in many ways, this is really a convenient point 

of reference and little more.  

 

For ultimately, if “I” am the flow of my experiences, which is to say, my consciousness, 

this is little more than a pattern of sync between flows of electrochemical messengers in 

continually mutating networks of living wires. This central worldtwist, an experiential flow 

whose physical support changes as constantly as this pattern of sync changes which 

wires it uses to produce itself, is only ever a part of my brain. The only reason why I 

experience “having” a body as “mine” is because I’m really a collective network of 

experiencers, each with their own bodies and worldtwists, which work together, such that 

my eyes, ears, skin, all pass on their experiences to my consciousness to be 

experienced in turn. My body is a network of bodies, experiences, and worldtwists, all of 
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them mine in one sense or another, or none of them, perhaps, all extensions of the world 

into my body, with myself as simply an ephemeral pattern of sync within my brain at 

best. In many senses, all these extreme versions of this worldpicture are many sides of 

the same, viewed from different sides. And since my body, experiencing self, and both 

are twists in the world of experiencing, there’s no reason why all of these ways of looking 

at the world might not be able to intertwine in complex experiential networks folded into 

each other, and each of these views on experience describing its various sides, all of 

which are networked in their own ways.  

 

All of this gets yet more complex in relation to memory. While this issue will be expanded 

greatly in the following chapter, it’s worth mentioning at this point that all our experience 

seems infused with memory in a wide variety of ways, further blurring the boundaries 

between internal and external experience. We can perhaps then think of our everyday 

experience as similar to that of watching a film composed of footage that’s edited by a 

series of directors, each altering the film footage given to them by the preceding director. 

The first director, according to this example, would be the physical world, which provides 

potential “footage” for us to experience in particular ways. This footage is then reworked, 

warped, and edited by a second director, namely, our bodies and sense organs, which 

were adapted to experience the physical world in particular ways according to the 

dictates of our biological evolution. The raw footage provided by our sense organs is 

then reworked by another director, namely, our brains. And this director makes use of a 

wide variety of assistant directors, namely, the parts of our brains responsible for moods, 

emotions, memories, thoughts, etc., all of which leads to another reworking of the 

footage provided by our bodies. On top of this, there is the way language and culture, 

which evolves along its own path on top of biological and physical evolution, impacts our 

memories, thereby inflecting our experiences as well. While some aspects of the earlier 

films in this series might come through unaltered in later ones, we never really know 

which aspects those might be. Luckily, however, all the “directors” and their “film 

equipement” were created by evolution, whether physical, biological, or cultural, so 

there’s a lot of potential for sync between what they produce. Nevertheless, the world 
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shared by experiencers is still only fuzzily available to any experiencer at best, such that 

any attempt to form a composite sense of the world around us, between and amongst 

experiencers, tends to be fraught with difficulties, contradictions, misunderstandings, etc. 

And all of what’s been described here in terms of internal experience seems to exist, if 

the reports of others are to believed, in other humans, and likely other animals as well. 

 

Seen in this way, there’s very little that seems to line up with anything else in a way that 

could serve as a foundation for any sort of certainty. Other than worldslices. While it 

seems we can be damn sure they’re there, beyond this, it’s only when they sync up in 

some way that patterns and order can be extracted. But sync is hardly the stuff of 

certainty. Rather, it seems that any attempt to derive meaning from such a world of 

experience is based on interpretation, which is perhaps the very stuff of the world, in 

many ways, and at many levels of scale. This might seem a depressing situation to 

some, as if we were cut off from the world by layers on top of layers of interpretation, 

such that the “original” data of the world, and any hope for something like “truth” gets 

lost. But since this is the only world we’ve ever known, and are able to do many things in 

this world, even complex things with others, the situation is perhaps only depressing if 

one compares our world to one which is different, like an ideal world, one which we’ve 

likely never seen, in which certainty is present in more clear ways. But in this world, 

certainty seems hard to come by, even if interpretation and sync seem to abound.  

 

From such a perspective, there are as many worlds of experience as there are 

experiencers and ways of looking at their worlds, and hence, potential for enormous 

creativity within coordination and sync. And all of this seems due, in one way or another, 

to the way the world evolved evolution, which evolved life, which evolved language and 

culture, each of which layers on top of each other, recreating the world in the process. 

Perhaps the very lack of certainty in this is the opening for freedom and even hope. 

Nevertheless, before moving on to issues like memory and culture, and how these relate 

to issues of meaning and value, it will be necessary to first expand the worldslice model 
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of experience by putting it into explicitly networked terms, and using this to explore the 

limits of this model. First, however, a brief summary of what’s already been described.  

 

According to the preceding sections, each of us experiences a world composed of 

segments which intertwine in variety of ways, linked in webs of mutual influence, which 

seem to carve each other into patterned systems which follow relatively ordered rules. 

Each of the abstract segments of our experience is composed of a series of others 

within it, and is part of others in turn. Each abstraction is always foregrounded in 

experience against a context, and both an abstraction and its contexts are themselves 

composed of more segments. Some of my experiences are shared with other 

experiencers, and these follow patterned rules of relation which are generally described 

with notions like space, time, motion, perspective, etc. Each of these patterns seems to 

arise from the regularities within the ways in which the segments of our world intertwine.  

 

While it’s unclear where these regularities, segments, or even experience itself comes 

from, it does seem that experience exceeds me and is independent of me in a variety of 

ways. And since there are other experiencers who report different experiences, this 

leads me to believe that my experience and that of others only describes part of a larger 

world beyond that of any particular world of experience. It also seems likely that the  

patterned regularities like those of space and time are likely descriptions of this larger 

world of experience, of which the worlds of experiencers, by means of their bodies, are 

parts. Each world of experience would then be a partial experience of a larger shared 

world which always to some extent exceeds it, yet which provides the consistency, 

patterns, and overlaps between the worlds described by individual experiencers.  

 

In addition to shared experiences, there are also experiences which arise from within 

experiencers. These experiences are internally generated by bodies, and have rules of 

their own which differ from those of physical space, time, location, perspective, etc. 

Internal experiences arise from the ways in which bodies experience their own workings, 

beyond experience that arises from the outside world. While experiences outside of 
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bodies are extended in space and time, internal experiences have space and time 

extended inside of them, according to the shapes of the feedback loops at work within 

the structures of the bodies which produce them, giving rise to various forms of 

spacetimes and containments in regard to the ways in which internal and external 

experiences interact with each other. Ultimately these are two sides of the same, with 

worldtwists, such as that located at the body, being only the most obvious manifestation 

of the ways in which the loops within inner experience violate the parameters which 

describe physical spacetime, even if they maintain network structures wtihin these 

differing types of spacetime. Because external experiences arise within the brain, and 

are variations of internal experiences, they are permeated by internal experiences, in 

relation to the patterns of relation which describe the structure of the brain, even if 

external experienes by themselves seem to follow the simpler forms of relation which 

describe the physical world.  

 

Wordlslices as Networks 

 

This rather cinematic redescription of human experience, in which everyday experience 

is recast as webs of intertwined worldslices, is in fact the way such experience looks 

when viewed through networked lenses. Let’s start this integration of network 

terminology by returning to the notion of a network itself: at its simplest, any group or set 

of things that are somehow linked together, in any way whatsoever, can be thought of as 

a network. Networks are the ways in which anything, such as aspects of our experience, 

are connected together and linked as nodes, against a context, or ground, to form 

networks, which come in levels of scale within each other.  

 

In this sense, anything described in the preceding sections as a worldslice, which is to 

say, everything in experience, can be thought of as a network. And if we return to the 

examples used in these sections, we’ll see this. If I’m standing in the park, for example, 

a tree is a single aspect of my experience, a worldslice. This experience is a network, 

composed of nodes, or sub-experiences, such as the branches, leaves, bark, etc. Each 
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of these nodes is itself a network, composed of qualities like color, shape, texture, each 

a potential experience in relation to my senses. Each of these parts of a tree is then also 

composed of sub-parts, each with their own qualities that I can experience in turn.  

 

If I close my eyes, and imagine seeing this tree, the memory of the tree is another 

network in my experience, composed of nodes linked in networks, each other which is 

composed of more networks. I can abstract or slice off the color of the green of the 

leaves, and imagine it in my mind, and that too is a network, but of a different sort, for I 

can imagine it linking to various other entities which are the same color green, and this 

can lead me to thoughts and feelings of various sorts. I open my eyes, and the tree is 

still standing there in the park. I realize that the green I held in memory in my head is 

slightly different from the green my senses report to me, and these two greens are linked 

in my mind, as I am the larger network which brings these two very different aspects of 

experience together.  

 

Whether composed of homogeneous slices of my world, like physical parts of a tree, or 

radically different types, such as my body, a physical sensation of green, and a memory 

of green, these are all nodes, linked together in various ways in my experience, and 

hence, networks. All these networks of nodes linked together are contextualized by 

grounds. The tree standing in the park is a network against the ground of the rest of the 

park, my city, the state, my experience as a whole, etc. In addition to the external ground 

there is the internal ground of my experience, and thoughts and feelings continually 

emerge from this ground, even as this ground is woven, to varying degrees, with the 

very stuff of my external ground in the world. And all this happens at many levels of 

scale, such that were I to dissect the tree, or imagine its parts, or allow thoughts and 

feelings to emerge from my experience of seeing the tree, or run across the park and 

see the lake, experiences always emerge from others, at seemingly infinite levels of 

scale.  
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There are many types of networks in all of this. Any network element can be 

homogeneous or hetergeneous, in relation to itself or others. Networks can be static or 

dynamic, directional, gated, open, closed, modular, centralized, etc. In addition, aspects 

of a network can be shared, all or in part, by various networks. For example, a molecule 

of H20 might be node within the network of flows in the circulatory system of the tree, as 

well as within that of an individual cell, or how a letter like “a” or “I” can be both a letter 

and a word. When elements or their aspects are shared between multiple levels of scale 

like this, they are known as quil ts , and the quilting structure of a network, or its 

quil t i tecture , has a large impact on form a network takes, the way it links together its 

nodes, also known as that network’s shape, or topology . And a network’s topology 

determines much about how that network relates its parts and wholes in relation to its 

grounds and levels, particularly to the degree to which it is central ized  or more widely 

spread out, which is to say, distr ibuted . Centralized networks are those in which 

certain nodes, called hubs, dominate others, either by having more links than them, or 

dominating the flow within links in more dynamic networks. In this way, issues of power 

become related to networks in fundamental ways.  

 

While all networks link together nodes, these nodes can in fact be themselves links, 

grounds, or levels. For example, all the forces acting on the tree from outside, can be 

seen as a a network in which the nodes are links between other nodes, or a network of 

l inks . Surrounding the tree are various contexts, such as the park, my city, my world of 

experience, the world as such, etc., and the way these all intertwine in relation to the 

tree can be seen as a a network in which the nodes are grounds, or a network of 

grounds . And when the tree is considered as layered systems which encompass each 

other in varying ways across various levels of scale, it can be seen as a network whose 

nodes are levels, or a network of levels . In this sense, a tree can be seen as all of 

these and then some, depending on the perspective, whether physical or otherwise, 

whereby it is experienced.  
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The four primary aspects of networks, which the networkological project calls the four 

sub-concepts, or elements ,  which pertain to the concept of the network diagram . 

These concepts are abstracted from networks in the world, and can then be applied 

back to networks in experience to help describe them. Each of these elements is 

produced by particular processes, known as noding, linking, grounding, and leveling, 

each of which has particularities which pertain to them.  

 

To begin with noding, worldslices are produced by the interaction between other 

worldslices, such as the way my body carves a lump of dirt from the ground, or how the 

wind blows a leaf off a tree. This process is worldsl ic ing , which a version of 

individuation , or  noding . When worldslices which were previously separated are 

brought together, this is intertwining , relat ing , or  l inking.  While many aspects of my 

world are prelinked, others seem to link before my eyes, some in relation to my actions, 

others on their own. And though sometimes noding and linking are separate processes, 

at other times they are aspects of the same. For example, when an embryo splits from 

one cell into many, each of these cells nodes off its parent cells, even as they are linked 

by this very process to the developing embryo as a whole. And the intertwining of noding 

and linking is networking , for nodes and links compose the foreground of any network, 

even if always in relation to levels and grounds.  

 

While noding and linking, and the nodes and links to which they give rise, describe the 

simpler side of networks, grounds and levels, as well as the processes of grounding and 

leveling which gives rise to them, are much more complex. No experience ever occurs 

outside of a context, such that  any network in experience, composed of nodes and links, 

exists as a foreground in experience, and that which provides its context is its 

background, or ground. The centrality and dominance of a network within a particular 

experience is what determines it as being in the foreground of that experience, such that 

that which is not foregrounded functions as its ground. Foregrounding can be done 

physically, such as when I move closer to something, or grab it, or internally, such as 

when I shift attention to a thought or feeling, which is a shift in the ways in which 
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networks in the brain are activated. Sometimes, however, an entity will shift into the 

foreground of my awareness even if I do nothing, such as happens if a bird flies into my 

line of sight, or my friend calls my name in the distance. Either way, a foregrounded 

worldslice or network of worldslices dominates a world of experience, and this occurs by 

means of worldslices interacting with each other, whether my body and brain are 

involved or otherwise. And ultimately, the determination of which aspects of my 

experience are nodes, links, grounds, or levels shifts in relation to the more 

encompassing ground which links experiencer and experiencer together in a process of 

experiencing which is the dynamic networked whole which brings these together at 

another level of scale 

 

Grounds are always complex, composed of grounds layered into each other. Often 

grounds blur into each other, becoming hazy or distinct, and act as a horizon  of 

experience, dynamic grounds from which new experiences can emerge as there is a 

change in level of scale. So when I see the tree against a background in the park, for 

example, I can then walk towards some aspect of that background and examine it, 

singling out a tuft of grass, making it define itself as the foreground of my experience 

against the others. In the process, what was a hazy patch of green becomes distinct, 

and composed of aspects, such as, in this case, blades of grass, which are themselves 

composed of cells, molecules, etc. If I then look up at the sky, this ground seems to not 

be composed of anything, other than vaguely distinguishable shades of blue. And yet, 

with a microscope, I could see the molecules of gas of which the sky is composed, even 

as a telescope could reveal to me the stars and galaxies far in the distance, even as, 

beneath anything in our world, theoretical physicists believe there is always a layer of 

quantum foam.13 But I can look at the sky, even without special equipment, and new 

experiences will arise within me in relation to a static seeming patch of sky, such that my 

thoughts and feelings in regard to it seems to never quite remain static. It is as if the sky 

contained within it aspects of myself, and vice-versa, for experience is always, in a 

sense, porous, full of new networks waiting to be revealed.  
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Grounds always exist in relations of mutual influence with the networks they ground, with 

foreground and background contextualizing each other, pushing and pulling on each 

other in various ways. These links between networks and that which is beyond them, 

when summed up as a whole, are what the networkological project calls grounding , or 

the process of being that which links a network to the wider world. Since all networks 

only subsist and change in relation to contexts, grounding is the manner in which 

contexts influence networks, even as networks influence their contexts in turn. While 

grounds may seem like they aren’t actively doing anything, grounds are sums of links to 

other networks and their elements, such that and each network and its elements take the 

form they do because they incomporate a balance or symmetry between the forces 

within and outside of them. Shift an aspect of a network’s ground, then, and you 

influence the network, and vice-versa, and while not all these shifts will lead to evident 

changes, some may and do. For example, if the ground beneath a tree in the park starts 

to erode, the tree may sag. Likewise, if the tree grows, it may push some of the ground 

around it out of the way.  

 

This mutual influence between backgrounds and foregrounds of networks, however, not 

only happens in regard to grounds which are outside a network. These exterior, or 

macro-grounds , which are contexts which influence a network from without, are 

complemented by interior, or micro-grounds , which are contexts which influence a 

network from within. Molecules, for example, are not only balancing acts between 

external forces and contexts, but also those contexts from within them, in that they are 

complex balancing acts between sub-atomic particles. The cells in my body are micro-

grounds of my organs, which are influenced by the macro-ground of my body. As such, 

any meso-level of scale is a network of influences, linking micro- and macro-grounds, 

and in the process, giving rise to the meso-level of scale. In all these cases, grounds 

describe the ways in which networks open onto the world beyond them, including the 

worlds within. 
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Grounds are peculiar things, neither fully inside a network nor fully outside of them, sites 

of indistinction and paradox which complicate the simplicity of networks in the world. For 

example, if I draw a picture of a network on a piece of paper, that paper serves as the 

immediate ground  of that network. But if I shift my attention, and focus on the paper 

as the foreground of my awareness, now the molecules of the paper are the nodes 

which link together to form a network, and the table underneath the network forms that 

network’s immediate ground. But if I now pick up the piece of paper and crumple it into a 

whole, now the piece of paper is the network in the foreground, and my writing desk and 

living room become the background. Any time I foreground any aspect of this 

background, or the entire background as a whole, another background reveals itself 

behind this. In this sense, any immediate ground is ultimately a relat ive ground , and 

this continues until the ult imate ground , which is the world itself, that of which which 

have no direct experience, but which we assume from indirect evidence is likely there, 

and of which all grounds and other network elements seem to be aspects. Since 

grounds ultimately all lead back to the ultimate ground, or the world, in this way, they 

describe in this sense the manner in which all networks link back to each other, if in this 

perpetually unstable and paradoxical way.  

 

If grounds are more peculiar than nodes and links, there are ways in which levels are as 

peculiar as grounds, if not moreso. Just as grounds are neither fully inside networks nor 

fully outside of them, each network can be seen as a whole network at another level of 

scale, and vice-versa. And so, networks and levels can be seen as aspects of each 

other, for all networks imply the existence of levels, and all levels are composed of 

networks. Networks and levels are, in this sense, two sides of the same. This is why, 

depending on the context, the networkological project will at times refer to the fourth key 

element of networks, after nodes, links, and grounds, as that of the network, level, or 

network/level, depending on the context in question.  

 

While recognizing differences in level of scale is often easy, describing precisely what it 

means to be a level is a more complicated affair. The notion of containment, however, is 
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the simplest place to start. Oceans generally contain fish, for example, but not vice-

versa, or at least, I’ve yet to see a fish contain an ocean, or a dog contain a house. In 

such cases, a level describes the type of difference which arises when one network 

physically contains another. While containment can by physical, it doesn’t have to be. 

Thoughts and feelings contain new ones within them, even if at times in ways which 

differ from that generally seen in the physical world, for reasons described in the 

preceding section. But in a sense, all experiences in our future emerge from those in the 

present, even as these arise from within the past, which is contained in turn in our 

memory in the present. This is an example of temporal levelling, as opposed to spatial 

levelling.  

 

Levels can be created by a shift in the experiencer, such as when I move in space or 

time, but they can also be the result of a shift in that which is experienced. For example, 

when my dog eats a mouthful of food, the food goes from being outside of him, to 

contained within him. Anything which is similar to that which has been contained in the 

past by a network entity, or which can be contained by it in the future, can be described 

as occupying a lower level of scale, because of its potential for containment. And so, in 

my world of experience, my dog’s food occupies a lower level of scale than my dog, 

even before he eats it, due to the fact that the food has the potential to be eaten by my 

dog. While some aspects of the world have fixed levels of scale, others may vary. For 

example, two predators may battle each other, and either may win and eat the other, 

and this relative equivalence puts them at the same level of scale, unless one actually 

does eat the other. Utlimately, however, any determination of level is, like those of other 

network elements, relevant to the contexts in which they are experienced.  

 

In addition to the way in which levels relate to issues of containment of parts and wholes, 

as well as the potential for this, levels are also fundamentally linked to notions of 

differentation, intertwining, feedback, process, complexity, and emergence. While there 

are always more levels of scale within networks of experience, the density of levels 

seems to change in relation to the complexity of the networks involved. For example, a 
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human being has many more levels of scale within it than a human sized doll which isn’t 

composed of organs and systems, but rather, stuffed with foam. While it’s possible to 

think of the doll as composed of levels of foam which contain each other in various ways, 

there’s no difference in form or function between these levels, and interchanging parts 

within or between such levels won’t impact it in any way. Tear the stuff out of one part 

and move it to another, and it’s still a doll stuff with foam, just rearranged. But switching 

around the location of a human’s heart and liver, or trying to make it’s toe contain it’s 

foot, and the human will be very different, and stop stop functioning. These are 

differences, and they make a difference, and this indicates the presence of complexity , 

both within the levels of scale, but that there are differences in level of scale.  

 

All complexity is the result of processes of emergence. Emergence  comes in three 

forms, the first of which is the manner in which that which is relatively the same gives 

rise to differentiat ion  within itself, while the second occurs when differentiations are 

then intertwine  together without losing these differences. When differentiations 

intertwine, they do so by producing feedback, mediat ion, modulation, or sync  

between themselves, and at times even modifying each other so as to do so. 

Differentiation, intertwining, and feedback are themselves all the result of the emergence 

of processes which emerged from others in turn.  

 

Emergence, or self-differing relation, turns networks into nodes at new levels of scale, 

linking them together to form meta-networks, and vice-versa in decomposition. For 

example, a human embryo starts off as one cell, but then divides into new cells, turning 

one network into a group of of networks, some of which then envelop others, giving rise 

to levels of skin, bone, muscle, etc., even if all these layers emerged from one original 

cell. On the other hand, a sensation can be seen to give rise to a thought which, when 

examined, gives rise to others, which are then inflected by a feeling, which dissolves into 

new sensations, thoughts, or feelings in turn. In all these cases, levels come about when 

networks divide, differentiate, and then some absorb others, or produce more from within 

them, giving rise to levels by means of these processes. The process whereby new 
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levels emerge is known as level ing . Noding, linking, grounding, and leveling are all 

forms of emergence, or complexif icat ion , the result of which is the production of 

various forms of complexity . Whenever one of these processes reverses, this process 

is known as decomposit ion, or decomplexif icat ion .  

 

Networks of Intersubjective Worlds: Realities, Aspects, and Excesses 

 

Now that human experience has been framed in network terms, we can now begin to 

unwind this description from within by taking it to its limits. To start, what happens when 

worlds of experience attempt to intertwine? Let's say I'm with a friend, and we are both 

looking at an object, for example, a children's toy, and we disagree about the color. My 

friend tells me she’s colorblind, and by common definition I am not. Does that mean 

she’s wrong about the color? In my world of experience, the network which is this toy 

appears one way, while to my friend, it's different. In a world composed of only the two of 

us, without other ways to adjudicate, it could be that I’m colorblind, or perhaps neither of 

us is wrong, we simply see the toy differently. In a sense, of course, this is true, our 

bodies are different in some crucial ways, and hence, the toy appears to each of us 

differently. And while many people might agree with me on the color of the toy, to say 

that the minority opinion is incorrect, or can be incorrect, is not to do it justice. Different 

bodies reveal different worlds, all versions of the world as such, and while we agree on 

many aspects of our worlds of experience, we don’t necessarily agree on them all.  

 

The networkological project will therefore use the term reai l ty  to describe those aspects 

of networks which show up in the overlap between multiple worlds of experience. For 

example, a toy shows up in the reality shared by me and my friend, even if the color is 

indeterminate in that reality, because it shows up differently in each of our experiences 

of the toy. The toy appears in our reality, but the color only as a mixture between that 

which we experience in our own ways. Realities describe the parameters whereby 

experiencers can coordinate in regard to their experiences. And so, if I and my friend 
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agree that there is a toy there, even if we disagree on its color, it is as if we both directly 

shared the rest of the experience of the toy.  

 

While no experience is ever truly shared by experiencers, this is overcome by sync 

between worlds, and realities represent the various potentials for this within and between 

various worlds of experience. For realities are symmetries between worlds, and describe 

the manner in which worlds can be present in each other, if indirectly. In this way, even 

relatively private and internal experiences of others can enter into my reality. For 

example, if my friend and I have a conversation about how the color of this toy appears 

differently to each of us, this conversation is part of our shared reality, as are the ideas 

within it. While we can never know if the elements of a reality show up exactly the same 

in the worlds of experience which overlap there, unless a particular difference emerges, 

such as a disagreement between the color of the toy, there’s reason enough to believe 

that the experiences which occur in worlds which compose a reality are likely similar, at 

least in the ways relevant to the actions in a given situation. The result is that 

experiencers are able to coordinate, and the shared experiences which allow for this is 

precisely what is meant by a reality.  

 

Each reality is composed of aspects of the worlds of experience of which it is a part, 

such that we can speak of real i tyaspects  and worldaspects relevant to each. Those 

aspects of the larger worlds of experience which exceed a given reality, however, will be 

called the excesses  relevant to this reality. In the case of my friend and I, my 

experience of the color of the toy is in excess to my friend’s experience of it, and vice-

versa, and each experience is in excess to our shared reality. Excesses can take several 

forms, and sometimes even the boundaries between networks, or the very existence of a 

network, will be one way in one world of experience, and different in another. When an 

aspect of a network is in excess to a reality it is called a real i tyexcess , while an aspect 

in excess of a world it is a worldexcess .  
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Excesses take several forms. Some manifest as a gap or incompletion, others as a site 

of inconsistency, or as an incoherence of some sort. An incoherence occurs when 

something is present in a reality, but can only be grasped in a fuzzy, indistinct, or 

otherwise unclear way. For example, a blind spot in my vision is an example of an 

excess in the form of incompletion, while blurry vision is an example of excess in the 

form of incoherence, and a flashing afterimage would be an example of an excess in the 

form of inconsistency. Excesses not only show up in and between realities, but in and 

between worlds as well. For example, if neither I nor my friend can see ultraviolet light, 

science shows us that bees can, and in this sense, ultraviolet light is in excess not only 

of our shared reality, but our worlds as well, even if present in that of bees. So while we 

can use scientific experiments and instruments to learn that bees see ultraviolet light, 

thereby bringing this fact into our worlds and realities, the ultraviolet light and the 

experience of it nevertheless remains outside of them. While indirect evidence, like that 

provided by scientific experiments, may lead us to entertain the belief that we live in 

worlds or realities that are complete, coherent, or consistent, it’s nevertheless essential 

keep in mind that all worlds and realities are ultimately networks of networks. And so, 

like all networks, they have grounds and levels which keep them from ever fully closing 

upon themselves. For example, there are always horizons to my vision, and any vision I 

share with others, just as all my experience is always contained within a world 

experienced by others, contained by others as well.   

 

The notion of realities allows for the complication of the worldslice model, for it allows for 

the construction of a notion of experience as such, composed of many partially 

overlapping worlds, realities, excesses, and aspects or slices of experiences. 

Experience, then, can be seen as the aggregate of these, a reality which doesn’t exclude 

excesses, but rather includes them. Perhaps this is what the world is, though its 

impossible to know if there are parts of the world which may never show up in 

experience. Either way, there are as many worlds as there are experiencers, as many 

realities as ways of layering worlds, as many excesses as there are ways of combining 

the gaps between realities and worlds, and as many experiences as there are ways of 
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intertwining these. Experience, then, is the complex of the experiences of all 

experiencers in relation to the world as such, and while we cannot know it any more 

diretly than the world, we can experience, like we do the world, in our own way as our 

worlds.  

 

To show how this plays out in a concrete example, my friend and I have one shared 

reality, with its various excesses, but when we are joined by someone else, say, my 

young nephew, then our the original reality is now part of the larger reality shared by the 

three of us, even as aspects of each may exceed the others. Each time one of us 

experiences something, this experience is a carving, slicing, abstraction, or grasping of 

our worlds, which may show up in our shared realities in a variety of ways. My nephew, 

for example, is a toddler, while my friend and I are adults. Many ideas shared by my 

friend and I in our shared reality, such as electricity or governments, don't exist in my 

nephew's world. And so, the reality shared by the three of us is limited to things like 

doggies and cars, such that the reality shared by my friend and I is much richer than that 

shared with my nephew, even though my friend and I may disagree on the color of some 

things. Nevertheless, we generally don’t seem to disagree on things which form the 

basic aspects of what our culture has called the physical world, or many aspects of the 

ideas which have formed part of our shared cultures, and this helps us find ways to work 

together.  

 

Going beyond these simple examples, it’s important to note that worlds, realities, 

excesses, and aspects, each of which is composed of networks and elements in turn, 

are not static. So if my friend and I take my nephew for a walk in the park, our worlds 

shift, as do our realities. What’s more, we can expand the reality the three of us share, 

not only by changing our relation to the world by, for example, taking a walk, but also by 

introducing aspects of the reality that some of share into those of others. For example, 

we can expand my nephew's world, and hence, the reality shared by the three of us, by 

introducing new ideas to him. If my nephew turns out to be colorblind, though, he might 

agree in several crucial ways with my friend about the color of toys. 
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As my nephew ages, however, he'll likely come to agree with me and my friend that in 

the reality shared by the three of us, and many others, aspects of the world like toys can 

sometimes appear differently to different people. And while some of us might choose to 

deny the roles specific excesses play in some of our descriptions of our worlds and 

realities, the fact that some people experience the world different from others is a 

generally accepted part of our world. I’ve never encountered, for example, a person who 

denies the fact that sometimes people disagree with them, or that some of their 

experiences turn out to have been different from what they previously thought about 

them. It’s not inconcievable, however, that a very scared person might feel that any 

excess is a threat of some sort, and hence want to deny any lack of sync between 

themselves and their world. Many philosophies and worldviews try to in fact describe 

away various excesses, an issue to be discussed in depth in the following chapters.  

 

Despite the lack of overlap that occurs between various worlds and realities, there 

seems to be generally enough overlap so that we can still often coordinate. And so, for 

example, my friend, my nephew, and I can coordinate enough to play with the toys, and 

then clean them up together. There are, however, times when coordination and 

agreement aren’t the case. Galileo Galilei and the Catholic Church, for example, 

described the same world of experience, but their realities had several areas of very real 

incompatibility, such that the world of each was in excess to that of each other in ways 

which made operating in the world in a coordinated manner quite difficult. While the 

experiencers in question could coordinate physically, they could not in terms of ideas, 

with very real stakes in regard to issues of interpretation, power, etc. A more basic and 

everyday problem of coordination, however, would occur, for example, in cases like 

hallucination, injury to various body parts, various ways of fooling the senses, etc., any 

of which can lead to people to not be able to physically coordinate when their worlds fall 

to one degree or another out of sync.  
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The fact that we are all able to coordinate so well in most situations does however 

bolster the notion that our worlds of experience are likely of the same world, experienced 

differently in each world, giving rise to realities by means of the symmetries between 

these. And while we also can't know if this world of ours is the only world, if we come to 

know other worlds, this would still only be indirectly through this world, such that this 

world will always be “the” world for us, and any others will be other worlds which we 

access through this one, and hence, extensions of it. So, for example, if we learn that 

ultimately that not only are our individual worlds computer simulations, but that of all 

other humans as well, this would be a shift within the world, more than the appearance 

of another world. Likewise, if we discovered ours were only one dimension amongst 

many, our notion of the world would expand, but this wouldn’t imply the existance of 

another world, for this notion of the world is that of the ground of experience as such. In 

this sense, the world of experience, that of which mine is an aspect, slice, or part, always 

exceeds any particular world of experience, just as any particular world of experience 

generally exceeds any shared reality to which it contributes.  

 

For most purposes, the notions of “the world of experience,” which is the world as 

grasped in experience, the aggregate of all worlds of experience, the world “of” 

experience in all senses of these words, is practically the same as the world, which is to 

say, the world as such, the hypothesized foundation which is likely that which all worlds 

in experience are a manifestation. In what follows, in cases in which these notions 

cannot be pratcially substituted for each other, the world will be distinguished into “the 

world of experience” and “the world as such.” When the term “the world” is used, 

however, it should be assumed that what is being said relates to the ways in which 

experiencers grasp the world through the world of experience to give rise to our 

particular worlds.  

 

This structure nevertheless repeats in relation to each of the realities described earlier in 

this section. For in fact, each reality has a world which exceeds it, which is the complex 

aggregate of all the excesses relevant to it, and the manner in which the world manifests 
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in this reality as such. For example, the world of culture  is the manner in which the 

world manifests within the various cultures in the world, each of which is a particular 

reality within this world. The physical world, or the universe , is the world which 

exceeds the physical realities which experiencers share between them, with matters  

and their relevant qualities as aspects of these realities, in relation to the world of 

experience and the world as as such which exceeds them all.  

 

Networks of Experiencers: Worlds Beyond the Human 

 

While each experiencer has their own world, and these weave together to form realities 

in various ways, what precisely constitutes an experiencer? As a relational philosophy, 

the networkological project will attempt to work around any firm distinction between mind 

and body or mind and matter, in order to show how experience as we know it can be 

seen as arising from the intertwining of simpler aspects of the world. In order to do this 

consistently, however, there will be a need to expand precisely what is meant by 

experience not only beyond the human, but in fact, beyond living organisms in general, 

and in some surprising ways. Only from such an expanded perspective is it possible to 

overcome the dualisms which not only haunt contemporary philosophy, but are 

increasingly being found restrictive in light of cutting edge cognitive science, artificial 

intelligence, and the philosophy influenced by these. In order to do this, however, it will 

be necessary to describe aspects of the world simpler than humans and living organisms 

as at least having the potential, when complexified, for many of the things which seem to 

otherwise making living organisms, and humans in particular, so unique. While some of 

these terminological shifts might feel odd at first, they will help make the overall world 

described by the networkological perspective much more consistent and comprehensive 

in the long run. For unlike a dualist approach, that described by the networkological 

project will not have to imagine how to then bring mind and body together, an issue that 

has created enormous difficulties for various dualisms to this day.  
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In order to start to describe what this might look like, let’s return for a moment to the 

experience of other humans. When I look at other people, I don't know what it's like to be 

them, from the inside, though there's indirect evidence which leads me to believe that 

other humans have worlds of experience inside of them, and that they experience their 

worlds in ways that are often similar to mine, largely to the degree of similarity or 

difference between our bodies. So when I'm playing with my nephew, for example, I 

notice that when I do something funny he'll often laugh, while if he falls, he cries, none of 

which is too different from the way other humans relate to their worlds, or the way I 

relate to mine. Furthermore, all humans have similar body structures, and we are able to 

see how various types of stimuli tend to lead to certain responses in relation to precise 

body parts. When I cover my eyes or ears, my senses are muffled, and others report 

similar things to me. All this evidence seems to indicate a relative similarity of relation 

between certain body parts and their ability to influence and give rise to aspects of 

human experience.  

 

Ultimately, however, I can never be sure other humans experience, it just seems to me 

like they have worlds of experience within them in a manner which has similarities to my 

own. This is, however, an argument by analogy, between my experience and that of 

other humans, due to similarities between reported experiences, bodies, and actions. 

This argument can be extended to various types of animals which have structures and 

responses to stimuli that are similar to humans in varying degrees.14 My dog clearly has 

a world of experience, if one that seems simpler than my own, though it seems to see 

with eyes, taste with a tongue, etc. Plants seem to “sense” the presence of light and 

water, and move towards them, and while plants clearly lack brains and nervous 

systems, some have suggested that they posses relays of chemicals that function as a 

simple nervous system of some sort. Even if we can’t know what it “feels” like to be a 

plant, it doesn’t seem unreasonable that plants seem to “feel” something, if in a 

delocalized sense. Simple animals, like hydra, or even unicellular organisms, also seem 

to feel and react to the world. If you poke some of these very simple organisms, they 
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react in various ways, all of which seems to indicate the presence of some sort of 

experience going on within them.  

 

In all this, of course, the appearance of sensitivity to incoming influences, and reactions 

to these in the form of actions, is all there is to go on. Inanimate objects are trickier, 

however. Certianly entities like stones, tables, chairs, and cars, do seem to react when 

hit, sometimes by changing shape, sometimes by breaking. But do any of these entities 

experience any of this? If we can only tell if another experiencer experiences indirectly, 

from its external manifestations, as with living entities, then there seems no reason not 

to see if this argument can be applied to non-living entities. Certainly if you hit an 

inanimate object with enough force, it will deform in one way or another, and there does 

seem to be a way in which an entity “decides,” at least in part, how it will do so. For 

example, a stone may break in two when hit with a hammer, but we don’t know 

beforehand which way it will break. Or, if I break a wooden stick over my leg by slowly 

increasing the tension, moving the stick around as I do this, I can feel the tension 

working its way up and down the stick, until it becomes too much at one point or another, 

such that the stick breaks at one location rather than another. While this is partly due to 

external influences, it also seems that factors inside the stick determine to some extent 

where the break occurs. It is as if there were a negotiation at work, between internal and 

external influences. That is, while inanimate entities seem to react in relatively 

predictable ways, there are times in which they still surprise us. Various reactions may 

feed back or forward on each other, such as seen in hurricanes or cascades, leading to 

surprises even within relatively determined seeming physical systems, and this is what 

complex systems science describes in its studies of difficult to predict phenomenon in 

the physical world.  

 

While this sort of decision doesn’t seem to be made by a centralized part of the stone or 

stick, in the manner in which specialized organs seem to make decisions for animals, it 

does seem that the entire entity participates in these more basic types of decision, if 

increasingly so in the vicinity of a particular stimulus. What's more, each decision seems 
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to be composed of micro-decisions. For example, when I examine a stone or a stick that 

breaks, each break seems jagged and composed of many branches. If I examine a more 

flexible material that bends under stress, it’s often possible to see its component parts 

stretch at multiple levels of scale. That is, it’s like a given level of an inanimate object 

“consults” its interior, micro-levels, like a government representative consulting its 

constituents. And while the representative generally does what it’s constituents want, 

there are times in which the world still seems to surprise, whetther due to feedback or 

feedforward effects, quantum fluctuations, etc. In a sense, this isn’t ultimately that 

different from what my brain does, even if what “votes” isn’t simply physical forces, but 

dynamic patterns of sync in flows. While the level of complexity is radically increased, 

the concept, in simpler form, seems the same.   

 

In addition to decisions, there are additional analogies between the ways in which 

animate and non-animate entities seem to react to the world around them. To start, there 

are similarities between the ways in which animate entities sense the world around 

them, often at distance (ie: sight, smell), and the manner in which some inanimate 

objects can be impacted by others at a distance. For example, certain metals can be 

influenced by magnets even without direct physical contact with them. And like the 

sense organs of animals, particular parts of magnets seem to impact other magnets 

differently than others, indicating a differentiation of the types of sensitivity at work in 

these materials. Furthermore, just as animals seem to be able to remember the way 

external entities impacted them in memory, inanimate entities often record the impact of 

the world beyond them in a simpler form of memory, contained in their very form. If I 

break a stone, for example, it seems to “remember” this, in that the way the stone 

breaks, its particular shape, is at least partially shaped by the way I applied force to the 

stone. Likewise, if I paint a picture on a canvas, the canvas records the patterns of the 

paint upon it once the paint dries. Computer memory is simply a more complex form of 

these simpler forms of inorganic memory.  
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In all these examples, various influences act upon the network in question, which then 

processes these influences by consulting its internal networks, which render a decision, 

resulting in action, the results of which are often stored in memory in shifts within the 

form of the networks in question. This is similar to what we see in living entities, just 

simpler. It’s hardly unreasonable, then, to think of inanimate objects as making 

delocalized, distributed decisions on how to react to forces and impacts upon them, nor 

that this is the result of the way the entity feels or experiences the world around it, and 

remembers aspects of this in memory by means of shifts in its physical form.  

 

Nevertheless, crucial differences seem to remain between the way animate and 

inanimate networks relate to their worlds. Inanimate entities generally lack structures like 

brains and chemical messengers like those posessed by animals, systems which 

condense experiences from the various parts of animal bodies and bring them together 

in a central core which then processes and distributes reactions to various aspects of the 

whole. This seems to explain why inanimate entities like stones or sticks don’t seem to 

be able to coordinate responses in complex ways, but rather just react locally, because 

they’re just dispersed nets of connection with no central organization. That said, some 

inanimate entities, like computers, do have differentiated sensors which react to 

particular types of stimuli, and which allows the entity to react to the world beyond them. 

Nevertheless, most inanimate objects also seem to lack the complex energy and 

reproductive systems present in the simplest forms of life. While these systems aren’t 

immediately related to those aspects of entities which react to the outside world, in the 

manner of perceptual and processing organs in animals, they do seem to indicate some 

sort of basic togetherness present in and between living organisms, and lacking in 

inanimate entities.  

 

All of which raises the question of precisely determines the boundaries between 

inanimate entities. That is, it’s easy to see a tree as a single entity, because a tree 

invests energy in maintaining itself and its boundaries from what’s around it, and most 

scientists view boundary maintenance as one of the basic indicators of life. But while a 
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single stone seems to have defined boundaries from what is around it, what about a 

patch of stone sticking out from under the ground? It’s only when a piece is chipped off 

of this that it becomes distinct from the rest, and a stone on its own. Without central 

organization and systematicity of some sort, we might not be able to say then that “a” 

stone reacts to stimulus, but only that there is a reaction in the stone, if at many levels of 

scale.  

 

It is possible then that if there is experience in the stone, it is likewise dispersed. Without 

nerves to conduct stimuli to a brain, reaction seems to occur in diffuse waves, in the 

manner in which sound disperses in the air, or waves in water. Even plants 

communicate between their parts, not through nerves in a centralized system, but by 

simpler mechnisms, and even single celled organisms have chemical messengers and 

microtubules that connect their various parts. Lacking this sort of systematic and central 

organization, however, inanimate entities seem to only from determinate boundaries in 

relation to other aspects of the world as a result of particular externally produced events 

and stresses, like the way a stone forms when chipped off another. And so, if there’s any 

experience in inanimate entities, it is likely it is correspondingly simple in this manner.  

 

While at first it might appear that inanimate entities produced by humans complicate all 

this, they actually do seem to follow this pattern when examined. For while many 

technical objects do have structures similar to those seen in living entities, such as 

energetic systems, specialized sense organs, and centralized processing systems, they 

only seem to have some of the abilities to react to stimuli seen in animals or even plants. 

Computers often have complex memory systems, for example, but they don't seem to 

react in ways which are difficult to predict. They don't report emotions or feelings, or any 

reactions that can’t be clearly seen to have been pre-programmed beforehand by 

humans. Computers don’t grow, or give rise to offspring, even though some of their 

programs might. But perhaps most importantly, unlike nearly any living entity, they don’t 

seem to do anything to prevent themselves from malfunctioning unless they are 

programmed to do so. Computers don’t fix themselves, and don’t indicate any tendency 
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towards wanting to remain a functioning system, for in fact, they need to be told to 

maintain themselves. But all living entities seem to have some sort of basic tendency to 

try to perpetuate themselves, often not only individually, but as a species through 

reproduction, and by caring for kin and young. While some non-living entities do seem to 

reproduce themselves, these are either precurosor chemicals of life, or the product of 

living entities, such as the “life-cycles” of memes on the internet. This desire to 

perpetuate one’s own life, and that of other like oneself, seems however to be part of 

every living entity, and lacking in all non-living entities, and seems to go above and 

beyond any other indicators of the difference between living and non-living entities. And 

though computers then are clearly much more complicated than other types of non-living 

entities, and seem to extend the desires of humans in various ways, in other senses, 

perhaps they are like very fancy hammers, which is to say, complicated tools but little 

more.  

 

Nevertheless, by using the same chain of reasoning whereby I assume that other 

humans, animals, plants, and simpler living entities have worlds of experience in them 

proportional to their physical structure, it seems reasonable to extend this to inanimate 

entities as well, in proportion to their physical structure. For inanimate objects seem to 

have simple types of perception, reaction, processing, and memory, if in a distributed 

manner, and these are precisely the means whereby I attribute experience to living 

organisms. While life does seem to add some unique attributes, in particular, something 

like a tendency for preservation and replication, these seeming desires seem extensions 

of simpler tendencies inanimate matters. For clearly various types of matter seem to 

desire others, like how magnets desire their other halves, or molecules of water desire 

each other. Might these be simpler forms of what in more complex living systems 

manifests as desire for life, and that which sustains it, like food?  

 

In all this, there doesn’t seem any logical reason to argue that inanimate objects might 

not have something like simple forms of dispersed and delocalized experience. And we 

certainly can’t disprove this, any more than we could prove whether or not humans truly 
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experience things the same even when they say they do. For even though you might 

present my friend and I with brown stone, for example, and even if we both recognize 

this as a stone, and as being of a brown color, and even if we do so in relation to a color 

chart, to show that we discriminate colors in similar ways, there’s no way to know if the 

quality or feel, what philosophers often call the “qualia” of an experience, is actually the 

same. And this is simply because we can only gain indirect access to the experience of 

others through external manifestations of these experiences within our own. It is 

precisely because of this that we can’t disprove that inanimate entities have experience, 

because we can’t temporarilly feel what it’s like to be inside of them, any more than we 

can feel what it’s like to be another human, animal, or plant.  

 

If we grant that non-living objects could very well have simple forms of experience, 

however, there’s no reason that we shouldn’t extend the model of experience described 

in relation to humans in the preceding section, composed of worlds, realities, excesses, 

and aspects (also known as abstractions, networks, etc.), to the potential experiences of 

inanimate entities as well. Strange as it may sound at first, it seems there’s no reason 

why we shouldn’t speak of the worlds and realities which pertain to inanimate entities. 

For example, we could say that the magnets and metals seem to experience magnetic 

forces in their worlds and realities, while fabrics and plastics, do not, even though gravity 

seem to exist in the world of experience of all of these. Does this mean that I share 

aspects of my world and reality with magnets? Though it doesn’t seem that magnetic 

forces directly influence my reality, they do have indirect effects on me, such as the fact 

that they help generate electricity, which in turn creates light in my house that I can 

certainly see. Magnetic forces are part of the reality I share with magnets, but not that 

shared by myself, magnets, and, for example, plastics, which seem completely 

unimpacted by magnetic forces in any way.  

 

One large difference between me and a piece of fabric, of course, is that I can 

understand chains of causation by means of language and diagrams, and hence, have 

indirect expansions of my reality, something a fabric doesn’t have. Inanimate objects 



	   69	  

seem to lack the ability to expand their realities by means of indirect evidence, which 

seems to require inference, such as that which implicitly grounds my dealings with other 

humans when I treat them as if they too have experiences going on inside of them. And 

this is why I can say that magnetic forces exist in my reality, if indirectly in their effects. 

 

Computers once again complicate things, but computers don’t ask us how we are feeling 

unless programmed to do so, nor do they spontaneously look where we look, like dogs 

or other humans do, all of which might indicate the sort of indirect expansion of worlds 

and realities present in animate entities with brains. While computers react to inputs of 

various sorts, such as keystrokes or visual data, they don’t seem to yet react differently 

to animate and inanimate entities in ways that would lead us to believe they actually 

understand the difference, and hence used indirect experience to hypothesize about the 

experience of other experiencers. Rather, they just react to keystrokes and data of 

various sorts, according to highly determined sets of rules. That said, various types of 

“soft-computing,” such as artificial neural networks, radically complicate all of this, to the 

point at which I think that it would be appropriate to say that such networks “think,” if in 

very simple forms.15  

 

While it might seem strange to attibute worlds and realities to inanimate entities, not only 

is such an approach as justified as any other, but it helps get around the mind-body 

dualism which has increasingly seemed like a stumbling block to various attempts to 

conceptualize thought as science has complexified its approach to the question of how 

mind emerges from matter. Experiencing the world is simply what matter does, such that 

all matter has the basics of what is generally called “mind” within it, if in very simple form 

in simple matters. Complicate a matter, and you complicate its mind, and if you develop 

dynamic systematicity, such as that seen in living entities which monitor their functioning 

as a system, and work to sustain themselves as systems in the world, and even 

reproduce themselves, it seems that mind seems to become aware of itself on some 

basic level, it begins to care if it lives or dies, just as magnets seem to care what other 

types of magnets are around them, or some molecules seek out others. If the basic stuff 
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of the world isn’t divided into two parts, like mind and body, it isn’t so difficult to explain 

how one emerges from the other, or how to bridge the gap between them. Rather, it’s all 

one stuff, mind and matter are two sides of the same, and the internal experience of a 

matter complexifies as the matter complexifies.  

 

In all this, however, it should be kept in mind we still have no way of knowing if inanimate 

entities “feel” anything we do when influenced by various other entities in the world. And 

without a centralized nervous system or brain, even if these entities “feel” aspects of 

their world via simple, delocalized “experiences,” reacting to them and even at times 

recording in memory the result of this, they clearly don’t seem to be aware that they do 

this in any sort of reflexive way. But there do seem to be some basic continuities in the 

ways in which what we generally call inanimate and animate aspects of the world react, 

process, remember, and decide in relation to influences upon them, and sometimes in 

relation to specfic parts of themselves. There are also differences, which have been 

described, but these differences shouldn’t be seen as reason to simply ignore the 

continuities, something which occurs whenever we speak or act as if we could know that 

there were no experience in inanimate entities.  

 

While I'm pretty sure most other humans see and feel things, hear and taste things, and I 

know I share much less with, say, a sub-atomic particle which may only react to gravity 

and a few other fundamental forces, there’s no reasl reason why we should have one set 

of rules for making analogies in terms of experience for one type of entity rather than the 

other. And even though it seems clear that the existence of certain coordinating traits, 

like a centralized processing system, a general energetic system, and what we generally 

call ‘life’ seems to confer increased complexity to forms of experience that we infer occur 

in our world in addition to our own, there’s no reason to think any of this rules out simple 

and dispersed forms of experience in inanimate entities, each of which can then be 

described by means of the networks of worlds, realities, excesses, and aspects already 

articulated for animate experiencers.  

 



	   71	  

Experience At The Limits: Horizons, Fractality, Incompletion, Infinity 

 

While the preceding section moved beyond the realm of human experience in order to 

account for experience beyond that of humans and even animals, there are some other 

even more complex issues that arise when everyday human experience is stretched to 

its limits. Some of these limits are common, and we just tend not to think too much about 

them because of this. Others may happen less frequently, yet also seem to be part of 

potentials for experience reported by most humans, and in their own way, by other 

experiencers. Whether common or not, they tend to lead to paradoxes in any attempt to 

develop consistent descriptions of them. In mathematics, they give rise to infinities or 

zeroes, or the inability to decide between these, and it is in this sense that they can be 

be thought of as unlimits at the limits of experience, limit-situations which provide 

structure to our experience.16 And yet, these are immanent infinities, beyond notions of 

limit and unlimit, paradoxical cores of experience itself.  

 

These paradoxes are not unique to the networkological worldpicture, for in fact, they 

arise in one form or another in any account of experience I’ve yet to encounter. And for 

reasons that will become apparent, how a philosophy deals with these limit-situations, or 

tries to get around doing so, reveal many of that philosophy’s key assumptions and 

presuppositions, implicit or otherwise. The networkological project is no exception in any 

of this, and so, as this account of experience now approaches some of the tricker issues 

it had previously bracketed, this will also serve as a point of entry to some of the more 

foundational issues and assumptions upon which the preceding account of experience is 

based. This section will trace the concrete manifestations of these paradoxes, while the 

following section will show how the network diagram can be used to account for all of 

these. The final section of this chapter will then use these issues as a jumping off point 

for articulating some of principles which differentiate the networkological project from 

other philosophical positions in regard to these issues.  

 

a. The (Un)limit of Horizons:  
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Let’s start by examining a relatively simple limit-situation, put in terms of the general 

account of experience articulated in the preceding sections. For example, let’s say I’m 

standing on a hill outside in the park. I can see pretty far, but there are limits to what I 

can see. On a nice day, perhaps I can see a mile or two, at least if there are no 

obstructions, but beyond this, my vision becomes cloudy, fuzzy, or obscure, such that it 

becomes difficult to differentiate what I see into distinct or discrete aspects at these 

limits. This happens in senses other than vision as well, such that I have a limited range 

to my auditory experiences as well, a much smaller range with my sense of smell, and 

with senses like touch or taste, the limits of my experience go no further than that which 

is in direct contact with my body. Sometimes senses like touch or taste even have 

trouble distinguishing or localizing sensations in more than a very hazy, general sort of 

way.  

 

In all of these cases, the networkological project will say that that my networks of 

experience have a ground which functions as a horizon . A horizon is a dynamic type of 

ground from which changes emerge, and beyond which experience is often fuzzy or 

otherwise indistinct. While changes in a horizon seem to indicate that there is more to 

experience beyond it, this can only be grasped ‘through’ a horizon indirectly, for 

example, by inference. In addition, many types of horizons lack consistent ranges. For 

example, while the horizon of my experience in regard to sound or vision seems to 

extend over large distances, my vision or hearing can also be blocked, and simpler 

senses extend no further than my body. Simpler entities are impacted by stimuli in a 

much more global, if often unequally distributed, manner (ie: the example of breaking a 

stick over my leg from the preceding section). And it also seems that there are interior 

sorts of horizons as well, such as the interior horizon of the unconscious, from which 

memories, thoughts, and feelings often emerge.   

 

Horizons are dynamic in a variety of ways. Things may mutate and change at the limits 

of my experience, new entities can arrive, networks can shatter or combine, or I can 
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reorient the whole in relation to me, as the dynamic center of this all, by moving. I can 

extend my horizons by use of various prostheses, revealing new horizons within 

horizons. That is, I can use a telescope to extend the external reach of my visual 

horizon, and I can also use a microscope to reveal additional networks lurking within the 

horizons of my vision in regard to what is literally inside of my body. Of course, my own 

thoughts and feelings seem to be one of the most curious horizons, a form of externality 

at my own central core, a limit from which things seem to continually arise, and into 

which they eventually vanish.  

 

From all these dynamic limits, we’re able to abstract patterns, and hence, gain indirect 

knowledge of that which seems to exist beyond these various limits. So when an 

airplane comes into view and then leaves on the other side of my visual horizon, I know 

it hasn't vanished, but has just moved through the horizon of my sight. Or when I walk 

down the street one way rather than another, and I carve the world into strips of 

experience, I’m still able to know from memory that the other side of the street is there, 

and that my experience could have been different, if in a predictable way, had I walked 

along a different path. Memory helps us to abstract patterns, and then use these to help 

us navigate incoming experience. So when I see my dog run around in the park, I’m not 

surprised that I can’t see through him, and I don’t wonder whether or not part of the park 

has vanished behind whatever his body momentarily obscures from view, as it carves a 

shifting outline against the background of the park. We are in fact continually surrounded 

by horizons which move and change within various aspects of our world of experience, 

which our memory has learned to deal with in highly productive ways, such that we don’t 

even generally have to think about all this. The fact that this isn’t generally strange to us 

is simply due to the fact that we live immersed in networks of experience which are 

grounded by horizons of various sorts. This doesn’t make them, however, any less 

strange when we think about them.  

 

Horizons occur in non-human experience as well. For while we can’t know what it’s like 

to be inside a sub-atomic particle like an electron, it seems, at least from outside, that 
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electrons respond certain ways to charge or gravity in ways which modulate with 

distance and intensity. While we can’t know if electrons ‘experience’ charge or gravity 

the way humans experience changes in the intensity of light, it’s really no more 

unreasonable to think this is possible than to think that another human might have an 

analogous experience of the color blue. In all these cases, we see a body influenced by 

aspects of the world beyond it, process these in their internal networks, and react. Living 

organisms seem to surprise us more than non-living ones, but as previous sections have 

argued, there are reasons to think this could be an issue of degree more than anything 

else, an approach which helps alleviate the various difficulties associated with mind/body 

dualism.  

 

Nevertheless, it does seem that humans, due to the additional complexity of our bodies 

and brains, have some horizons that pertain to us which simply don’t for simpler entities 

like particles. For example, physical entities without brains are only be able to record 

their histories within their material form, while organisms with brains seem to have much 

more complex forms of memory, and these have horizons of their own. When I try to 

remember what I ate yesterday for lunch, for example, it feels like I am groping against a 

horizon at least similar in some ways to that of my vision or sight, even though this is an 

analogy at best. Such analogies can be useful when trying to imagine what other 

experiencers, whether human or otherwise, experience. And while there’s evidence that 

rocks and electrons are impacted by gravity, and hence, could experience it in a manner 

simpler yet analgous to humans, there’s no evidence of any sort which seems to indicate 

that rocks or electrons or other inanimate entities without brains have horizons in 

memory like this. That said, they are influenced by the influences of their internal 

networks, just as living organisms are, and just as we feel the way our stomachs and 

lungs feel, it is quite possible that inanimate entities experience horizons of influence 

from inside and outside as well, even if not in the way in which this folds within itself in 

animals in regard to experience in our brains, which seem to layer on top of that in our 

bodies.  
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Horizons are the primary evidence we have for the existence of a world beyond our 

individual experience, and it seems likely that horizons indicate our shifting relation to 

various aspects of this world. And while none of this is likely to be surprising to anyone 

reading this, horizons can be quite tricky to describe in a precise way. For example, 

should we think of these horizons as inside, or outside, our experience? Perhaps the 

simplest way to describe them is by means of the notion of “extimacy ,” a term first 

developed by Jacques Lacan. For Lacan, anything which is interiorly exterior, or 

exteriorly intimate, can be described as extimate to the domain in question.17  

 

There are various reasons why experience can be seen as extimate to itself in various 

ways. For in fact, nothing is more intimate to us than the world outside of us, for it is from 

the raw material that the world provides us that we construct our thoughts, feelings, even 

our egos out of our memories. We learn our deepest and most secret fears and desires 

from our encounters with the world, such that even the ideas and feelings that are most 

original or private to us are simply derivatives and syntheses of the myriad external 

influences upon us. And yet, the outside world is full of aspects of ourselves, in that we 

project our desires, hopes, and fears into the world to such an extent that we find 

aspects of ourselves waiting there to meet us, our external world warped by our very 

insides. Lacan’s approach here owes a substantial debt to G.W.F. Hegel, who argues 

that rather than see subjective and objective sides of experience as distinct, they should 

instead be understood as two poles or aspects of experience. And this is in fact how the 

networkological project addresses these issues, starting from experience itself, and only 

developing subjective and objective aspects as within a continuum of which both are 

parts.  

 

All this can be framed in explicitly networked terms, for extimacy manifests in networks 

in various ways. Nodes and links always exceed each other, and their combination is 

always exceeded not only by the levels of which this network is a part, but by grounds 

which are the conditions of possibility for the formations of these networks as such. All 

networks and parts of networks in our experience seem to emerge from grounds of one 
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sort or another, and each ground is itself a network of other grounds, from which various 

networks can emerge and into which they can recede. While grounds may appear as 

horizons or limits, it’s not unreasonable to think that this is simply the way various 

processes appear to entities within the world which have limited ways of apprehending 

this world. That is, grounds are often simply the way in which the processual and 

dynamic whole of a larger world manifests in worlds of experience, each of which arise 

due to limited perspectival apprehensions made of this world by experiencers from 

inside of it. Any network in experience is a representation of the world beyond it, and its 

ground as an additional, indefinite horizon beyond that.  

 

b. The (Un)limit of Fractality:  

 

Any set of networks can therefore be seen as an shifting and intertwined lacing of many 

such horizonal grounds and their related networks and elements within each other. But 

should this be seen as implying that these networks of networks, and their horizonal 

grounds which interwtine to compose a world of experience, potentially go on without 

limits? Should we think of space, time, and scale as potentially infinite in extent?  

 

These questions are complicated by the fact that many theorists have argued that space 

and time are two sides of the same, since it takes time to travel in space (ie: five hours to 

drive to my friend’s house), and changes in time are only measurable by means of 

changes in spatial position (ie: I can only tell when time has passed when things change, 

as evidenced by movement in space, even if this space is virtual, like the ‘space’ of my 

ideas). And any approach to questions of scale would seem to be intimately linked to the 

potential infinity of what many physicists simply refer to as “spacetime,” such that it 

seems that these issues are likely three sides of the same.18  

 

While it seems that there are limits to human capacities for observations, such that we 

may never know for sure if space, time, or scale are infinite, contemporary science has 

yet to reveal any need to see time or space as limited, at either larger or smaller levels of 
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scale. That is, from theories of quantum foam at the smallest scale, to the possibility of 

universes beyond our own, scientists aren’t sure if there are absolute limits, but any time 

someone postulates one, it seems like there’s always something more there, something 

complex in its own way, and at ever greater and smaller levels of scale.19 Nevertheless, 

it does seem that things do fundamentally change when we shift to domain of the very 

small, known as the “quantum” scale. While the networks that we encounter in daily life 

seem to be extended through sections of space and time, quantum phenomenon, on the 

contrary, seem to be able to be understood as having sections of space and time 

extended as networks inside of them.20  

 

At the scale of the very large, while scientists argue that while time and space as we 

know it started with the Big Bang, whether or not the Big Bang needed something to get 

it going, possibly from another dimension, this then produces questions such as if there 

is something “before” our time, whether this would still be time, and whether or not 

something “beyond” the Big Bang would be part of space, etc. Cosmologists argue 

various positions in regard to these issues, though it seems many of these may remain 

unknowable questions.21 For even if we were able to show, for example, that something 

needs to have started the Big Bang, that just simply shifts the question to what may have 

caused this in turn. So while it’s possible there may be some paradoxical limit to the 

horizons of time as much as space or scale, we’ve yet to find any reason to believe 

these exist.  

 

Nevertheless, perhaps we don’t need modern science to make this point, for as Archytas 

the Pythagorean pithily argued back in the time of Plato: “If I come to the limit of the 

heavens, can I extend my arm or my staff outside, or not?”22 If there were limits, they 

have yet to impact us in any noticeable way, such that we could act is if there weren’t 

any, and perhaps this is what we normally do anyway. For it seems that no matter how 

far you go from where you are now, how small or large a scale you use, or no matter 

how long you wait or how far back in time you look (ie: through indirect means that 

scientists use), there will be more networks. While these networks might be differently 
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formed than our own (ie: quantum networks), they are still recognizeable as networks of 

experience.  

 

The type of structure described here is one which researchers in various fields would 

generally describe as being of a fractal nature. In its simplest definition, a fractal is an 

entity which is somewhere between traditional notions of dimension (ie: between 1D and 

2D, 3D and 4D). For example, if you crinkle a flat two-dimensional sheet of paper tightly 

enough, it almost becomes a three-dimensional “ball” of paper. As you start to unravel 

this, the “ball” will unfold into what is between two and three dimensions, up until the 

point at which you fully flatten the paper to two dimensions once again. Or, if you draw a 

very squiggly line on a piece of paper, as the line squiggles to cover ever more of the 

surface of the paper, its one dimensionality as a line begins to shade into an incomplete 

two dimensionality of a plane. Crinkled paper and squiggly lines of this sort can be 

described as very simple, everyday sorts of fractals, for any entity any which has a 

fractional dimensionality, which can be described as existing “between” notions like one, 

two, or three dimensions, is technically a fractal. While there are more complex types of 

fractals entities than crumpled paper balls or squiggly lines, this is the basic idea. While 

the term fractal is often used to describe shapes or entities, it can also be used to 

describe the types of equations in mathematics that can be used to describe these.  

 

The notion of fractal dimensions, shapes, and equations was first formulated and named 

by Benoit Mandelbrot, and the famous fractal figure known as the “Mandelbrot set” is 

named after him. The Mandelbrot set, when diagrammed, produces a fractal image 

which has variations of the same fundamental two-dimensional curve, no matter at what 

level of magnification it is examined. Many fascinating videos have been made of 

computer animations which ‘explore’ the Mandelbrot set, zooming into sections at 

increasingly powerful magnification, and it is truly breathtaking to see visual “echoes” of 

the same figure repeat, if in slightly different forms, in a “self-similar” manner at multiple, 

and in fact potentially infinite, levels of scale.  
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Levels of scale are intimately intertwined with forms of sameness, difference, and of 

repetition in relation to issues of containment of networks and their aspects by others, 

issues which are closely tied to the ways in which those of differentiation and emergence 

in dynamic processes appear when they are sliced in various ways. And since space 

and time become a function of the movement of these levels as you “explore” the 

Mandelbrot set by zooming into or out of it, we see how space, time, and scale truly can 

be seen as linked, functions of each other depending on the perspective involved. And 

since space always seems to contain more space, and time more time, these can be 

seen as fractal in their way as well. Some theorists have even argued that the seeming 

extension of space and the passing of time are little more than effects of the unfolding of 

fractal spacetime within itself, with differences in level, extension, and passage being 

ultimately many sides of the same.23  

 

Returning to the everyday, however, there is a way in which the infinity of space, time, 

and scale, in the form of horizons and factality, can be seen as, paradoxically, a limit of 

sorts. Watching a Mandelbrot set unfold at infinitely smaller levels of scale is oddly 

similar to walking in the park and seeing more of the park unfold as I walk, or sitting still 

in my room watching the world change around me as time unfolds, or seeing a film 

unfold on a movie screen. And if space, time, and scale are like a movie screen, this 

oddly reveals the way in which it often seems that the world is always the same in 

extent, for its limits are those of my experience. My senses only ever extend so far, and 

my thoughts and feelings only seem to extend so keep within me. While the world seems 

to extend forever, in a sense, it’s all like a movie projected against the “screen” of the 

limits of my experiential horizons. And this is why the infinity of space and time show up 

as fractality on the horizonal limits of my experience. When I walk across the park, the 

horizons of my experience zoom closer to the other end of the park, in a manner which 

is only relatively distinguishable from the way I zoom into the scale of a cell when I 

examine it under a microscope, or zoom forward or backwards in time via memory. And 

this is why, even if this formulation might seem paradoxical, the infinite fractality of 

space, time, and scale seem to always unfold on the dynamic, horizonal “screen” of the 
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limits of my experience. While this is likely the result of a shared world which is infinitely 

fractal in form, and the horizons are the result of my grasping of this as a world, this is 

ultimately a supposition based on indirect evidence. And for this reason, we can think of 

the infinite fractality of experience as a limit at the infinite, aspects of the way my 

horizons exist within my experience, and likely that of others as well, as well as the world 

itself.  

 

c. The (Un)limit of Incompletion:  

 

While the preceding section invoked everything from multiple-universes to quantum 

foam to fractal diagrams to describe some of the stranger aspects of a networked view 

of experience, let’s return to some more common examples which are horizonal and 

fractal in form. Let’s say that I’m at home, looking at a tree from the second floor window 

of my house. But rather than settle for a view of the three from only one side, however, 

let’s say that I then leave my house to view the tree at ground level. If I then walk around 

the tree, I can take in many more aspects of the tree, and I can even go up to the tree 

and feel its bark with my hands, sniff the tree to see how it smells, lick the bark to see 

how it tastes, and even jump into the tree to see how its solidity resonates in a 

distributed manner through the many nerves scattered throughout my body. My brain, 

without any conscious direction on my part, will synthesize all these impressions of the 

tree in my memory, so as to produce some sort of conglomerate sense of it. As a result 

of this, it takes a real effort to disentangle my experience of the tree at any given 

moment from the manner in which it is intertwined with my expectations of its other 

aspects and sides, as composed and reconstructed from my memory of previous 

experience of it or other trees. The result is that I feel that I develop an ever ‘fuller’ sense 

of the tree as I assemble more and varied networks of experience of it in my memory.  

 

But no matter how many segments of experience and memories I compile and assemble 

from as many sensory modalities as possible, there's simply no way to grasp the tree 

fully, or to be able to get to a point at which there is no more to experience of this tree. 
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For even if I view the cells of the tree under a microscope, or examine the tree by means 

of a view taken from space, it’s simply not possible to view the tree from all possible 

perspectives, at every level of scale, with every possible sense organ that can ever be 

imagined. And there no way to know if the tree is experienced by my senses in a way 

that’s exactly the same as that of other humans, or what’s missing from my experience 

of the tree that animals with other types of senses can perceive (ie: bats have sonar, 

bees can see ultraviolet), or whether or not what I experience as a tree could even be 

similar to that experienced by electrons, which seem to experience the impact of charge 

and gravity in ways that potentially go beyond my ability to even imagine. And so, how 

am I to know if I haven’t missed some of the aspects of how this tree can manifest in 

experience, not only now, but even potentially at other times, places, or by means of 

other bodies or modes of experience?  

 

In this sense, any aspect of my experience is potentially infinite, yet practially finite, 

simply because I don’t have infinite time to experience any given aspect of my world, nor 

to evolve new sense organs, travel to all perspectives in the universe gain new 

perspectives, etc. And this seems to all be fractal in regard to the way the networks of 

experience of this may play out in regard to space, time, scale, perspective, sensory 

modality, etc. For were this not the case, and it were possible to grasp something fully, 

this would imply the possibility of some sort of extra-worldly, “God's-eye” experience of it, 

the ablility to view it from all locations and perspectives in space, time, and level of scale, 

and with every possible body and/or modality of experience.  

 

And what would it even be like to experience something ‘fully’? Even if I had a network of 

experience of the entity in question from any and all views upon it in space, time, scale, 

and sensory modality, I’d have to find a way to compile these, so that I don't so much 

have an experiential abstraction of that thing, but that thing itself, as if I could somehow 

fuse with that thing as well as any and all perspective possible upon it ever. Which is to 

say that in order to experience a simple tree outside my window fully, not only would I 

have to have a God’s-eye perspective on it, but I’d need a God-like mode of experience 



	   82	  

in which I’d be able to somehow merge with it, as well as every potential experience of it, 

while also going beyond the limitations of any entity with a body, memory, or distinct 

sense of self we’ve yet encountered. Imagining the sort of body that could do this, or 

mind that could compile all these experiences, seems itself nearly impossible, though it’s 

possible that this is precisely what the world does to itself all the time.  

 

Such a God's-eye mode of experiencing is impossible for any embodied individual like a 

human, and so we can say that for any localized, embodied experiencer, it's likely 

impossible to grasp anything fully, no matter how much we compound networks of 

experience with each other using memory, or any other method we’ve yet to encounter. 

And this is why all experience, fractally infinite and horizonal, is necessarily always also 

incomplete in regard to the full experience of any of its aspects. These are, however, 

many sides of the same, for the horizonal nature of experiences describes how they 

continue to unfold, fractally, in a manner which makes any particular experience always 

to some extent incomplete, just as this incompletion unfolds in a manner which is fractal 

and horizonal in form.  

 

d. The (Un)limit of Infinity:  

 

An issue similar to incompletion arises, if in a sense in reverse, when we try to grasp in 

full the ways in which various influences and contexts contribute to the way an entity 

appears in experience. For example, if I’m looking at the tree in the park, why does it 

appear the way it does to me? Certainly this is at least partially due to the perspective I 

have taken upon it, which can be altered to some extent if I walk around the tree and 

look at it from multiple sides. But there are many other factors which influence the tree 

constantly, such as gravity, or the pressure of the air, and if these supporting influences 

weren’t there, the tree might manifest very differently to my senses. And yet, each of 

these supporting influences is itself supported by other such influences. The force of 

gravity which keeps the tree attached to the ground would be different if the Earth was of 
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a different mass, or in a different position in relation to the other masses in the solar 

system, and our solar system, in turn, is supported by other influences upon it.  

 

Anything that stays the same in our experience, or anything that changes, can be seen 

as the effect of a potentially and practically infinite set of networks of influences upon it, 

and at potentially infinite levels of scale. And this applies temporally as well as spatially. 

A tree in my experience grew from a seed, but that seed only grew because it was 

nurtured by sun and rain, which were caused by the larger atmosphere, and the original 

seed came from yet another tree, such that we could track a network of causes 

backwards in time, ultimately to the origin of the universe. And if we go to extremes, any 

aspect of our universe is the same or different due to shifts of networks of influences 

which extend potentially to infinity in terms of space, time, and level of scale.  

 

And so, just as it’s difficult to find any way to grasp all the influences on an entity like a 

tree, so it is with contexts. That is, it’s possible to say what influences the tree right now, 

in terms of large scale forces, and in a particular area, for example, the extent to my 

vision. But if we were to try to fully grasp the contexts relevant to any entity, such as a 

tree, we’d end up with the same sort of problems we experienced in regard to trying to 

fully grasp any entity fully. For each influence upon the tree implies a context, each of 

which is contained by ever more expansive contexts in turn, just as all these influences 

and contexts are parts of processes which, intertwined in networks, produce the various 

aspects that emerge in my experience.  

 

In addition, any network in our experience, such as a tree, is always a foreground of 

nodes linked together against a background. And if you foreground these backgrounded 

aspects, new backgrounds emerge in turn, with no end in sight. What’s more, if you try 

to get a full sense of the extent to which a particular aspect of the world influences 

another in a particular way, which is to say, causes it to be one way or another, you’d 

eventually need that impossible God’s-eye perspective again. Because the only way to 

be fully certain that something caused something else is to know their histories fully, 
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viewed from every possible vantage point and with every possible sensory modality, 

potentially back to the history of spacetime itself and perhaps even beyond. These types 

of limits are perhaps best thought of as potentially infinite, even if practically finite due to 

our own limits in relation to the world.  

 

Ultimately, any attempt to firmly distinguish subjective and objective contributions to the 

ways in which our experience is carved into abstract sections as a fraught endeavor, for 

it would have to employ further networks of experience, each of which would have 

subjective and objective contributions, such that this problem would repeat, fractally, with 

seemingly no end in sight. And by foregrounding one aspect of experience in order to 

make a determination of some sort in the world, others would arise in the background to 

take their place. Any attempt to fully distinguish the factors involved in producing aspects 

of our experience alters what it attempts to understand, shifting the problem without 

necessarily solving it.  

 

Nevertheless, this is in some senses a false problem, because it’s not really possible to 

imagine a network of experience which isn’t always already embedded within a context 

of other networks, and experienced from a particular perspective upon it which indicates 

a subjective contribution to how it appears. For could we even imagine a tree viewed 

beyond perspective, or in complete abstraction from a park, tree, garden or other 

context? This brings us back to the issue of a God’s-eye mode of experience. And any 

attempt to imagine an “objective” view of any aspect of our experience implies some sort 

of fantasy of a God’s-eye mode of experience, of which we seem to have no experience, 

direct or indirect, at least, other than in our fantasies. While it’s possible to understand 

how a particular network is impacted by a particular context, there will always be others. 

The problem recurrs potentetially infinitely, and at potentially infinite levels of scale, 

which is to say, it’s fractal, horizonal, incomplete, etc.  

 

None of which is to say that any attempt to operate in the world of experience is simply 

hopeless, for we do it all the time, despite these limits and paradoxes, and despite the 
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lack of certainty that comes with a perpetually embedded and perspectival relation to 

experience. For while we never are able to experience things beyond the limits of our 

perspective upon them, and while there are also limits to the extent we can determine 

the manner in which influences and contexts determine things, either statically or 

dynamically in relation to the processes which intertwine these, it we all nevertheless get 

by. In fact, it even seems as if it is the attempt to grasp things fully, without limits, which 

brings paradoxes to the fore of our experience in the first place. Because we always only 

relate to aspects of our experience from within a context composed of networks of 

experience, and any attempt to do otherwise just seems to come up against limits within 

our experience that just don’t seem to want to budge. And fantasies of moving beyond 

these are likely the product of our pattern- completing brains attempting to complete the 

synthetic images they develop of aspects of experience which exceed it. While this effort 

is worth examining in its own right, it shouldn’t be seen as evidence that it can ever be 

brought to completion.  

 

On the one hand, this could all lead to a feeling of frustration, for it leads to the notion 

that we only ever experience the world partially. But rather than worry about the “truth,” 

“objectivity,” or “certainty” of our understandings of our experiences, notions built upon 

some seemingly fictional notion of an impossible God’s-eye mode of experience, a 

composite fiction of sorts, it’s more worthwhile to concentrate on practical issues, like 

whether experiencers can agree about aspects of their worlds, or how actions and 

understandings in given realities can intertwine and coordinate to produce mutually 

desired results. For if notions like truth, objectivity, or certainty aren’t possible, at least in 

their traditional forms, this doesn’t mean that there aren’t many things we can 

accomplish within a more modest set of parameters, and there’s much to say for the fact 

that fictions like “pure” truth, objectivity, or certainty have caused more problems in our 

world than anything else. In fact, it seems much more useful to try to understand how 

perspectives and scales of experience impact various ways we experience things, 

without looking for perfection, but rather, ways to understand and work within the world 

as we experience it.  
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Let’s now recap before moving on. In the discussion of limit-situations in this section, 

experience is described as infinite in terms of extent in space, time, and level. This leads 

to horizon effects which limits our ability to ever be able to fully grasp the furthest 

reaches of our experience, or to fully grasp any particular aspect, influence, context, or 

process free from the limits imposed by perspective and mode of experience. And this 

makes sense, because if space, time, and scale are practically infinite, how would it ever 

be possible to fully grasp anything? And so, any attempt to grasp aspects of the world or 

its horizons is bound to be frustrated in one way or another. According to the 

networkological project, experience incomplete, inf inite, ext imate, and fractal , 

and these aspects of experience are many sides of the same.  

 

The Network Paradox: Diagramming the Strangenesses of Experience 

 

Attempts to grasp the limits of our worlds of experience produce limit-effects, which is to 

say, infinities or paradoxes, and these limit-effects are everywhere, at all levels of scale, 

in extreme formations of our world as well as in our everyday experience, even though 

we seem to get along fine, despite and perhaps even because of these. Paradoxes 

similar to those described in the preceding section can be found in many philosophical 

traditions throught the world, often during their early periods, though many of these 

seem to have remerged, as if to haunt philosophy and culture in general, during the 

middle of the twentieth century.24 These sorts of issues tend to make themselves felt, in 

relatively symptomatic fashion, whenever a worldview seems to lose its ability, for a wide 

variety of possible reasons, to satisfactorily describe the world for the experiencers in 

question. The causes of these paradoxes are likely always be there in one form or 

another, even if concern about them only seems to emerge in times of crises.  

 

While we likely will never be able to know for sure if the paradoxes described in the last 

section are part of the structure of the world of experience due to some sort of deep 

necessity, I’ve yet to encounter anyone reporting a worldview that’s not subject to similar 
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issues in one form or another. And while these paradoxes often go under different 

names and are often formulated or systematized differently, they seem to be a part, in 

one form or another, of any account of experience yet proposed, whether implicitely or 

otherwise. What matters more than anything else then is not the ability to do away with 

these issues, which simply might not be possible, but rather, how one deals with them.  

 

Rather than try to skirt around these limit-situations or try to explain them away, the 

networkological project will make these foundational to its approach to the world, by 

means of what it will call the network paradox . This paradox takes four forms, one for 

each of the primary elements of the network diagram, and corresponding with the four 

inifinites which arise in the limit-situations described in the preceding section.  

 

It shouldn’t be thought, however, that experience has infinites at its limits because of 

aspects of networks. The network diagram and its paradoxes are merely descriptions of 

experience, they are abstractions drawn from the world of experience itself, then applied 

back to it. So if the world manifests aspects of the network paradox, this is because the 

network paradox resonates, which is to say, exhibits symmetries, to one extent or 

another, with aspects of that world. What this resonance should or could mean for us will 

be addressed at length in the discussion of description itself in the following chapter.  

 

a. The Paradox of Grounds:  

 

While the network paradox manifests in one form or another in regard to all elements of 

the network diagram, it is the element of the ground which shows this most clearly, and 

this is why the preceding section started with the limit that corresponds to grounds, the 

limit of horizons, and this section will start with the paradox of grounds. All networks 

have grounds which are horizonally extimate to them. The clearest example of this was 

mentioned before, but bears repeating. Draw a network on a piece of paper. This 

network won’t be able to capture the ground behind it, which, in its most immediate 

sense, starts with the white space on the paper. Of course, you can draw another 
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network to try to capture some of that open space on the paper, but you’ll need even 

more networks to capture what these new ones leave behind, and you can keep doing 

this until you’ve covered every molecule on the paper. But then there’s the table behind 

the paper. Each time you draw another network which encompases more of the context 

of the first, there will always be a ground which is missing. And even if you try to draw a 

network which grasps itself, for example, by curling up the paper underneath itself, there 

will always be another ground which is left out, for example, the space within the curled 

paper, the space beyond the paper, etc. 

 

It should be kept in mind, however, that when you draw a network on a piece of paper, 

it’s not immediately clear if it’s ground should be considered the rest of the paper, the 

desk, etc. Grounds are indeterminate in this manner, this is part of what it means, 

according to the networkological project, for a network to have a ground. When a 

network is determined as including its ground, this is always a limitation which says as 

much about the perspective from which the network is being grasped as anything else. 

While nodes, links, and levels also shift with perspective, grounds have indeterminacy as 

part of their fundamental structure, in a way which exceeds that relevant to nodes, links, 

and levels, all of which can be much more determinate than grounds. 

 

Here’s another: if I take a photograph of my dog, there are limits to the photograph, that 

which is 'out' of the frame. But what if I want to capture some of what the photo left out? I 

can turn the camera around and then take a picture of myself, the person who took the 

first photograph, but that doesn't quite capture the context of the first photo fully, for 

example, because it doesn’t capture the camera which took the photo. While I can use 

another camera to take a picture of the first, that picture too will have an outside as well, 

leading to a chain of cameras taking pictures of each other. In fact, I'd need an infinite 

number of cameras to capture all the contexts involved with the attempt to capture fully 

the context relevant to taking one photo of one dog. Or settle for paradox to avoid infinite 

regress. 
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Network are unable to their own grounds, nor can any combination of networks can fully 

grasp the grounds of any group of networks, for these new networks form another 

network at a higher level of scale, and the same problem occurs. The result is that this 

problem moves around, potentially infinitely, and any attempt to get around it will only 

shift the issue elsewhere. This particular aspect of the network paradox, the way it 

manifest the extimacy of the world to any network as a horizon, is the  paradox of 

grounds .  

 

b. The Paradox of Levels: 

 

Anytime you look at a network as a whole, it is composed of parts, and if you look at any 

of those parts as a whole in itself, it will once again be composed of parts. Conversely, if 

you look at any whole, it will be part of larger wholes, which are themselves parts of 

larger wholes. For example, a tree is composed of branches and leaves, which are 

composed of cells, just as the tree is contained by the park which is contained by my 

city. Any network is a whole network, part of other networks, and composed of parts 

which are networks. This is what will be called the paradox of levels .  

 

This can also happen in more complex forms. For example, there are certain special 

mathematical entities, such as cross-caps and Klein bottles, in which parts could be 

seen as containing aspects of their wholes and vice-versa.25 These strange, “non-

orientable” forms of containment blur everyday notions of the difference between large 

and small, container and contained, etc. But beyond the realm of abstract math, there 

are ways in which this seems to happen, in ways already described, in the everyday. For 

example, the manner in which the world seems to exist inside each one of us, even as 

we exist in the world, as described earlier in this chapter, makes it difficult to really say 

whether we are contained in the world or the world inside of us, or in some paradoxical 

way, both. This strange form of mutual containment was described earlier by means of 

the notion of extimacy. Another example of this sort of strange containment can be seen 

in most common descriptions of the structure of time. Past and present contain each 
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other by means of the present which contains them both, and which is contained by both 

of them in turn. While most phenomenon seem to have the small contained by the large, 

these examples show that is not always the case. Nevertheless, there seems to be an 

infinity involved either way, and this is precisely what is meant by the paradox of levels.  

 

 

         
 

 

c. The Paradox of the Node:  

 

The paradox of the node  can be seen in experience in the manner in which 

whenever you try to grasp any aspect of the world completely, this is frustrated in one 

form or another, manifesting as incompletion. No node is ever self-enclosed, for all 

nodes are not only always composed of networks at lower levels of scale, but are also 

contained within other networks at heigher levels of scale. In addition, any node can 

always be seen as simply an intersection of links, if always against a background of 

grounds and in relation to levels. 

 

On a completely diagrammatic level, any node is always nothing more than the 

intersection of the links, grounds, and levels which come together and which it always 

only incompletely manifests. From a more concrete perspective, each and every entity in 

the world can be viewed, according to contemporary physics, as a point of equilibrium 

between various forces, and hence as a balanced, dancing symmetry amongst the 

three dimensional embeddings 
of four dimensional, non-
orientable surfaces known as a 
cross-cap and Klein bottle, 
respectively.  
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influences of gravity, electricity, magnetism, etc. Anything that manifests as a node in 

our experience is extimate to itself in relation to these contexts which allow it to be the 

way it is. And when we experience something as a relatively isolated node, it is still 

always situated within networks of time, space, perspective, etc., to the point to which 

we can’t even properly imagine a node isolated completely by itself, without at least a 

background to which it is implicitely linked by means of the larger context of our 

awareness. Diagrammatically or in terms of networks of experience, all of these forms of 

incompletion are forms of the paradox of the node .  

 

d. From The Paradox of the Link to Paradox Itself: 

 

The final aspect of the network paradox manifests in the ways in which elements of 

networks are always connected to others, which are connected to yet others, and so on. 

There are infinite chains of links that connect nodes and networks, and hence grounds 

and levels, to each other. Any time you isolate a particular network or network element 

from others, you background the links which remain implicitly present, connecting these 

to others in the world. For any connection in the world is connected to a potentially 

infinite set of others, such that nodes can be rethought of as simply bends within links, 

and grounds and networks as the aftereffects of the webs of connection that compose 

our world. All networks and their elements can be seen as the result of actions of 

carving, which foreground some of the interlinked world of experience over others, even 

if the backgrounded connections always remain, whether these connections take the 

form of links to other nodes, links, grounds, or networks.   

 

An example of an attempt to take into account the impact of the paradox of the link can 

be seen in the way in which some approaches to quantum physics find the description of 

individual quantum particles colliding with others as a vast oversimplification. These  

approaches attempt to see quantum particles/events, which are really two sides of the 

same, as really just folds, bends, corners, and intersections within the dynamically 

shifting threaded webs of the cosmos. From such a perspective, nodes, grounds and 
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levels are simply what happens when links intertwine and intersect in various ways, even 

as links are the manner in which nodes, grounds, and levels extend themselves within 

the world. And from here, the everyday objects of our experience can be seen as 

nothing more than knots which balance and intertwine in relatively stable conjunctions 

the various forces whose intersection they represent. And these forces are themselves 

the result of forces, links going on potentially to infinity, such that any particular location 

in spacetime is little more than a particular density within the fabric of relations as it shifts 

within itself. That is, it’s all forces, linked in four-dimensional webs which give rise to 

locations, perspectives, space, time, and movement, as so many ways in which the stuff 

of the world links to itself in the form of nodes, grounds, levels, and links between them.  

 

While these examples can get vertiginously complex, the paradox of the link is precisely 

about this vertigo. The infinity of connections that any network or network element has 

implicit within it, which can be extended to include connection to all else within our world 

of experience, and from each any any aspect thereof, can be described as examples of 

the paradox of the l ink .  

 

All of the paradoxes described above, those of node, link, ground, and level, can be 

seen as aspects of the network paradox itself, nodes within the network of the concept of 

the network paradox itself. Each of the four particular types of paradox described above 

indicate a concept, abstracted from the ways in which paradoxes manifest in networks of 

experience, and the network paradox is the concept abstracted from all of these. The 

network paradox, describes the manner in which any attempt to fully grasp any aspect of 

experience, including the whole of experience itself, by means of any network, network 

element, or network of networks, will always be encounter paradox. And in this sense 

paradox  can be defined as the strange extimacy, infinite regress, or combination of 

both that arises in these situations. Paradox is always other to itself, a knot of extimacy 

within experience, one which only seems to be apprehended indirectly, in a manner 

which shows how infinity and incompletion always manifest in experience as the other 

sides of the otherwise seemingly finite and complete.  
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All of the paradoxes described above, whether node, link, ground, or level, are simply 

manifestations of the way in which the paradoxical nature of experience manifests when 

abstracted to produce nodes, links, grounds, and levels. In all these forms, paradox and 

experience are differing sides of the same, the manifestation of which depends on how 

the networks involved, including those which are experiencers, carve and intertwine 

each other. For a great example of what is meant by this, the drawings of M.C. Escher 

expertly depict paradox in the sense described above. Escher’s images make use of 

infinite regresses or strangely extimate forms of containment, often showing how these 

are often differing ways of describing the same. While at first the limits described by the 

network paradox might seem frustrating, we shouldn’t think networks have somehow 

made the world this way, or limited what we can say about the world, for the world 

seems to have always been this way. Networks simply describe these paradoxes well 

because they are abstract descriptions of aspects of the world. 

 

A World of Complexity: Networkological Principles of Experience 

 

By articulating the limits to the networkological account of experience and the paradoxes 

which attend them, the preceding section has described, if implicitly, indirectly, and in 

often highly concrete form, some of the primary principles which will guide the 

networkological project. This section will present four of the primary networkological 

principles related to experience, those of relation, refraction, immanence, and 

emergence, while introducing several other crucial networkological terms in the process. 

Additional networkological principles, beyond this initial four, will be introduced in the 

next chapter, along with a discussion of precisely how the networkological project deals 

with the issue of their justificaiton.  

 

Principles are guides, derived from exemplary situations, which are then used to help 

guide common practice. In this case, the networkological principles described here will 

be the reverse of the paradoxes just described. For if the network paradox, in its many 
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manifestations, seems to describe in condensed form many of the most crucial contours 

of what seems to be generally shared between experiencers in the world, this can allow 

us to extract principles as corrollaries which can act as heuristic guidelines. For while 

paradoxes may show up in limit situations, the principles derived from these can help 

guide us situations in which these structures are less evident or potentially obscured.  

 

a. The Principle of Relation: 

 

Let’s once again begin with issues related to the role that grounds play in networks, 

described experimentially as the (un)limit of horizons and diagrammatically as the 

paradox of grounds, and reverse this to help us derive a principle. If any network in 

experience seems to exist against the background of others, then this extimate 

incompletion at the heart of all networks can be seen as linked into a ground of grounds, 

which is the world, that extimate common horizon that threads its way into ever 

experience, uniting it in its paradoxical plenitude of extimacy to any and each. This 

shared world seems to relate everything in my world together, from my own world of 

experience, to all the other worlds and realities that I participate in my world in potentially 

infinite ways.  

 

This strange, paradoxical entity, one which seems only to be experiencable indirectly, is 

not only the horizon of all my experience, but of all experiencers. Its structure is that 

which Gilles Deleuze has called an “open-whole,”26 for it manifests everywhere and 

nowhere, in everything and nothing, permeating both extreme phenomenon and those of 

the everyday, even if fully captured by none. This present-absence, a lack and excess, 

prevents the closure of our worlds upon themselves, keeps them open to the potential 

for creativity and newness which seems to always arise from experience from within and 

beyond its particular manifestations. While it seems impossible to orient in this open-

whole as we do the more typical wholes in experience, we can treat it as a whole, 

because practically, it is, even if it is a paradoxically open-whole of some sort of 

extimately infinite, self-differing sort. And yet, anytime we try to grasp this whole as a 
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whole or part, it seems to slip from our grasp, and yet, we also seem to never cease 

grasping various aspects of it, even as others slip away. For this ground of grounds 

emerges not only in the grounds of our experiences, but within the networks themselves, 

down to the nodes, permeating them indirectly.  

 

And this is why experience remains ever different from itself. This world underneath, 

beyond, and within infinite potential worlds, and realities of worlds, continually differing 

from itself as it experiences itself, in and through its experiencers, never ceasing to 

surprise us. It brings novelty into everything from seemingly extimate horizons within the 

very fabric of experience, even while somehow tying everything together in the process, 

acting as a common grounding which is also an emerging. The limits and paradoxes 

inherent to grounds in our networks of experience seem to, in many senses, simply be 

the effect of this deeper structure. Everything in the world as related to everything else, 

even if indirectly, by this strange, ultimately incomplete, infinite, extimate, fractal ground. 

This notion is described by the networkological principle of relat ion .  

 

b. The Principle of Refraction: 

 

If the whole of experience is interrelated, all the differences and samenesses within the 

world of experience aren’t all layered on top of each other. This is described by A.N. 

Whitehead’s notion of “extension,”27 which is his term for the ways in which space, time, 

location, and perspective form networks whereby which some aspects of experience are 

kept separate, yet continue to influence each other in patterned ways. These webs of 

influence coordinate in relation not only to the nature of the entities involved, but also the 

perspectivally determined distances within spacetime between them. This can be seen, 

for example, in the fact that when I walk across the park, a tree doesn’t show me the 

same side as I walk past it, but it shifts in relation to my movement, and all the other 

aspects of the park around it adjust accordingly, and continually in relation to each other. 
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In preceding sections, when aspects of experience manifested similarities across levels 

of experience, this was described by means of the notion of “fractality.” And while 

experience is self-similar in this way, it is also self-similar across extension in spacetime, 

and in a manner which gives rise to location and perspective within this. For while 

spacetime may warp and take different forms within experience, particularly in private or 

“mental” forms of experience, all experience is intertwined in one way or another by 

webs of spacetime, linked to locations in chains of perspective which impact the ways in 

which influences are transferred between them.  

 

If self-similarity across levels of scale can be described by fractality, then self-similarity in 

regard to the fabric of experience to itself, which is to say, over differences of location 

within spacetime, in and beyond levels of scale, is a more general type of self-similarity, 

one which is perhaps best described by the notion of holography . A holograph is 

special type of entity in which any part refracts the whole in relation to its perspective 

upon it. Holographs are most commonly seen in the two-dimensional holographic 

images on credit-cards or currency, and they used in these cases because they cannot 

be produced without lasers, making them difficult to forge. In any holographic image, the 

relation between aspects of the image and those of what it captures isn’t in a one-to-one 

relation. And so, if you zoom into a holographic image, you don’t see a magnification of a 

small part of the image, but a pattern of what seems like visual noise. This is because 

each part only makes sense in relation to the whole, and can’t be isolated in this 

manner. Rather, each aspect corresponds to the way the whole image and the aspect in 

question refract in relation to the various perspectives which can link them together at a 

particular level of scale. This is why holographic images can capture a three-dimensional 

image from more than one side at a time in a two-dimensional package.  

 

Without getting into the technology involved,28 there are many ways in which the fractal 

aspects of experience described earlier in regard to levels of experience can be seen as 

manifestations of a more encompassing holography of experience, one which displays 

itself, in and beyond issues of scale. For everything in existence seems to influence 
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everything else, even if hazily and indistinctly in the form of the general influence of the 

context of that aspect of experience as whole upon it. And all aspects of experience 

seem to be sites of balance between forces, such that if you alter one aspect, there are 

ripples of influence which are transferred to various aspects of its contexts around it. 

While the holographic images are static and flat, this principle at work here can be 

expanded to inclmore roude many dimensions, and in relation to a continually changing, 

self-differing open-whole.  

 

In this sense, holography can be seen as a description of the manner in which 

relationality manifests in relation to extension in the spacetime of experience. Any aspect 

of experience can be seen as a refraction of all the forces acting upon it and within it, as 

the manner in which these forces knot together so as to manifest in one particular 

location within the whole of experience. Each part is a take on the whole, and the whole 

manifests, if differently and in a particular way, at each location within it. Holography is 

the self-similarity of fractality expanded beyond level to the fabric of space, time, 

location, and perspective themselves.  

 

This can all be seen as a flip-side of the impossibility of a God’s-eye perspective on any 

particular aspect of experience, as described in preceding sections as the limit of 

incompletion which manifests as the paradox of the link. For any entity can be 

decomposed into a knot of forces, links between other aspects of the world which 

intertwine to form entities and the spacetime that links them. Each entity in the world can 

be thought of as a multi-dimensional dynamic holograph of all that is around it, but a 

radically imperfect one. For due to the limitations of any experiencer to be sensitive to all 

the types of influences around it, due in part to the built in horizons which limit its 

resolution, no entity can ever completely or perfectly mirror the whole. Each does it 

differently, in its own way, a fact which seems to be due, at least in part, to the fact that 

aspects of experience are limited.  
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The result is that the holograph of the world doesn’t reproduce the same in a massive 

self-reflecting crystal of perfection, but rather, produces a radically polychromatic 

crystalline refraction of self-differing. The limitations of the parts to refract more than a 

part of the whole is part of what keeps the world changing and differing in relation to 

itself. The fabric of the world, it’s basic stuff, then, is in a sense, pure refraction, 

holographically tied into a larger, refractional, shimmering whole, a crystal of variance 

composed of crystals of variance, all holographically refracting each other. For this 

reason, the networkological project will describe the fractal and holographic intertwining 

of patterned perspectival relations within extension in experience as the principle of 

refract ion . 

 

c. The Principle of Immanence: 

 

If relation describes the connectedness of the parts and wholes in the networks of the 

world, and refraction how these weave together over level and extension to give rise to a 

vast dynamic patterened diversity, the stuff of which these relational and refracted 

networks of experience is composed, as well as the issue of where change and the 

potential for change comes from in all this, has only been addressed obliquely. 

Relationally speaking, it makes sense to view the potential for change as related to the 

world of experience, and there seems little reason to feel it comes from some 

transcendent elsewhere, unless this is simply some flip-side of experience, present in its 

fabric wherever it manifests. For if the potential for newness and change comes from 

elsewhere, this elsewhere manifests here in a way that, at least practically speaking, 

seems located within the stuff of the world itself. Even if this potential for change came 

from some other time or location, it seems to continue to manifest here and now, and so 

seems practically the same as is from here and now. While change seems transcendent, 

as if coming from elsewhere, that elsewhere is right here, right now, immanent in any 

and all.  
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Each and every aspect of experience manifest, to some degree or another, the ability to 

give rise to change and difference, even if some seem to have this potential more 

intensely than others. For if potential for change manifests in our world locked within 

matter which can release it as various forms of energy, it seems that this potential is 

refracted in various ways within all aspects of the world. All the qualities of the world, 

even those of thoughts and feelings, seem to arise from this. The potential for change 

can be described as relationally and refractively present in the very fabric of the world, 

even if this fabric can be wound and intertwined with itself in ways which give rise to 

intensities, flows, and boundaries that manifest in various forms.  

 

We don’t need to hypothesize some elsewhere which started our world from beyond, or 

a world made of more than one type of fundamental stuff, like matter and mind, body 

and spirit. Rather, it seems that the very stuff of the world has the potential for difference 

within it. For if everything in our world is potentially the product of the Big Bang, this 

means that everything that is was originally part of that which created everything that is. 

Which is to say, there’s a little bit of the Big Bang in anything we examine, including 

ourselves. While this is quite abstract from our everyday experience, on a much simpler 

level, it seems that everything has energy within it, and everything we know in the world 

that changes does so due to energy, even as physicists tell us that matter and energy 

are simply two sides of the same. And while we may generally describe energy 

quantitatively, we know that it can produce any and all qualities we have every 

experienced in the way it intertwines with matter, which is another form of the same. The 

potential for change seems to exist within every aspect of the world, and may be 

potentially infinite under the right conditions. For we have no reason to think that all 

qualities we’ve ever experienced, if in relatively varying quantities, can’t be created from 

any aspect of what is under the right conditions, which is to say, from the various forms 

of intertwining we’ve experienced in the world unfolded from the Big Bang, up to and 

including that most extreme of conditions itself.  
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There doesn’t seem to be a need to postulate some principle of difference and change 

which comes from outside our world. For even if there is more than one type of basic 

substance of which the world is composed, these intertwine and permeate each other 

down to the very fabric of the pores of experience itself, and so could be treated as one 

type of substance, aspects of the same. The basic stuff of our world is radically self-

differing, for any and all predicates or descriptions yet encountered in the world, whether 

of quality or quantity, and even those which have yet to be encountered, seem to be able 

to arise, at least potentially, from any aspect of the stuff of the world in the right 

conditions. These conditions would be other aspects of itself, relating to itself so as to 

emerge from itself. Anything we’ve ever experienced, and maybe more, seem to be able 

to come from anything in our world, at least, depending on what’s going on around it, it’s 

relational contexts. For even though the basic stuff of the world produces many aspects, 

like mind and matter, subject and object, matter and energy, space and time, it cannot 

be reduced to these, since they all arise from it.  

 

The worldview articulated by the networkological project is immanent. It does not 

concieve the stuff of the world as having primary divisions within it, in the manner of so 

many other philosophies past which often divide the world into multiple primary stuffs like 

matter and mind, subject and object, God and the world, which it then has to try to find a 

way to link together. All aspects of the stuff of experience are varying aspects of the self-

differing, radically productive same. No aspect of experience is transcendent in relation 

to the world, for all the potential for infinite creativity is within the here and now of each 

and every here and now, as the very stuff of experience itself, at least, in regard to the 

way it intertwines with what’s around it.   

 

And if this is the case, no particular aspect of what is can ever be fully grasped, for it 

always has the potential for difference within it. Whether this is due to the fact that any 

slice of experience is extimately linked to all that is, or imperfectly refracts what it grasps 

in its own way in its experience, or has a potential within it which seems to manifest in 

any and all aspects of experience, or even if these are many sides of the same, this 
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seems to be the case. This is why this aspect of experience can be seen as the obverse 

of the limit of incompletion and the paradox of the node, for it describes the manner in 

which no individual aspect of experience seems to ever be able to to be experienced 

fully. The fact that the networkological project views all experience as having the 

potential for differing within it in this manner, without requiring multiple substances or a 

transcendent elsewhere to explain experience, is what the networkological project will 

call its principle of immanence .  

 

d. The Principle of Emergence: 

 

If the very stuff of the world is concieved as some sort of self-differing substance, 

composed of networks, a substance that intertwines everything together, holographically 

and fractally, why does it seem that some aspects intertwine more intensely than others? 

That is, what keeps the whole thing going? This ultimately relates to the issue of the 

ways in which networks contain each other. For if the worldview we’ve describe up to 

this point views the the stuff of the world as always containing more levels of itself in a 

potentially infinite manner, there are ways in which this odd fractal, holographic, 

relational, immanent self-differing stuff of the world seems to contain itself more 

intensely in some of its aspect than others.  

 

But that would mean it mean to say that there are multiple intensities of what we have 

already described as practically infinite in a variety of ways? Can infinity come in varying 

intensities? Such a notion may seem rather counterintuitive at first, but according to 

contemporary mathematics, this is precisely the case, ever since Paul Cohen managed 

to change the landscape of mathematics by arguging that what he calls transfinite 

numbers can be thought of as differing intensities of infinity.29 Then again, it might not be 

necessary to use abstract math to show this. A finite line semgent seems to have infinite 

potential points within it,30 and if you draw the same line more than once on the same 

paper, it gets more intense, darker, deeper.  
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For an example of the differing intensities of infinity in experience which is more concrete 

than lines or Cantor’s sets can be found in a substance like gasoline. Gasoline contains 

the stuff of the world more intensely than many other things in the world, for it has an 

enormous energy in its molecules, and this can be transformed into various sorts of 

changes and matters in the world in a wide variety of ways. For example, gasoline can 

be burned in a gasoline engine, which can run a crane which can construct a building. 

Or, the same gasoline can instead be used to produce electricity which can power my 

computer, and in the process, help give rise to the book in your hand. Other substances 

in the world seem to have much less potential to produce matter and/or changes within 

matter than gasoline does. And even though all these substances have infinite potential 

levels of scale, gasoline seems to pack more punch within it than water, a notion 

commonly described by saying that a sample of gasoline contains more potential energy 

within it than a comparable sample of water.  

 

But what is energy? While the concept seems everywhere today, the fact that any and 

all forces are forms of energy is relatively recent, dating from the 1850’s, even as the 

convertibility of matter and energy dates to the start of the twentieth century. But while 

even Aristotle had a notion of energy, the meaning of this term is often different in 

various situations.31 Based on contemporary science, and framed in the terms used so 

far, we can think of energy is the most common notion we have for the way potential for 

change or difference is wound tightly within the very stuff of the world. And just as 

scientists believe that space and time are two sides of the same, so it is with matter and 

energy, which can also be seen as the very stuff of which space and time are composed, 

just as these are the manner in which matter and energy are extended and intertwined. 

Energy describes the potential for difference within these.  

 

Following the pattern of non-binary approaches to such issues, the networkological 

project will look at the fundamental stuff of the world as that which has space and time, 

matter and energy and mind as so many of its aspects. This self-differing substance is 

what will be called the oneand, or matr ix . It can be described as the former because 
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it is always in excess of any attempt to reduce it to any unitary one. For any individual 

aspect of experience will always express aspects of the oneand, and yet also have 

within it the potential for more, for there’s no aspect of our universe that we’ve yet to 

encounter which has absolutely no potential within it for differing from itself. The oneand 

can also be thought of as matrix, for it is that from which everything in experience comes 

from and is, and this is what the word “matrix” means.  

 

While everything can be seen as particular forms of matrix, the potential for differing 

which seems to exist more intensely wound in certain aspects of the world more than 

others is what this project will call complexity . The differing within complexity itself, 

characteristic of any particular aspect of the world will be described by the term 

emergence . When emergence is bound, limited by other emergence, it gives rise to 

patterns of symmetry and balance within itself, which are matter, or potential 

energy . Matter in motion, however, manifests kinetic energy . 

  

Matter, potential energy, and kinetic energy can then all be seen as aspects of 

complexity in the process of its emergence within matrix. While matter can unfold its 

potential simply by creating unorganized motion, when motion intertwines matters in an 

organized fashion, it has the potential to give rise to new potentials, in that these new, 

organized matters can channel the unfolding of other matters as energy. For example, 

the matters intertwined to form my body are able to channel the energy released by my 

food so that it doesn’t merely dissipate as heat, a very simple form of potential, but 

rather is able to lead to the production of more complexity, for example, a book like this. 

In this sense, complexif icat ion, or the self-potentiation of emergence, is intensificaton 

of the manner in which the stuff of the world, namely, emergence in the form of its 

intertwining as complexity, intertwines with and contains itself. This type of containment 

is analogous to the strange type of non-orientable containment described earlier. In this 

manner, emergence emerges from itself by containing itself extimately as complexity, 

and this gives rise to the potential for the emergence of more complexity within 

emergence.  
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This might seem rather paradoxical at first, or like some sort of odd philosophical 

wordplay or poetry, but in some ways, it’s actually very concrete. No one is sure exactly 

where energy comes from, whether originally beyond our universe, before the Big Bang, 

or beyond any of this, but we know it’s what everything runs on, even as it is, if in 

differing intensities and forms, in everything. And we can use energy, which is nothing 

more than moving matter, to intertwine matter and moving matter in ways which not only 

can give rise to more intense forms of already existing matter and energy, but 

completely new forms of both. Or, to put this more concretely, we not only can use oil to 

make heat, but also to make plastics and electricity, which can channel more heat to 

make things like computers, and by means of computers, books like this.  

 

While this might seem paradoxical when described in abstract terms, the paradoxical 

aspects described here are some of the most basic aspects of our everyday world, for 

this self-potentiating aspect of matter/energy is there for all to see. And though it might 

sound strange to describe complexity as the self-potentiation of emergence by itself, by 

means of its intertwining as complexity, if this is reframed in concrete terms, such as 

how oil can give rise to computers by means of humans, even though these are all 

nothing other than particularly intricately wound forms of the same molecules and forces, 

none of this sounds strange anymore. Energy is the incarnation and condensation of the 

potential for difference, in terms of both quality and quantity, within an aspect of the 

world. This potential can be released simply, and hence dissipated, or channelled into 

complex intertwinings, giving rise to a potentially infinite degree of different qualities. 

When broken into varying aspects by abstract concepts, this might all seem strange, and 

yet, it seems that the function of the term energy is to name this slippery set of 

connections which, like thought, is paradoxical in relation to simpler phenomenon like 

physical spacetime, or linear language, and hence, ultimately paradoxical to describe by 

such means. Nevertheless, there’s nothing more commonplace than energy, it’s simply 

the currency that powers everything.  

 



	   105	  

Emergence and its intertwining as complexity, of which matter and energy are two forms, 

has a similar function in the networkological worldview. As another name for the oneand, 

or matrix, emergence is, like energy, paradoxical, yet it’s what ties everything together, 

that which links the grounds of networks together with these networks in self-containing 

intensities which power the unfolding of each and all. And ultimately, these complex 

webs of philosophical terms are no more or less paradoxical than a notion like energy. 

For energy is simply the potential for difference within the very stuff of the world, 

condensed in a form which seems to increase the more tightly it’s intertwined with itself 

in and in relation to matter, and which seems to potentiate it’s own ability to give rise to 

new forms when intertwined with more matter and energy in increasingly complex ways. 

For as complex systems science has worked to show, when energy courses through 

matter in ways which aren’t enough to destroy it, yet which aren’t weak enough to leave 

it the way it is, complex forms of order have a way of emerging relatively spontaneously. 

That is, “meta-stable” energetic conditions, which are more intense than equilibirum yet 

less intense than destruction, seem to lead to the emergence of complexity in matter. 

Vortexes are simple examples of this, but the emergence of life and its increasing 

evolution seem to be more complex examples of the self-organizing and self-potentiating 

aspects of the stuff of the world itself, under particular conditions which themselves 

emerge from the stuff of the world.32  

 

These paradoxical aspects of the world are intimately tied to what was described earlier 

as the network paradox. For while networks grasp aspects of their world all the time, 

when they grasp aspects of themselves, something very odd happens, an effect not 

unlike when you get that horrible screeching sound when sound cycles on itself into a 

microphone. This effect is known, within various fields of research, by terms such as 

reentry, self-reference, or  feedback . In measured doses, feedback can be useful. 

For example, singers on stage often have monitor speakers so they can hear what they 

sound like to the world outside. But if these monitors get too loud, this cycle gets out of 

control, amplifying itself until that screeching sound results, potentially destroying sound 

system in the process by overloading its capacities.  
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Complexity is a kind of balanced feedback, the manner in which the stuff of our world 

dynamically grasps aspects of itself more intensely by intertwining with itself while 

differing from itself. If there’s too little of this feedback in an aspect of the intertwining of 

the fabric of the world, it runs out of potential relative to what’s around it, while if there’s 

too much, it tends to become unstable and explode, thereby dissipating any potentials it 

might have. But in the balance between these, there’s meta-stabi l i ty , the state which 

complex systems studies sees as providing the ideal conditions for productive cycles of 

feedback, which is to say, self-grasping, and in ways which can give rise to yet more 

developed yet relatively stable forms thereof. The result is that this feedback amplifies 

the potentials of an aspect of the world in a controlled and non-destructive way, pushing 

the system beyond equilibrium so as to make it adapt, yet not enough to make it 

overload.   

 

The meta-stable relation to energy, maintained by carefully managed levels of feedback, 

describes nicely what organisms do, as well as all self-organizing or “complex adaptive 

systems.”33 These systems balance input from the world beyond, in terms of matter and 

energy but also stimuli, with feedback channels of the same within themselves, in order 

to produce a sense of dynamic consistency within change. From vortexes in water to 

organisms like animals, it is the intertwining of feedback and interplay with the outside 

world that produces the balance between static matters and flows of energy which allow, 

in the right balance, for increases in complexity to occcur. While stable conditions allow 

these systems to then perpetuate themselves as is, meta-stable conditions push them 

continually beyond themselves, which is to say, towards the continual evolution of 

increased complexity. It is this set of conditions in which complexity emerges from itself 

with the greatest intensity, which is to say, is the most intensely emergent. For 

emergence is the most itself when emerging from itself as complexity.  

 

The self-organizing and self-potentiating emergence of complexity from within itself by 

means of its relational, networked intertwining helps us to also see further why the 
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networkological project does not distinguish firmly between matter and energy, or matter 

and mind. For what is mind, other than the potential within matter to experience and 

react? Doesn’t matter do this all the time, by means of its intertwining with itself and 

energy in complex systems? And as complex systems science has shown, isn’t it 

possible, under the right conditions, for systems which, at least from the outside, seem 

to be able to do this, to emerge from within simpler forms? From such a perspective, it 

makes little sense to firmaly separate matter and mind, for the potential for human types 

of thought seems present within even the simplest of matter, a potential which can be 

unleashed by means of the complexification of this matter within systems such as seen 

in organisms, particularly those with brains. Such an approach, in which mind and the 

potential for increasingly complex forms of awareness go all the way down within all that 

is, is known as panpsychism .  

 

The ability of matrix, when intertwined with itself, to produce increases in complexity, 

describes the networkological principle of emergence . Emergence is how the stuff of 

experience can give rise to new forms of intertwining, which is to say, new types of 

organizations of parts into wholes, which is to say, networks which function as levels. 

The fact that these appear infinite yet different in intensities of infinity, as described by 

the limit of fractality and the paradox of levels, seems to be a manifestation of the way in 

which emergence manifests within the stuff of the world. In addition, it seems that all the 

other limits and paradoxes can be seen as manifestations of the way emergence 

intertwines with itself in varying ways.  

 

The principle of emergence is the final one relevant to experience, and with this, this 

chapter has now sketched in highly condensed form the networkological approach to 

everyday experience, and in a manner which has described many of the principles of the 

project as a whole, namely, the ways in which the networkological worldivew is 

relational, refractive, immanent, and emergent. These principles roughly relate to the 

ways in which the stuff of the world appears in any particular aspect, or node 
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(immanence), between each other (relation), as contexts (refraction), and in levels of 

processess of self-differing which leads to networks (emergence).  
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2. Networks of Meaning: Memory, Language, 

Discourse, and the Prose of the World 
 

Our world of epxerience is always already full of meanings. In fact, it seems impossible 

to imagine it otherwise. To describe any aspect of experience abstracted from meanings 

is to imagine a world without causes, histories, categories, patterns, or systems. We 

have never known such a world, though we can imagine and construct it, as the last 

chapter demonstrated, a meaningful endeavor so long as we don’t imagine it is the world 

itself. For the world is full of relations, of ways in which aspects of the world point at and 

indicate each other, have similarities and resemblances, impacts and imprints of each 

other, codes and references. Experience is only ever meaningful, and to describe it 

otherwise is only ever a meaningful project, necessary to articulate positions within the 

world of experiences and meanings in which we find ourselves.  

 

How might the world have gotten this way? And what is the meaning of this notion of 

“meaning”? While this latter question is clearly circular, the way to expand such a circle 

into a networking spiral is to put the former question to work to answer the latter, by 

showing how experience, always ever an aspect of meaning, can nevertheless help 

orient it and relate it to what is within and beyond it. That is, by telling the story of the 

origins of human worlds of meaning from that of experience, from that seen in infants to 

the evolution of the species as a whole, this chapter will recontextualize human notions 

of meaning in regard to the wider world which brought this about, that from which our 

more limited notions of meaning derive, and in a way which unravels the assumptions of 

non-relational acounts from within, while pointing towards the world of value to be 

described in the next chapter.   

 

Showing how human notions of linguistic and cultural meaning can be seen as highly 

complex forms of meaning production in biological and physical worlds, this chapter will 

show how it’s possible to see any and all aspects of the world as meanginful. For any 
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abstraction is a representation, which is to say, a sign, for it represents, to one extent or 

another, that which gave rise to it and maintains it. A river writes upon its riverbed, sand 

reads the imprints of feet and shells upon it, a molecule reads its environment, and 

passes its interpretation on to other molecules, writing its reading upon them in networks 

of vast complexity. Nevertheless, none of these non-living entities seem to recognize the 

fact that they write their interpretations of their worlds on their own bodies, nor that they 

write aspects of these readings on aspects of their world around them. Only highly 

complex, dynamic systems, such as living animals, seem to be able to read their own 

readings, and be aware to one degree or another the meanings coursing within them 

and through them in the world. From such a perspective, human forms of 

meaningfulness are simply the most complex we’ve yet to experience, but they arise 

from within physical, biological, and cultural networks within a world of meaning of which 

ours is merely one particular type.  

 

Networks of Memory in Early Human Experience: Soft-Wiring and Experiential Meaning 

 

It’s very difficult to remember clearly the origins of our worlds of experience, formed in 

the haze of childhood, and many researchers argue this is because we spend much of 

these formative periods building the networks of memories needed to help orient our 

biological perceptive facilities with the world around us. We know, for example, that 

those who were born blind but who later are given sight by means of medical procedures 

report their vision at first to be completely blurry and unformed. Only slowly does this 

new set of experiences come to be carved up into parts the way it is in adult humans 

that didn’t have such difficulties. All of which has lead researchers to argue that even 

when these patients have the biological equipment needed for sight restored, they still 

need to train sections of their brain to process the raw data provided by the newly 

restored senses. That is, networks of memories need to be formed to sort and process 

this data, to help recognize patterns and categorize the regularities in the inputs which, 

for the first time, are now connected to the outside world.34 	  
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Memory is essential to the production of meaning, for without memory, it’s simply not 

possible to recognize the ways in which experiences are similar or different from each 

other, or from what came before. Like patients who had their sight restored, but in a 

much more global sense, babies possess none of these memories, nor the experiences 

needed to form them, and as such, they need time to acquire and order their memories 

to help them sort new experiences. As many researchers have shown, this process 

alters the very wiring of the brain, a process which many have referred to as “soft-

wiring.”35 We are born with far more neural connections in the brain than we can use, 

and the brain prunes back the extra connections based on those which seem to help us 

navigate our worlds, and as time progresses, this process help us to focus on what’s 

important as our inner “static” recedes. This static is certainly initially necessary so that 

babies are open to many types of experience, it is what keeps our brain adaptible to 

many environments, and helps insure that the next generation builds brains attuned to 

their worlds in which babies find themselves, even if these are different from those of 

their parents. As many scientists have argued, this is efficient design, for it’s much easier 

to start with extra connections and remove what’s not needed later, rather than to create 

new brain modules based on need.36  

 

In the process of soft-wiring, our brain begins to categorize and mold our experience by 

means of the networks of memories we acquire. We recognize things we’ve seen before, 

and we categorize things based on what we recognize. In the process, we begin to 

realize our experience is centered around a body, that it seems to have boundaries. We 

start to understand the similarities between our bodies and that of others, and 

hypothesize that they have experiences like ours. All of which is to say, our world begins 

to have meaning.  

 

While some might say this all seems to show that the carving of the world of experience 

originates solely in the human brain, this nevertheless radically oversimplifies. Nothing 

seems to indicate that the human brain determines that, for example, two stones are 

distinct from one another. But it does seem that the brain needs to learn how to read the 
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‘text’ of the world, to recognize patterns in sense data, and match these with prior 

experiences stored in memory. And there is no way to know for sure the extent to which 

these patterns are actually those existent in the world. Pragmatically, things seem to 

work well, but there is no certainty here, so while it seems there is likely some degree of 

resonance or sync between the ways in which the brain reads its experiential patterns, 

it’s difficult to determine the extent to which what we experience is due to the brain or the 

world. For we live not only in networks of experience, but networks of memory, meaning, 

desire, fear, hope, fantasy, goals, and much, much more.  

 

And in fact, there is a mass of experimental data which shows that much of what we see 

is what our brain expects to be there, as much as what actually is there. For example, as 

scientists of perception love to remind us, there is a blind-spot in the center of all of our 

fields of vision. That is, at the back of each of our eyeballs there is a hole which allows 

the nerves which connect to the sensory cells, the rods and cones at the backs of our 

retinas, to connect to the optic nerve. At this point, there are no rods and cones, and 

hence, no sense data, and so, at the center of our fields of vision there is a hole at the 

center of each eye. And yet, we percieve no blindspot, because of the phenomenon 

which researchers call “filling-in.” That is, our brains simply make up what’s missing, 

guessing what should be there by comparing data from the eyes with each other, and 

simply fabricating the rest from memory. And this seems to work so well that most of us 

don’t even notice this is happening. This is but one example of “filling-in” at work in our 

experience, and scientists have documented extensively the way this phenomenon plays 

an enormous role in our perceptioins.  

 

Memory not only help us recognize and categorize experience, but it infuses and is 

woven into the very fabric of what we experience. And there’s considerable reason to 

believe that we percieve a world which is warped by perceptual facilities which were 

evolved to help us achieve the goals of evolution,37 rather than provide us with some sort 

of “accurate” perception of “what is really there,” a notion which assumes the possibility 

of an aperspectival, disembodied experience which is simply the stuff of fantasy. It is 



	   113	  

inside our evolutionarily sculpted brains and bodies, an always already warped world of 

experience that we as children find ourselves, as our brains slowly pick out regularities in 

our experience, infuse this world with memories of various sorts, and otherwise situate 

us as creatures of desires, needs, will, etc. None of this is ever simply what’s there. For 

from the start, our instincts and the very structures of our bodies determine the forms 

whereby we interact with the world, which plays a huge role in what we experience, and 

hence, which memories get stored in our brains which subsequently interweave with the 

input of the outside world to produce our experiences. Were our bodies or desires 

different, our experiences would be different, and hence, the memories we store to make 

meaning of future experiences. 

 

While this is often framed in merely intellectual terms, therapists and psychoanalysts 

have drawn our attention to the ways in which emotion plays a huge role in this process 

as well. For if memory helps interpret our experience, the importance of various aspects 

of this experience is always determined in relation to how we feel. Babies cry when in 

need, this seems hardwired, part of the biological memory of our species, stored in our 

DNA. But we quickly learn that crying around other humans tends to bring about the 

satisfaction of our needs, for example, when a mother comes to feed or change an 

infant. While this starts for the baby at the level of biological need, linking the child into 

networks of affect, interpretation, and experience in and between humans, this shifts as  

more complex desires and aversions are linked into increasingly discerning networks of 

interpretation by cycles of pain and pleasure, frustration and satisfaction. As such, it is 

difficult to determine where our experience starts and our memories begin. And since 

both are sculpted by the ways in which our feelings modulate our perceptions, in this 

manner we see how our desires and hopes become infused into our perceptions of the 

world.  

 

For our memories carry not only aspects of the world, but aspects of our reactions. 

Those memories with strong emotional markers of pleasure or pain seem in fact to be 

those which the brain is most likely to remember.38 For example, if I have an experience 
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in which I was scared by a dog as a child, this will likely layer a tone of fear and aversion 

over future experiences with dogs. Since my body releases various chemicals which 

make me anxious whenever I recognize a dog in my perception, this could lead me to 

develop a way of acting around dogs that communicates this fear, something which they 

may pick up on, leading them to act more guarded around me, subsequently reinforcing 

my sense that dogs are genuinely to be feared. Unless I have an experience with a dog 

that changes this, I am likely to then think for my whole life that dogs are scary 

creatures, even if this was largely due to the way previous experience inflected future 

experience. In this way, our desires and fears inflect our worlds, such that our approach 

to experiences is never neutral. We never experience the world naked, for all all 

experience is always already for us, in relation to us, and read in relation to the complex 

manner in which our hopes and fears intertwine with memory and anticipation to produce 

projects, identifications, goals, evasions, forms of interpretation, ways of feeling, and 

patterns of behavior.  

 

And as many psychoanalysts have argued, for humans at least, this world of experience 

is social from the start, for when humans are born, they aren’t mature enough to care for 

themselves, something which distinguishes us from much of the other animal world.39  

We are always born into a world of other humans, our formative experiences are always 

intertwined with that of others, and we weave our desires and fears into theirs, 

developing our worlds of meanings, at least in part, on the networks of meanings they 

provide. In fact, scientists are quite sure that the ability to pick out faces is one of the few 

things hardwired, along with crying, into the human brain at birth, for in fact, it is a 

survival skill for human infants to be able to catch the desires and hopes of their 

caretakers.40 Being lovable and loved is not a luxury for an infant, but a matter of 

survival, for it cannot care for itself on its own.  

 

And as many psychoanalysts have argued, because the perceptual machinery of infants 

is less developed than that of adults, feelings are likely more global and free-floating, 

and hence, more extreme and terrifying. When looking at the face of a baby crying 
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because it is hungry, there seems to be true fear there, as if the baby feels its hunger is 

the hunger of the universe, a semi-eternal state which knows no cause and effect, nor 

can yet comprehend the pleas of the caregiver to wait a moment, for food is coming. 

Likewise, the sheer glee of the infant when well fed and playing with others is a state 

which we seem to try to recreate for the rest of our lives. Since infants seem unable to 

grasp the solidity of objects, their distinctness from subjects, and processes of cause 

and effect, it is likely that diffuse affects of what we are likely to later call terror and joy 

are likely much more present to the infant in their early world, in ways that may continue 

to mold us even as adults. That is, waves of affect and indistinct perceptions seem to be 

our first formative experiences of the world, objects and subjects seem to come much 

later. It is on these foundations, not that of adult attempts to examine the world in a more 

dispassionate way, that our psyches are formed.  

 

As our perceptual and cognitive skills improve, however, our experiences clarify. We get 

better at developing longer and more complex weavings of our needs and affects with 

our early attempts at action in the world, and this intertwines with our memories to help 

us increasingly discriminate our experiences of desires, fears, goals, objects, and 

subjects from themselves and each other, and always in relation to our primarl drive to 

continue living and to live better, instincts which seem to be hard-wired into us at a level 

deeper than any other. In the process of development of our cortexes in this manner, we 

shift from being creatures who just want to not be hungry right now, to creatures who 

hope to write philosophy books while juggling a variety of other sub-tasks.  

 

While there is a clear increase in complexity, it is nearly impossible in all this to tell 

where contributions from the world start, and those from our desires and fears end. For 

early on our brain starts to look for patterns in regard to what produces basic affects, 

tying pain and pleasure to whatever seems to come along with it by means of the 

mechanics of memory. New pleasure or pain calls up memories of what attended it in 

the past, and the brain links these together, according to the logic of what psychologists 

generally call “association,” or which neuroscientists account for by means of the soft-
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wiring mantra “what fires together wires together.” For in fact, whenever a pathway in the 

brain fires, it sends chemical messengers to whatever pathwas activated it, and tells 

them to grow, a process called “long-term potentiation” or “back-propagation.”41 It is 

because of this way that our brain wires itself that certain experiences seem to call up 

memories and expectations as if automatically.  

 

And from the basic recognition of repetitions in experiences, whether perceptual, 

affective, or in memory, we learn to pick out objects in our experience, something which 

researchers generally call “object-constancy.” Generally before two years of age, infants 

will be surprised, to give the classic example, if a toy train disappears into one side of a 

tunnel, and then reappears on the other side. Once they develop object-constancy, 

however, they wait and anticipate the reappearance of the train. Likewise, the game of 

peek-a-boo becomes fun rather than terrifying, because babies realize that the person 

hiding hasn’t vanished behind their hands or a mask, but is simply hiding behind them.42  

 

From basic object-constancy, infants slowly build maps of whole environments, then 

maps of memories, leading to abstract meta-memories which help us categorize not only 

what we experience, but what memories we use to help us process these, such that we 

begin to recognize similar “types” of things. We try out multiple memories on our 

experiences, and see which fit best. And we slowly come to realize that the one thing 

constant in all of this is that experience seems to have me as its center, and I seem to 

live in a body, and this body is similar to that of others, and so they probably have selves 

inside them too. There’s strong evidence to argue for the fact that infants begin to realize 

they are a distinct self, connected to a body which is an object with relatively distinct 

boundaries, when they are able to recognize that objects have a permanency over time 

and space in the outside world. For when the baby can understand objects, it can begin 

to objectify itself. And in this way, it learns to distinguish private experiences, like 

pleasure and pain, those which seem to come from within the body, from those which 

are shared, like the fact that both the baby and its mother might see a doggie or a toy.  
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Pre-linguistic Prototypes, and the Return of the Network Paradox 

 

It is from the regularities within experience, abstracted in memories which are then 

layered in systems, that babies begin to make meaning of their worlds, producing order 

in what is initially little more than waves of affects and vague clouds of proto-

perceptions. The regularities we abstract from experience are the basic building blocks 

of the meaning we find in our worlds, despite the fact that they seem to arise in most 

humans before infants are able to speak. For example, before babies learn langauge, 

but after they develop object-constancy, they seem to understand that some things are 

“over here,” while others are “over there.” While we can’t know what goes on in the 

minds of babies, since they don’t know language, as with the way psychologists test for 

object-constancy, it’s possible to watch the way babies respond to particular situations, 

and work from there. And toddlers seem to know that when their toy is “over here,” they 

can play with it at will, but if you take it away, and put it “over there,” they can’t, and this 

will often lead the baby to cry.  

 

While this seems simple, there’s quite a bit of abstraction going on here. The child needs 

to understand that the toy, a bundle of qualities like colors, textures, weight, etc., is the 

same toy on one side of the room as the other. They need to understand that they have 

a body with certain limitations, such as not being able to easily get to the other side of 

the room. They need to be able to read the visual cues whereby things which are far 

away are smaller, those which are close by are larger, and understand that when they 

stretch out their hands but can’t reach, this is because things are far away. In the 

process, the child comes to realize that when I take their toy away, and put it on a 

bookcase, that this new assembly of qualities means that the toy has gone from “over 

here” to “over there,” or at least, some sort of pre-linguistic equivalent of this. And I know 

the baby understand this because when I put the toy on the shelf, she cries, but when I 

bring it close, she stops. Unless there was some sort of notion like “over here” or “over 

there” at work, it’s unlikely the child would act this way. Or that it would be able to learn 

language. One of the basic ways we teach children language is by pointing, a skill that 
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many scientists believe is hardwired genetically into babies. Certainly animals don’t 

understand pointing, my dog just looks at my hand when I point. But babies, at least 

after they develop object-constancy, all seem to understand what pointing means.43  

 

“Over here” and “over there” describe that which remains the same within zones of the 

the general shifting network of presentations of experiences in space and time. The fact 

that human babies tend to learn these concepts repeatedly and relatively easily given 

enough time is a testament to the complexity of the brains which support all these 

operations. But implicit in these sorts of simple operations is the ability to abstract 

general qualities, and use them to understand new experiences, based on similarity 

between some of the abstract qualities these enew experiences present, and those 

stored in memory. “Over there,” for example, is a category which is abstracted, as a 

meta-abstraction, from the simpler abstractions which present themselves in the worlds 

of our experience as memories of experience of particular qualities.  

 

Non-linguistic animals with brains much simpler than those of babies seem to evidence 

similar types of abstraction, even though they also lack human types of language. My 

dog, for example, has learned that I tend to do certain things before I leave the house, 

like put on my shoes, walk in a more determined way, look for things like keys, etc. 

Without language, my dog knows that these actions can then be seen as members of a 

type, such that each abstract action becomes part of the network of abstractions, stored 

in his memory, which are linked together for him as being members of a category. By 

layering abstractions into each other in this manner, animals with complex brains are 

able to develop many skills on par with human babies. Certainly my dog is able to 

understand, that particular objects which are “over there” are instances of a category, a 

meta-abstraction, derived from all the instances of experience that share that particular 

quality, even if there is no word to name this. Once again, I know this because if I take 

my dog’s toy away and put it away from him, he barks, but when I bring it back, he wags 

his tail.  
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All of which is to say that if babies or animals lacked something like a pre-linguistic, if 

fuzzy or loose, system of abstractions of abstractions stored in memory, which it can use 

to interpret incoming experience, it would be difficult to explain how they are able to act 

coherently in the world in the ways they do. As many theorists of the origins of human 

language have argued, without these sorts of complex thought patterns, often known as 

“proto-types,” language would likely never have been able to evolve.44 And so, the 

networkological project does not see language as something which cuts us off from the 

world of experience, but rather, as an outgrowth of experience, a continuation of the 

patterns within the world. While we can’t know the extent to which the patterns of 

regularities we abstract from experience are truly the same as those in the world, to the 

extent that they allow us to sync up our actions with our experiences, it seems likely that 

there’s a strong correlation.  

 

Nevertheless, this shouldn’t let us think that we’ve somehow gotten around the 

limitations which the last chapter described with the notion of the network paradox. For 

to whatever extent there is a correllation between the patterns in our minds and those in 

the world, any attempt to produce an account of the origins of meaning will nevertheless 

always make use of meanings to tell this story, and produce more meanings in the 

process. That is, our ability to make meaning, supported by our bodies and brains and 

the memories which seem to cluster around them, can only be explained by the 

production of additional meanings, a story of origins which makes use of meaningful 

terms to make its case. This produces an infinite regress which can go on without end, in 

a manner described in the preceding chapter in regard to the network paradox. That is, 

grasping networks with other networks will lead to infinite regress, just as will any 

attempt to come up with the meaning of meaning. The result is a process of refraction 

that seems to go on without end, changing yet fractally continuing, potentially without 

end. Nevertheless, some accounts of the meaning of meaning do seem to help us orient 

better in the world, and act in ways that help us achieve our goals better than others. 

That is, ultimately, the meaning of meaning rests upon the question of value, the subject 

of the next chapter, even as the value of value will be an issue that chapter will have to 
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address in turn. Putting these issues on hold for the moment, let’s now show how this 

account of the origins of human meaning can link up with the language of abstractions 

used in the preceding chapter. 

 

Networks of Generalities: Reading the Patterns in Our Worlds of Experience 

 

Networks of memory, stored in the brain, are abstracted from the regularities which 

manifest in our experience, and serve as foundations for the process of picking out 

further regularities from future experiences. We then abstact qualities of these 

memories, and use abstractions to categorize our memories, and use the conjunction of 

memories and meta-memories, really meta-abstractions, to help us pick out ever more 

abstract aspects of experience as it presents itself to us. For example, when I present 

my doggie a new toy, he knows I’m giving him a “thing to play with,” even if he’s never 

seen this toy or one exactly like it before, and I know this because he wags his tail. While 

it’s not clear to me whether or not he wags his tail because he recognizes the type of 

object, or the type of actions I’m making when I reach into my bag and present him with 

something, it’s clear he realizes that I’m giving him a “thing to play with” because he 

doesn’t bark at it, but takes it in his mouth and walks away happily to see what he can do 

with this particular thing.  

 

The networkological project will refer to these sorts of meta-abstractions, that is, 

abstractions which are abstracted from aspects of other abstractions by sectioning off 

aspects they have in common and leaving behind the rest, as categories, types, 

concepts, general i t ies, or  general izations . Generalizations come about, in 

simplest form, whenever that which any group shares in common is stored in memory as 

an abstraction from them. At the simplest level, a generalization can simply be a set, like 

the group of things in my drawer, which may have nothing in common other than being 

in the same physical space. But abstraction can then get more abstract, such as seen in 

notions like “thing to play with” or “over there.” Linguistic generalizations, like “green” or 

“metaphysics” build on the fertile grounds of generalizations which exist in memory in 
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infants before language even arrives. While a generalization like “thing to play with” is 

more fuzzy than increasingly precise generalizations like “green” or “metaphysics,” these 

are generalizations nevertheless.  

 

It’s important to note that we never see “over-hereness” in the world except for in its 

constantly changing representatives, just like we don’t ever see “dogness,” only 

instances in the form of concrete dogs. In this sense, when we recognize something as 

belonging to a category, such as when we recognize those things we can grasp as being 

“over here,” we see them as particular representatives of this general quality or type. In 

fact, our ability to recognize anything and everything as what it is, and even as a distinct 

and discrete entity, requires that we generalize, for object-constancy is a type of 

generalization. That is, we realize that even though things around an object may change, 

those which stay the same in the same spatial area over time are those which constitute 

the general category which infants at some point realize is something like an “object.” 

 

While language tries to name these general types, and even develop new ones, the 

simplest forms of generalization are abstracted from that which abstractions in our 

experience have in common. And just as all recognition seems to require some sort of 

generalization or another, all memory is, in a sense, generalization. For we only ever 

remember aspects of what happens to us, our brains are selective. This forgetting and 

filtering is what allows us to focus, and in doing so, concentrate on ever more precise 

aspects of experience which we can then link up to ever more precise types of 

generalizations. Any time we abstract what things have in common, and leave the rest 

behind, that’s generalization, and memory is the manner in which generalizations, which 

is to say, particular memories, are applied back to the world of experience from which 

they were abstracted. And since our internal experiences, like thoughts and feelings, are 

also experiences from which we can abstact generalities and store these in memory as 

well, producing meta-generalizations is little more than a shift of level of scale.  
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While generalizations are incredibly useful, it’s important to remember that they are 

always simplifications, and aren’t necessarily exclusive of each other. For example, all 

the things in my desk drawer don't generally share much in common other than being in 

my drawer at that moment. And yet, when I store the sight of my desk drawer in 

memory, I may link it in various ways to other abstractions stored in memory, and some 

of these may contain each other to varying degrees, just like my physical drawer 

contains various physical things. And so, a grey stapler might be linked to other 

instances of the color grey in my memory, while a yellow pencil might be linked up to 

other yellow pencils, even as these particular objects are all contained by the drawer, 

while those in my memory are not. In this way, everything that we experience calls up a 

wide variety of general categories, some fuzzy and others precise, some of which 

contain each other in my present experience, others in memory, others between and 

amongst the boundaries of memory and experience as they weave and interpenetrate in 

a wide variety of ways. Nevertheless, it doesn’t seem possible for things to be “over 

here” and “over there,” these seem relatively exclusive categories, though it is possible 

for things to be members of these categories to differing degrees.  

 

And generalizations can also be fuzzy. For example, my dog is able to recognize “things 

that guy tends to do before he leaves the house.” I know this because he gets all 

excited, because he wants me to take him with me. But I don’t always do the exact same 

things each time I leave. Sometimes I take one jacket, sometimes another, sometimes 

no jacket. Sometimes I look for my keys, other times my keys are already in my jacket. 

While I may change my clothes before going out, other times I don’t. Nevertheless, if my 

dog notices one of these things happening, he perks up. And if he sees enough of the 

activities associated with leaving the house, he goes from perked up to excited and 

jumping around. This sort of generalization or type is what mathematicians would call a 

fuzzy set, and which philosopher Ludwig Wittgenstein has called a “family 

resemblance.”45 Wittgenstein argues that when you look at a group of people from the 

same family, it’s rarely one particular quality that makes you realize they are related, but 
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a critical mass of qualities, any of which can be missing, but which when enough are 

present, will cause you to think a group of people are related.  

 

While we tend to think of human language as precise, there are times when it is as fuzzy 

as “things that guy tends to do before he leaves the house.” Wittgenstein’s example of 

“stand roughly over there,” a phrase which clearly communicates even if it lacks a 

precise meaning, is an example of this. People always know what to do in such 

situations, but computer programs are frequently frustrated by such examples of what 

artificial intelligence researchers call “natural language,” with its often fuzzy 

generalizations. That said, fuzzy generalizations are perhaps the most important we 

have for navigating our world, and all more precise concepts seem to be particular 

outgrowths of these. More contemporary types of “soft computing,” which often make 

use of “fuzzy control systems” or artificial neural networks are increasingly, however, 

starting to be able to work with generalizations which aren’t necessarily precise but 

which seem to work often better than precise descriptions in a variety of situations. For 

example, Wittgenstein argues that if a person says “stand roughly over there” and you 

try to move a very precise amount, something which may take a lot of effort or time, you 

actually follow the other person’s wishes less rather than more exactly by being so 

precise. 46  

 

Whether fuzzy or precise, mutually exclusive or not, generalizations are particularly 

useful for us because they can contain each other in ways which go beyond the way 

entities can contain each other in the world, and this has many benefits. For example, all 

the objects in my drawer are contained by my drawer. But all generalizations contain 

what they describe in often much more abstract ways. This is in fact precisely what is 

meant by generalization, categories, or types. For example, when I present my dog with 

a toy, he knows it’s a “thing to play with.” The type “thing to play with” includes or 

contains, at least in an abstract sense, the “thing in front of me right now,” and this is 

what is meant by generalization. As was argued in the preceding chapter, it is precisely 

because circuits in the brain can contain each other in a wide variety of ways that the 
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brain is able to do what it does, and categorization of things according to general types 

and meta-types is one of the most powerful examples of this.  

 

As a result, we are able to recognize and work with abstractions which may cross 

boundaries which keep things separate, distinct, and discrete in the physical world. For 

example, a notion such as “green” includes many things in the physical world that 

couldn’t all be physically contained by anything, even if all the green things in the world, 

or that could ever be or be imagined, are in some sense “contained” by the general 

notion “green.” Despite the physical limitations of bringing together all the green things, 

across all space and time, an abstract generalization stored in memory can do this. And 

while it is unlikely that a notion this precise exists in non- or pre-linguistic animals, the 

basic building blocks of this sort of thinking does seem to exist in notions like “over here” 

and “thing to play with,” which clearly bring together aspects of the world that space and 

time seem to keep distinct. Generalizations abstract from space and time, as if they were 

able to operate beyond them. And in this sense, we are all space and time-travellers, 

simply by using our minds to generalize about our experiences, something which it is 

likely that all animals do, to one extent of complexity or another, all the time. The power 

of these generalizations to do this only increases, however, when we layer signs like 

those used in human language on top of them. Once language is involved, categories 

can get more specific, from “thing to play with” to notions like “green” or “five” or “good” 

or “metaphysics.”  

 

In all these instances, linking of particular segments of our world with specific memories 

and generalizations seems to help us to connect aspects of our experience with various 

goals we may have, and develop sub-goals to help us alter our worlds to come into 

greater accordance with our desires. And no matter how complex our systems of 

generalizations, these are still always only abstractions, which is to say, networks, and 

like all networks, they are only able to capture some aspects of our world, foregrounding 

some while backgrounding others. For like any network, there are various grounds which 

both exceed it while making it possible. For example, when I say a flower is “blue,” I’m 
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backgrounding all the other aspects that flower that I might have foregrounded. Even 

calling a flower a “flower” foregrounds some aspects of that aspect of my world rather 

than others, similar to the manner in which this occurs when I hold a flower in my hand. 

Abstractions and systems made from them always leave aspects of what they abstract 

from behind, and no matter how much a complex system of abstractions may try to 

compensate for what it leaves behind, no system of abstractions can equal the potential 

meanings present in the world without also being that world, and hence, ceasing to be 

an abstraction, generalization, representation, or system build from this world.   

 

The approach to meaning in experience described above can now be linked more 

explicitely to networks, as well as some more traditional philosophical terms. In what 

follows, the entities from which generalizations are abstracted, which are linked with 

generalization in the process of categorization and recognition, will be called 

part iculars . Those aspects of any particular that a generalization doesn’t capture will 

be called the singular  aspects of that particular.47 Each entity in our experience, once 

we have developed categorizations like this, can therefore be thought of as particular 

instance of representation, and hence, as a representation, or sign , which stands 

for or substitutes for both the general abstractions in question and relevant singulars 

which exceed it. Generalizations, particulars, and singulars can describe how systems of 

abstractions intertwine in the world, whether in our experience, in memory, or in relation 

to complex systems of signs such as seen in languages, about which more will be said 

shortly. Framing this in network terms, part iculars  can be seen as nodes, 

general izations, general i t ies, notions, or concepts  as that which links them, 

and the singulars  as aspects of the grounds of the systems of abstractions which are 

both within and beyond the networks in question, and thereby linking them to their 

contexts as a whole.48 Particulars, generalizations, and singulars are all united by the 

processes which are aspects of emergence in the world. All of these aspects, whether 

particular entities, general linking categories, singular grounds, or overarching processes 

describe aspects of meaning in experience at multiple levels of scale.  
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For example, the various objects in my desk drawer can be seen as nodes linked by the 

larger context of the drawer, a ground which links the nodes in question, even as this is 

grounded by the world beyond. When I remember this scene later, I have stored in 

memory the various objects in my drawer, along with a hazier memory of the 

background of this scene as a whole. The drawer functions as a generality which links 

the various particulars in the drawer. And the drawer and the objects in it all have 

singular aspects which exceed my memory of them, such that, for example, I might not 

know how these objects taste if I haven’t gone and tasted them all, or I might not know 

how all of them look from the inside if I haven’t taken them apart. These are singular 

aspects of the experience, that from which particulars are abstracted, and these singular 

aspects exceed the ability of my network of memories stored to describe aspects of 

these particular aspects within it. All these singular aspects, like the insides or tastes of 

various objects, exist as the reverses of various particulars, and in this sense they are 

semi-distinct, but they are also part of one indistinct whole, a ground of context which 

exceeds my experience of the contents of the drawer, and of the drawer itself as a 

whole, which links this to experience and the world as such. As the manifestation of 

grounds within experiential meaning, singulars are neither fully inside nor outside 

general meaning, and like all grounds, are between notions of distinct and indistinct. And 

so, while systems of abstractions allow us to grasp ever more precise aspects of the 

world, namely, particular instances of generalities such as the set of objects in my 

drawer, we shouldn't think that these ever truly gives us ever something fully isolated or 

complete, no matter how useful these sorts of abstract approaches to the world might 

be. 

 

Meaningful Processes: From Recognition to Association, Indication, and Learning 

 

Meaning isn’t something static, and whatever static aspects arise within meaning 

happens as residues of dynamic processes. So while there is a tendency to think of 

signs as things, more than anything else, signs will be reframed in what follows as 

moments, aspects, and symmetries in relational processes which come in several forms. 
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Let’s start with recognition, already partially described above. When infants recognize 

some aspect of their world, their faces often light up, and particularly in regard to the 

faces of other humans, babies are like little recognition machines, they thrive on 

mirroring our affect back to us, showing us that they know that we know they are there, 

and are cute, and need our help with living in the world. Recognit ion  is the process 

whereby an experience in the world activates a circuit in the brain related to a memory of 

a similar experience. While it seems likely that memories originally evolved to help 

organisms imagine potential actions, providing choices between differing ways to link 

stimuli and responses, as neural circuitry advanced in complexity, linking to sensory and 

motor cortexes in webs of complex feedback, organisms with more developed nervous 

systems simply seem to extract patterns from experience and store them in memory, 

whether or not these are linked to an immediate need for action.49  

 

Recognition operates by approximation. For example, if I see a new type of dog, my 

brain calls to mind memories and associations related to dogs, even though they don’t 

completely match this new experience. This is what allows us to guess and extrapolate, 

and all recognition should be seen as approximate and fuzzy in this sense, for we never 

encounter two experiences which are exactly alike, even if because the contexts around 

them have changed. This is why brian researchers tend to describe generalizations in 

the brain as best described in a radial or circular sense, whereby experiences can match 

a generalization stored in memory closely, semi-closely, or only partially. Recognition 

circuits in the brain seem to often layer many of these radial neural circuits. For example, 

if I see a new type of dog, I might have memories of dogs arise in my awareness, even 

as some for mops, or other furry animals arise less strongly. These degrees of strength 

of how much generalizations from past experience arise in our awareness like this is 

what researchers are describing by these notions of types in the brain functioning as 

sorts of circular targets which experiences can call up with varying degrees of strength.50  

 

The reason for this is that in the brain, not only does “what fire together wire together,” 

but when one memory is triggered in the brain, it tends to drag what it’s wired to up as 
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well, a mechanism generally described by brain and artificial intelligence researchers by 

the term “spreading activation.”51 When combined with “what fires together wires 

together,” which goes by the more technical term “long term potentiation,”52 the result is 

various degrees of strength of spreading activation, depending on the context. So 

whenever we experience something, our brains suggest all sorts of things that might go 

along with this, in varying degrees of relevance. And when I experience only part of a 

pattern that generally goes together, I’m able to extrapolate because the brain provides 

what’s normally associated with the others in this pattern. For example, if my dog sees 

me putting on new sneakers he's never seen before, after which I get my keys, he'll 

likely assume I'm going out, even though he's never seen these particular sneakers 

before.  

 

What’s been described above by means of spreading-activation is generally described 

by the notion of associat ion , caused by the conjunction of long-term potentiation and 

spreading activation in the brain, in action. The origins of creativity in animals seems to 

arise largely from associative memory, for in a creative state, we allow a wide degree of 

association, while in a focused state, we try to restrict this. Associative memory also 

seems to explain why humans and other animals are able to do things that computers 

can’t. That is, our brains are fuzzy networks, which use associative forms of linkage, 

while computers are rigid and use linear and hierarchical forms of linkage. We’re able to 

extrapolate and guess, while computers often can’t unless their architecture is structured 

in overlapping and distributed networks in the manner of the human brain, rather than in 

hierarchical and linear networks like those seen in machines.53 That said, computers 

never forget, and humans do, and the ability to create and guess is in fact not 

unconnected to the fact that we forget. For the power of abstractions often lies precisely 

in their ability to leave certain things out.  

 

Each memory in the brain, whether linked to processes of recognition or association, is a 

pathway, an abstraction produced in relation to a general type of experience, which can 

be seen as its representative, a sign for this type in the world, a residue of the process of 
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storage in memory and recognition of experience which produced it. While some basic 

recognition circuits seem preprogrammed into babies in by means of their DNA, and 

hence can be thought of as caused by the residue in memory traced by the recognition 

processes of the species, most of these are created by the general softwiring of the 

brain by personal experience. As our brains layer experiences on top of each other, our 

brains simply record everything, but those aspects shared by more experiences are 

traced more strongly. Like a composite photograph of many faces, superimposed on 

each other, those aspects shared in general end by the majority of faces end up 

emerging more strongly stored in memory.  

 

The process whereby new abstractions come about is called learning . Learning has 

several types. The type described above, whereby new generalizations emerge in 

memory as symmetries held in common within masses of experience, abstracted by 

repetition in memory, is known as induction , the abstraction of general traits in 

common from a group of experiences. It is very rare, however, for adult humans to 

encounter something unlike anything they’ve experienced before, however. One learning 

process which seems to occur frequently, however, is discrimination.  For example, 

when my little nephew, a toddler, encounters a horse for the first time, he is likely to yell 

out “doggie!,” because he has already experienced dogs, but not horses. If I tell him “no, 

this is a horse, but it is like a doggie, they are both animals,” he will add the notion of 

“horse” to his list of animals. This disriminates, or divides, the list of animals he knows 

into more types, even as it is an example of categorization  of “horses” as “animals.” 

My nephew might be surprised that both a Yorkie and a Saint Bernard are both doggies, 

however, which might lead him to break up the category of “doggie” into special types, 

such as “big doggie” and “small doggie,” another example of discrimination, one which 

doesn’t require producing a new generalization, but only combining old ones. Either way, 

by means of learning of horses in manner described above, it is likely my nephew will 

associate horses and dogs closely, unless new contexts are supplied which are more 

strongly stored later in memory.  
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In learning that there are horses, my nephew may also guess that horses are similar to 

dogs in some crucial ways, simply by observing similar structures in their bodies. If he 

asks me if horses eat, I will likely say something like, “yes, they eat just like doggies, but 

different food, horses eat hay.” The ability to see similarities in generalizations, and 

guess that certain things are likely to be true in experience, because of patterns in 

networks of generalizations, even if there’s yet to be experiences to directly attest to this, 

is known as deduction . In this example, my nephew likely noticed that a horse has a 

mouth, seems to be alive, and if it is an animal like a dog, that it probably eats, just like 

dogs he knows.  

 

In addition to these forms of learning, however, sometimes we develop new 

generalizations from old ones, extending them beyond their original uses, or combinging 

them in new ways. This is what C.S. Peirce has called abduction. For example, if I see 

an animal I’ve never seen before, and I say to my friend, “I think that’s a duck-beaver!,” I 

have applied two already existing categories to describe something which, to me, is 

relatively new. While my friend might inform me that I’m looking at a “duck-billed 

platypus,” a famous example for this type of learning, were there no term “duck-billed 

platypus” already existing in the English language, it is quite possible that my neologism 

“duck-beaver” would become part of the language were it to catch on. I could have, 

however, called it a “pseudo-beaver,” or something like this, and this, along with “duck-

beaver,” would be examples of abduction.  

 

Induction, discrimination, deduction, and abduction are all aspects of learning, and in 

combination with recognition and association are processes whereby humans develop 

meaningful relations with their worlds. There are, however, more processes that help us 

intertwine meaning and experience, such as when we use aspects of the world to 

represent our inner generalizations to each other. For example, my dog makes noise by 

rattling his food bowl when it's empty to let me know he’s hungry. My dog knows that we 

both associate his bowl with food, and that by using his foot, an aspect of his world, he 

can draw my attention to another, his empty food bowl, so as to indirectly call for yet 
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another, namely, food. The food he wants is similar to yet not the same as the food I’ve 

put in there before, which he’s already eaten, and in this sense, he wants a particular of 

a general category. In this sense, my dog not only recognizes an aspect of his world, 

namely, his bowl, as a member of a category (ie: things that tend to be associated in his 

world with food), but he is able to act on that particular representative of his general 

category in a way represents that category to point at me, and in such a way that I am 

able to associate this with his desire for food. In this way, my dog uses a particular 

aspect of his world to point at others, and in this way, to indicate the generalities lurking 

behind them, leading me to actions on yet more particulars in relation to others. By using 

particulars in this way, users of generalities are able to find ways to coordinate by 

triggering similar associations in each other. This doesn’t require language, for just as 

my dog is able to do this, so a baby can communicate to me it wants a particular toy by 

pointing and getting ready to cry, and shifting to glee when I bring the toy close enough 

to be “over here” and grabbed.  

 

What has just been described here is the reverse of recognition, in which we not only 

match memories with things beyond them in the world, but use our memories to pick out 

particular aspects of the world, something generally known as pointing, or  indication . 

My dog uses his bowl to “point,” not at any particular food, but rather, at an abstract 

concept, namely, the generality of “food,” of which he would like a particular 

representative, namely, new food in his bowl. Humans, of course, use our eyes and 

index fingers to point at things, picking out particulars within general groupings. I know 

my dog doesn't know what my index finger means when I point, instead, he just looks at 

my finger in a confused way. While many researchers believe that babies come 

hardwired to know what an index finger means when used to point, I’m personally quite 

sure that my dog doesn’t.54  

 

Pointing not only allows us to indicate particular examples of general categories, but also 

allows for discrimination within categories. For example, when I’m with my young 

nephew, and I ask him to pick out the “blue” thing from a group and give it to me, I’m 
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asking him to locate the particular from within others which instantiates the general 

category of “blueness.” This becomes particularly useful for teaching children to develop 

more discriminated webs of generalizations, which can then point at each other in ever 

more complex ways. So when I say to a friend, for example, “could you grab that book 

for me, the green one on the table?,” each of these terms, by means of the complexity 

allowed by language, is a generality, which, by means of their combination, is able to 

indicate one particular within a larger group. It is important to keep in mind, however, 

that any particular always drags more than one generality and singular excess in with it. 

In the case mentioned above, while there’s more to the book in question than it’s mere 

“bookness” or “greeness” (ie: “heavyness,” “rectangularness”), these other aspects, 

particular instantiations of generalities and singular excesses, are dragged in, if 

implicitly, when my friend hands me the book. I could have mentioned these other 

generalities which apply to the book, but I chose “book” and “green” instead, even as 

many were likely present in my mind as associations. These other possibilities are 

lurking, in a sense, in the wings, backgrounded by means of what a particular indication 

foregrounds within our experience.  

 

Here it’s possible to see the ways in which, despite all their complexities, generalizations 

stored in memories are simply abstractions, if ones tied to complex systems such as that 

of the human brain, its body, and the processes which link these to the world beyond 

them. But just as with simple abstractions (ie: a dog, a memory of a dog), abstractions 

used as generalizations (ie: the notion of “dogness” in memory) still foreground aspects 

of experience at the expense of what’s around it, indirectly describing as much about the 

perspective from which an abstraction is being described in a system as about the 

abstraction itself. For ultimately, generalizations are simply abstractions of abstractions, 

which are used to help processes of meaning, such as recognition, in regard to other 

abstractions like those in experience. It’s still all worldslices, and hence networks, just 

used in particularly complex ways which go beyond that which was described in the 

preceding chapter.  
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It’s worth noting in this, however, that it is precisely what abstractions stored in memory 

leave behind, and the way they then intertwine with other such abstract slices of the 

world, that allows them to be much more flexible than clunky slices of the world we 

encounter in experiences from beyond our bodies in the physical world. By leaving much 

of the world behind, by being abstract from conditions of space and time that apply to 

particular physical objects in the world, abstractions stored in memory are able to 

generalize beyond space, time, or even singularity. So if I recognize something as 

“green,” this is because I’ve abstracted this notion from particular spaces and times in 

which I’ve seen green things, and in fact, all that was ever green in my experience. The 

more abstract one of my memory abstractions is, whether anchored in a socially shared 

system of signs such as language or not, the more it can generalize. For example, a 

notion like “being” can refer to almost anything, while a notion like “tasty” only refers to a 

few. And since generalizations stored in memory don’t have to occupy space or time the 

way physical objects do, they can simply be circuits within complex dynamic systems, 

and hence be stored much more easily than physical objects. That is, it’s much easier to 

carry a memory of my family in my mind, or a picture of them on my laptop, than to carry 

my entire family with me everywhere I go. In each case, I can store abstract qualities 

which relate to them, and reconstruct their image, either on my computer or in my 

memory.  

 

To summarize, our networks of memory seem to be built of singular experiences, from 

which abstract generalities are abstracted. When memories abstracted from repeated 

patterns in experience are related to new experiences, this is a process known as 

recognition. Recognition transforms singular experiences into particular instances of 

general categories stored in memory. While some very basics generalizations seem 

hardwired into human memory by means of our DNA, the memory of our species, most 

are produced in relation to experience. a process called learning. This is helped by the 

process of association, whereby memories which tend to be experienced together seem 

to activate together, even if only some of them are actively being experienced. The result 

is that when we recognize something in our experience, we are also aware of 
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associations. When we use aspects of the physical world to represent the 

representations of aspects of the world stored as generalizations in our brains, this is 

known as indication, or pointing. Pointing helps us communicate aspects of our networks 

of memories with others, and to communicate increasingly precise aspects of the world 

around us to each other by using signs of our generalizations to point at aspects of each 

other. This allows us to socialize and coordinate our ways of understanding the world 

around us, and develop the potential for complex networks of social signs such as 

language.  

 

Indication, recognition, and association are intimately related to learning. When humans 

first learn language, adults will often teach language partially by means of pointing at 

various aspects of the world. In general, however, when humans abstract generalities 

from masses of experience, this is the type of learning called induction. When humans 

link generalizations in networks, some of which include each other, such as “dogs” being 

types of “animals,” this is categorization. When a category has more generalizations 

added to it, dividing these categories into greater numbers, or dividing a category into 

sub-categories, this is known as discrimination. When categories are combined or used 

in novel ways in regard to relatively new experiences, this is known as abduction. And 

when we look for experiences in the world to match generalizations we guess should be 

there to make some categories have sub-categories in a structure similar to others (ie: if 

dogs eat, then it’s likely horses eat, because their bodies have strong similarities), this is 

deduction.  

 

In all this, while we are able to layer generalizations on top of each other, such that any 

aspect of our experience might call up many generalization networks at once, it is 

essential to realize that generalizations and any systems produced from them will never 

be able to completely capture the experiences they represent. Each generalization is an 

abstraction which leaves much of what it represents behind, usually conditions of space 

and time, but also much more, and these aspects left out are what distinguish the 

particular aspects of experiences described by generalizations with those singular 
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aspects which make them unique. These singular aspects form a continuum, a ground, 

the collective aspects of our experience which exceed generalization, and which 

continually surprise us, and lead to new experiences, as well as the potential for the 

formation of new generalizations. Particular nodes, general links, singular grounds, and 

dynamic processural wholes form the networks of which weave desire, experience, and 

memory together in ways which help us understand and navigate our worlds.  

 

It’s important to note in all this that just as pathways in the brain can be seen as physical 

representations, or signs, of generalizations, so objects in the world beyond our bodies 

used to point at others in this way act as signs of generalizations. That is, matter in the 

brain and matter in the world can equally be used to represent general categories like 

“food” or “dog.” Signs are just the ways in which some matters, namely, in this case, all 

the different instances of “food,” are linked to others, such as neural patterns and rattled 

food bowls, which represent them to others. This is always done by processes such as 

recognition, association, indication, and learning, by experiencers who link signs in the 

world in systems. This is precisely what representation, or meaning  means. 

Meaning is a condensation of aspects of the world by others, in regard to what they have 

in common to others, by means of processes of the production of meaning, within 

complex systems which provide their contexts. The distinctions between notions like 

signifier and signified, so important to linguists, can be seen as two aspects of the same, 

depending on the perspective on the matters in question, similar to the way in which 

matter and mind, or mind and body, can also be seen as differing perspectives on 

experience.  

 

Networks of Human Memory in the World: Mimicry, Tools, and Sign-Systems 

 

It is from the pre-linguistic bases of conceptual thinking in memory, at work in infants and 

non-linguistic animals, that we see the precursors of the complex sign-systems that 

eventually develop in humans. Some basic signs seem hard-wired into the brains of 

organisms, such as the way babies don’t seem to need to learn to cry, dogs to wag their 
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tails, or bees how to dance. Other signs can be created on the fly, such as the way my 

dog taps his bowl with his foot to tell me he’s hungry. But there are clear limitations to 

what such signs can do, and there is quite a difference between signalling hunger and 

the sorts of abstraction of which human language is capable.  

 

Many researchers studying the origins of human language start by examining how it 

likely finds its genesis in basic immitation of the actions of others. This can extend from 

imitation of actions alone, to the mirroring of ways in which we make use of objects in 

the physical world, something which seems to exist in complex animals as well as 

humans. As we know from archaeological studies of early humans, humans eventually 

came in this manner to increasingly be surrounded by meaningful objects, “tools” which 

were modified so as to externalize human conceptual meanings and hold them in their 

material form. A stick becomes a “fruit from the high branches helper thing,” and a 

person might carry a stick around with them for this purpose. This requires being able to 

see a stick not merely as what it is right now, but to partially negate this so as to 

remember what it can be in the future in relation to trees with fruit.  

 

In this sense, a tool  can be seen as a physically embodied, material concept. Similar to 

the ways in which parts of our bodies incarnate concepts temporarilly in gestures, tools, 

particularly when intentionally made, extend the logic whereby gestures incarnate 

meanings in our bodies, allowing our meanings to find more durable and stable support 

in the world. For unlike gestures that vanish once they are done, like a smile that can 

turn to a frown and back, tools hold their form, and in this way, help us to encounter our 

concepts in solid matter. To use an example from contemporary society, a screwdriver is 

a meaning stored in the form of its matter. Built in anticipation of general types of future 

situations, a screwdriver holds its form, a memory of sorts, and this allows it to be useful 

in in the future. Simpler human tools are simpler forms of externalizations of our 

concepts, which is to say, our memories. And so, as early hominids developed, they 

increasingly modified objects, each of which could help give rise to new experiences that 

could be stored in memory, slowly increasing the complexity of the types of tools and 
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concepts thereby evolved. And as tools were increasingly used to produce other tools, 

and used in multi-stage actions, the ability to increase long term planning and the 

number of layers of abstraction humans could hold in memory increased.55  

 

Another form of externalization of memories can be seen images. For example, an early 

hominid might draw a picture of a particular dog on a wall. Since a picture is obviously 

not the same as a dog, and is in fact, a massive simplification, from four to two 

dimensions, and from warm fur and flesh to some abstract lines on a cave wall, it is likely 

to take some time before others might understand that a drawing of a dog is something 

more than just a set of lines. But once others understood that a set of lines and colors 

can be more than just lines and colors, but also a radically simplified pictures of a dog, 

and hence, a shareable memory, the lines and colors can represent this dog to others. 

While the abstraction of such an external memory is part of what makes it difficult to 

learn to use, abstraction also has its uses. For if a picture is abstract enough, it can 

represent not only one dog, but others similar to it, and the more abstract the matters we 

use to represent our memories, the more abstract memories can be represented.  

 

Once memories are externalized, they can be re-internalized. And so, once a picture of a 

dog is drawn on a wall, this picture can be stored in memory, just like a memory of a real 

dog, and then associated with it. By such a chain of representations and reversals, a 

picture of a dog can come to represent the abstract qualities that dogs have in common 

to a group of humans who collectively decide to use a picture of a dog in this way. In this 

sense, teaching basic signs is in many senses the reverse of the process of recognition, 

for in recognition, we see a particular aspect of our experiences as similar to a memory 

we store within us. In the production of a sign, however, we see a particular aspect of 

the world as similar to a memory we store in a particular aspect of the world, which is 

similar in turn to our memory of the last time we saw this similarity. If we use indication, 

we can share this complex set of reversals with other people, and coordinate with them. 

We can thereby teach others to use signs in this way, and then we can coordinate in 

relation to these externalized concepts, these abstract memories.  
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Of course, a picture of a dog resembles a dog, and as such, a picture of this sort is a 

very simple sort of conceptual representation. Things get more abstract when a sound is 

used as the physical support of such an abstract idea. But by means of association, 

however, it’s not hard to see how this could come about. If each time a person sees 

dangerous animals they scream in fear, while each time they see a particular type of bird 

they imitate its call, it’s easy to see how our associatively wired brains would quickly link 

each sound with each type of animal. From here it is not far to modifying these sounds to 

indicate sub-types within groups, leading to sounds that don’t necessarily resemble 

anything about what they represent. A similar process of discrimination could slowly free 

images from having to resemble what they represent as well.  

 

Researchers know today that the first form of conventionalized writing was in fact that of 

tally marks used to represent numbers., most likely to record debts, payments, taxes, 

etc.56 While we can’t be sure if images or tally marking came first, and it is likely in fact 

that each preceded the other many times in human evolution, archaeologists of 

language are quite sure that tally marks are in fact the earliest forms of abstract written 

language beyond pictures. And in these two forms of proto-writing, pictures and tally 

marks, we see the two fundamental axes of human language. That is, pictures are 

examples of what philosophers of signs, or semioticians, call metaphoric resemblance, 

or iconicity . And tally marks, a more abstract kind of resemblance, display metonymic 

connection, or indexical i ty . For even though each is produced in connection to each 

object counted, and is hence a simpler mark than a picture, a series of tallies represents 

numbers because the relationship between the tallies represents the relation between 

the objects being counted. More advanced forms of language make use of this sort of 

systematic relationship between signs to indicate those in the world.  

 

Archaeologists of language generally believe that the result of the intertwining of these 

two tendencies to iconicity and indexicality was what eventually lead to the development 

of early forms of writing. From images as illustrations to use as utterances by specific 
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individuals in particular situations is a small step. Combining tally marks with basic 

pictures, such as three hash marks next to a picture for sheep, and the basics for a 

receipt are there. Incriptions of royal commands, or commorations of a battle, usually on 

a stone monument, aren’t far away at this point, and from here to the development of a 

basic hieroglyphic system as the abstractions being recorded get more complex.  

 

While aspects of resemblance between sign and that which is represented may continue 

in hieroglyphic systems, for example, as these increase in complexity, resemblances 

tend to fade in favor of abstract qualities that help the system as a whole develop a 

complex network of correspondences with aspects of the world, many of which are 

simply too complex to represent by means of physical resemblance. For example, it’s 

very hard to draw a picture of “acceleration,” but it’s not that hard to draw a picture of a 

person running and putting an up arrow next to it, and this is how hieroglyphic systems 

slowly develop from assortments of pictograms which only resemble what they 

symbolize. Advanced hieroglyphic systems, like those developed by the Egyptians and 

the Maya, for example, generally use a combination of pictograms and modifiers of 

various forms.57 Eventually many of these cease to represent only what they resemble, 

taking on abstract qualities as well in regard to their relations to other symbols. By 

means of this, some signs may eventually be detached from their original symbol-

meanings of resemblance, and come to only signify an abstract idea, or even the sound 

used to pronounce them.  

 

Advanced hieroglyphic systems usually make use of phonograms of this sort, along with 

pictograms and logograms, which are symbols for ideas without resemblance (ie: the 

fact that we use “=” as an equals sign). Both Egyptian and Mayan hieroglyphs use all 

three modes in combination, and modern letter-sound combinations (ie: Roman or 

Cyrillic alphabets, Korean syllabary alphabet, Arabic or Hebrew abjads which write out 

only consonants) and logogram systems (ie: modern mathematical scripts, Chinese 

character systems) are derived from these earlier, less systematized models. A writing 
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system like Chinese system gains in the visual expressivity of its lingering resemblances 

what it loses in time taken to learn the writing system.  

 

Sounds, images, and markings could in this sense become intertwined in increasingly 

complex systems. Such signs can then be taught to children, along with various gestures 

and ways of using and even making objects. Since sound is dynamic and aleatory, like 

flashes of human memories, it allows for greater degrees of abstraction than simple 

pictures, even as pictures can increase in complexity when distinguished into marks 

which can be combined in systems. Bringing together verbal and written bits of matter 

into systems in this way, it’s likely that preliterate societies existed in increasingly 

complex webs of signs, including meaningful objects, gestures, sounds, pictures, 

markings, etc. With a proliferation of signs, however, ultimately there will be clashes over 

which signs mean which. For example, a simple picture of a horse doesn’t look that 

different from that of a dog, and this can lead to confusion. Likewise, those imitating the 

sounds of various animals might have confusions over which sounds mean which birds. 

In order to avoid confusions, it’d be necessary to develop not only fine-tuned 

discriminations, but systems of mutual limitations, so that it becomes possible to 

distinguish “cat” from a “dog,” “horse” from “plow,” and eventually more complex notions 

like “running” or even “accelerating” from each other.  

 

No matter what the basic physical stuff used to form signs, whether fleeting sounds, 

more permanent written markings, or any other set of complex markers, eventually 

systems of mutual limitation, agreed upon by groups of users, can emerge within groups 

to help organize relations between signs and meanings. Gestures, sounds, pictures, and 

markings can all be formalized into systems. No matter the bits of worldly matter used to 

create signs, eventually these can stabilized as groups of people coordinate, giving rise 

to a sign-system , vocabulary, or lexicon . Such a system distinguishes simple 

images, gestures, or sounds, produced in individual circumstnaces, from those used by 

members of a group to indicate particular meanings according to social convention, to 

whatever extent they resemble what they represent. While a sign system is at best a 
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simple code, one which matches aspects of the world to signs in a way that lacks 

complex grammar and syntax, it provides the basic building blocks of more advanced 

forms of langauge.  

 

Memory-Prediction: Layering Imaginary, Symbolic, and Real 

 

Whenever individuals teach or learn forms of representation, social power is always 

involved, for there is a socially regulative aspect to the use of signs. When we internalize 

signs, we internalize little bits of society, and when we teach others to internalize them, 

we network then into a particular culture. For if a person points to a picture of a dog, or a 

more abstract representative of a dog in a sign-system, and then makes a “meow” 

sound, a friend might correct them, and explain that dogs bark, and this happens with 

children today all the time. In this way, early produced by individuals, first in memory and 

then in simple signs for themselves, tend to be overwritten by those agreed upon by their 

society, and those who choose to use signs differently or with personal meanings tend to 

find they generate confusion, or potentially even anger or humor, from those around 

them. And so, as signs became more central to hominid evolution, it is likely that there 

was increasing pressure to adopt the signs used by a group, whether the new member 

was an outsider or a new child, a choice which was likely hardly a choice at all, because 

the stakes were likely that of survival.  

 

Refusing to use signs in the ways others do is always a struggle over power, something 

which likely has a history as old as signs themselves. For a network of signs in a sign-

system tends to influence individuals enormously, in a sense over-writing, to one extent 

or another, the concepts they have in their own memories, generally produced as a 

child, with those of the collective. As we layer the memories of these social tokens onto 

our internal memory-systems, each sculpting the other in relation to experience in a 

continual interplay of networks in networks, it increasingly becomes difficult to tell where 

our tools end and we begin. And as a result, it can become difficult to distinguish where 

our thoughts end and where those of our society begin, because we often formulate 
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even thoughts which are critical of our society by means of the language it gave us. 

What’s more, since most of us learn language just as we are starting to achieve object-

constancy, including the constancy of our own egos, language and whatever biases and 

values it may have in its structure seem to arrive on the scene of our memory about the 

same time that we do.  

 

None of which is to say, however, that language simply erases pre-linguistic concepts. 

These concepts, developed from memory-residues of prior sensory experiences, have 

language layered over them. For even adults in societies that have languages retain the 

personal sensory-based memory-abstractions underneath or beside those produced by 

the collective, and these may continue to evolve and develop over time. Language 

doesn’t replace sensory or picture-thinking, but layers on top of it, and while language 

generally remains dominant, likely due to its utility in relation to other humans, along with 

its regulative function in regard to the social convention in general, individual sensory 

based meanings and social conventional meanings exist in a continual and sustained 

dialectic throughout the life of the individual. And this is why, for example, it’s hard for 

me to think of the word “dog” without seeing a picture of my own dog in my head. Even 

though the word “dog” is part of the cultural, social networks of language, the images 

that arise in my brain when I see this word, my particular associations, are my own. And 

there’s every reason to think that this sort of sensory memory-thinking is what existed, 

for an individual or the species, before they learned language. Nevertheless, it also 

seems, at least with individuals, that once language arrives on the scene, it retroactively 

alters the memories with which it intertwines. Likewise, there’s substantial evidence that 

the arrival of language for the species, as well as the increasingly social nature of 

humans with which it was intertwined, altered the physical structure of the human brain 

to such an extent that language and sociality are together likely largely responsible for 

what makes human brains so developed in relation to the rest of the animal world.58 	  

 

While humans do generally prioritize linguistic over picture-thinking, both in 

communication as well as private thought, there are nevertheless still times in which 
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imagistic thought comes to the fore. Sometimes people feel that they want to express 

something, yet there’s no word for it in the socially shared set of tokens, and so they 

may draw a picture, or sing, or create a new word, or find some other way to try to share 

these internal concepts with the wider world, give body to these as signs, and perhaps 

even impact the socially ratified system of linguistic terms. Likewise, it seems that when 

we go deep in our personal experiences, beyond that which we can easily share with 

others by language, such as in dreams, extremely creative or mystical states, or periods 

of great terror or anxiety, we may find that this personal layer predominates over the 

social one, often leading to a dominance of associative, fuzzy logics, as well as the 

assignment of increasingly personal and idiosyncratic meanings to the signs commonly 

used in the language. It is likely that art and creativity of all forms finds its reservoir in 

these forms of memory which exist alongside those of social token systems like 

languages.   

 

These two systems of memories, linguistic and sensory, which seem to exist in a 

perpetual interplay, are what psychoanalyst and philosopher Jacques Lacan has called 

the “Imaginary” and “Symbolic” aspects of thought in linguistically competent humans.59 

While Lacan doesn’t generally address sensory modalities in addition to the visual, so 

long as the notion of “image” is expanded to include memories of any sensory modality, 

there seems no reason not to adopt these terms. In addition to imaginary and symbolic, 

Lacan differentiates these types of experience from that of what he calls “the Real,” 

which occurs in those rare experiences humans have of relatively non-patterned, raw 

sensation of the world. Such experiences, which in many ways are described by Lacan 

as being so traumatic as to be closer to non-experiences, are often retroactively 

experienced as terrifying, for they are gaps within meaning, in either in what Lacan calls 

imaginary or symbolic forms of experience. For Lacan, experiences of “the Real” are 

something we seem only to be able to make sense of after the fact. This is why we only 

seem to be able to imagine and symbolize what it might be like to emerge, as babies or 

as a species, in guesswork done after the fact. Then again, it seems likely that rather 

than hard and fast distinctions, that perhaps these different types of experience are 
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distinguished more by degree than anything else, and Lacan does feel that moments of 

madness or extreme creativity may bring linguistically competent adults back to 

“Imaginary” or even “Real” modes of experiencing, even if for brief periods or in 

weakened form.  

 

While Lacan devised his theories in the mid-twentieth century, none of this seems to 

conflict the with increasingly sophisitcated understandings of the human brain being 

developed by contemporary cognitive neuroscience. Language sculpts the structure of 

the human brain, both in individual humans and the history of the species as a whole, 

not displacing pre-linguistic proto-types, but intertwining with these. The result is that we 

have an “inner monologue” as well as “inner cinema.” And both of these are layered on 

top of and in fact serve to in many ways shape and filter the manner in which we 

experience incoming raw data from the outside world. For scientific research has 

increasingly shown that we do not experience the world as is, but rather, that our 

perception is full of memories which we use to anticipate what we expect to see. While it 

was mentioned earlier that we “fill-in” much of what we expect to experience, such that 

our experiences are in fact full of memory, this not only happens at one level of scale in 

the brain when we try to recognize data presented to us from the outside world.  

 

For in fact, each part of the brain is in fact always trying to guess what all the other parts 

of the brain and nervous system send them. As such, parts of the brain responsible for 

more complex types of thought are always trying to guess and recognize what sensory 

cortexes send them, which is in fact what they were able to recognize from the patterns 

passed on to them by our sense organs.60 We only ever get chains of recognitions, each 

filtering experience into terms of what we’ve experienced before. Our experience is full 

of memory, at many levels of scale and all the way down. As such, it is only when 

something is truly anomalous in regard to prior experience do we likely even realize it is 

there. And as was mentioned earlier, since those with sight restored medically as adults 

report seeing unpatterned data until they learn to understand it, there’s every reason to 

think that the large majority of what we exprerience is shaped and formed by memory. 
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According to artificial intelligence researcher Jeff Hawkins, all of this is an example of the 

way in which our brains are essentially machines for what he calls “memory-

prediction.”61 Memory-prediction is the manner in which we store abstract aspects of our 

experiences in memory, and then use these to predict future experience, not only from 

the outside world, but between sections of our brains. For Hawkins, memory-prediction 

is the best way to describe what the neo-cortex, the part of the brain responsible for 

advanced thinking, does. So while the brain uses its stored memories of sensory 

experience, along with stored experiences of language, to guess what the outside world 

will do next, much of what our brains spend time doing is guessing what other parts of 

the brain will do next. As many neuroscientists have argued, “the brain mostly talks to 

itself.”62 

 

The reason for this is that if various parts of the brain can predict what the others will do, 

they come to an agreement. Sensory, motor, and executive parts of the brain are 

continually trying to imagine what will happen next. In the process, they try to recognize 

the experiences that other parts of the brain send them, and if they can’t, they associate, 

which is to say, bring in other, related memories to see if they can reframe what’s going 

on to produce a recognition. If not, other parts of the brain may come in to try to mediate 

the confusion, and if a disagreement between brain circuits gets heated enough, it might 

even rise as high as conscious awareness. Only when something isn’t where it should 

be, when expectations and experience clash, and sub-conscious parts of our brains 

aren’t able to explain this away, does something hit our awareness.  

 

Experience from the wider world is in this sense processesed by webs of memories and 

meta-memories, nets of associated interconnections which function as storage as well 

as prediction tools, such that what finally emerges into consciousness seems to then be 

largely already organized. Perceptions arrive into our awarenes in preprocessed chunks, 

surrounded by associations both imagistic and verbal, and modulated by emotions and 

moods of various sorts. All of which means our experience of the world is always already 
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mediated by personal and social expectations, all of which impact the manner in which 

aspects of our world are carved into worldslices in experience. That said, form and 

structure of the world plays a role in this as well, such that it is likely the resonances and 

symmetries between our expectations and the world beyond us that leads to coherent 

symmetries in our experiences, while the asymmetries are likely sites of mismatch, 

confusion, disagreement, inconsistency, or instability. The only way to know the 

difference between the contributions of our memories, that of society, and the form of 

aspects of the world, however, is to perform experiments on the world and see what 

happens, all of which gives rise to new carvings within experience, a process which 

ultimately leads to infinite regress. While it is possible to determine the contributions of 

particular aspects of experience to the form of each other in particular contexts, to do 

this in a comprehensive way would require some sort of impossible God’s-eye 

perspective.  

 

For the many reasons described above, the networkological project will retain the basics 

of Lacan’s notions, if in modified form. The networkological project will describe its 

modified notions of what Lacan calls Imaginary, Symbolic, and Real aspects of 

experience as sensory, symbolic, and unprocessed types of experience . While 

most of us live within an interplay of sensory and symbolic experiences, unprocessed 

experience likely exists continually underneath this, even if it is ever unprocessed as a 

matter of degree.  

 

Wideware: Quasi-Living Networks of External Human Memory in the World 

 

Language is a large, collective, external network of the memories of a society, which are 

internalized in individuals and layered on top of their personal networks of memories. But 

beyond language and other signs, tools and gestures are also ways humans externalize 

and then reinternalize memories in the world. We live in networks of meaningful memory 

materializations of our memories, which our memories then reinternalize as new 

memories, producing feedback loops at many levels of scale. Many contemporary 
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cognitive scientists have begun to describe all the various forms of our external memory 

storage, from tools to books, by means of the notion of “wideware.”63  

 

To use an example described at length by Andy Clark, our minds are able to perform a 

complex computations, such as long division, when we have external “supports” for our 

memory, such as paper, pencil, and number-signs. By means of these external memory 

devices, we don’t have to hold all the numbers in our head at once. Rather, we can 

“loop” our consciosness between aspects of our external memory storage devices, 

treating number-signs on the paper like physical objects, moving them around, erasing 

them and substituting them for each other, breaking some down into smaller bits, using 

zeroes and columns to hold places, etc. All of this is an extension of the ways in which 

calculations were originally done with tokens like stones, or on an analog computer like 

an abacus. While there are many tasks for which the human brain has been specifically 

evolved, tasks like this didn’t help us hunt prey or avoid predators during the periods in 

our evolution before the development of advanced mathetmatics. Performing complex 

strings of calculations didn’t give our ancestors any survival benefit until quite recently, at 

least in terms of the time-spans used by evolution, and as such, our brains are poorly 

adapted to this type of work. But tool use is something we are quite good at, and 

language, including the specialized languages of math and science, can be used in 

many ways. Computations like those done in the language of math are examples of this. 

Clark describes how wideware in many forms co-evolved with the human brain, and is 

such a part of our daily lives that we barely notice it. Clothing, hardware, computers, 

cars, contact lenses, all these are wideware, memory extensions, just as much as 

language is, whether in the form of the “natural” languages used in everyday speech, or 

the specialized languages of science and math.  

 

In all these forms, wideware bridges individual and societal forms of memory. Wideware 

not only helps us act in increasingly sophisticated, coordinated, socially negotiated ways 

in the world, but our wideware often seems to take on lives of its own. That is, our 

collective, dynamic networks of wideware seem to change, learn, evolve, and develop 
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over time, and all in ways which can be passed down to future generations. For 

example, the English language continually mutates, developing new words while losing 

old ones, sometimes even shifting grammar structure over time. Fashions change, 

technologies develop, and even gestures change over time. Now our computers even 

update each other in our sleep, even if most humans don’t even know how they were 

made, a phenomenon which, according to technology theorist Bernard Steigler, can be 

seen as a form of radically socially disempowering forgetting.64   

 

Even if we have forgotten much of how our memories got to be the way they are, they 

are part of our way of living in our worlds. We live within networks upon networks of 

wideware which evolve not only with us, but in relation to each other. Some theorists of 

technology have begun to speak of the “evolution” of tools and devices in a manner 

similar to that of species in biological evolution.65 One can follow, for example, the 

evolution of the plow or the typewriter in a manner similar to how one could the evolution 

of the meaning of a word or type of gesture, even if this only seem to make sense in 

regard to the larger evolutionary system in which they are encountered, one which is 

cultural, yet only evolves when supported by living beings. 

 

By means of these networks of externalized memory formations, humans don’t have to 

learn about everything in the world anew each lifetime. When humans invented the plow, 

after a period of time, enough copies of this meaningful object were produced that it 

became part of the collective external memory system of our species, and hence, didn’t 

need to be continually reinvented. The result can even give rise to new cognitive 

capabilities, on both an individual and collective level, such as, for example, the way in 

which written number systems, particularly those of the Indic-Arabic variety 

predominantly used for calculations today, gave rise to the ability to calculate in 

increasingly advanced ways. Humans can thereby cooperate on projects which take 

more than one lifetime to complete. As such, there is no need to rediscover the 

equations for gravity when Newton wrote them down in books hundreds of years ago. A 

computer, a hammer, a pencil, these are devices which incarnate the memories needed 
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to produce them, the collective learning of the species and community, and in such a 

manner that they can lead to the formations of new types of experience and memory.  

 

What’s more, this notion can be extended in some fascinating ways, particularly in 

relation to theories of evolution. For if we think of DNA/RNA as an information storage 

devices, which they surely are, then we can see the form of our physical bodies as the 

memory, in condensed and dynamic form, of all the types of environments which have 

evolved us in the past, and our genes as the blueprint for reproducing this. Our bodies 

and genes could then be seen as wideware of human evolution, which itself becomes a 

collective subject of which we are the utterances, with our genes as the writing whereby 

evolution and its intertwining with our environments records its stories in the language of 

biology. And many approaches in complex systems science now look at evolutionary 

populations as functioning in ways similar to those of neurons in a sort of collective 

brain, using “evolutionary computation” to produce “genetic algorithms.”66 For in fact, 

evolution is an information machine which extracts patterns from the world around it, and 

we are its wideware.  

 

From such a perspectives, our DNA is simply the memories developed by the collective 

brain that is our evolutionary population. And just as we are evolution’s wideware, so our 

wideware is simply another layer of this development. Returning to humans, human 

wideware in all its forms allows us to develop new ways of being in the world, which can 

lead to new forms of wideware, which itself evolves with humans in seemingly quasi-

living networks of memories. Wideware provides an external network of memories which 

feedback with those stored in our brains, producing a continual and synergistic interplay 

which then influences our biological and cultural evolution, and through us, that of our 

environments. In all these forms, wideware indicates the ways in which living organisms 

give rise to networks of memory-storages which evolve in relation to them. The 

networkological project will refer to these all forms of wideware, including human 

gestures, tools, and signs, as well as members of evolutionary populations, as forms of 
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quasi- l i fe . This is because all of these wideware networks act in the world in ways 

which resemble aspects of living organisms, even though they are not themselves alive.  

 

All bits of wideware are incarnations general ideas derived from various types of 

memory. These ideas or meanings can be thought of, following evolutionary biologist 

Richard Dawkins, as what he famously calls memes , and the networks of meanings 

these give rise to, again following Dawkins, could be called memeplexes.67 Going 

beyond Dawkins, individual units of wideware matter, used to support memes, could 

then be thought of as emes  that come in emeplexes , or more simply, plexes . In 

relation to the types described above, there could then be seen to be many types of 

these. When wideware takes the form of signs, the networkological project will refer to 

networks of signs as semeplexes  composed of semes . Likewise, tools will be called 

temes , which network in temeplexes , and gestures as gemes , which link up into 

gemeplexes . The intertwining of all the plexes at work in a culture at a given point, 

including gestures, objects, and signs, will be known as a supraplex .  

 

As with all memory networks, wideware networks have general, particular, and singular 

aspects. For example, an individual screwdriver is a singular object in the world, a lump 

of metal and plastic. But it is also a particular example of the general concept of 

“screwdriver.” Likewise, a when I see the word “dog” written on a page, and say this 

word, the ink on the page and sound I utter are examples of singular matters, such as 

ink and paper, or moving air. These are nevertheless also particular instances of the 

general notion “dog.” This general concept has many particular instantiations, each with 

singular aspects, including all the dogs in the world, all the memories of the word “dog” 

in either verbal or spoken form, and in fact, anything which humans link together with 

this notion. There are many levels of scale here, however. The letters that make up the 

word “dog” each have singular, general, and particular aspects. And the general concept 

“dog” itself, exists in singular, general, and particular aspects in the brains of populations 

of humans.  
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In all this, it shouldn’t be thought that memes, commonly called “ideas,” simply hover in 

some immaterial realm beyond the world of experience. Rather, they are incarnated in 

physical forms as particular neural patterns in the brains of humans which support them, 

in relation to phaysical objects, gestures, and signs which incarnate these in turn. There 

are no meanings floating somewhere outside of the world of experience, for even 

memes abstracted from those at work in a culture still exist in material form, and often in 

more than one material form at once (ie: the “same” word can be stored in my memory, 

written in many different books, said by many different people at a time, etc.). When 

someone has an idea, this is because of physical changes in particular aspects of their 

brains. While we say that a person has an idea or meme which functions as the meaning 

of a sign, object, or gesture, this is simply to say that there are resonances between the 

way we experience physical changes in our brains and those in the world. While we tend 

to think about ideas as otherworldly, this is likely because we cannot see our brains 

physically moving the way we can see a horse running in a field.  

 

Nevertheless, ideas are physical shifts within our bodies which lead to particular 

experiences, and when these resonate with other aspects of the world which we 

experience, such as words spoken by others, our memories recognize these are similar 

aspects of the world. What we call ideas are shifts in the physical world, caused by 

physical matters like any other, even if in ways which are linked to very complex 

systems, such as those of  human brains and their external memory systems. General, 

singular, and particular aspects of memory are simply three degrees of condensation or 

abstraction within material memory networks in the world. 

 

To sum up before moving on, wideware formations are quasi-living networked memory 

machines of which humans are the groundings in the world of life. Wideware networks 

are collective intelligences, for by means of us, our our tools, gestures, languages and 

other sign-systems remember, recognize, associate, indicate, learn and evolve, just as 

we do, even as we are the wideware networks of the evolutionary processes which 
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operate in and through us. While human wideware acts as quasi-living networks of 

collective intelligence at the level of scale above us, human bodies and DNA are quasi-

wideware  networks for evolution, a quasi-living agent, acting at the scale below us. All 

of these networks have forms of intertwining and structurations which, while much 

simpler than those seen in brains in living organisms, are not fundamentally different in 

kind. In this, wideware networks echo the forms of the brains which produced them, 

giving rise to layers of resonance at multiple levels of scale.  

 

For example, a screwdriver is a network of parts and molecules which function in a 

manner similar to that of a network of neurons in the tool-brains, so to speak, of our 

species. Screwdrivers store memory in their physical form, the way they network their 

parts, not only memory our species has for the production of screwdrivers, but the 

memory our species has for the functional use of screwdrivers in relation to other tools, 

which is to say, the way they are useful in relation to screws. The function of 

screwdrivers in relation to screws is inscribed in the forms of both screwdrivers and 

screws, and networks of both of these objects in relation to each other intertwine with 

humans and other objects in ways which are made possible by the ways in which these 

objects store human generalities, which is to say, conceptual meanings, in memory in 

their physical forms. A particular screwdriver is in this sense a singular objects which 

incarnates a general idea of which it is a particular instance. And there are many types 

and sub-types fo screwdrivers and screws. Particular types of screwdrivers “recognize” 

certain types of screws and not others, though all screwdrivers can be used to point at 

things in the world, or even used beyond their original intended uses, a form of 

association within tool-networks in relation to human networks. By means of such 

association, our tool-networks evolve as they are produced and reproduced. And so 

today, many screwdrivers are parts of machines in factories assembling electronics, 

even as these more complex screwdrivers evolved out of those made with wooden 

handles during the industrial revolution.  
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Human wideware networks continue to evolve with us, giving rise to new potentials in 

the process of their mutating and intertwining. Books, for example, are tools which make 

use of language, just as web-sites make use of computers, images, and language. 

Language and images are adept at creating virtual worlds, such as seen in the history of 

literature, myths, popular culture, utopias, artistic visions, theories, or social dreams, and 

aspects of these creations can then be stored in collective memory, transforming in 

relation to each other as culture changes. The Internet is simply one more layer in the 

develop of our wideware networks, giving rise to new types of collective intelligences in 

and through us. Just as we are the neurons in the collective brains of evolution, and our 

gestures, tools, images, and words are neurons in the collective brains of our culture, so 

we are the neurons within the collective brains of websites, even as circuits of feedback 

between these allow us to internalize shards of these to produce yet more aspects of our 

personal and cultural memories in turn. By means of all these networks, the very 

parameters of human cognitive abilities expand and shift, as our collective brains 

mutate, develop, and change the ways we relate to ourselves and our worlds.  

 

From Wideware to Information Theory 

 

The notion of wideware, developed in the context of the “embodied cognition” movement 

in contemporary cognitive science, shows how it is possible to think of memory as 

something material. In the process, the need for the mind-body dualism which has 

dominated approaches to the issue of memory since at least the time of Rene Descartes 

has increasingly been called into question. Embodied cognition theorists see the 

physical form of bodily organs as a type of memory, blurring Descartes distinction 

between extended, material things and those which think, drawing upon evidences from 

a variety of fields to support these claims.  

 

For example, experimental roboticists have learned that teaching robots with rigid, 

machine-like legs to balance while walking on non-level surfaces requires an enormous 

amount of computing power. But give the same robots elastic tendons modelled on 
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those used in living organisms, and the need for complex computations vanish. The 

reason for this is that the elasticity of the tendons, which can be described by complex 

mathematical formulas, essentially perform the computations in their matter. Because 

the same work can be done by banks of computers or elastic bands, whether living or 

otherwise, embodied cognition theorists have argued that materials like tendons provide 

computation “for free,” because with the right design, they replace digital computers. In 

this, they are physical computers, incarnating in their physical matter computation in a 

manner not radically different from that of an abacus, if in a manner much more 

complex.  

 

In addition to the computation done by materials such as tendons, there is also the 

computation done to produce these. For the design of tendons able to perform these 

types of physical computations is hardly an accident, but rather, is the result of biological 

evolution, which has been described by biological information theorists as a search 

algorithm which uses genetic modes of computation, or which evolution is a search 

algorithm, to find the best solutions in a complex problem space. As a result, the 

organism has to think less about balancing, and can save its brain power for other 

things. Evolution is a physical computer, and it produces physical computers. And just as 

a human might have a computer solve a math problem and store the result in memory in 

silicon chips, or a sculptor may imagine some great way to depic a figure, and store the 

result by drawing it on paper or sculpting it in marble or bronze, so evolution solves a 

design problem, and stores the result in memory in DNA and flesh.68  

 

Biological information theorists view any aspect of a cell which makes a difference to a 

living organism containing information, and this perspective has had a powerful impact 

on the study of living organisms as complex information processors. Just as computers 

store information in memory banks in silicon, so living cells store memory in DNA. Just 

as computers have central processing units, so cells have networks of molecules that 

shuttle between DNA’s blueprints and various parts of the cells in complex relays which 

amplify and inhibit each other in dynamic flows not radically different in form, if less 
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complex, from the circuits at work in the brain. Scientists are just starting to be able to 

produce computer simulations of the informational processes at work in a simple cell, 

and the amount of traditional, silicon computing power to simulate all the informational 

processing going on in a single living cell is truly incredible. And as has become clear, 

this can only be effectively done when traditional silicon computers are linked together in 

a manner similar to that which organizes living cells, as well as the brain and the 

Internet.  

 

Going beyond a biological approach to computation and information, however, physical 

information theorists argue that information exists in the world regardless of whether or 

not there are organisms there to read it. Everything has information, if some things more 

than others. To use a classic example by theorists working in this field, if an asteroid hits 

a planet, even if no living organisms are there to read this information, the fact that the 

information is there is true nevertheless. Any change in an entity is a type of information, 

if to differing degrees, such that the areas of a planet with no craters have more less 

information than that of a crater, which is less probable and requires more energy to 

produce. To quote one of the foundational theorists of information theory, Gregory 

Bateson, information is any “difference that makes a difference.”69 While Bateson is 

often associated more with a biological approach to these issues, physical information 

theorists have expanded this approach to include any and all aspects of matter.  

 

For physical information theorists, anything which is improbable in the universe, which is 

to say, which requires energy, has more information in it than the more predictable 

dissipation of energy in our universe. Whether or not information is read by a sentient or 

living being, our physical universe is an algorithm, a computer program which operates 

in the giant computer which is our physical universe. Just as silicon computers store 

data in memories by means of electricity, so the universe stores memories by means of 

how it distributes energy in matter. Such a perspective goes beyond that described by 

wideware, in which meanings are stored by complex organisms in external objects like 

tools or language, or even the manner in which embodied cognition theorists talk about 
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evolution storing memory in the bodies of living organisms. Physical information theory 

views all the world as a text, full of memories, inscribed with the manner in which some 

entities write aspects of themselves on others.70  

 

Memory From Brains to Molecules 

 

While it might seem odd to think of all physical matter as having a type of memory in it, 

much of this is likely due to the fact that the human mind has traditionally been framed 

as radically unique, unable to be explained by physical science. For until relatively 

recently, scientists were baffled by the manner in which the brain stores memories, and 

many argued that no matter how far science advanced, it would never be able to explain 

what makes humans so special and unique. This seemed to sync nicely with notions that 

the essence of what makes living organisms in general, and humans in particular, so 

unique, generally described as some sort of soul or spirit, is otherworldly, and different in 

kind from matter, which serves to only store or contain mind. The religious connotations 

of this, the notion that each individual has a soul loved by God which lives on after the 

death of the body, is not difficult to discern. To the extent that this motivates such modes 

of description, however, is the extent to which it may obscure the manner in which living 

entities, including humans, are in fact intertwined with the world around us. While such 

“exceptionalist” approaches to “mind” were long bolstered by the inability of science to 

provide its own description of how matter could give rise to mind, that has changed. With 

the rise of networked models of the brain, both in cognitive neuroscience and artificial 

intelligence, a process which began in the late 1960’s but truly came into its own in the 

last fifteen years of the twentieth century, things have radically changed.71  

 

From the perspective of these newer, networked approaches, the way the brain stores 

memories is in the physical structure of the way it intertwines its components. These 

basic units are nerve cells, or neurons, which pulse continuously, if faster as they 

receive more pulses from those cells around them. These nerve cells grow more 

connections with those nerve cells which send them more pulses, and in doing so, 
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slowly but surely rewire the structure of the brain itself. The brain is a living computer, 

one which reprograms itself as it goes, and it does this by changing its physical form, by 

changing the way its wires link and connect with each other. There is no need to think of 

mind as something radically distinct from matter, but rather, mind can be thought of as 

the way it feels to have a brain, if from the inside. And if the human brain is simply 

complexly networked dynamic systems in matter, then the fact that matters less complex 

than the brain might have simpler forms of memory at work in them is less strange than 

it might otherwise seem.  

 

Nevertheless, these new networked models of the brain do require some shifts in the 

way we think about human memory, and with this, potentially memory as such. For living 

brains do not store bits of previous sensation in fixed places like objects in a drawer, nor 

like files of videos that contain particular recordings of individual scenes of the past. 

Rather, each time we recall something, we reconstitute it from maps which store the 

basic building blocks for recreating many types of scenes from the past, along with sets 

of instructions for reproducing particular scenes from these memory banks of shards of 

the past.  

 

For example, when I think about playing with the dog in the park yesterday, I have 

recreate that scene, for the scene isn’t stored as a whole in my brain, but in tiny shards. 

Bits of colors, shapes, movements, and other maps in my sensory and motor cortexes 

provide the materials used to recreate any and all scenes I recall, and networks in my 

neocortex provide maps for the reconstruction of particular memories from these these 

basic building blocks. And so when I think of notions like “dog,” “park,” and “yesterday,” 

each of these notions has locations in my neocortex, the part of my brain that stores 

abstract concepts, and these light up aspects of my sensory and neural cortexes which 

provide the colors, shapes, and other materials necessary to recreate the scene in 

question. But while abstract notions like “dog,” “park,” and “yesterday” are likely to light 

up particular sections of my neocortex, the color of my dog’s fur is located in my visual 

cortexes, even as how I moved my foot will require access to my motor cortexes. As a 
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result, an abstract representation of what it looked and felt like to play with my dog in the 

park is reproduced in my brain, without me having to even try to make this happen. The 

potential for the recreation of that memory is there, stored in the physical form of the 

wires in my brain, but only very particular patterns of activation of circuits within this 

could bring this memory recreation about.72 

 

It’s important to note that the reproduction of memories in this way occurs by means of 

the production of particulars from generalities. That is, when I think about “dog,” “park,” 

and “yesterday,” these are general notions, just as is the “brown” of the fur of my dog, or 

the way my foot feels when I moved it yesterday. This is because memories stored in the 

physical matters of connections in the brain are only ever abstractions from many 

singular experiences, layered on top of each other, such that only patterns within these 

are ever stored in the brain. Particular scenes are reconstructions from the intertwining 

of generalities, even if these are produced by abstracting patterns from singulars. This 

isn’t radically different form what happens in language, for in fact, language is produced 

by these mechanisms, even if it then is reinternalized and layers on top of these in a 

manner described in preceding sections as sensory and symbolic layers of mental 

functioning. But when we use language to describe something particular, we always ever 

use general terms. If I tell my friend “I went with my dog to the park yesterday,” these are 

all general terms which are used to indicate a particular instance. Even if my friend and I 

use proper names, these are generalizatiies, for a name indicates what remains 

constant despite and through change over time.  

 

It is for this reason that the networkological project will therefore distinguish memory 

recreations from formal memory. Memory recreations, or part icular memories  

are those which come about from patterns of sync within circuits in memory systems 

which store abstractions of the past in their physical form, which is what will be known as 

formal or general memories . Both of these are linked to singular experiences which 

always exceed these, and when these are indicated by means of general and particular 

memories, that which is indicated but never fully captured in these can be thought of as 
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singular memories . Whether in the form of the recreation of full scenes from the past, 

generally called recol lect ion  by psychologists and philosophers, or in the more subtle 

manner in which memory is infused in our perceptions, recognitions, associations, and 

other involuntary ways, memory recreations depend on formal memory stored in the 

brain, even if they are distinct from this. Memory recreations are no less physical or 

material than formal memory, but they are aleatory patterns of connection, various ways 

of sending currents through wires, and in this sense, a short-term type of formal memory 

which dissolves as soon as a particular flow of neural currency ceases to be active. This 

is in addition to the fact that recreations and formal memories exist in long-term, medium 

term, and short-term memory banks in the brain.  

 

In all these forms, however, formal memory is the manner in which such short-term flows 

give rise to longer-term modifications within the wiring of the brain’s pathways 

themselves. There is therefore an interplay between dynamic flows and the pathways 

they utilize, and which are modified as these flows change over time, and both the flows 

and the pathways are necessary to give rise to what we experience. For the impulses 

themselves wouldn’t be able to amplify or inhibit each other in the complex ways they do 

without the patterns stored in the physical stuff of the brain. Likewise, without the flows 

of impulses, the physical patterns wouldn’t be able to give rise to the complex feedback 

effects between flows which, by means of the ways they inhibit and amplify each other, 

produce the large scale patterns in flows that feel to us like aspects of particular prior 

sets of sensations.  

 

While this is all incredibly complex, there are ways in which what has been described is 

not completely unlike what happens in much simpler matters. For example, while at an 

everyday human level of observation a stone seems nothing but simple homogenous 

matter, on a molecular level, the form of each molecule is the result of a symmetrical 

balance between forces, each of which is the result of energetic flows of moving matters, 

in this case, quantum particle-forces, at lower levels of scale. Flows produce forms from 

the symmetries within them, and forms channel flows, each ultimately giving rise to the 
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other. And so, even simple matters, like stones, can be seen as composed of patterns 

which channel flow-like aspects of sub-atomic particles at lower levels of scale, in ways 

which give rise to predictable effects at higher levels of scale.  

 

Whether in a living brain or an inanimate stone, material  form  describes the symmetry 

or pattern which arises as a balance between forces which articulates the internal and 

external influences which intertwine to give rise to a particular matter at a given level of 

scale. It is important to note that the networkological project will use the term symmetry  

as it is used in math and science, so as to indicate any quality which remains the same 

while others change.73 In this sense, a symmetry is any balance, equilibrium, invariance, 

or other pattern which emerges from within conditions of change. And this is what is 

meant by physical form. Moving matters in the world, such as flows of electrons in 

electricity, produce forces. These forces balance each other in particular patterns, knots 

of symmetry between forces. These symmetries or patterns, when they allow a particular 

knot of forces to maintain its form over time in a manner which is relatively discrete and 

distinct from others, and is known as a matter’s form. From distinguishes between the 

forces at work inside and those outside a matter, modulating the relationship between 

these. When forces are modulated by form in this way, they are known as qualities.  

 

Building on the pathbreaking work of philosopher Henri Bergson on the relation between 

matter and memory, the networkological project will describe physical form as the 

manner in which memory manifests in matter. The reason for this, described in terms 

used by Bergson, is that the form of a matter “extends” aspects of the past of a matter 

into the future, allowing the past thereby to “endure” in it. For within a flux of qualities int 

the world, a stability within this that has a particular, distinct, patterned relationship is 

distinguishable because it maintains a particular arrangement of qualities, knit together 

in space, over time. This is what form is, and in this sense, form is the kernel from which 

all other memory springs.74  
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For example, I was formed by my parents, by the contribution of their DNA. Their DNA 

continues to form and impact me, such that, for example, I resemble them even when 

they aren’t here with me. My body extends their past into my future, because the form of 

my DNA, in the context of a system like my body which can develop this, makes this 

possible. Likewise, if in a much simpler manner, a footprint on the beach stores in the 

arrangment of its molecules the shape of the foot which produced it. Even when the 

person who left the imprint of their foot is no longer present, so long as the imprint is not 

disturbed, and the sand is sticky enough, the imprint of the foot will remain. For the form 

is that which knits together the qualities of the sand with the qualities of the foot, up to 

and including its global qualities in space and time, which is its form. While the qualities 

of the sand are what allow the sand to hold the shape of the foot which produced it, it is 

the form of the foot within this which is extended in memory in the sand. In this sense, 

the form of the footprint is what is stored in memory, while the stickiness of the sand 

provides the qualities which make this storage possible in the first place. Qualities at the 

micro and macro-level knit together to produce form at the meso-level between these, 

and vice-versa, such that form and qualities are simply varying sides of the same. 

Dynamic systems then increase the complexity of this. A vortex or whirlpool is able to 

react to shifts in its environment, remembering aspects of its spiraling form, even as 

some of it changes.  

 

Form differentiates levels of scale, and knits them together, influencing by means of this 

the ways in which qualities at these levels influence, intertwine, and give rise to each 

other. In this sense, form is the way in which the world writes upon a matter within it, in a 

manner similar to that in which humans write letters in ink in a book, or flows of impulses 

write themselves on the wiring of the brain. Of course, there are also massive 

differences between matters such as a stone and a living brain, even when you compare 

molecular and cellular levels, respectively. For a stone only has a few levels of scale of 

complexity, and isn’t intertwined with a host of other matters, or linked in dynamic 

systems beyond itself in the manner of cells in a brain. And because of the qualities and 

forms which compose of the matter of a stone, it is poorly suited to channel other forces 
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through or within it in the manner of a living brain. Physical form is the way in which the 

forces which express qualities in the world write upon its various aspects, and as such, 

is that matter’s memory of the way the world writes upon it, knitting forces into patterns 

which extend in time and space, and provide the bases for reading and interpretation.   

 

A Networkological Theory of Meaning: Reading and Writing the Text of the World 

 

Now that memory, which provides the raw materials and contexts for human forms of 

meaning, has been described as the way in which the world extends physical form in 

space and time at all levels of scale, including but beyond the human, it is possible to 

articulate the relation between human meaning, and the wider meaningfulness of the 

world. For if the world seems to become meaningful for humans, in part, because of 

patterns acquired in memory as children, and if these patterns in memory are 

abstractions and complexifications of those stored in aspects of our experience, which 

itself seems to arise from those patterns stored in memory which, at least according to 

the reports of our experience, are stored in matter, then it is perhaps no surprise that the 

world appears meaningful to us, for the meaning we see in the world would be a 

refraction of its own meaning. We can’t know if this is the case, of course, we could just 

be brains living in vats or in a computer simulation, or hallucinating in some highly 

coordinated way. But until we find evidence to support these claims, the fact that we live 

in a patterned world of experience which comes into sync with itself in and through us, if 

in varying degrees and way, seems more likely, and more useful towards our attempts to 

make sense of and act to make a better world.  

 

But even if we do assume the world and the meaning in it is likely there, we still can’t 

know the extent to which our brains and memories create aspects of what we 

experience, at least, not without using these brains and memories, leading to an infinite 

regress and paradox of the sort whenever anything tries to fully grasp itself, its own 

conditions, etc. What we can know, however, is that certain actions seem to lead 

predictably to certain results. We have an experience of what seems like an outside 
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world, and it seems to follow some patterned rules. Our experiences, bodies, and 

memories seem to be extensions of this, even if in the paradoxical manner described in 

the preceding chapter. But in all this, our private experiences and public ones, our 

subjective feelings and scientific findings, and evidences direct and indirect, all help us 

to recognize patterns within what we experience, and to use patterns from the past to 

help us sync up with the present in regard to an ever arising future.  

 

Whenever we use the past in this manner, we are comparing aspects of the present to 

the past, recognizing aspects as having occurred before, categorizing what we 

experienced, anticipating what is likely to happen next. This is what preceding sections 

described as “memory-prediction.” While we might not always be correct in our 

predictions, this process helps us act in the world. And any aspect of our experience for 

which we can do this is generally described in everyday discourse as “meaningful,” 

which is to say, it somehow syncs up with aspects of our prior experience. We recognize 

it, as well as it’s place within the patterns which seem to underlie not only our personal 

experience, but the larger world of experience as a whole, which seems to unify our 

experience with that of others in turn.   

 

This recognition of aspects of the present as similar to aspects of the past, turning 

memory into anticipation and prediction of the future, is what we all do to nagivate our 

worlds. We expect aspects of our world which have continued into the future in the past 

to continue to do so in similar ways, including various forms of change. We extrapolate 

and guess, and we learn from mistakes in this process, acting as if aspects of the past 

pointed at the future, not only as states of being, but as tendencies. And so we see that 

which falls now as likely to continue to fall, and that which is one color now to continue to 

be that way unless something which our past tells us has the potential to change this 

intervenes. We infer from the past ways in which the world seems to operate, in which 

some aspects tend to lead to others. We develop expectations of how some states, 

generally called something like “causes,” tend to lead to others, generally called 
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“effects,” and we even learn which types of causes tend to be less predictable than 

others.  

 

This process of memory-prediction, of looking for patterns which tend to link pasts and 

futures to help us make sense of our present, is what the networkological project will see 

as the core of the ways in which humans attempt to understand our experience. Not all 

entities relate to their worlds this way. A stone may have memory incarnated in its 

physical form, but it can’t compare this memory with its present experience, because it 

can only hold one set of memories at a time in its form. A stone’s memory of its 

formation, its interpretation of the influence of the world upon it, is simply that it should 

be a stone in the way that it is. This is its reading of the world, a reading written on its 

body, for that stone literally is that memory. And that memory either stays the same, or it 

shifts. It’s not possible for the stone to compare this memory with anything else, because 

this would imply moving parts, the ability to come into sync with aspects of its world and 

compare these with aspects of its self, and yet, the parts of a stone are frozen into one, 

rigid shape. And yet, a stone can say more than a molecule, for it can exist in many 

shapes. If the outside influences on it shift in the right way, a stone may break, thereby 

changing its form, remembering a shift in the balance of forces around it in this way. A 

molecule can transmit energy of what has bounced into it, but it can only say one thing, 

that it was in conditions to form its parts into this molecule in the past, and has yet to 

encounter contexts which would do otherwise. A stone can hold the knotting of stone 

producing and maintaining conditions in its memory, but in addition to this, some 

residues of other knittings of forces in the way it binds or relates to other stone. 

Nevertheless, a stone cannot, any more than sand on the beach, compare states of itself 

without shattering and ceasing to be a stone in the process.   

 

Only dynamic systems that have parts that shift around energetically within them can 

compare prior states of its parts with those they had previously. For example, if I see my 

dog moving around his bowl with his foot, I compare new and old patterns within the 

dynamic systems of my brain which have many states which can allow for such a 
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comparison, and from this I can infer that he likely wants me to feed him. While this is 

clearly different from simpler memory formations, it is an extension of them. This can be 

seen most clearly in regard to simple living organisms. Many of these have nervous 

systems which generate automatic responses, reactions which evolution has wired into 

their bodies because it helps them survive. And in even simpler, uni-cellular organisms, 

chemical messengers transmit inputs from the outside of cells to genetic networks which 

intertwine with flows of chemicals in complex webs of feedback loops which attempt to 

sync internal and external. As this process complexifies, the wiring between stimulus 

and response gets more complex, and nerve cells that coordinate the flow between 

incoming and outgoing nerve impulses are needed. These neural “traffic cops” 

eventually have to coordinate between themselves, and this allows for patterns of mutual 

stimulus and inhibition within the nervous system, all of which produces the foundations 

of more complex brains, and with this, memory like that seen in humans. The ability to 

hold multiple dynamic patterns in memory and compare them, to see if they sync up, is 

what allows humans to perform memory-prediction on their incoming experience. This 

seems only an increase in development of the ways in which simpler organisms attempt 

to sync input and output, one which gets more complex as the options increase.  

 

In all these cases, organisms which compare aspects of past and present in an attempt 

to anticipate the future attempt to sync up with the meaningfulness of the world. And this 

is itself built upon the ways in which aspects of the world tend to lead from one state to 

the next in ways which are often at least partially predictable. Things fall down, not up, at 

least on planet Earth, and there’s every reason to believe that, for the time being, things 

will not be otherwise. The faith in the consistency of aspects of the world, a faith 

incarnated in the ways in which organisms operate in the world, is essential to meaning-

making. This faith rests upon consistency of the patterns which are encountered in 

experience, the world in which we always already find ourselves. To the extent that the 

world is patterned and seems predictable, is the extent to which it seems meaningful for 

us, and for any experiencers which can use memory to predict future aspects of the 

world.  
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The networkological project will call the patterend consistency of aspects of experience, 

which occurs when aspects of experience sync up with each other, across and within 

spacetime, as meaning , representation, signif icat ion, descript ion, or 

diagramming.  According to this perspective, things are meaningful when they are 

more than just themselves. That is, things mean when they are not only what they are, 

but also pointers, and what they point at are other aspects of the world which have 

impacted the memories they incarnate, leaving traces of this impact in their physical 

form. To those who can read these traces as pointings, as evidences of tendencies of 

patterns in the world which are likely to endure to one degree or another, the world is 

meaningful. Traces of memory in matter describe the way matter is the endurance of 

some of its aspects over time, and in ways which tend to lead to more endurance of 

similar sorts in the future. These patterns in the present, and the way they can be seen 

as pointing which extends from the past to the future through the present is what the 

networkological project means by meaning. Meaning is grounded in faith, a faith in the 

potential of memory to help us predict, and this faith can always be shown to be 

unfounded.  

 

Meaning is the manner in which experience is relational, it is the relationality of 

experience which is that experience down to its core for those who can experience the 

world as meaningful, and these are experiencers which experience relationally. For the 

traces of memory from which meaning can be built requires complex memory systems in 

order to be read. Those complex organisms which have memory systems of this sort 

carry recreations of aspects of forms of memory in the world in their bodies, and can 

then compare these with newly creating by incoming experiences. This comparison of 

past and present to anticipate the future is what the networkological project will refer to 

as interpretat ion ,  which is a translation of inputs from the world of experience, or 

reading , into action on that world, or writ ing . Human sensation is a complex form of 

reading, human recognition a complex form of reading, and human action a complex 

form of writing.  
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The world never ceases to read the write aspects of itself upon itself, producing a 

continual flow of interpretation. All writing is a reading, these are simply differing sides of 

the process of interpretation, each entity reads its world, and writes its interpretation of 

what it reads.  Humans, for example, translate the inputs of the world around them into 

the experiences that their senses provide to their brains, and they then read these 

experiences by attempting to sync the dynamic patterns abstracted from experiences in 

the present with abstractions of experience from the past stored in patterns in their 

brains. When sync comes about between these, these trigger other flows in the brain 

which associate this match with others, and eventually this leads to sync between 

incoming patterns, stored patterns, and other stored patterns which then will lead to 

action in the body. Each pattern that is activated leads to others, which inhibit and 

amplify others, such that incoming sensations lead to disequilibria which eventually 

reach stable states, some of which may only stabilize by triggering actions.  

 

When the past syncs with the future by means of an action, reading syncs with writing to 

produce an interpretation, or translation, of aspects of the world into others. While this 

process happens in highly complex ways in humans, simpler maaterial entities like 

stones still read the text of the world around them. Nevertheless, they sum up, globally, 

all the influences on themselves, they don’t have the tools to discriminate the aspects of 

what the world tries to write on it, and so their readings are equally global and simplistic 

as a result. Stones may transfer heat, or may break, or may shift form, but all of these 

are responses of the aggregate, not that of differentiated sub-systems within 

themselves. And so, they cannot read, write, or interpret in any but a global sense. They 

cannot compare their states in the past with those in the the present, nor those to their 

right with those to their left, for this would require moving parts, differences within them 

which are able to rearrange themselves in ways which sync to changes in the outside 

world, yet in a way which doesn’t destroy the entity in the process.  
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So while others can read the way a stone reads itself world in its writings, the way it 

nicely translates some influences like heat, while impeding others, like electricity, or the 

way it breaks if enough weight is put on it, writing on its own body in this manner, the 

stone cannot read its own writing. It is illiterate to its own meaning. Nevertheless, 

inanimate aspects of the world point at the world around them, at the aggregate impact 

the world has upon them, not only in the present, but in relation to their own history in 

the past. And humans have learned to read the texts of the world. We know that stones 

don’t generally turn into dogs, or vice-versa, there are patterns which describe how the 

past tends to turn into the future in experience, and patters which describe how even the 

patterns change. Even the most radical of changes in the world has only ever revealed 

deeper, more fundamental patterns, patterns in which we can place our faith in some 

continuity of past to future, and from this learn to read the ways in which the world is full 

of pointings between its aspects, pointings inscribed by tendencies in memory.  

 

This is what meaning is, the ways in which aspects of experience point at each other in 

the present, and in ways that indicate the patterned continuity of the past into the future. 

Aspects of the world incarnate in themselves aspects of this patterned continuity, or the 

meaningfulness of the world. They read the world and write it on their bodies, even if 

they can’t read their own writing, only that of the world around them, and in its most 

immediate form. Organisms like humans, however, have developed specialized organs 

which allow them to experience beyond the immediate, and compare these in their 

dynamic memory systems. Our eyes and ears can sense what is far away, and help us 

discriminate these distances, abstract and store their aspects for comparison with others 

later. Systems which are able to do this at multiple levels of scale can not only learn how 

to recognize patterns in the world, but in themselves, and thereby become aware of the 

way they incarnate various writings of the world, and abstract patterns from this and 

compare them with others as well. Complex dynamic memory systems continually 

attempt to read their own writings, and if this process is followed, consciousness and 

self-consciousness of the way these systems exist within webs of meaning is the 
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eventual result. And the rudiments of consciousness and self-consciousness are within 

the application of the processes of reading the world to the self.  

 

A World of Meaning: Networks of Reference as Horizons of Meaning in Experience 

 

When the past endures in the present and potentially in the future in this way, an aspect 

of experience is no longer simply itself, but also the imprint of other aspects of the world 

which formed it. Meaning in our experience occurs when when any aspect of this 

experience seems to refer to or point at aspects of the world other than itself. Meaning in 

this sense can be thought of as the extimacy of aspects of experience, the manner in 

which it is other to itself, by pointing beyond itself in a variety of ways. For example, 

when I see smoke, I know it was likely produced by fire in the past, just as a photo of a 

child was likely the result of the presence of a child before a camera. I can read the 

smoke as caused by fire, just as I read the photo as imaging a child. Matter is a text 

which we read as much as we read any language. When we extrapolate past and 

futures from the present, reading memory within matter in relation to the endurace of the 

past, and how this has generally impacted possibilities for the future in our previous 

experience, we read the meaning we find our worlds of experience.  

 

The pointing in the world, pointing of the traces of tendencies which seem to pull the 

past into the future in the present, can take several forms. Ultimately all aspects of the 

world, in one way or another, point at each other, simply by their connectedness to each 

other in one form or another. For any aspect of experience represents, if in its own way, 

the entirety of the world that lead up to its production, as a holographic manifestation of 

the whole, no matter how simple its ability to represent this wealth of detail. No aspect of 

our experience ever ceases to point at what produced and maintains it in the present 

and past, which is to say, the larger wholes of which it is a part. All more specific 

pointings are always only ever meaningful within this more general context of 

relationality which is the basis of being an aspect of the world of meaning.  
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This sort of zero-degree of representativity, in which any and all aspects of the world 

represent its influence upon them, if in their own way, is what the networkological project 

will refer to as basic meaning . All aspects of the world have basic meaning, which is 

beyond particular meaning, both lacking and in excess to any and all particular 

meanings, the paradox at the foundation of meaning as such. Basic meaning is extimate 

to the system of particular meaningfulness as such. Just as a language cannot comment 

on its own meaningfulness without risking paradox, or a photo cannot capture the 

apparatus which produced it as it is being produced, so it is with basic meaning and 

particular meaning. Basic meaning is meaningless and the source of any and all 

meanings within it. To the extent to which any particular meaning within basic meaning 

attempts to produce particular meaning of basic meaning, is the extent to which paradox 

will emerge within this particular meaning, in a manner which is in resonance with that of 

the network paradox.   

 

It is for this reason that the context which links a particular meaning with others in regard 

to basic meaning is essential for understanding any particular meaning as such. The 

context which makes a particular meaning meaningful is what is called its network of 

reference . For example, when I see smoke on the horizon on the beach, my networks 

of reference, intertwining this experience with those aspects of prior experience stored in 

my memory, indicate to me that it is likely that this smoke was caused by fire. All of the 

contexts which allow me to read see aspects of it that I come to read as “smoke” which 

is “likely caused by fire” are apects of the context which make that experience 

meaningful for me in that way, and hence are its network of reference. All networks of 

reference are networks of networks, and in this case of smoke on the beach, everything 

form my personal memories, linguistic memories, book learning, and many other types 

of contexts come into play. All of the networks in the present and past which help me to 

interpret an aspect of my experience as a sign, in this case, as smoke likely caused by 

fire, are part of this network of reference.  
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A network of reference converts the basic meaning of the world into a particular meaning 

in a particular context. That is, the world grasps itself through me, and at the particular 

juncture described above, what it grasps an aspect of itself meaningfully, by describing it 

as “fire” which is “likely caused by smoke.” This grasping says as much about me at this 

particular juncture as it does about the world, for only someone competent in English, 

who had my experiences, is likely to see this aspect of the world this way. Someone else 

might see it as the work of a spirit, or a reason to swim or fly away. For me, it means call 

an emergency crew. For those living in realities similar to my own, it likely means 

something similar as well. But this is because we may share similar networks of 

reference.  

 

In each such case, the relat ive meaning  of a matter would be all its meaning in a 

particular context, while its immediate meaning  would be the restricted meaning it 

has as a result of the last thing that happened to it in this context. In the example from 

above, the immediate meaning of smoke in this context to me is “likely produced by fire,” 

but there may be other meanings present in this context along with this, such as the last 

time I saw fire, or previous visits to the beach, or the way the wind blows the smoke, etc. 

Each meaning is always a cloud of meanings, a network of relations, and the immediate 

meaning is always a reduction of this to one particular meaning which retroactively 

becomes the meaning read from these many potential readings by means of leading to 

the production of an interpretive writing. So if I call an emergency crew upon seeing 

smoke on the beach, I reduce all the things it could mean to me to “call emergency 

crew.” Had I sat on the beach in wonder, or if I began to worship the smoke, my actions 

would be different writings which would been evidence of different interpretations of this 

aspect of my experience. But there are readings of this smoke which didn’t even occur to 

me at that moment, which were not part of the network of potential readings presented to 

me. For example, it didn’t occur to me that maybe the fire was set by a fish, though if I 

were in a more poetic state of mind, my network of reference could have expanded to 

include this. The network of potential readings available in the way an aspect of 

experience appears in a network of reference at a given moment is its relative meaning, 
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which can be as restricted as immediate meaning, or as wide as general meaning, 

depending on the nature of the network of reference at hand, as well as its tolerance for 

paradox. Beyond relative meaning, the fu l l  meaning  of a matter, however, would be all 

the meanings possible for something from all possible contexts, including those past and 

future. To get the full meaning of any matter, one would need to have a God’s-eye view 

of experience, and in this sense, for the networkological project, full meaning is always 

impossible. Full meaning and basic meaning are in many senses differing sides of the 

same.  

 

Between basic and full meaning, all forms of meaning which are not fundamentally 

paradoxical are relative in one form or another, with immediate meaning being a 

particular restricted form thereof. Simple matters are restricted to the form of relative 

meaning which is immediate, while more complex memory systems, like those seen in 

humans, can apply multiple frames to aspects of the world, to the extent to which they 

can provide multiple pathways between input and output, reading and writing, stimulus 

and response. While a stone has a global and unitary experience of the world, and a 

human can differentiate this experience and compare its aspects with those stored in its 

differentiated memory, a stone is still a perspective on the world, it still manifests the 

contexts which act upon it.  

 

The perspective which links any experiencer to the world around it intertwines the forces 

around it with those within it, modulated by the form of that experiencer, giving rise to the 

particular network of reference that modulates the way the influences upon an 

experiencer present these influences to it. This helps explain why experience is always 

already carved in our worlds, for it presents itself as an intertwining of our formed 

qualities and those of the world around us, as intertwined by the perspectival relations 

which bring us together. Just as humans have networks of reference, such as seen in 

the way our memories sculpt aspects of our experiences, so it is with a stone, whose 

physical form and qualities impact the way it reads the writing of the world around it, 

thereby giving rise to various interpretations of the world by the stone. If a stone decides 
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to break in a particular way, this is how it reads the forces around it, likewise if it remains 

the same. While the world may force certain readings on an experiencer, the memory in 

the experiencer always has some say in the meaning produced in the translation from 

reading to writing.  

 

Networks of reference don’t necessarily fix experiences into particular types of pre-

carved meanings. The more memories stored in a dynamic memory system, the more 

ways to potentially read an experience. The more dynamically complex the body of a 

matter, the more potential writings available to it. The more these are combined, the 

more power and freedom the experiencer has to be something other than simply the 

writing tablet for the world. While all matters have the ability to surprise us, generally due 

to cascades of quantum fluctuations, only complex dynamic material systems seem to 

be able to do so in a consistently meaningful way.  

 

In all these examples, perspective produces networks of reference which intertwine 

experienced and experiencer in the experiencing  of which they are both a part. A 

network of reference acts as a horizon, linking yet separating experincer and 

experienced in an experiencing, which itself is a horizon linking the experiencing to the 

world. Just as each nerve cell in a human is a matter which interprets its own 

experience, so it is that each layer in experience reads and writes, interpreting what 

influences it, and then passing this on to whatever reads its writings in turn. Each aspect 

of the world is a horizon, then, between its networks of reference and its world. And any 

attempt to experience the way one of these horizons impacts an experience is itself an 

experience in turn, introducing more horizons into the experience.  

 

In this way, perspective and what it reveals are like multiple sides of the same, which is 

to say, networks within networks within experience, of which we are all a part. Meanings 

are relative to their contexts, perspectives, and networks of reference, which structure, in 

part, the field in which meaning appears. Our bodies acts as networks of reference for 

our perceptual experience, just as a physical perspective acts as a network of reference 
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which impacts how a landscape appears to us, or our culture impacts how we view an 

issue. These are all examples of networks of reference of different types.  

 

All meaning is constructed in regard to networks of reference, which are the patterns of 

meaningfulness which all experiencers carry with them from the past so as to frame the 

present. And any attempt to separate a network of reference from the experience it 

structures would require another network of reference. For example, if I view a tree from 

my second floor window, I layer the networks of reference in my perceptual memory with 

those in my body and with those which link my body and the tree with the window to 

form a physical perspective which impacts how the tree appears to me in the world. This 

compound network of reference, composed of networks of reference linked 

perspectivally at many levels of scale, is what allows the tree to appear to me as it does 

in my experience. If afterwards I decide to leave my house, and then observe the tree 

directly, at ground level, I alter some of my networks of reference, and the tree looks 

different, and yet, I still recognize it from this new perspective. By shifting my perspective 

on the tree, aspects of my overall networks of reference shift, even as others remain the 

same, such that I can see how my previous perspective on the tree, viewing it from the 

second floor window, altered the way it appears to me now.  

 

What I can’t do, however, is view the tree without a network of reference, and without a 

perspective to link my networks of reference to the matters which give rise to my 

experience of the tree. I can multiply perspectives and combine them, and form a more 

complex sense of the tree. But my networks of reference are precisely what allows the 

tree to take a structured form in my experience. And it is these appearances which my 

body has learned to read, and to match to previous experiences of similar experiences in 

my body, and to match these in turn with memories that allow me to recognize this all as 

evidence of what I generally call a “tree.” In this sense, my world is meaningful because 

my memories sync with the way my body and world intertwine to present my brain with 

experiences, and if I had a different body, or the world had a different way of 

intertwining, my memoires would be useless in helping me orient in experience. No 
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aspect of the world can have meaning which is meaningful, which is to say, relative 

meaning, outside of networks of reference linked by perspectival contexts, and these 

include all the memories I bring to my experience from the past. These are shaped by 

the networks of memory which are my body, and those at work in the form and structure 

of my world. It is only by means of networks of memory that the world is meaningful in 

regard to how it manifests in experience in various realities in the world.  

 

In many ways its much easier to grasp what is meant by a network of reference in regard 

to simple matters. The form of a stone, it’s physical intertwining of its forces to produce 

particular qualities, intertwines with the qualities whereby the world acts upon it. The 

modulation of these external influences by the form of the stone presents these 

influences as carved by a network of reference. This network changes at every moment, 

with the form and qualities of the experiencer, in this case, the stone, as constant, and 

those of the context, linked by perspective, as the variable. The intertwining of these 

produces the network of reference which carve the world of experience into slices. The 

meanings which can be read from the experience is thereby shaped by the network of 

reference in question.  

 

Nevertheless, just as meaning comes in levels of complexity, so it is with networks of 

reference. Basic reference  is that which all aspects of the world have, which is formed 

by basic memory of a static physical form. More complex matters are able to layer other 

networks of reference on top of this, and read many possible meanings in the way the 

world is presented to them, thereby giving rise to various forms of relat ive reference . 

If I hesitate between calling an emergency team or writing a poem when I see fire while 

on the beach, for example, I’m hesistating between networks of reference, even if the 

more basic ones remain the same. Full  reference , or reference from any and all 

perspective relevant to an experience, however, is not possible without an impossible, 

God’s eye perspective.  
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In all these examples, meaning always happens in a field, composed of networks of 

reference, intertwined with experience and memory, at many levels of scale. Trying to 

understand an experience divorced from contexts is as meaningless as trying to 

understand a word in a language without knowing that language. Experience is only ever 

meaningful in relation to memories that help situate it in a field of patterns, and 

experience is always meaningful because it is always situated in relation to some 

patterns stored in memory which intertwine at the experiencer. Patterns stored in 

memory in an experiencer intertwine with those stored in the world, giving rise to fields of 

possible readings and writings, the two sides of translating interpretation.  

 

Wrestling With the Linguistic Turn 

 

Human language, the most complex form of meaning we know, comes to exist within 

this always already meaningful network of networks of meanings in the world. But many 

of the twentieth century philosophers of the “linguistic turn” have speculated that 

language cuts us off from all meaning in the world beyond it. The basic argument, 

extremely simplified, is that since all we can say about the world is articulated through 

language, and language biases the ways we experience the world, we can never 

articulate in language anything which truly ever gets beyond language. According to a 

popular mantra which admittedly oversimplifies this tradition, “the limits of my language 

is the limits of my world.”75 

 

Rather than view language as something which cuts us off from the world of experience, 

this project will view language, as with any practice, as an outgrowth of the general 

meaningfulness of the world, one which can come into various degrees of sync, or lack 

thereof, with various aspects within it. Rather than attempt to out argue the circular and 

self-reflexive arguments put forth by many theorists of the linguistic turn, the 

networkological project will radicalize them. Viewing paradoxes of self-reference and 

circularity as part of the structure of the world itself, the networkological project will argue 

that not only does language cut us off from access to the world, but so does any 
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experience, even as this process of cutting off is what makes the world available. Rather 

than limiting this to language, however, the networkological project views any and all 

experience as altering what it conveys.  

 

For ultimately, there is no way to know if anything we experience corresponds to 

anything in the world, not only because of the biases inherent to language, but those in 

the networks of memory present in our brains, the biases inherented from evolution in 

the forms of our body, and a wide variety of other biases. But this isn’t to say that we are 

cut off from the world, but rather, connecting to it in a multitude of ways. The problem 

isn’t with bias, but rather, with notions of meaning based on correspondance, truth, or 

other ultimate notions of what constitutes meaning. Meaning is biases, the influence of 

contexts and processes and the way they concretize in memories which intertwine in 

various ways, from one side to the other, and has never been anything but. In this 

sense, we aren’t cut off from experience by biases, rather, our experience is the result of 

the intertwining of our biases with those of the world.  

 

And so, we can’t know the extent to which language, or memory, or our bodies, or any of 

the other enabling mechanisms that help us experience our world, from the physical 

perspective we take on things to the cultural perspectives we bring with us from our 

upbringings, alter what we experience. Trying to fully grasp how one’s perspectives, 

contexts, biases, memories, and other media alter one’s experiences this would be like 

trying to see your body as others see it from the outside. It’s possible to use a mirror or 

camera, but this involves a shift in perspective, it’s not possible to see oneself from the 

outside precisely as others see us, there is always either paradox or infinite regress. No 

network can ever fully grasp itself. And while we can always partially take into account 

some of the ways our perspectives on things impacts how they appear, each time we 

alter what we try to adjust, pushing the problem elsewhere. If we try to do this fully, 

however, limit effects will start to set in, for it simply doesn’t seem possible to ever take 

every bias into account. It is for this reason that so many philosophies of the linguistic 



	   178	  

turn have produced paradoxes of self-reference, just as happened when mathematics, 

earlier in the century, tried to do something of the same.76  

  

The arguments produced by those who approach the limits of any attempt to produce 

meaning in the world will always produce paradoxes, because these meanings echo the 

paradoxes at work in the world. Or at least, that is way the networkological project will 

make meaning of these aspects of experience. At minimum, this approach can 

descriptively account for the same effects as those described in these limit-discourses, 

whether in linguistic approaches to philosophy, or at the foundational edges of 

mathematics. But by viewing these effects as part of the structure of the world itself, and 

language, and the sub-language of math, as a part of this, the result isn’t paradox that 

leads to an inability to produce further meaning in language, philosophy, or mathematics. 

Rather, it is an opening onto the freedom of creation. Embracing the limits of any 

description to be total means that any and all descriptions are possible. And from there, 

it becomes a question of values, rather than a simplistic notion of truth, knowing, 

certainty, all of which form the implicit assumptions upon which linguistic turn arguments 

depend. Once the world is described in more flexible terms, however, the limited and 

limiting conceptions of what meaning is and can be in linguistic turn arguments show 

themselves for what they are.  

 

What’s important to note in all this is that there’s another way to look at things, namely, 

one which views the usefulness and apparent resonance of language with various 

aspects of the world as potential evidence for a relationality at work within experience. 

Rather than see this as evidence of a circularity in our experience which could only 

come about because language has molded the world of our experience in its own image, 

the linguistic turn hasn’t gone far enough. For the notion that language is circular when it 

tries to make meaning of itself is a situation which applies to much more than just 

language. When we try to grasp memory with our memory, our bodies with our bodies, 

perspective from our perspective, any means whereby we have to access and make 

sense of experience will hit its limits. Language is hardly alone in this. And while I am 
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clearly making use of language to make this argument, the meaning of this could either 

be that language alone is circular, or that all self-reference in the world is circular, and 

leads to paradoxical effects, and linguistic forms thereof are only one sort of this limit-

effect.  

 

It is ultimately impossible to use language to disprove, or to prove, the arguments made 

in the linguistic turn. But it is possible sidestep the issue, and view things differently, in a 

way which could be equally valid, in a manner which cannot be disproven at the risk of 

circularity as well. This is the strategy taken by the networkological project, which views 

the meaning in experience, even if partially the result of language, our bodies, or any 

other enabling medium, as a result of the fact that these are themselves all meaningful, 

ways which resonate with aspects of the world, if to varying degrees, because they are 

the products of this very meaningfulness itself. Such an approach is no more provable or 

disprovable than that of the “linguistic turn,” but infinitely more useful, and potentially in 

sync with the world beyond obscure linguistic philosophy, for such an approach can be 

extended beyond language, to any enabling medium, from language to embodiment and 

beyond. Rather than viewing these as cutting us off from experience, creating the 

various impasses which have haunted “dualist” philosophies from Descartes to Kant to 

Derrida and beyond, limit effects in instances of self-reference describes parts of the 

manner whereby the world resonates with aspects of itself in meaningful ways. It is 

impossible to make meaning of the world without the influence of the biases of one’s 

perspectives. Rather than say that this means that meaning is impossible, perhaps we 

simply just need to change what we mean by meaning.  

 

Meaning becomes the intertwining of biases in ways which allow memories of the past to 

be used to try to predict aspects of the future. No more, no less. There is no meaning 

without perspective, it’s all perspectives, all the way down, networks within networks of 

reference intertwined in contexts by perspectives linking experiencers in readings and 

writings whereby the world continually interprets its own aspects. We are nodes within 

this process of meaning production. Rather than erasing meaning, the impossibility of 
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removing perspective is what provides for the proliferation of meanings in the 

proliferation of perspectives. From this perspective, the entire world is meaningful in a 

variety of ways, such that the ability of the physical world to hold memory needs to be 

seen as a writing, a prose, with its own grammar, and even poetry. It is for this reason 

that the networkological project will look at the world of experience as knitted together by 

various types of meaning producing interactions, influences, contexts, and processes, in 

a manner which can be read, and never ceases to be read, by other aspects of the 

world. As such, we can begin to see the world as having various types of terms, tropes, 

lexicons, and grammars, which is to say, the primary components of a language, and 

that from which human wideware formations, such as languages, emerged as a 

particularly complex and particular forms thereof.  

 

Networks of Signs 

 

Meaning is always constructed relationally. Experienced, experiencer, network of 

reference, and experiencing come together via perspective to form experience in fractal 

layers at potentially infinite layers of scale. Memory structures experience, making it 

meaningful, extending aspects of itself into the future, structuring the form of its grasping 

of itself in and through experiencers. Slices and patterns give rise to each other, and to 

meta-patterns in turn, symmetries of symmetries within the assymetries which are 

change in the memory structures of the world. From the intertwining of symmetries and 

asymmetries, meaningful memory systems, such as stones or humans, are able to then 

form their own meanings in their own ways, in relation to the meanings in the world from 

which they emerge. While each can only ever refract that of their contexts, and is never 

able to truly capture or reflect its contexts or aspects fully or as a whole, each refracts 

the world in its own way, a holographic writing of the world on one of its aspects.  

Each aspect of the world is a unique intertwining of its aspects, even what appears 

similar is never fully the same. Holographic refraction is the principle of experience, and 

memory describes the grammar which makes a particular experience meaningful in a 

variety of general ways.  
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My retinas, for example, experience light, sliced into segments by the way the form and 

qualities of the light intertwine with that of the cells of my retinas. The result are slice of 

experience, intertwined in forms which are the networks of reference which result from 

the intertwining of the cells in my retinas and flows of light at particular angles according 

to the perspectival networks which link the location of my eyes with that of incoming 

light. The symmetries within these intertwinings are the aspects of this experience which 

remain relatively invariant during shifts within this encounter, acting as a grammar which 

allows me to extract general patterns within this intertwining of my cells and the light 

beyond me. From here, the nerve cells which connect the cells in my retinas experience 

the impulses sent to them by the cells in my retinas, producing and the process of 

intertwining experiencer and experiecer repeats again as my optic nerves experience 

what these nerve cells send them. This also happens at multiple levels of scale, for each 

of these nerve cells experiences the other because of the complex intertwining of many 

micro-experiences, such as the way a packet of electrochemical messengers jumps the 

gap between nerve cells, and the molecular level experiences below these. Each is a 

network composed of other networks, meaningful experiences within meaningful 

experiences and networked to others in turn, down to and including quantum 

intertwinings. While an experiencer can attempt to grasp aspects of itself, it can never 

fully grasp itself completely, any more than it can fully grasp the other aspects of its 

experience. And so while the networks of reference can be intuited indirectly, it’s not 

possible to pin down precisely the extent to which they arise as they do because of the 

contribution of aspects of the experiencer or experienced, at least not without introducing 

a new, meta-network of reference, leading to the potential for infinite regress, in a 

manner which can be described as a form of the network paradox in relation to 

experience.  

 

In all this, there are patterns, symmetries, and invariances within all experience. From 

these, some general patterns of meaningful experience, at least as it appears in my 

experience of human reality in the world, can be described. What follows then is an 
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attempt to form a grammar of meaning. This grammar is one which aims not merely to 

articulate a grammar of human language, but of the larger meaningfulness of the world 

which gives rise to it. Such a grammar should then resemble that of language, but be 

more general than it. It should be based on observations of how human infants and non-

linguistic animals form meaning, as well as the ways in which inanimate systems like 

vortexes respond meaningfully to changes in their environments, even as simpler 

systems like stones and molecules read and write their intepretations of the worlds 

around them in their own ways. In this sense, a grammar of experience would strive to  

describe general roles which aspects of experience seem to play in relation to each 

other, as reported by humans through the centuries, both in regard to their own 

experiences, but also their experiences of that of other experiencers of all sorts. Such a 

grammar is co-constitutive with notions of space, time, location, and perspective, as well 

as experienced, experiencer, network of reference, and experiencing, as well as 

sameness, difference, differencing, and differentiation.  

 

The project to produce a grammar for experience might seem paradoxical, but it is no 

more paradoxical than the enterprise of philosophy itself. That is, it aims to articulate 

how the whole of experience manifests meaningfully to us, if from right here and now. 

Articulating the way we experience the whole from a particular locational aspect within it, 

such a description is only ever partial, and describes the way our perspective intertwines 

us with our structuring contexts to give rise to networks of reference which provide 

particular ways of experiencing at multiple levels of scale. All philosophy, and all 

meaning, is always ever local, even as it experiences and makes meaning of the global 

in and through the local. What follows then is a grammar of how experience as such 

appears meaningful, for all times and all places and modalities, even if only how this 

appears meaningfully to me right here and now. It is only to the extent that this 

resonates with the meaningful experience of others that it is meaningful, and in a way 

that can help us better understand experience.  
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As with experience, the networkological project views meaning as something which 

exists at all levels of complexity, if in differing intensities. Space, time, location, 

perspective, experiencer, experienced, reference, and experiencing, all of these 

contribute to the way in which symmetries arise in experience, giving rise to meaning 

within it. This is what is meant by meaning, or signification. According to the 

networkological approach to signification, whenever an abstraction in experience seems 

to points to one or more others, the abstraction which does the pointing can be 

understood as a sign, diagram, or signif ier . Those aspects of the world which a 

signifier points to would be its meanings, diagrammeds, or  signif ieds . Signifieds 

are always other signs in turn, so that when a signifier points at one or more signifieds, 

these then point at others, leading eventually to an entire system of reference. This 

larger context acts as a ground, known as a signifying context, and the patterns of 

symmetry within this are the signifying codes, or grammars of this context. 

Contexts and codes link signifiers and signifieds, determining how they relate in the 

present, and potentially in the future as well.  

 

The meaning of a signifier within a given system is determined by the way it is linked to 

other aspects of the system, and this changes whenever the system changes. The 

signifier which links up to a signifier then becomes its new meaning, such that the 

meaning of a signifier is established retroactively, by writings which interpret others by 

producing readings in turn. Those signifiers which produce processes of reading and 

writing are known as subjects . Subjects are linked to signifiers and signifieds by 

contexts, and in this sense contexts can be seen as the perspectives  that links these, 

thereby inflecting the reading and writing that takes place. In all these examples, 

signifier, signified, contexts, and subjects are the four primary aspects of signification, or 

meaning. No signifying entity needs to be any one of these, but is only one of these in 

relation to others, in a given context within a process of interpretation. That is, any 

aspect of experience can function as any of these, or all, depending on the context in 

question. In addition, each of these four primary aspects refracts, in their way, the 
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primary elements of the network diagram, which is to say, node, link, ground, and 

network/level. 

 

For example, when a stone breaks, the way it breaks evidences the intertwining of its 

form and qualities with those acting upon it. The way the stone breaks is a signifier, 

made of micro-signifiers, each of which interprets the relation between the stone and its 

contexts. The form of the break, the way the micro-signifiers in the break come together 

in a pattern to produce the break as signifier itself evidence a reading performed by the 

stone, and this reading establishes, retroactively, what its contexts meant to it at the 

moment of the break. In this sense, meaning of the signifiers which acted on the stone at 

the moment of the break, their signified, is the form of the break produced afterwards. 

The meaning of these signifiers for the stone is then established retroactively by the 

production of the break as a new signifier. Likewise, a chemical reads its environment, 

and responds back by transforming itself by means of a chemical reaction, producing 

effects in turn on other aspects of its environment. The chemical interprets the way the 

world writes its influences upon it, and it writes back responses in the way it transforms 

itself, and in the effects this has on aspects of its environment.  

 

To look at another example, this one based on that famously described by theorist of 

language Mikhail Bakhtin, imagine two friends standing by a window watching the falling 

snow. One of them says “yes” to the other, writing words in sound by vibrating air. Based 

on the tone of voice, and knowledge of their friend, the second person interprets this 

“yes” and says something like “I know the snow makes you sad.” If the first friend replies 

“it does,” then this confirms the interpretation the first person is sad. But if the reply is 

“no, I’m just tired,” then a different reading is produced for the “yes” than evidence of 

sadness. Which is the true meaning of the “yes”? For Bakhtin, as well as for process 

theorists of sign-systems such as C.S. Peirce, there is no “true” meaning of the 

utterance. Rather, there are many possible ways of reading the utterance, and then the 

readings which are produced, which can be thought of as writings. Each writing is an 

interpretation, a reading, which can then be read in turn. So the second friend can 
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respond back to the first something like, “you are just telling me it is because you’re 

tired, because you don’t want me to worry that you are sad, but I know really you are 

sad.” The meaning of the utterance, for the reality they share, is that which they agree 

upon in that reality. And if they choose not to agree, then the meaning remains fuzzy or 

undertermined within that reality, in excess to it.77  

 

The more complex a subject, the more room there is for interpretation. A stone generally 

interprets the world in relatively predictable ways, and unless there are cascades of 

quantum fluctuations, the relation of a stone to its contexts is almost like a form of taking 

dictation from its contexts. There is freedom to reinterpret the world, but a stone has little 

leeway in the manner in which its form and qualities intertwine with that of its contexts. 

The more complex the matter at hand, the more freedom it has. A human, for example, 

can read meanings in many possible ways, and by means of its body, respond in many 

possible ways.  

 

In these examples, all writings are signs, readings which reply to the writings of others, 

such that any sign which reacts to others indicates those as its signifieds. Likewise, 

signifieds are also signifiers, which indicate their contexts as a whole as their more 

dispersed signified in turn, and all of these signify the larger processes which knit them 

all together, which gives rise to more readings and writings in turn. Signifier, signified, 

context, and subject, these are positions that can be occupied by any and all aspects of 

the world, depending on how they are related to each other in particular contexts at 

particular locationsw in space time. For example, while smoke may act as a signifier for 

fire, ultimately both smoke and fire are signifiers for the contexts which tend to link 

smoke to fire in patterns of regularity of cause, effect, matter, energy, etc. While we can’t 

know if the signs in our world of experience are the same as those in the worlds that 

others experience, or in the world itself, our ability to use signs to sync with other 

experiencers in various ways produces more signifiers which can produce more 

interpretations of our interpretations of the world. While any attempt to make meaning of 
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the meaning of meaning as a whole will ultimately lead to paradox, this secures the 

proliferation of meanings in the world at potentially infinite complexity and levels of scale.  

 

Each aspect of the world produces its primary signifier, which is itself, and simple 

matters produce only this, as a simple reading of their world. This reading then 

modulates the way in which influences upon that entity are transformed into outputs. For 

example, the qualities and forms relevant to a particular stone determine the way in 

which it transmits, changes, or resists transfering heat, electricity, motion, etc. All of 

these are themselves the products of interpretations within others, at many levels of 

scale. From such a perspective, any and all aspects of the world can be seen as 

subjects which read, interpret, and write in relation to the wider worlds around them. 

They receive signifiers, are signifiers of those which they receive, and then output 

others. Any which are earlier in these chains are signifieds of those which come after 

them, and all are contexts of the others. Each takes incoming signifiers, or inputs , and 

transforms itself, giving rise to other signifiers in turn, and these earlier signifiers, its 

outputs , become the signifieds of the later ones which interpret them.  

 

Everything refracts the world in its own way, and is this refraction. And because simple 

entities incarnate their interpretations of their contexts, notions like truth and error hardly 

apply. Only complex entities can judge degrees of resemblance which could allow for the 

determination of degrees of resonance between expectations and experience, which 

could then serve as a basis for a notion like subjective error, that from which error in 

particular shared realities could be built. Ultimately, only entities with complex brains can 

ascertain the extent to which their interpretations of aspects of the world line up with 

each other. Only organisms with complex brains can compare their past and present 

states, as well as compare their states with that of others. While simpler entities are 

meaningful, only entities with complex brains are aware of this, which is to say, only they 

make meaning of the meaning which their states incarnate. None of which means the 

meanings they create correspond with that in the world, or that interpreted by any other 

aspects thereof. All interpretation can be wrong, but only human types of interpretation 
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can find this meaningful. Only organisms with dynamic energetic systems which 

coordinate moving parts can support processes which can do this.  

 

Transference, Resemblance, and Mediation: From Metonymy to Metaphor to Mediation 

 

If the world of meaning is composed of signifiers and signifieds, contexts and subjects, 

readings and writings, there are also patterns within the ways in which signifiers relate to 

each other. The most basic type of relationship happens when there are symmetries 

between aspects of the world, which is to say, when there are patterns. Space and time, 

location and perspective, these are the most basic fundamental patterns that make all 

the others in experience possible. In addition to these basic patterns in the world, there 

are more restricted symmetries which only arise in some particular locations in space 

and time, as well as across divisions within these. Any symmetry between aspects of the 

world can be seen as a resemblance  between them. Basic resemblances can occur at 

the level of either form or qualities, and are what has been described as symmetries. 

Resemblance can be coincidental, or can be caused by the influence of other aspects of 

the world. This type of influence, whereby an aspect of the world imparts some of its 

aspects to others, is known as transference , which comes in two primary forms.  

 

When influences between aspects of the world impart qualities which are not those of 

their global form, this is known as a metonymical, or indexical transference , and 

the resulting signifier is a metonym, or index  of the first. When influences between 

aspects of the world impart qualities which are, in whole or in part, aspects of its global 

physical form, this is known as a metaphorical,  or iconic transference , and the 

resulting signifier is a metaphor, or icon  of the first. For example, if I step on the sand 

on the beach, so long as the sand is moist enough, my foot will aspects of its form on the 

sand, but when fire creates smoke, the smoke doesn't resemble the fire. These are both 

classic examples in semiotics, or the study of signs, of iconic and idexical signs, 

respsectively, and the notions described in this paragraph are based on those in the 

semiotics of C.S. Peirce.78  



	   188	  

 

When the world is viewed as composed of signs in this way, it’s possible to see 

experience as composed of networks of influences, or transferential waves , some 

leading to resemblances, others not, rippling through our world, producing metaphors 

and metonymies, all signs which, due to regularities in the patterns within these 

processes, give rise to experience as legible text. From the symmetries within 

transferences of aspects of qualities and forms, the world continually writes and reads 

itself, giving rise to patterns of symmetry and asymmetry. This only occurs, however, 

within a context in which there is consistency. That is, it is only when a context 

intertwines metaphor and metonymy into systems that the world can be seen as more 

rather than less meaningful. For while there is basic meaning in all aspects of the world, 

those which can sync with more aspects of the world have more meaning than others. 

Were the world not consistent beyond basic meaning, however, no more meaning would 

be possible that would be able to produce sync, which is to say, be in a state of 

symmetry, with aspects of the world around it.  

 

Luckily, the world of experience seems to have a great degree of consistency, and by 

means of this, humans are often able to sync expectations with actions. The fact that 

human language seems to function rather nicely is also evidence of a good degree of fit 

between it and the world. In a language like that used by humans, for example, the 

position of a word like “dog” in relation to networks of others such as “horse,” “animal,” 

“car,” etc., seems to resemble aspects of the way the world differentiates the things 

these terms represent, at least enough to make certain types of sync between humans 

that use these terms to relate to these aspects of the world possible. Nevertheless, there 

is an enormous amount of leeway in what will cause sync or lack thereof, as the 

multiplicity of ways of carving the world via language attest. This is due to the fact that 

language gains flexibility by its degree of abstraction. Stones, in their concretion, have 

much less flexibility to interpret their worlds than abstract terms like “being” within 

complex dyanamic abstract wideware networks such as those used by humans.  
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All of which is to say that the networkological project sees the world as composed of 

degrees of meaningfulness. Each particular act of interpretation, or utterance , is 

meaningful to the degree to which it is in sync with aspects of its contexts, a 

determination which can only be made retroactively. For example, if I see smoke, and 

say it is caused by a dog, this would be seen by most people as not merely wrong, but 

potentially non-sensical, for they might wonder if I understood what these words meant. 

Saying that I think that the smoke is caused by a dog isn’t quite wrong, but rather, less 

meaningful than saying that it is likely caused by fire, a notion my friends and future 

evidence are much more likely to support. In this sense, if meaning is relative to its 

context, then it is more meaningful if it can be seen as meaningful in more contexts. In 

this sense, the more realities of which an interpretation is a part, the more meaning it 

has. A similar determination can be made in regard to degrees of reality, so as to say 

that the more realities in which an experience occurs, the more reality is has. All these 

determinations are made retroactively and relationally.  

 

These sorts of determination of degrees of meaning and reality are what is generally 

described as notions like “truth” or “existence,” respectively. While these notions are 

often described in rigid, non-relational terms, the networkological project sees these as 

terms very much in need of reworking. From a networkological perspective, to say 

something is true or false, meaningful or meaningless, real or not reality, outside of a 

context, then, which is to say, as such, is then itself meaningless. All these issues hinge 

upon the contexts in question.  

 

Beyond icons and indexes, more abstract signs, like those used in human languages, 

function as modulatory, mediatory, or systematic signs . The original meaning of 

the term “media” in Ancient Greek is “in between,” and anything that’s between other 

things can be thought of as types of media. When I see smoke, it’s represents fire to me, 

even if the fire is unseen, and hence, is a form of media that communicates with my 

senses. Likewise, a footprint mediates my relation to the person who made it when they 

were on the beach earlier. More complex, systematic forms of mediation occur in 
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systems in which none of the parts make sense fully apart from the whole. If I 

encountered a word in English alone, never having read English before, and without a 

dictionary or grammar, I’d be clueless about what it meant, in a way that I wouldn’t be in 

the presence of smoke or a footprint. But to make sense of any single word of English, I 

need at least some sense of the system as a whole. This is different from tally markers 

which indicate number, an example of an indexical sign, or a picture of a dog, an iconic 

sign. No knowledge of an abstract system, at least, beyond that of the physical world, is 

necessary to understand what these signs might indicate beyond themselves. While 

degrees of mediatory signification are relative, all signs in the world can be seen as 

mediatory at a basic level, and increase in degrees, like that of reality and 

meaningfulness, from there.  

 

Mediation is precisely what representation, meaning, and signification is, which is to say, 

when something isn’t merely itself, but also something else.79 Causality, for example, 

occurs when we see the effect of something having a particular aspect due to the action 

of another. And so, for example, if I say to a friend that “that smoke was caused by fire,” 

I need to understand how to read the meaningfulness of the world around this smoke, 

the way it produces chains of causes and effects, resemblances and transferences, in 

order to read this sign. This is the most basic sense in all signs are, to at least a basic 

degree, mediations, for they require an understanding of the basic patterns in the 

physical world to understand them. But more specific codes only apply to more limited 

contexts. Genetic code, like DNA/RNA, for example, only makes sense in the context of 

living beings. A bit of genetic code is a more mediated sign, then, than that of a bit of 

smoke, just as a word in English is more mediated still.  

 

Degrees of mediation indicate the degree of specificity of a sign to a particular 

meaningful context. And in fact, abstraction, the first notion described in this book in 

regard to experience, is nothing other than this, for the degree of abstraction attendant to 

a particular worldslice is the same as the degree of mediation. That is, the more abstract 

the worldslice, the more abstract the system of meanings needed to understand how it 
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got that way. Only humans, for example, can help explain human language, while 

erosion is enough to understand how a stone got the way it is, and in this sense, a word 

in English is more abstract than that of a stone. The word in English, then, has more 

potential meaning latent or implied in it than the stone, and is in this sense more 

mediated than the stone. This sort of implied presence, or virtual i ty , in which other 

aspects of the world are present in others in an abstract manner, is what meaning and 

mediation are. While some philosophies use the notion of virtuality in more ways that 

this, the networkological project will use the word virtual  simply to mean indirect 

presence, in the manner of optics, and not extend the use of this to include the notion of 

potentiality, in the manner of Deleuze.80  

 

Combinatorics: Machines, from Complicates to Complexes 

 

The networkological worldview can be described as a general semiotics, mediology, and 

mechanology. That is, on the hand, this project views everything in the world as a 

signifier or sign, and hence generalizes the study of signs, or semiotics, building on the 

work of thinkers such as C.S. Peirce. But it also views everything in the world as a form 

of media, or mediation, and hence, it is a general mediology, extending in this sense 

theorists such as Marshall McLuhan or Régis Debray. Likewise, it views everything as a 

type of machine, in the sense this term is given in the work of Félix Guattari and Manuel 

Delanda. However, it works to show how a semiotic, mechanological, and mediological 

approaches to the world can be viewed as aspects of the same.  

 

With the goal of bringing these three modes of interpreting the way aspects of the world 

intertwine together, the networkological project will describe the networking of parts into 

coherent unities as systems, machines, or combinatories . The term combinatory, 

derived from the branch of mathematics that studies the possible ways in which parts 

can be arranged in groupings,81 can help describe the ways in which each and every 

aspect of the world can be seen as a network of networks, from machinic, semiotic, 

mediological, and combinatorial ways of looking at things. To examine these one at a 
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time, all combinatories can be seen as machines, in that they are composed of parts 

which work together, and do work in the world, transforming inputs into outputs like so 

many factories, even the simplest machines which lock into place in one particular form 

in a given context, such as stones or molecules. From a semiotic perspective, all entities 

in the world are also meaningful, for they are signs of the structures, contexts, and 

processes of the world around them, and which gave rise to them. As they interact with 

the world, they give rise to more signs in turn, from metonymic impacts to metaphoric 

imprints, or functioning as parts of systems themselves, indirectly incarnating the rules of 

these systems within them in a mediated fashion. From a mediological perspective, all 

aspects of the world are media composed of other media, which is to say, interfaces 

composed of other interfaces, for they are aspects of the world in between others, 

connecting them yet keeping them apart, transmitting flows between them, incarnating 

them indirectly in their matter and form. Finally, as combinatories, each entity is even 

only one potential configuration, or state , of its parts amongst many. For any entity 

always has more than one potential state, and its states depend upon the way it 

intertwines with its contexts. All of which is to say that the machinic, semiotic, mediatory, 

and combinatorial aspects of any entity, which is to say, of any system, combinatory, 

worldslice, or aspect of the world, are ultimately many sides of the same.  

 

The most basic sense in which anything can be seen as a combinatory is in the way its 

parts coordinate dynamically as a whole, so as to transform inputs into outputs, in ways 

which can be descibed by rules. And since each such system can have its parts 

arranged differently, if in different contexts, it can be seen as a combinatory. The form of 

a combinatory describes the spatiotemporal form in which its parts, or matters, are 

combined. These forms and matters are symmetries within dynamic flows of matters, or 

forces, at lower levels of scale which, by means of their mode of symmetrical 

intertwining, give rise to qualities from the forces they incarnate. The ways in which each 

part of a matter in a whole combine, which is to say, the way in which each matter 

expresses qualities which describe its relation to others and the whole, is the role of that 

part in the whole, which ultimately can be thought of as a meta-quality. By means of the 
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intertwining of wholes and parts by means of roles incarnated in forms, machines 

transform the macro inputs upon them into macro outputs, mediated by the 

transformation of micro-level inputs into micro-level outputs, with meso-level formations 

as the result, knitting all of these levels together in the process.  

 

To put this now in more specialized terms, the networkological project will call the 

general perspective on the world which sees everything as composed of combinatories, 

machines, or systems as combinatorics . According to a combinatoric view of the 

world, the sub-combinatories which are combined to produce a combinatory are its 

combinatorids, or parts .  The different forms, or configurations of parts within the 

whole, which a combinatory can take are the states  of a combinatory. There are many 

ways in which patterns or symmetries arise in the changes which take place between the 

sub-parts, wholes, and contexts of a combinatory, and these descriptions are known as 

rules . Rules are the habits of machines. When rules describes how qualities and forms 

of parts give rise to modes of interaction between parts and each other, and parts and 

wholes, these rules are the role, or function  of these parts. Every combinatory 

transforms influences upon it from outside, which are inputs , into actions upon this 

context, or its outputs , according to its rules of transformation . Combinatories also 

have rules which describe how they shift between states, which are its rules of 

recombination . The network of rules which describes the manner in which rules of 

function, rules of transformation, and rules of recombination come together to describe 

the conditions of systematicity of the combinatory as a whole is known as the 

combinatory’s plan, or combinatorial .  

 

For example, a typewriter can be seen as a simple combinatory. A typewriter transforms 

macro-level inputs into macro-level outputs, such that when I type on its keys, it 

transforms my actions into letters printed in ink upon a page. This process is a 

translation according to particular rules, because there are few similarities between the 

patterns of the motions of my fingers, and the ink marks the machine makes upon the 

page, such that in many senses, a typewriter is an incarnation of the network of these 
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rules into matter. When I hit the key for “t” and the typewriter makes a “t” imprint in ink 

upon the page, the rule which translates my finger strike into the corresponding mark on 

the paper is the function of the parts in question. The plan of the typewriter is that which 

brings together all the sub-rules which make the typewriter as a whole a typewriter. And 

so, even if a part breaks, I can replace it with another part, which can perform the same 

function, and the typewriter will continue to function as a typewriter according to its plan 

even with this change in matter. If the metal and plastics had different qualities, however, 

they wouldn’t be able to formed in such a way as to perform their function. The function 

requires particular forms which require particular qualities of the matters in question. 

Likewise, only if these materials are formed and assembled in the right way can they 

perform this function in relation to each other to give rise to the relational whole which 

the machine is. If all this comes together, the micro-level materials, such as metal and 

plastic, are linked by meso-level forms and functions, to give rise to macro-level 

transformations. In all this, the typewriter isn’t the metals and plastics, nor the keystrokes 

nor imprints, nor the rules which link particular keystrokes to particular imprints. Rather, 

it is the way all these hange together, as a system, to make metal and plastic into that 

which can turn keystrokes into imprints in particular contextual situations.  

 

In this sense its possible to see the manner in which what makes a machine a machine 

is the mode of relation between the matters, forms, contexts, and materials. The parts 

are replaceable, the inputs or outputs or contexts can change, the parts can be 

assembled in different ways to achieve the same functionality, even according to a 

different overall design. What makes a machine a machine isn’t the parts or the whole, 

the rules or the contexts, is a distinct pattern of relation between all of these.  

 

A combinatorial perspective on the world view it as composed of several different types 

of combinatories. The simplest type of machine has only one possible state in a given 

context, and this is known as a simple combinatory, or  simplex . A molecule of H20, 

for example, has only one molecular form, no matter if it combines with others to 

produce a solid, liquid, or gas. This is opposed to a mult iple combinatory, or 
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mult iplex , such as a typewriter, which can be in multiple states in a given context. I can 

use a typewriter to type a wide variety of symbols on a page, I can open its casing, I can 

type with or without paper. Each configuration is a different state of the machine.  

 

In addition to simplexes and multiplexes, machines can be complicated or complex. A 

complicated machine, or a complicate , is a machine in which there isn’t feedback 

between the roles of parts and each other, or parts and wholes. For example, in a 

typewriter, the letter “t” may function even though the letter “r” is missing, and the way 

the “t” and “r” perform their function doesn’t have anything to do with each other, nor the 

functioning of the machine as a whole, unless the machine is broken or deformed, such 

that, for example, the keybar for the “t” is bent into the path of the “r.” Often complicates 

of this sort are the result of design and manufacture by humans, and are what is 

commonly thought of by means of the term “machine.” Complicates are machines in 

which each function is distinct, and there are only interactions between these when they 

cease to function properly.  

 

There are other machines, however, that are complex machines, or complexes , in 

which the function and plan of the parts and wholes dynamically feedback into each 

other. Parts can be thought to mediate each other, while in complicates, the whole 

mediates the parts, but not vice-versa. To look at this in terms of containment, it’s 

possible to say that the function of the parts contain that of the whole to one one extent 

or another in a complex, and if one wants to push this notion of containment, to even say 

that, in a sense, the parts of a complex contain the whole to one degree or another, if not 

spatially. Ultimately, however, it is the feedback between the parts which makes these 

systems complex. For example, the function of a molecule of H20 in a vortex is to 

maintain particular types of relation to others in the whole so as to produce the 

characteristic vortex-type shape. It’s not really possible to describe the role of the parts 

without relation to each other, or the form of the whole. Vortexes produce vortexes, and 

anything else which they produce is modulated by this self-production and reproduction, 

which scientists refer to as self-organizing, or autopoetic  behavior. Complicates, on 



	   196	  

the contrary, are only ever produced by complexes, such as the way typewriters are 

produced by humans.  

 

Unlike complicates, complexes adapt to the world in ways which are dynamic and can at 

times be difficult to predict, because the feedback between parts and wholes may extend 

across many levels, allowing for cascades between micro and macro levels of scale. 

This explains, for example, why it can be difficult to predict how complex systems will 

react, even if the makeup of all the parts in a system are known, and in this sense, 

complexes are also often referred to as complex adaptive systems . A vortex, for 

example, may unexpectedly shoot water out from it, because of ways in which micro-

flows line up to produce cascade which produce a spontaneous macro-flow of this sort. 

And the weather can be so hard to predict because micro-stormlets can form and feed 

into each other at varying levels of scale. Part of what makes the human brain so 

complex, for example, is that way in which distinct neurons can join together as systems 

in sync one moment, then decompose and recompose into different systems of sync at 

the next, depending on differing relations between the flows between neurons and the 

way these reach varying points of balance between parts and the whole. The functions 

of the parts, then, are not necessarily fixed in advance, but change based on the ways in 

which others in the system do as well. In this sense, various sub-networks can emerge 

within the system, and begin as a whole to modulate the way in which particular aspects 

function within them. The emergence of aleatory meso-systems within complexes like 

this is what makes them so difficult to predict, but also able to adapt to complex and 

difficult to predict situations in a complex world. 

 

All living organisms are complexes, and some inorganic systems, such as vortexes or 

weather patterns are as well. Nevertheless, to one degree or another, all matter in the 

universe is complex, for it developed spontaneously in the world such that the function of 

its parts feeds back into that of its whole and vice-versa. In this sense, it is only human-

made tools and machines which are complicates, for we have yet to figure out how to 

produce complex machines, only complicated ones, even if the parts of our complicates 
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are themselves complexes at their own level of scale. However, some non-human-made 

machines in the world are more complex than others, and complexity in this sense 

should be as a matter of degree. A vortex is more complex than the molecules of H20 of 

which it is composed, and organisms are more complex than their organs or molecules. 

The more feedback there is between the functions of parts and wholes, over more levels 

of scale, to greater degrees of diversity of roles, functions, materials, and ways of 

intertwining inputs and outputs, states and transformations, adaptation and self-

production, is the degree of complexity of a machine. Complexity can be dormant, such 

as that seen in static matter, or it can be in the process of producing greater complexity, 

in which case it is known as emergence. All matter in the world is emergence, in the 

form of complexity, while matter in the process of evolving to greater quantity and quality 

of complexity, is known as robust . Robustness requires a sustainable growth of 

complexity, which in turn requires the evolution of one’s contexts to continue to evolve 

complexity in oneself and the contexts which produce them in turn. Only when systems 

sustainbly grow in robustness in this way can they be said to be maximally robust, which 

is why the primary maxim of network ethics, to be discussed at length in future works is 

“let all your networks operate at maximum robustness,” a notion which only makes 

sense when all your networks is understood as all those in your context, if in differing 

degrees.  

 

Complex Systems Science: Simulation and Resonance 

 

The field of science which studies the way complexity emerges and maintains itself in 

the world is complex systems science, one of the primary inspirations for the 

networkological project as a whole. Complex systems science studies how feedback 

between aspects produce complex phenomenon from otherwise simple components. 

One classical example of a complex phenomenon of the sort studied by scientists in this 

field is the manner in which a group of people in an auditorium or sports arena “do the 

wave.” Even if a group of people decide to start a wave by standing up in unison, this 

may not necessarily catch on with others, while even if a person stands up accidentally, 
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it can start a wave. When enough people start standing up and then sitting down in a 

pattern, however, the wave takes on a life of its own. It is quasi-living, centerless, 

directorless, it seems to start and end on its own. No individual could really direct the 

wave even if they try, there are simply too many factors involved. But under the right 

conditions, the wave seems to emerge on its own.  

 

Scientists have learned that it’s nearly impossible to develop equations to describe 

phenomenon like the way people “do the wave,” or birds flock with each other, in the 

manner used to simpler phenomenon. The simplest explanation for this is that most of 

the equations of physics were designed to help predict the changes in the way one or 

two bodies move in relation to each other. But add a third body, and the ability to predict 

what will happen becomes incredibly difficult very quickly, leading to so called “chaotic” 

behavior, the infamous “three-body problem,” largely due to the way in which exponents 

lead to “non-linearities” in the equations. In fact, the amount of computing power 

required just to describe the way in which three bodies interact while spinning in a 

moving pool of water for even a short while is enough to outpace most computers 

produced today. Imagine then the computing power needed to predict the way a vortex, 

with thousands of molecules, will react. If you then include the fact that systems 

composed of living agents like birds or people are more complex than those of 

molecules in a vortex, the ability to produce equations to predict the behavior of such a 

system is impossible indeed.82  

 

Complex systems scientists learned that perhaps building from the basic equations of 

motion, and then trying to scale upwards to develop those appropriate to systems with 

many interactig variables, perhaps wasn’t the right approach. Instead, they started 

producing simple simulations, and built from there. For example, if one wanted to 

produce a simulation of flocking behaviors in birds, one might start by producing a basic 

program which would put a series of dots on the screen, a set of virtual birds. These 

could then be put in motion at a random starting speed and angle, and then programmed 

to follow some simple rules. If they fly too close to another dot, for example, they should 
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swerve away at a particular angle or speed, and if they fly too far from another dot, they 

should swerve towards the nearest dot at a particular angle or speed. The simulation 

now has a series of variables, which are qualities which can be altered to impact the 

simulation. These are the simulation’s parameters, which in this case so far include the 

angle of swerve, speed, number of birds, size of the space, and distance that causes a 

swerve to or from another bird. If a particular set of parameters, set to particular 

intensities, gives rise to flocking behavior, which is to say, if there’s sync between the 

model and the original, then it’s likely that the simulation is on to something. If it doesn’t, 

either new parameters need to be added, or changes in the mix of intensities. At some 

point, however, the simulation usually hits a point of resonance, and spontaneously 

resembles the phenomenon it is meant to describe. The next step is usually to modify 

the parameters to see if the simulation responds to changes like the phenomenon in the 

world beyond. For example, if a simulated hawk is introduced to prey upon the birds and 

scatter them, do they scatter like flocks of birds do in the world?  

 

When the researchers can’t tell the difference between the behavior of the simulation 

and that of the original, it’s usually a good sign that they are on to something. And once 

a simulation hits resonance in this way, scientists can then study the simulation. While 

equations can sometimes be “back-engineered” from simulations, often they don’t have 

to in order for the simulations to have the sort of predictive power that equations were 

designed to produce in the first place, because they are able to link up parameters, 

rules, and states of the system in ways which describe how the individual parts give rise 

to the behavior of the whole.  

 

While mapping a flock of birds is clearly not of vital importance, once it’s possible to 

describe the rules and parameters which determine the states of a flock of birds, then it 

becomes possible to simulate all types of phenomenon in the world which seem chaotic, 

yet also not complextly random, as if they had some sort of logic to them, such as that 

present in a flock of birds. Using these methods, complex systems scientists have 

simulated everything from stock market crashes to traffic patterns. They have used 
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simulations to predict the ways in which people flee from buildings to emergency exits in 

fires, and once the models matched that seen in videos of real events, used simulations 

to test new designs for buildings. With enough time and patience, it seems any type of 

system of this sort, in which parts and wholes feedback into each other in ways that give 

rise to behavior which has an underlying order to it despite seeming nearly chaotic, can 

be eventually understood in this way.  

 

Parametrics: The Grammars of Machines 

 

In addition to using simulations to extract parameters from systems, complex systems 

science also shows how it is possible to map the abstract structure of all systems by 

means of network diagrams. A state space diagram  is one which uses the axes of a 

graph to display intensities of particular parameters , which are qualities which impact 

the behavior of a system, to show the ways in which these parameters interact with 

states in the systems in question. In the example of a flock of birds, the angle of swerve 

might be one of the parameters which is determined to impact flocking behavior. This 

could be mapped against the distance between birds. States are generally indicated by 

spaces, or terr i tor ies , on such a graph, with changes in states separated by l ines, 

or boundaries . When boundary lines meet, they give rise to intersections, which are 

nodes, called branching points, or singulari t ies . The result is a network which 

describes how increases in the intensity of parameters leads to changes of state.  

 

For example, when parameters in a simulation of flocks of birds is increased to particular 

combinations of intensities, the result might be that the flock of birds splits into two 

different groups. If the axes describe angle and distance, there may be territories for one 

flock, two flocks, and no flocking behavior, with these territories separated by nodes and 

lines. It is also possible for these lines to represent gentle gradients rather than abrupt 

transitions, depending on the situation, and often scientists will use various means to 

represent these more gentle transitions, such as isobars or color shadings.  
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This can be done for simpler systems as well, and one of the most commonly 

encountered state space diagrams is that which maps the way in which changes in the 

parameters of temperature and pressure lead to changes in the phase of H20, from solid 

to liquid to gas, in otherwise standard conditions on Earth. In such a diagram, the three 

phases are mapped as states, each one a territory, with lines representing changes 

between any two phases, and one nodal point, known as the “triple point,” in which the 

boundaries between the phases intercept. This sort of network describes overall manner 

in which H20 transforms between its primary states, and shows how even a sample of 

water can be seen as a combinatory, a machine with multiple possible states. Any and 

all aspects of the world can be graphed as relations between states and parameters in 

this sense. And while many systems have more than two parameters, and this is hardly 

a difficulty. While it is difficult to graph more than three dimensions at a time, due to the 

limitations of three-dimensional space, scientists tend to graph relations between 

parameters two to three at a time for this reason, even if simulations are generally able 

to deal with a practically infinite number of dimensions.  

 

While state space diagrams are generally used to describe complexes, they can also be 

used to diagram complicates. A car, for example, has particular ranges of qualities which 

phase space 
diagram for 
H20 
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determine how that car will function. If you drive a car in the desert, for example, it may 

overheat and stop functioning, while during the winter a car could stop functioning 

because it is too cold. High pressure, such as that at the bottom of the ocean, could 

crush a car, while low pressure, like that in space, could explode it. In any of these 

situations, a car ceases to be a car, and rather, becomes a broken car, or simply, hunks 

of metal, plastic, fabric, etc. All these cars are ultimately only a car to the extent that they 

function in car-like ways, and since a car was designed by humans, this has particular 

parameters, rules, and defenitions which go along with this. Beyond humans, of course, 

the metal, plastic, and fabric involved don’t know that humans think they are a part of a 

car, but to the extent to which they play particular functional roles within the whole is the 

extent to which the car “runs” and functions as a system which humans call a car, and 

the relation between parameters and states can be mapped accordingly.   

 

From this example it’s possible to see some ot he implications of one of the major 

difference between complicates and complexes, namely, that complicates are designed 

and produced by complex systems such as humans, and for particular purposes, and 

these purposes get to determine when the criterion of systematicity of the system itself. 

That is, humans determine when a specific intertwined grouping of metal, plastic, fabric, 

etc., gets to count as a car, which conditions count as “running properly,” when a car 

ceases to be a car, and rather, is simply a random parts. Complexes, however, produce 

their own criterion of systematicity, for these criterion emerge spontaneously from the 

system itself, and dissolve when the system ceases to function. A vortex has a distinct 

form from the water from which it emerges, and when it ceases to hold a vortex-like 

form, it ceases to be a vortex. There is no such thing as a non-functioning vortex, as 

there is with a non-functioning car. In living organisms, life is the criterion of 

systematicity, for a dead animals is no longer an animal, but organic matter that formerly 

functioned as a living, systematic whole. However, complexes tend to have many more 

states, such that an animal might be happy, sad, angry, anxious, while cars or chairs 

tend to have much fewer, often simply functioning or broken.  
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In all these cases, however, state space diagrams can be produced to describe the 

relation between paramters and states in combinatories, and these state space 

diagrams, when extended far enough, will always take forms which can be described by 

networks. The sort of network which describes the abstract manner in which a system 

changes states, and ultimately describes its criterion of systematicity, is what the 

networkological project has referred to as a combinatorial, or plan of a system, and is 

roughly what Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari famously called the “abstract machine” of 

any “concrete assemblage” in the world.83 For in fact, the networks which describe the 

abstract relation between parameters and states of combinatories are composed of 

networks within networks, like the combinatories themselves, and are in a sense 

therefore themselves machines, even if they are abstract rather than concrete.  

 

The state space diagram of the phases of a sample of H20 doesn’t look anything like its 

state space diagram, but this abstract network describes aspects of the ways in which 

the system functions in relation to various conditions in the wider world. Any and all 

systems, whether complex or merely complicated, have plans of this sort. That is, they 

combine qualities, which when increased or decreased, can push the system to change, 

and which hence are that system’s parameters. The knots of qualities, the symmetries 

between the forces which give rise to them them, are what produce the parts of the 

system and the ways in which they relate to each other, such that shifting the intensities 

of the parameters may lead to changes, dissolution, or formation of new parts and ways 

of relating them in wholes. In this sense, any combinatory can be seen as particular 

ways of intertwining paramters, which are themselves ultimately forces composed of 

moving matters at lower levels of scale.  

 

The networkological project calls the study of machines, which are how entities hold 

together their parts and function as systematic combinations of elements which could, 

ultimately, be configured differently, as combinatorics . The sub-discipline of 

combinatorics which describes how machines reconfigure themselves in relation to 

changes in the qualities they intertwine in relation to their contexts is known as 
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parametrics . Investigating the interplay of combinatory and their parameters in this 

way can be thought of as studying the grammar of machines. For each machine and 

each state of each machine is an utterance in the languages which produce them. And 

so, to those who learn the grammar of a system, it becomes possible to them read any 

machine, or the state of any machine in a particular system of machines, as a 

meaningful statement of the conditions of its production.  

 

For example, to study the biology of dog breeds is to study the system of evolutionary 

processes which gave rise to them in particular systems of conditions. Each dog is a 

statement, as is each breed, uttered by the process of evolution which produced them in 

regard to particular circumstances. Likewise, each of the world’s books, and each of the 

authors which produce them, are utterances of the cultural and biological evolutionary 

processes which gave rise to these in turn. Studying the relation between parameters 

and combinatories, between “abstract machines” and “concrete assemblages” is to 

describe the ways in which qualities intertwine machines as they produce and alter each 

other by shifting their parameters in turn. And by studying how parameters are shared 

between machines, it becomes possible to see how machines that appear different on 

the surface may have similar internal structure or histories, or how those which appear 

the same might in fact have quite different reasons for doing so. To cite classic 

examples from evolutionary biology, butterflies and birds both have wings despite being 

from very different evolutionary pathways, while ants look very little like butterflies yet 

share much more in common with them than birds.  

 

All of which is to say that no entity in the world should ever be seen as simply what it is. 

Rather, it is a machine, produced by other machines, all meaningful statements within 

other meaningful statements, so many intertwinings of grammars, speakers, writers, 

readings, interpretations, and translations. A dog is not simply a dog, but is mediated by 

the grammar of canine evolution which is the grammar which makes sense of this 

particular statement, as much as the grammar of a language like English mediates the 

ability to understand the meaning of any particular statement produced in that language. 
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Likewise, despite the fact that liquid, solid, and gas H20 appear very different, they share 

the same grammar of parameters. In all these cases, the grammar is latent, inherent in 

the utterance, intertwining this utterance with networks of others, which provide its 

sense, and potential sense in the future, in relation to other meaningful utterances. And 

each machine is full of interfaces, so many media devices, each of which if modified 

could have ripple effects within others, each meaningful machine a media machine 

within media machines, each with their own grammars, mediating the relations between 

parts, wholes, and each other in varying degrees of complexity. 

 

The Prose of the World 

 

The description of combinatories as meaningful systems which produce utterances due 

to the way they interace with other machines by means of their parameters describes a 

view of the world in which entities understand each other, which is to say, come into 

sync with each other, due to symmetries between the ways in which they intertwine their 

contexts in regard to their state-space diagrams. State space diagrams, or to use 

Deleuzian language, “abstract machines,” are networks which describe the grammar of 

the world. Human languages, including natural languages like English or Tagalog, or 

specialized languages such as math, science, or formal logics, are simply abstractions 

from the grammars which describe the structures of symmetries and asymmetries which 

provide a grammar of our experience.  

 

We are continually reading the world and its utterances when we act in the world. By 

acting we understand our world, whether or not we know what aspects of our world 

mean in any absolute sense. Rather, we know how to work with them, and in doing so, 

we show that we understand what utterances in our world mean. And this shows that we 

get the basic grammars at work in our world, for if we didn’t, we would be able to act in 

our worlds meaningfully, something we do all the time. That said, there’s no way to know 

that we understand aspects of our world fully, whatever this might mean, or that we 

know all the rules or grammars involved. And as with any language, the rules could 
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change on the fly. But as children learn human language as they grow, so they learn the 

languages of the physical world even before this. Infants learn not to crawl off tables by 

reading depth cues in their experience, way before they know words like “table” or 

“depth.” We have always already been reading the prose of the world, we understand 

how to read meaning in our world whether we realize this or not.  

 

It is not unreasonable to think of human language as abstractions from the basic ways in 

which our world presents us with meaning. There’s no reason to think that our basic 

parts of speech might not be abstractions derived from the basic general categories and 

types whereby the world presents itself to us. While we have no way of knowing if the 

world is “really” this way, it does seem that the world presents itself to us as relatively 

consistent in the way it presents its consistency and inconsistency to us. To the extent to 

which there is meaning in the world, it seems likely that human language emerged from 

this, rather than, as many theorists of the linguistic turn have argued, vice-versa.  

 

While it is possible that we have simply projected the categories of human language into 

the world, it seems more likely that the reverse then is the case, which is to say, that we 

have abstracted the categories of human language from the meaning which the world 

presents us in experience. What’s more, while we cannot know whether this is true or 

not, such a perspective on the world, namely, that it is meaningful in a way that is not 

merely a figment of our language, seems to undergird our practical engagement with the 

world on a continual basis. That is, even if the world is meaningful due to the categories 

of our language, then language does a wonderful thing in helping us imagine that we see 

meaning, for it helps us understand the only world we’ve ever known, namely, that of 

experience, in ways that help us make sense of it. All of which is to say that whether or 

not the meaning in our world is produced by language, or that in language is produced 

by the world, the end result is the same thing, namely, that the world is meaningful, and 

in a way that can be described by a grammar which is more general than human 

language, even if human language can be seen as a restricted and particularly complex 

form thereof.  



	   207	  

 

From such a perspective, the types of entities in the world are like the world’s nouns, 

qualities are like the world’s adjectives, processes are like the world’s verbs, and logics, 

or modes of relation, are like the world’s connecting words (ie: prepositions, copula, 

etc.). Furthermore, the adjectives, nouns, connecting words, and verbs in human 

languages, from natural languages to the specialized languages of science, math, or 

symbolic formal logics, can be seen as abstractions from the meaningfulness already 

present in the world. From this brief sketch it is possible to see how any entity in 

experience can be described as utterance of of the prose of the world, and evidence of 

its latent grammar.  

 

For example, an object like a stone knits together a wide variety of qualities, like 

hardness, greyness, roundness, etc. This knitting indicates a particular stone as a 

member of a general type of thing in the world, that which in English is called a “stone.” 

Or, a molecule of H20 intertwines the various atoms and qualities of which these are 

composed, such that it transfers energy to other molecules and atoms in particular ways, 

until it hits particular points within it which tell it to change form, for example, from solid 

to liquid. Such a molecule is an interpretation of the world, incarnated in the writing of its 

form on its matters and qualities, as it produces interpretations in turn by its actions in 

regard to its influences, up to and including its transformations of itself when it hits 

particular singularity points. Just as definitions of words in a dictionary have mutual 

limitations, boundaries which describe rules in human language, so are there mutual 

limitations between the forces which give rise to qualities whose intertwinings produce 

the molecules and chemical reactions in the physical world.  

 

While it’s impossible to prove that this all isn’t a projection of linguistic meaning on our 

experience, there’s every reason to think that general types exist in the world, for 

animals and infants seem to interpret the world meaningfully without language. In fact, if 

there isn’t a grammar to the world, there’s no way to sensibly account for how we were 

able to evolve language in the first place, for there would be nothing from which to 
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abstract meanings which could then be applied back to the world of experience. All of 

which is to say that while we clearly do project meaning into the world to one extent or 

another, even by simply taking up one physical perspective over others when we 

experience something in the world, this shouldn’t’ necessarily be seen as the sole origin 

of the meaning we find there. Rather, there is a dialectical interplay between the 

meaning we project there, and the meaning that is likely there beyond us. Our 

experience is meaningful due to the ways in which these intertwine, and to the degree to 

which our meanings are resonant with those in the world can only be confirmed by 

projecting our meanings back into the world, and seeing the degree to which they can 

sync up experiences.  

 

Whether or not the world is meaningful in the way we experience it, our experience of it 

is, and if this is due to one extent or another to the structure of our bodies, language, 

economies, or whatever else, this only ultimately matters in the way it manifests in our 

experience in ways that can increase or decrease our sync to the world. And from such 

a perspective, it seems there’s every reason to believe that the grammars of our 

language are abstracted from the world, rather than vice-versa, until there is reason 

beyond those arguments put forth by the linguistic turn, arguments made from the 

physical world and our ability to sync with it, which seem to indicate otherwise.  

 

For ultimately, understanding doesn’t require a perfect fit between our knowledge of the 

world and the meaning within it. Sync is flexible, and as organisms, we have only been 

evolved for sync, not for some abstract, impossible standard of perfect knowledge which 

would be beyond the reach of evolution anyway. Our world is uncertain, and in order to 

operate in sync with it, a degree of faith is needed that the world will be meaningful, to 

one degree or another, in ways similar to yesterday, and in such a way that lack of 

perfectly certain meaning, ultimately impossible, is not necessary to act in our world. We 

can never be sure if there is a complete fit then between a type stored in memory and 

those in the world, even as the resonance between these is what allows us to coordinate 

actions in particular situations.  
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There are times, however, when we may want to get a better sense of the extent to 

which a generality stored either in the memory of our brains, or in the cultural memories 

of language or other signs, matches that in the world of experience. Reworking the 

distinction between “overmining” and “undermining” proposed by Graham Harman,84 the 

networkological project will refer to types used to grasp others in the world as 

overtypes , while those which are grasped are undertypes . For example, if I see a 

cow, and say, “look, that’s a sheep!”, it’s clear that my overtype is out of sync with the 

undertype it is trying to grasp. By comparing experiences, I’ll likely be able to tell my 

mistake. But there are cases in which experiencers simply disagree, such as the 

example of color blindness discussed in the preceding chapter. Lack of resonance 

between overtype and undertype can manifest in experience as inconsistency, 

incoherence, or indistinction, though it generally takes some form of comparison, 

between experiencers or perspective, to be able to determine this.  

 

Nevertheless, it is not merely the gap between humans and the world that manifest that 

between undertype and overtype. Rather, this gap proliferates, fractally, at infinite levels 

of scale. Metaphorical imprints transmit resemblances by means of transferential waves 

throughout the world, each possibly changing or shifting aspects of what it transmits. My 

retinas take imprints of the light shown to them, then optic nerves take imprints of what 

my retinas show them, each layer of my visual cortex takes imprints of aspects of the 

imprints sent by my optic nerves, and various aspects of my brain try to sync up with 

aspects of the patterns my visual cortex presents to them. Each time there is an attempt 

to produce sync, there is a gap, and if we try to know the degree of fit from within, we 

cannot know if overtype matches undertype without involving yet more networks, and the 

network paradox leads us to infinite regress. And the same goes for the ways in which 

physical networks grasp each other in the world. How can we know that the light which 

sends imprints to our eyes didn’t capture the patterns of what it shows us in the world 

imprecisely, perhaps the light diffracted off dust particles in the air. All of which is to say, 
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there is only so much we can know, even though there is much with which we can come 

into sync, despite gaps in our knowledge. 

 

In this sense, we should never think of our relation to the world as simply transparent. 

While various forms of understanding form in and through the gap between under and 

overtypes, whenever knowledge attempts to jump this gap, it will fail. Only when 

knowledge is integrated into meta-understanding of various sorts can it limit the effects 

of the gap in knowledge in ways which lead to greater sync, even though this gap will 

always be there, and at potentially and practically infinite levels of scale. The gap 

between anything which tries to grasp any other in the world fully, in the mode of 

knowledge, is not reducible, but fundamental, and as described by the network paradox, 

any attempt to know another thing fully would require being able to grasp it from every 

potential spacetime perspective, an impossible God’s-eye view. Knowledge is limited as 

much as experience in this regard, for we could only ever know an aspect of the world if 

we could know every possible experience, and hence every possible meaning, to which 

it could give rise.  

 

These limitations, however, are not merely limitations, but open the possibility for 

creative poetics and translation, the poetry built from the prose of the world. Everything 

provides interpretations, a prose which is always also poetry. For example, scientific 

instruments are media devices, and only provide us metaphors for aspects of the world. 

A voltmeter is a metaphor generator, turning electric current into movement on a dial in a 

way that resembles aspects of the form of the current in question, but isn’t the same as 

it. Any media device, from camera to eyeball, microscope to taste bud, is a translator, 

and a poetic translator at that. While a voltmeter cannot know a a wire, it can understand 

it, and by means of this, I can use it to build circuits of various sorts, even if I can never 

know the extent to which the voltage my voltmeter shows me in the wire is “really” there 

independent of the series of translations performed by all these media machines. But we 

don’t need to be able to know these things to produce circuits. Replacing truth with sync, 

the networkological project aims at moving beyond the rigid limitations which the need 
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for certainty imposes upon us, and move towards a way of describing the world which is 

much more in sync with what humans and other entities do in the world.  

 

Such an approach to meaning in relation to the world is highly controversial in relation to 

the philosophies of the linguistic turn. And it’s important to note that these philosophies 

cannot be disproven, there is no way to know that the meaning we find in experience 

isn’t fully the result of the projections of our language. But this approach can be 

extended to its breaking point, for there is also no way of knowing if the meaning in the 

world isn’t a projection of more than just our language, but of the structure of any of our 

ways of interfacing with our world, be these cultural, historical, economic, or those 

contained in the very material structures of our bodies, which value food, oxygen, water, 

etc. Rather than defeat this argument, the networkological project seeks to radicalize it. 

All aspects of the world only ever read the world through their own structures, such that 

all we ever get is translations of translations. Looking for symmetries to help us better 

sync with the world, however, is something humans have always done, such that the 

need for certainty seems a distraction more than anything else, for there certainty always 

ever was a myth, even as there is great degree of potential for sync, and more in some 

situations than others. This is all we’ve ever had, but it’s also all we could ever want or 

need.  

 

In this sense, in relation to a contemporary thinker such as Quentin Meillassoux, who 

seeks to get beyond the human-world correlation that has structured so much of 

philosophical inquiry from Descartes to Kant, the networkological project will not look to 

find certainty beyond this, but to infinitize this correlation and expand it to all aspects of 

the world. While Meillassoux looks to use mathematics to get around the limitations of a 

human-centered perspective on the world, the networkological project aims to show that 

all attempts to grasp the world are limited. What’s more, mathematics is simply one form 

of language, and all languages use concepts which are abstracted from all time and 

space and even human beings, even though the meaning in these concepts require 

meaningful systems like humans to meaningfully interpret these in the world. Despite all 
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these limitations, however, there are indirect means to account for what lies beyond 

mere one-to-one correlation, namely, various forms of knowledge based on indirect 

experience, comparison, and sync.85 

 

From Machines to Languages 

 

If all machines in the world, which is to say, all aspects of our world, can be seen as 

combinatories, then one of the most complex types of combinatories in the world are 

human languages. But what type of combinatories are these? Firstly, human languages 

are distr ibuted  combinatories, for unlike a machine such as a car, they are not in one 

particular spacetime at once. A language, such as English, is spoken by users across 

the world, and over periods of hundreds of years. It is therefore distributed in space and 

time. In addition, it is a combinatory made up of varying types of physical matters. For 

example, there are the squiggly patterns on pages or computer screens, along with the 

moving air when people speak, and then all the people involved, the books and 

computers, etc. Then there are general categories, like all the words in dictionaries, 

parts of speech in grammar books, etc. These include the types of written characters, 

known as letters, or graphemes , along with types of sounds recognized as 

meaningful, known as phonemes . These are intertwined to produce words, sentences, 

paragraphs, conversations, etc. The result is that singular matters are read, written, 

spoken, heard, and interpreted as particular instances of general categories, even as 

they all have singular aspects which remain outside the ability of general categories to 

grasp them as particulars.  

 

A language such as English or Tagalog is the abstract concept which names the network 

of matters, processes, and users which give rise to all of this. In this sense, a language 

is a plex, a massively distributed wideware formation which is quasi-living network. It 

evolves, and mutates, even as it only does so in relation to the human organisms which 

support it. While languages are particularly complex forms of distributed combinatories, 

there are others in the world that are simpler that can help give a sense of what this 
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means. The notion of “the game of chess” is a perfect example of a distributed 

combinatory. Chess is a concept in the cultural memory of humans. This notion links 

particular matters, such as boards and pieces, according to abstract rules, such that 

these matters become particular parts of games, which are processes. Each game is an 

utterance, within the larger abstract, distributed combinatory which is the cultural 

formation of the game of chess as such, which evolved in the world, in relation to various 

social pressures, and other games as well, over several hundred years. The entity 

known as “chess” is the network of matters, types, rules, processes, and all the meta-

layerings of these to give rise to particular games of chess through the ages and across 

the planet. It is the network of these networks, an abstract, distributed combinatory 

which is beyond yet present within many users and communities, memories and actions, 

times and spaces. This combinatory has a massive state space, which includes all the 

possible games of chess that could ever be played, with each game of chess that has 

been played as an utterance which is a state of the combinatory of chess as it was at a 

particular space and time, which is itself an utterance in the evolution of chess as a 

cultural formation as a whole, over varying situations in space and time.  

  

Human languages are simply more complex forms of something like the game of chess. 

And like a game such as chess, a language like English is itself an utterance, produced 

by human cultural evolution, as one possible utterance within the state space of its 

combinatory. Likewise, human cultures and their products are utterances of human 

biological evolution, which is itself an utterance of the evolution of life as a whole. Our 

evolution is one possibility in the massive state space of all the possible pathways for the 

evolution of life, with each species and organism as utterance and sub-utterance in turn. 

And biological evolution is just one utterance of the process of physical evolution, the 

means whereby the physical systems of the world gave rise to the earth from 

combinations of matter and energy, all of which is also a combinatory as well.  

 

But what is it that makes a language like English or Tagalog so much more complex 

than other types of machines? Firstly, its matters are easy to store. The restricted 
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number of phonemes used by a language are easily remembered and reproduced by the 

human body and brain, and letters are easily stored in books and other inscriptions, 

which can then be reinternalized in memory. In addition, languages are digital  rather 

than analog, which is to say, they don’t require physical contact between what is 

represented and what does the representing. That is, sounds can be recorded and 

transmitted over great distances, and letters are basically designed to make this 

possible. But perhaps most importantly, human languages layer codes into each other to 

produce extremely complex formulations meta-coded  formations.  

 

For example, in a language like English, letters such as the Roman alphabet form one 

level of code. But layered on top of these is the code of the lexicon of the language, the 

vocabulary which is frozen and described by dictionaries. Layered on top of this code is 

that of the parts of speech, which determine rules for selection and combination of the 

words in the English vocabulary, in such as way as to provide for an incredibly vast state 

space of particular types of sentences. These can then be combined in conversations, 

books, etc., all of which have genres which help structure how human intertwine 

themselves with various uses of language.  

 

Each of these is a layer of coding, and each layer of coding on top of the next adds to 

the complexity of a system. The human genetic code is similar in many ways. 

Nucleotides are letters which are combined into three-letter words, called codons, which 

code for particular amino acids, which give rise to chains, which are then folded by 

complex proteins to produce yet other proteins. In this sense, there are equivalents of 

letters, words, sentences, all of which then feedback into the production of yet others in 

the complex regulatory networks of relays, switches, and modulations which scientists 

have come to realize operate at many levels of scale. Whether in genetic, human, or 

physical languages, to maximize the complexity of memory which can be described by a 

minimum of means, a balance is necessary between number of layers, number of 

elements at each layer, ease of storage, and degree of abstraction.  
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Nevertheless, if language is a mediated, meta-coded structure, in which it is impossible 

to understand the meaning of a particular entity without reference to the larger contexts 

of which it is mediated as a whole, then every aspect of the world can ultimately be seen 

as an example of language. While this might seem paradoxical at first, from a 

networkological perspective, just as everything the world can be seen through the lens of 

experience, combinatorics, or parametrics, such that these are so many networks lenses 

on the world, so many networkologies, so it is with language. That is, to look at it an 

aspect of the world as mediated and coded at multiple levels of scale, as a combinatory 

composed of combinatory, as composed of layers of intertwining words combined in so 

many grammars, in and beyond human forms of language, is to look at it as an utterance 

of a language. Any experience can then be seen as an example of language. A stone, 

for example, has quantum particle-forces for its “letters,” atoms for its “words,” and 

molecules for its sentences, which it comes to form into itself as a “book.” 

 

What then differentiates human language from matter, what differentiates the word 

“stone” from a stone? A stone can be read as meaningful at quantum, atomic, and 

molecular levels. But the word “stone,” whether printed on matter as ink on a page, 

vibrations in the air, or electrons on a screen, can be read at all the same levels as a 

stone, but also as letters in the Roman alphabet, linked into words in the English lexicon, 

in grammatical sentences, all examples of the human “natural” language of English. That 

is, there is more meaning, and more layers of meaning, layered on top of the physical 

languages present. While every aspect of the world can be seen as language, they can’t 

all be seen as also aspects of human languages.  

 

And here the notion of a network of reference becomes essential, for knowing which 

context to apply as a network of reference to a phenomenon can help us make sense of 

the many possible layers of meanings present within things. For example, if a friend of 

mine speaks to me in Japanese, a language I don’t understand, I will recognize that I am 

hearing language, and possibly even Japanese. But I’m unlikely to be able to respond in 

a meaningful way to the specifics of what is being said. Using an English network of 
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reference is possible, but has low potential for producing meaning which can then lead 

to sync. A scientist, of course, could interpret my friend’s utterance at the level of sound 

waves, and would be completely correct to do so. And in this sense, the relevant 

network of reference is potentially infinite, though some will allow for greater potential for 

sync in particular situations than others. So while the word “stone” has greater intensity 

of levels of meaning present within it than a physical stone in regard to the network of 

reference of the English language, the physical stone can sync with more contexts, if not 

as complexly as the word “stone” can in the context of human language. But any and all 

networks of reference are possible.  

 

In all this situations, however, to read something as language is to read it as more than 

what it is, as meaning more than what it presents immediately in experience, which is 

ultimately an abstraction. We never experience the world as “mere” experience, and any 

attempt to do so, such as that presented in the preceding chapter, is always ever an 

abstraction, if one which in this case helped get this description going, and which 

provides one useful way of looking at the world in particular situations. For in fact, any 

and all ways of describing the world are ever only abstract descriptions of the world 

which articulate the world from a particular perspective and set of values. Describing the 

world abstractly as “experience” privileges the body. This is similar to the language of 

mathematics, that filters all meaning through quantity. Even if this is used to deconstruct 

itself, as did the account of experience from the preceding chapter, it always retains a 

flavor of the tool used for the job, a tool which nevertheless can be used to produce yet 

more meanings in its wake.  

 

When an aspect of the world is seen, however, not though the lens of experience, but 

the more complex view of language, it functions as a node in networks beyond it, as part 

of a larger, potentially distributed combinatoric machine. It is not fully itself, its meaning 

is elsewhere, and in this sense, it is mediated, or virtual  in relation to itself. To the 

extent that one views an aspect of the world this way is the extent to which it is viewed 

as language, whether or not one can read this language well or not. Whenever a 



	   217	  

scientist looks at a phenomenon in the world, or a flicker on a screen of a scientific 

instrument as evidence of forces, rules, matters, or other aspects of the world beyond 

itself, the scientist is reading this aspect of the world as language. It is this type of 

reading and writing which this chapter is has been about. These readings and writings 

are part of the world of experience, which is the only world we ever know, which is shot 

through, from one side to the other, with layers and pores of graspings which continually 

produce meanings which are never final, always relational and between, perspectival, 

constructed by all involved, and ultimately the whole world, if in particular ways and to 

differing degrees.  

 

While we can try to limit the way our biases impact our relation to a particular situation, 

this simply shifts the problem around. For example, I can elimanate how my perspective 

impacts how I view a landscape by moving my body, but the problem then just shifts to 

this new location. While I can use my memory to try to intertwine all these perspectives 

to get a fuller view of something, the fact is the dilemma cannot be solved by addition or 

accretion in this manner. While I can fill out and enlarge the meaningfulness of my world, 

and make it more consistent with the seeming deeper meaningfulness of the world as 

such, I can never be sure that I haven't just multiplied my projections rather than 

compensated for them. That said, the fact that our worlds seem to get more coherent, 

rather than less, when we layer perspectives like this to compensate for particular biases 

in particular modes of experience, a practice which the Greeks called paral lax , does 

seem to indicate that the world at least resonates with our worlds of meaning to one 

degree or another, and certainly enough to allow us to form types of sync with it. 

However, since a God's eye mode of percieving is impossible, a God's eye mode of 

reading must also be impossible. In this sense, we can consider every aspect of the 

world as having a practically infinite potential meaning. And in this sense, the seduction 

of any one of these needs to be utilized, if it leads to greater sync in particular situations, 

but always with an eye towards the potentials which are pushed into the background by 

this type of grasping of this aspect of our experience in a particular way rather than 

others.  
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Evolutions of Meaning: Affectivity and Value 

 

Meanings change. Whether it is the washing away of an imprint in the sand on a beach, 

a reaction between a group of molecules, or the change in the spelling or use of a word 

over centuries, the relation between matters in the world, and the ways in which these 

meaningfully contextualize each other over time, changes. Memory anchors some of the 

patterns of meaning in the world, writing form in the extended spacetime of atoms, 

geological formations, genetic writing, bodies of plants and animals, brains, and human 

wideware, from books to commodities to videos and computer memories. But the 

meanings of these writings always shifts in relation to rereadings. Memories, inscribed in 

matter and flesh, are so many residues of processes. Each of these is a performance, 

and memory is what sediments and remains behind, even as it forms the foundations 

upon which new performances can happen in the future, and often at higher levels of 

scale. While contexts can stabilize, lending meanings consistency, such that the bones 

of dinosaurs come down to us today held in stone, or a word like “and” retains its 

meaning over the centuries, other terms like “God” or “love” seem to shift meanings 

depending on context, nearly as much as the way the sand on the beach continues to 

swirl into different patterns depending on what makes imprints upon it.  

 

The networks of meaningful gestures, objects, and bits of sound and graphic materials 

which comprise the behaviors and residues we call human language surround us in 

webs of memory which store our meanings on top of those already present in matters of 

the world. We find ourselves in worlds of meanings, and like molecules and plants, 

weather patterns and volcanoes, we interpret the world to produce new writings with our 

readings. Simple matters such as molecules have only the physical form of their bodies 

upon which to write their reactions to the world in their own memories, but they can also 

act as catalysts causing ripples of changes in each other. These transferential waves 

lead to metaphors and metonymies flying through the matter of the world, leaving 

imprints and mediations which under the right conditions can evolve into greater forms of 
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complexity. Chemical reactions can form chains and circuits which process and store 

energy, and living organisms can act and react dynamically to their environments in 

ways which work to preserve their form. Genetic code stores memories across 

generations, giving rise to organisms produced with instincts to help them guide the way 

their bodies act in relation to types of stimuli in the world. And humans are born into 

worlds which are already full of such meanings. 

 

None of which is accidental, for we are guided by instincts evolved into us by our 

biology, such that we attach these in circuits with the meanings we find as affects in 

relation to the patterns of meaning that slowly emerge from the miasma of our early 

world. As babies, we value food and care, and can only read a few meanings in our 

experiences, but quickly we can recognize faces, along with bodily sensations of 

pleasure and pain, and we build webs of affects and memories from there, with 

memories we store in our brains, built upon those in our genetic code, the physical 

structure of our bodies, and all the other ways in which evolution has shaped us as 

utterances of its own memorie-predictions.  

 

And as we come into meaning in our worlds in this way, evolution has made sure that we 

never encounter meaning not always already coated with our affective desires, our pains 

and pleasures, the ways in which we have been evolved to value those things which can 

help us live and grow in the world. Above all, however, evolution has evolved us to be 

flexible, to intertwine our systems of pleasure and pain with the meanings developed by 

our complex brains, and humans are much freer from instinct than simpler organisms. 

But by means of our affective systems, particularly that of the limbic system in the brain, 

the various meanings which the forms of our bodies and brains provide us are always 

ever intertwined with the systems of valuation with which evolution equiped not only us, 

but all of its creatures.  

 

For in fact, there is hardly any aspect of nature which does not intertwine its meanings 

with values of one sort of another. These values are stored in currencies , and they 
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power the machines which make up the world and its meaningful relations. Energy is the 

currency of the physical world, and it takes many forms, from nucelar to chemical 

energy. Energy produces all that is of value in the physical world, which is to say, all that 

the machines of the world value, including matter. Organisms value the energy in food, 

and use it to power themselves, making use of the currency of living organisms which, 

on a cellular level is stored and transferred by means of the molecule adenosine 

triphosphate, or ATP. And organisms themselves, whose cells value ATP and whose 

bodies value life and whatever will provide them life and life more abundantly, were 

evolved to do so by systems which came about due to excesses of energy in very 

particular conditions.  

 

Though hardly a conscious agent, evolution itself, as a quasi-living plex of living 

organisms, is as if it values its own propagation and development, and it has done so in 

a way that has engineered its organisms to do the same. It has done this in simple 

organisms almost exclusively by instinct. But it has learned, and learned particularly that 

in order to evolve organisms which can respond to greater variations of conditions, it 

needs to allow them to change their form. At first, this is a matter of plasticity of physical 

form, the ability to move the body into varying positions. But more complex organisms 

need to be able to do more than this, they need to be able to have plasticity in the way 

they react to the world, they need to be able to learn, and this choose their own ways of 

interpreting the world, and even, to impact their own values. And so evolution has 

produced ever more powerful brains to help organisms adapt to ever more varied 

conditions, even to the extent to allowing us to be able to use our brains to at times 

override our instinctual urges.   

 

Nevertheless, our brains are always tied into the value systems that our bodily evolution 

has given us. We emerge into the world of memory and meanings full of needs, and as 

we develop, these become desires. Infants act to try to alleviate hunger, and as they 

develop greater capabilities of long-term planning, they produce more elaborate chains 

of protention and retention. They eventually develop goals, and intertwine them with the 
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habits which evolution programmed into us, such as eating, with those of our own 

creation, such as playing with toy cars. And as we develop into adults, our desires 

network into goals and sub-goals of astounding complexity. As such, our world is not 

merely full of meanings, but the values attached to these. For each moment, we find 

ourselves in a world of meaningful experience which we see as so many opportunities to 

achieve our goals, or as pathways to these. We hierarchize our experiences, categorize 

and quantify them, and tie them into narratives, such as “if I eat this food, it will help me 

write this next chapter, which will help me get this book done.” In light of our goals, 

desires, hopes, fears, justifications, rationalizations, and narratives both personal and 

cultural, we tie meanings into circuits of action and reaction, experimentation and 

learning, hopes, fears, and dreams.  

 

Meanings intertwine with the world of our desires, values, and evaluations by presenting 

us with situations . Situations are scenes in which we see our world as presenting so 

many opportunities for meaningful actions, or performances . These performances can 

alter the meanings of states in the world, according to our hopes or fears, to help us 

achieve goals . Goals are tied to what we want to see happen, which are our desires . 

We imagine possible effects of our actions, based on memories of past situations and 

how they were modified, and we attempt to learn so as to produce actions which we 

hope will help us reach our goals. Any state that we desire is one that we value , or 

prefer over others, and our values describe that which we value in the world. Valuation  

is the process of valuing, and evaluating  is what happens when comparisons are made 

based upon one’s preferences, or values. When we link goals to sets of actions in 

meaningful ways, such that the actions occur to help us achieve our goals, these actions 

are then part of a practice . When practices link sub-practices and sub-goals to achieve 

long term goals, this network is known as a project.  

 

Only humans seem to have projects, such as wanting to write a book, raise a child, or 

learn a new language.  But all living organisms follow their desires according to their 

values. Non-living matters do not pursue goals or have desires in the ways that living 
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entities do, but they do have tendencies , so many atractions and repulsions of the 

forces at work in their matters. Gravity pulls planets together, as if they yearned for each 

other, and magnets can be attracted or repulsed by each other. Complex dynamic 

systems seem attracted to particular states, and it doesn’t seem unreasonable to say 

that a vortex tries to maintain its form, despite and through perturbations, or that a 

stream of water will look for the path of least resistance. In each case, it seems that the 

inorganic matter prefers or desires some other matters or states over others, as if it 

valued these. Following the same chain of reasoning whereby we attribute desires to 

other humans and living beings based on the exterior manifestations of goal based 

behavior, there is no reason then to not attribute simple desires to non-living organisms 

to the extent to which they do the same. None of which is to say, of course, that non-

living entities know that they desire in a conscious or self-conscious way, in the manner 

of animals or humans. But it doesn’t seem unlikely that they experience their desires, if 

in a global and delocalized manner.  

 

Living organisms are able to do more than feel attractions and repulsions in a 

delocalized sense, for they have complex memory systems, and are able to recognize 

those experiences which tend to produce more satisfaction of their needs and desires. 

And as a result, evolution has evolved tendencies into instincts, and instincts into 

habits . Each of these describes what entities value. A vortex values being in a stable 

state, a stream values the path of least resistance, even though they don’t know this. My 

dog values the scents of other dogs, and chases them everywhere, though he doesn’t 

seem to know why, or provide any evidence of questioning this. Humans develop habits, 

and only a handful reflect upon them and question them, though we are able to do this 

by means of objectifying our processes, and then questioning how these relate to our 

larger goals and values. This process is known as ref lexivity, or ref lect ion. If non-

living entities seem to value without being able to know this, and simple organisms are 

able to know this but not to question this, humans seem to be one of the only entities 

that are able to question the relations between our values and our actions in meaningful 

ways.  
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All of which is to say that meaning in the world is never encountered in a form that is not 

always already intertwined with that of value. For humans, the meanings we see in the 

world are always intertwined with our goals and projects, in relation to habits and 

questionings, pain and pleasure, planning and rethinking, hopes and dreams. Evolution 

designed us this way, it rewards us with pleasure and punishes us with pain. If we go 

against what evolution has designed us to value, for example, by not eating, we feel 

pangs of hunger, while if we do things it designed us to value, such as having sex or 

eating, we feel pleasure. Our nervous and chemical systems make sure that we value 

certain things over others, such that we can think of the biological systems which make 

certain meanings more important and less important to us as so many value systems. 

These are the product of evolution, and they make sure we have meaningful relations 

with our world in very particular ways. Humans, of course, have been evolved to 

question this, but even this is something we have been evolved to do. All our meaning, 

even our questioning of meaning, occurs because evolution designed us to value the 

meanings it found valuable. And while evolution is hardly conscious, it is a plex, and as 

such, its intelligence and desire are, like that of any plex, quasi- intel l igence  and 

quasi-desire , really the aggregate complex of the desires and intelligences of its 

agents. Just as each neuron in a human brain is hardly that intelligent, so it is with 

evolutionary populations that the collective can be much more intelligent than the whole, 

even if indirectly in the form of the evolution of a population.  

 

In many senses, humans are slowly coming to the point at which we can think on the 

level of our own evolution. We have been evolved to question the relation between 

meanings and values, and to question why our world is meaningful the way it is, why our 

values are the way they are, and if we want them to remain this way. The potential to 

question our own evolution is perhaps one of the goals which evolution seems, in its 

quasi-desiring way, to want for us. While human forms of meaning are intertwined with 

the values programmed into us by our evolution, this is so much moreso with simpler 

organisms. My dog is programmed by his evolution to value some aspects of his world 
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over others, and these are those which he finds meaningful, he orients his meaningful 

behaviors in relation to these. Meaning is always an expression of values. And if 

biological evolution has evolved us to value particular ways of making meaning and 

acting meaningfully in relation to our worlds, so biological evolution was formed by 

physical evolution, according to its values. All of which means that if we want to make 

meaning of the meanings we make in the world, and our habits of making meaning, we 

need to question the relation between our habits of making meaning, and our values. 

Why do we have certain values? Do we want to continue to have certain values? How 

could we even go about changing our values, meanings, habits, and the relations 

between these?  

 

In order to deal with these questions, it is necessary to get a sense of what precisely is 

meant by value. The next chapter, on networks of value, will describe in much greater 

detail how values manifest in the very structure of discoursive formations.  By means of 

Lacan’s notions of master signifiers, which will be reframed as grounding terms , this 

chapter will describe how some aspects of discursive formations are more “more equal 

than others,” whether these be in discourses, discursive formations, or beyond. 

Grounding terms will be linked to various forms of currencies in economic systems, such 

as the special type of signifier generally known as money, as well as other types of 

currencies in the physical world, from energy in physical systems to ATP in biological 

systems. In the process, the chapter will describe how the physical and biological world 

can help us contextualize contemporary economic and political formations in the world. 

Just as the second chapter showed how all experience is always already meaningful, 

how all worldslices are ultimately utterances in meaningful discourses, even as these 

ultimately are only meaningful in relation to contexts which are grounded by fundamental 

descriptions which are ultimately about values, so this chapter will show how all 

discourses are ultimately economies intertwined in others. In the process, the chapter 

will pose the question of the evaluation of values, of the meaning and value of valuation, 

not only in particular economies, but economies as such. It will do so by telling a story, 
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the story of the evolution of value, and how human forms of value find their meaning 

within the meaning of value as it evolved in physical, biological, and cultural forms.  
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