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INTRODUCTION

This study, granted by the Deutscher Akademischer Austauschdienst (DAAD), is the
product of three and a half years of research on the extent of machine learning (ML) in culture.
It is also worth noting that this study is, at the same time, the product of a prolonged period of
isolation during the pandemic outbreak, the time when the world became fully virtual.

In this section, I propose a brief propaedeutic guide to the contents of this work, whose
narrative voice, as the reader will notice from the very first chapter onwards, will be shifted to
the voice of the plural narrator. Such a voice portrays an inherited dialogue of diverse thoughts
shaping the ideas behind these lines. Still, rather than a lengthy work of quotations combined
with exhaustive encyclopedism, in a different manner and without losing academic rigour, this
work aims to provide a theoretical proposal. With this aim, the kernel of this work is bringing
together culture and machine learning under a common unit of analysis which is central to the
nature of both, that is, the concept of pattern.

As it is already known, at the dawn of the 21st century, machine learning constitutes a
whole new chapter not only for most sectors of all possible industries, also including education,
but even more so, for all psychosocial processes, namely, for culture in its broadest sense. We
are explicitly exposed to a new mode of production, reproduction, distribution, conservation,
and transformation of the patterns of culture. We will extend on this in the next section. To put
it in simple terms, the patterns of culture are the ways of making sense of the models of the
world. From this view, culture is the mapping of patterns from which the human had made
sense of its experience since its very inception. That is to say, the patterns of culture are the
patterns that shape the behavior and customs of individuals. As early as 1934, Benedict Ruth,

the author of Patterns of Culture, wrote:

The life history of the individual is first and foremost an accommodation to the
patterns and standards traditionally handed down in his community. From the
moment of his birth the customs into which he is born shape his experience and

behaviour (1960, p. 18).



Machine learning provokes culture radically. We are no longer entirely governing the
patterns of culture and experience as previously accommodated by tradition and customs.
Contemporary algorithms automate cultural traits that predict our behaviors, emotions, personal
and aesthetic tastes, re-arrange our environment, relationships, and our attention while placing
our patterns of behavior in similar clusters as other individuals by offering similar content as
they. Culture is algorithmically rearranged by how alike patterns of individuals are. To
automate the patterns of culture implies, above all else, to control and manage attention, and
therefore, behavior. Reality is mostly composed of the patterns that, en son fond, one is
(culturally) conditioned and accustomed to perceive. Therefore, to automate this process
involves algorithmically offering certain patterns in order to statistically predict the next set of
patterns. To select and to offer certain patterns to individuals does not merely imply the
organization of the virtual environment, it implies a force majeure: to have access to the patterns
of large masses of individuals in order to rearrange their attention and behavior as well. A
conquer upon the patterns of culture is a conquer upon reality in toto. Today’s kubernetes (from
which cybernetics etymologically derives) does not govern the ship but the entire sea of deep
data. The many mathematical methods and computational techniques constituting machine
learning find the underlying structures in vast databases while shaping a phase-shift in culture.

We are heading towards an automated pattern-based culture and this is the heart of my
hypothesis to be expanded throughout the work. This event has been largely unnoticed in all Al
literature: culture is the field where artificial intelligence plays its most important battle because
it is the field where the patterns that shape reality are algorithmically arranged, reproduced, and
virally spread. This claim requires an entire analysis of the Al corpus ranging from the technical
to the theoretical domains, which again, does not aim to be encyclopedic, but instead, to serve
as a guide.

In order to build the groundwork for this work, I have decided, since the beginning of
this research, to use Gilbert Simondon’s (1924-1989) methodology based on his foundational
formula for evolution: the genetic ontology or ontogenesis (individuation) as well as his general
framework on technical objects and culture. The first part (i.e., all of Chapter III) introduces
and discusses many of Simondon’s concepts. Still, I do not aim to thoroughly analyze
Simondon’s literature, a great deal has already been said and written about it. Instead, I had
tackled an entire reading of his works in order to turn it into a tool for this project. All
Simondon’s works are cited through abbreviations which are clarified in the bibliography
section (see, List of Abbreviations of Simondon’s works). The references to Simondon’s

elementary concepts in Chapter III ensures that the proposal towards the concept of



desindividuation (to be analyzed) does not become isolated from the general context of this
work. Despite the difficulty of Simondon’s philosophy, the echo of his thoughts on technics, as
Barthélémy (2015) accurately notes, is more illuminating today than it was in his time.
Simondon is the last universal philosopher on earth and he is a philosopher of technics. This
speaks volumes. The French philosopher is the one who saw philosophical value in the
functioning of machines. This is why, it is precisely the one with whom, and above all, against
whom, I have considered more pertinent to design the arguments to be presented along the work.

In order to do so, I have captured three different levels of evolution of patterns by way
of an architectural cohesion, upon which, each part shall support the other. First, the pattern
from its ontological axiom: patterns in-form (give form) to reality (Part I), this section offers a
primordial basis on its dynamic nature and its potentiality to give form to perceptible reality. In
this vein, Simondon’s analysis on individuation and information become convenient. Second,
from its technological axiom: patterns can be computationally automated (Part II), here the aim
is to clarify the fundamental basis of ML functioning particularly in the light of the dynamics
behind its mathematics. And third, the pattern is analyzed through its cultural-political axiom:
culture is in-formed by computationally automated patterns (Part III), this is mainly where our
hypothesis is undertaken, again: we are heading, through machine learning, towards an
automated pattern-based culture.

The initial section, the Prolegomenon, introduces: the method, the object of analysis,
the problems of this work, and the state of the art within the field. That very section intends to
offer a well-formed picture of the goals while, at the same time, aims to establish a brief general
critique on the contemporary posthuman and transhuman agenda where artificial intelligence
(AI) has been placed in the spotlight. Focusing on the former point, the goals of this work also
entail the reasons for the shift beyond Simondon’s concept of individuation, namely, a
formulation and critique to the progressively growing des-individuation process (Sect., Part I1I,
Chapter VII, § 2.).

The automation of the patterns of culture is the automation of models in order to make
sense of experience. Where attention is driven, is where one is able to perceptually recognize
patterns in order to turn them into models, for example, of behavior and consumption. In our
times, attention is algorithmically re-arranged and mediated. Yet, as useful as these models
might be, however, they contain the trap of des-individuation: the tendency towards
homogenization, towards uni-formization, con-formity, generality, gregarious tendencies,

towards the horror of the statistical average. Such analysis has become more urgent than ever.



The second chapter, within the Prolegomenon, constitutes the very opening of our
theoretical proposal. It begins with ancestrality (the patterns found in nature), followed by
history (the patterns created, stored, and mediated by humans and machines), and ends with
hyperhistory (the patterns created, stored, and mediated by machine-to-machine relations). The
former concept, ancestrality, is inspired by Quentin Meillassoux studies, the last one,
hyperhistory, by Luciano Floridi studies, although neither of both philosophers worked on the
concept of pattern specifically. This is my own adaptation of their concepts. This project aims
to turn essentially a reflective vision of Al or at least a possible narrative, a pattern-based view
of reality. The stage of hyperhistory, where ML processes succeed, is retrieved again, not only
in that section but recursively along the whole work.

The first part, as [ wrote above, introduces the thesis of Simondon, fundamentally, on
the concept of individuation and information, and how these are bound to each other in the
process of evolution of technical objects. This introduction on Simondon’s concepts is
significant because it gives place to, later, deeply explore the concepts of form and information
throughout his literature including substantialist metaphysics, archetypal forms, and Gestalt
theory. According to Simondon: “Philosophical thought will not be able to grasp the sense of
coupling between man and machine unless it manages to elucidate the true relation that exists
between form and information” (MEOT, 150). After this conceptual review, I intend to draw
the limits on Simondon’s concept of information where the place occupied by mathematics is
based on his critique on the quantitative and probabilistic view of information mostly coming
from the theory of information and statistical mechanics. Though, more than a critique, it aims
to consider Simondon’s understanding of individuation in order to move it towards the concept
of desindividuation as developed in Part III.

Afterwards, in the section called, Crystal-based technology, from Part I, Simondon’s
key example of the process of crystallization as a transductive one becomes useful to consider
the extent of transductive processes in the contemporary technological domain. Transduction
not only becomes a kernel in the simondonian studies on contemporary technology, but also, in
psychosocial processes as can be noticed in the section called Techno-genesis. The final section
of Part I, entails two subsections one entitled: The concept of pattern in Simondon and another
one called, In-forming reality through patterns. The first one introduces an unseen aspect in
Simondon’s works, the concept of «pattern» which, nonetheless, appears repeatedly along
many of them, such as: Individuation in light of notions of form and information (1958), Cours
sur linstinct (1964), Perception and Modulation (1968), and Imagination et Invention (1965-

1966). The second one is a brief and general description of how human as well as machines



give-form to reality by means of patterns at different levels: the electro-signal processing level
(physical magnitude), at the perceptive-sensory level (neuronal arrangement), at the abstract-
operative level (genetic stages), at the linguistic level (sequence prediction), at psychosocial
phase (sub-symbolic level).

Moving already to the second part (Part II), based on the technological axiom, I attempt
to describe in an appealing manner the process of automation performed by machine learning.
Appealing does not imply to fulfill it with cases and examples as we find mostly in introductory
books of machine learning or artificial intelligence, it is rather an effort to build a narrative, to
search for its philosophical value. This leads to the understanding, from the very beginning, of
the problem of compressing data in order to form a model, which later highlights the
methodological problems in ML itself. At the mid-point of Part II, I mention, in a quite
simplified and general manner, something which is almost never treated in the humanist
literature on ML and which is precisely the most important aspect of ML algorithms: the role
of mathematics behind it. Machine learning is applied mathematics, to exceed in simplification.
In that section, I focus on the concept of space as that which occupies a key role in the
mathematics of ML. With this aim, the concept of dimensionality reduction is explored in the
section called: The mathematics behind the pattern and it is deepened in the following one: The
mathematical pattern in space. These sections do not demand mathematical background from
the reader, on the contrary, as I elaborated from the beginning, the intention is to build a
narrative while serving as a guide. In cases where mathematical formulas appear, these contain
in square brackets the information to what part of the automation process they correspond, for
example: grouping, distributing, and projecting data, all of which is explained subsequently.
Space and patterns work together. It is no longer enough to understand the world encompassed
by technologies, it is necessary to see the world spatialized by the technologies themselves.

The last subsection of Chapter V aims to explore the concept of black box in ML while
retrieving its origins, debating its contemporary problems in the face of deep learning neural
networks and also pointing to the stigmata of “the unknown” branded upon it. The final chapter
of Part II constitutes a backwards to Simondon in order to shortly analyze the evolutionary
cycles of the technical object according to three phases: craft and agricultural production,
industrial and manufacturing production, and the current, post-industrial or hyperindustrial
production. The final subsection, closing the entire second part, shall bridge the problems posed
by an automated pattern-based culture, that is: the reproduction of models that simulate, imitate,
distort, and copy reality along with Simondon’s reading. I have named it: The enterprise of

reproducing reality, which leads to the most critical problem posed by Al systems: the problem



of the indistinction between reality and simulacrum while opening the path to the cultural
problems to be treated in Part IIL

The latter, Part III, contains the very heart of this work: the automated patterns of
culture. Firstly, I inaugurate it with a historical description to grasp culture and its object (i.e.,
its sense (Sinn)) from its pre-modern cosmovision whose patterns were harmonized in a divine
and cosmological way, passing through its modern conception whose patterns were guided by
rational and empirical processes driven by new techniques and methodologies, and finally
landing in the concept of culture and its automated patterns from the contemporary,
hyperhistorical stage. For the latter, I approach the problem by observing how the objects of
culture are no longer associated with the sacred, nor with truth-seeking processes by means of
reason, but they become a manipulation of signs (Baudrillard (1993); Naomi Klein (2002 [c.
2000]) characterized by personalization, aestheticization, and differentiation at mass-
consumption scale. In this scenario, there is a disruption with patterns bound by tradition
because there is a new way of producing patterns aided by new technologies. Culture no longer
produces patterns mirroring the sacred, nor the truth-based systems. In the third stage, cultural
objects are oriented to the consumption of signs, of abstractions (e.g., Happiness, Growth,
Abundance). In hyperhistory, we consume abstractions. This accounts for the exploration of
machine learning technology and its profiling techniques (user profiling) able to access
behavioral insights, that is to say, to access the patterns of culture. Given the limitations of
Simondon conceptual scope (because of his historical context not including contemporary ML
technologies), the third part is majorly guided through the one who drove Simondon to the next
level: Bernard Stiegler (1952- 2020). The symbolic force of culture in the consumer society
expresses the highest level of spiritual misery as forged by Stiegler (2013) whose emerging
patterns become the task of our concern.

In the subsection called: The behavioral orchestration behind artificial intelligence:
technologies of the unconscious, 1 introduce the concept of fechnologies of the unconscious to
grasp the contemporary problem of how automation is able to degrade the role of consciousness,
of attention, of pattern creation, namely, degrading the power of in-forming one’s own reality.
This massive loss of consciousness is a welcoming into psychopolitics, a concept initially
introduced by Byung-Chul Han and also addressed, in a different manner, by Stiegler in terms
of psychotechnologies. In this vein, along the following sections, I organize and bridge this
problem by extending the deep mechanism of the “technologies of the unconscious”: automated
algorithms have access to our behavior-patterns (which are primarily emotionally rooted) this

implies their access not to any rational-based behavior, but on the contrary, to the collective



unconscious which is a purely automated state. Artificial intelligence is a technology of the
unconscious more than of rational well-guided processes. It should remain clear that this
theoretical propousal is not constructed as an anti-Al narrative, rather the opposite. It aims to
be at the service of its best development which can only be mastered by paying attention to its
flaws.

Al, by means of its latest chapter, machine learning, is bringing us closer to an
increasingly archetypal culture, a pattern-based culture. But this is not the problem. The
problem lies in the increasingly automatic response of individuals, in the loss of conscious
attention to the patterns presented and how they manage to generate a greater uniformity and
similarity, a greater loss of individuation between cultural traits. The following sections
deepens the concept of des-individuation from the point of view of Simondon, Stiegler, and
finally, my own: Des-individuation as a political-cultural tool. All arguments are thoroughly
connected and land on the last chapter of this project: Culture as the meta-pattern. Culture,
following Simondon’s ambition on it, essentially has a unifying and regulative force, and in my
terms, it takes the role of the metapattern. Culture as the metapattern represents the repository
of all possible cultural traits, of all forces governing human’s life, it has an archetypal force.
Here I introduce various cultural debates opposing the concept of patterns (as a static and stable
domain) to the concept of dynamic relations while attempting to dissolve them.

Patterns, grasped from the latest psychotechnologies, such as machine learning, no
longer merely statistically arranging but having access to our psychic and cultural patterns while
modifying them (in-forming them) have but a dynamic way of transforming, they are equivalent
to what Simondon called “genetic archetypes”, not purely static ones. This is also deepened in
the Appendix section: AI Metaphysics. Al is a civilizational project, it stores and automates the
preservation and the transformation of the patterns of culture while we, unsteadily, aim to make
sense of them. We shall be aware more than ever before of the patterns algorithmically mediated

in virtual environments, those shaping our decisions and behaviors, our view of reality itself.






PROLEGOMENON

On the state of the art, problems, and method



Anyone who fits things into one coherent pattern

will know what the world is like

Isaiah Berlin, Lecture on romanticism

10



This work is based upon three axioms:

1. Ontological axiom: Patterns in-form (give form) to reality (Part I)
2. Technological axiom: Patterns can be computationally automated (Part II)
3. Cultural-political axiom: Culture is in-formed by computationally automated patterns

(Part I1I)
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CHAPTER 1

Automated Patterns of Culture

§1. The rise of an automated pattern-based culture

The “patterns of culture” used to be the human ways of giving meaning and sense to the
world. During this century, the underlying patterns of individual and collective behavior are
seen in a new light by means of automated mathematical models. A new era has begun, the
patterns of culture are no longer human but algorithmic ways of in-forming (giving form) to the
world.

The generally well-accepted assumption that different “cultural features” (conventions,
values, attention, desires, beliefs, and others) might “follow the most diverse patterns” and
therefore, they can not lead to “generalizations” (as Franz Boas wrote when introducing Ruth
Benedict’s Patterns of culture, 1960 [c. 1934], p. xiv) continues being challenged and
transformed by the last chapter in artificial intelligence, the new methodological approaches in
computation and statistics roughly recognized as “machine learning”.

The automation of cultural features' shall not be reduced to the prediction of human
desires, rather, it predicts what Lautreamont poetically called: the mathematical soul. The
pattern revealed by the data is an expression of numerical values reorganized through
mathematical models whose variables are algorithmically operated. Such rearrangement of
features (which are but numerical values) in terms of automated-based patterns are not humanly
but computationally recognizable. In other words, we can no longer identify patterns of
behavior except through data, which are numerical values, that have been computationally
processed and rearranged.

The last universal philosopher, pioneer of the metaphysics of the becoming in the
machine, Gilbert Simondon (1924-1989), wrote for our century that both, technology and the
sacred are dimensions of unification and ecumenism that Culture shall bring together for it to

become a technical culture with humans and machines progressively in-forming, giving form

1 For an extended description of what cultural features are in the context of machine learning: Sect. Part ITI, Chapter

XVIL, 1.1.: The behavioral orchestration behind artificial intelligence.
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to each other. The French author did not hide his universal orientation enabled by cybernetics
(EC, 181) and, in order to achieve this, he reformulated the very concept of information itself.
For Simondon, all definitions provided by 20" century cybernetics were narrow, mostly,
because of their simplistic notion of information in quantitative terms. Therefore, he even
rejected the definition of cybernetics as a quantitative study, as a supposedly objective positivist
paradigm, and as operations of the conversion of signal into message given the background
noise. Simultaneously, he distanced himself from the notion of information as an expressly
teleological mechanism within the context of a determined input-output reaction scheme as well
as from the view of information as a transmission scheme like that of neural activity. For
Simondon, information? implied the “transformative operation of one structure into another
structure” (EC, 182, own translation), namely, the change of one form into another, by the very
functioning of the system. That is to say, in-formation, as operation of becoming or coming-to-
being, does not only consist in providing structure but also in allowing its potential
transformations (devenir) (Sect., Part I). To the narrow vision, Simondon opposed a universalist
one. For the latter, he encompassed even more than the concept of cybernetics itself, he called
it: allagmatique, the theory of operations, of conversions (ILFI, 110; EC, 184) (Sect., Part I).
Simondon’s metaphysical framework on technology has prepared the fundamental and
vital ground to think on the essence, evolution, and transformation of contemporary automated
technology itself. His metaphysics does not begin from immovable or substantialist
metaphysical postulates about being from which to infer a state of the world. He developed his
work in terms of a genetic essence (ontogenesis), in terms of a becoming (devenir) of being:
the process of individuation (Sect., Part I, Chapter III, §1.). By conceiving being not as a defined
state but as an unfinished and unresolved process, he reached a forward-looking perspective on
technology in general: “Cybernetics is the philosophical consciousness of a spontaneous
problem whose terrain is a universal technology, cybernetics and philosophy” (CPH, 40, own
translation). Cybernetics became, for Simondon, the paradigmatic method of what we can

recognize as process metaphysics® or in terms of Simondon himself, ontogenetic processes.

2 A detailed study of the notion of information in Simondon is extended in: Sect., Part I. Chapter III, §1., especially,

in 1.1. and 1.3: Introducing process metaphysics into the machine and The limitations of Simondon’s notion of

information.
3 The expression process metaphysics has been widely active in American studies ranging from Pre-socratic

thinkers, such as Heraclitus, to Whitehead and beyond: “Process metaphysics as a general line of approach holds
that physical existence is at bottom procesual; that processes rather than things best represent the phenomena that

we encounter in the natural world about us” (Rescher, 1996, p. 2).
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Only since Simondon, the machine, by means of the concept of information, inhabits the house
of becoming. Its very essence meets the appropriate conditions for a cultural and philosophical
analysis thus leaving room for further analysis and critics with respect to our contemporary
information technologies.

Computationally automated patterns continue to cultivate and prepare the cultural soil
by in-forming, de-forming, uni-forming, but also trans-forming our psycho-collective behavior
and experiences. We refer to (big and small) patterns that are numerically based and
technologically automated and which exhaust any meaning (Sinn) (Sect., Part III, Chapter VII,
§ 2., 2.3). But even of more interest here it is the claim that a culture of automated patterns
invert the process of individuation as initially proposed by Simondon* 7. An automated pattern-
based culture tends to des-individuation (Sect., Part 111, Chapter VII, § 2.).

This theoretical proposal, motivated by Simondon’s analysis of technology and its
genetic metaphysics performs a turn beyond Simondon®. A process of desindividuation shifts
actualization in the opposite direction: not towards differentiation but towards a tendency of
structuring and unification of forms, viz., towards the proper exigencies of similarity. An
ontological, technological, political and cultural tendency towards a pattern-based culture is a
scheme of differentiated homogeneities and not of differentiated processes as indicated by the

first sense of individuation (Sect., Part III, § 3, 3.1.).

41t is important not to infer the conceptual error between what we call “des-individuation” and the concept of “dis-

individuation” employed by Simondon, whose specific use refers to the bio-psychic living. Regarding the latter,
see the concept defined by: Barthélémy, J.H. (2012). A detailed description and differentiation between des-
individualisation, dis-individuation, and des-individuation is offered in: Sect., Part III, § 2., 2.1., 2.2., and § 3.:
Dés-individualisation, dis-individuation, and des-individuation, Dés-individualisation in Simondon  Dis-
individuation as psycho-technology, and Des-individuation as a political-cultural tool.

> For a clear difference between individuation and individualization: Sect., Part L., Chapter 111, §1. Simondon’s
conceptual introduction, especially see, footnote 1.

® The techniques of automation whose mathematical (heavily statistical) procedures move from the particular

(data) to the general (model) are neither to be regarded in Simondon’s lexicon to a “technical object” nor “technical
individuals”. In other words, it is no longer possible to strictly translate our machines in Simondon’s terms. This
is due to the nature of our unit of analysis (mathematical automation/machine learning) which does not take its
source from the structures of the living and the organic (the epigenetic-based phenomena), as Simondon and
Deleuze’s studies did. The individuation of living organisms is always governed from the pre-individual or virtual
processes towards its never-ending actualization. Rather, in a reversal sense, our unit begins from the actual (the
extensive and the measurable) to the virtual (potentialities nested in mathematical relations). Consequently, what
is at stake, does not respond to relations traversed by taxonomic and relational particularities of species and the

individual but to abstract hierarchies of models and mathematical objects that manipulate the data.
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Nevertheless, this idea does not aim to establish itself as a great provocation to the
Simondonian thought. In the last and third part of the MEOT, he already approached this idea
as well from his metaphysical analysis of culture as a meeting point between technology and
the sacred: “Technology accomplishes, on the basis of plurality, a conversion toward unity,
whereas ecumenism, first of all grasping unity, accomplishes or allows for the accomplishment
of a possible conversion toward a plurality of social and political integration” (MEOT, 239).
We shall return to this later.

We have selected a subject matter: the automation of mathematics, as we prefer to call
it, also recognized as: artificial intelligence, automated cognition/learning or machine learning,
to refer to a few of its names. The subject presents a particular difficulty for our theoretical-
humanistic field when attempting to grasp (erfassen) and understand (auffassen) the concept as
a synthetic unit of analysis beyond its different focuses, methods, multiple technical
applications and infrastructures. On its basis, “[m]achine learning (ML) focuses on the design
and evaluation of algorithms for extracting patterns from data” (Kelleher & Tierney, 2018, p.
1). Pattern extraction from data operates in conjunction with a complex non-linear process
involving: the infrastructure for storing and analyzing data, the data sources, the type of data
being processed, its preparation, its modeling, its evaluation and deployment and, at its very
outset, the understanding of the business (i.e. the applications) (Sect., Part II).

Machine learning is not an unified object of analysis but is presented through multiple
technologies and methods that can be combined and applied in critical and diverse contexts.
This is a main reason why we shall not undertake particular use-cases or methods all along but
we shall create the philosophical effort to think of a major category beyond its merely applied
sense and direct it towards its cultural relevance, hence, we emphasize on the concept of

pattern along the three sections.

Difficult as any new conception may be, it seems absolutely necessary to try to
formulate it, and then to learn from it possibly adequate new approaches. In
practical terms I think such approaches will be the kind of study of patterns and
relationships, in a whole process, which we have defined as the analysis of

culture (Williams, 1961, p. 100).
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Retaking Raymond William’s vision on patterns and culture’, that is precisely where
we are headed. Patterns are ancestral (by nature), sense-giving (by human agency), automated
(by technology). We are positioned in the latter phase. In the former process of ancestrality, we
regard the pattern as a formed structure pertaining to a mathematical expression of nature itself
(Galileism), for example, the Fibonacci sequence found in plants and galaxies. Regardless of
whether there is a sense-giver human to conceive it, the pattern exists in nature and reproduces
within it all around (Chapter II, § 1.). The historical phase of patterns is the one in which
patterns are reproduced by human intermediation through retentional technologies (memory,
language, techniques) recovering Stiegler’s sense. In this stage, patterns are thus stored through
symbolic milieus (for example, alphanumeric characters stored in stones, papers, punched
tapes, and others) and reproduced at a higher speed and variation than the ancestral one. When
it comes to the latest stage, readapting Floridi’s (2014) concept, identified as “hyperhistory™®,
it is automated technology itself what transmits to other technologies most of the pattern
formation processes without much of the human mediation while triggering, in this way, a
displacement in the human civilizing task of mediating and transmitting information, namely,
to give form, to in-form reality.

The concept of “ancestrality”™

in Meillassoux (2006) implies removing the observer,
the sense-giver, the subject who enters into correspondence with the world. With this, his realist
scheme seeks to legitimize the existence of reality “in-itself” without the “correlationist” need
for a subject to think or make sense of it. In other words, ancestrality entails the decentration of

thought with respect to the world, but most importantly, behind this is the absolutization of the

7 We return to this along the section: Sect., Part IIL.: Automated patterns of culture (the political-cultural axiom).

8 The contemporary philosopher of technology, Luciano Floridi, recognizes this historical-epistemological phase

under the name of: “hyper-historical condition” that has emerged in contrast to pre-history and history through
what he calls the “information revolution”. In the pre-historical phase there are no means of recording the events
of the present for future decision making, the historical phase is characterized by the instruments (stones, paper,
etc.) through which human civilization manages to inform about its present to the future, in this sense it is related
to technology but does not depend on it. In the third phase, which we are entering, the hyper-historical phase,
technologies are responsible for mediating, processing and storing information processes with other technologies,
largely displacing the human from the transmission circuit of information. An extended description on this is to

be found in: Sect., Chapter 11, § 3.: Patterns of hyperhistory.
9 With this concept, he proposes to give an account through the notion “arche fossil”, namely, about materials that

indicate an ancestral reality, prior to terrestrial life (e.g. “the luminous emission of a star that informs us as to the
date of its formation”) (Meillassoux, 2009, p. 10). This topic is extended in: Sect., Chapter II, §1.: Patterns of

ancestrality.
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mathematical discourse. Meillassoux keeps returning to a question that we try to reframe here
in different terms and with a different scope: “Would it be possible to derive [...] by way of
mathematical discourse, reality in itself [...] and which exists independently of our
subjectivity?” (2014, p. 29). The patterns that automated technology drives might be heading
us towards such evidence.

In ancestrality the patterns exist as the mathematical expression of nature and in
hyperhistory the patterns exist as the mathematical expression of technology!®. Technology, in
this sense, imitates nature in its continued reproduction of patterns. It is the concept of patterns
that allow us to drop the veil of how computational algorithms in-form reality itself and perhaps
clarify the “high road” concerning the very essence of technology. In both cases, ancestrality
and hyperhistory, the anthropocentric mark of the meaning-giving, sense-giving human-world
correlation tends to dissipate. Nevertheless, the cyclical reconciliation between ancestrality and
hyperhistory is not to be found in the absence of correlation with the intersubjective, the human
(meaning-bearer/ sense-bearer) but in their capacities to express, through patterns of formation,
the deep mathematical reality behind phenomena.

The responsibility of philosophical thinking now is to account and elaborate the

implications of the automatization and reproduction of these patterns in culture.

10 For the extension on these notions, see, Sect., Part IL.: Patterns of technological evolution (the technological

axiom,).
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Figure 1. The notion of pattern ex