edness, on or off. So I suggest that these terms “definition”
and “possibility” might do more harm than good if our aim is
to understand the machine and how it works. How can we
determine the possibility of new media if new media are
nothing but possibility machines? How can we define them if
they are already cast from the mold of definition? To adopt a
shorthand, one might summarize this state of affairs by assert-
ing that the computer has hitherto been understood in terms
of metaphysics.

These sorts of

;:ally unlike other media. Instead of faci]itaﬁngathe metaphysical
arrangement, the computer does something quite different: it
simulates the metaphysical arrangement.

[ shall refrain from saying it remedi-
ates mediation itself, but the temptation exists

Cinema so captured the twentieth-century imagination that
it is common to assume that other media are also at root cin-

ematic.

beéing. But one must take this in an entirely unglamorous way.



to act? Art based on technology and media attempt
to bring a new form of visual and audio experience
to the public, but have they succeeded in bringing
this experience beyond images?

spacecraft earth. Artificial organs have expanded at
such speed and volume that the human soul can no

longer accommodate them. This disproportion be-
tween the soul and artificial organs is the source of

In the context of this call to reflect on creativity after

computation, one could ask: What can art do in this

Ieté? Machine learning algorithms can now produce
images whose authorship is no longer easy to judge,
which may surprise any master of painting. We
might call it artificial imagination and ask whether
this is the end of the infinite, meaning there is noth-
ing fearful left in the infinite because human beings,
with thelr technologies, will now be able to triumph




s anthropologists and biolo-
gists admit, even the simplest life forms, infusoria (tiny algae
synthesized by light at the edges of tidepools a few million
years ago) are already technical devices. Any material system
1S tachnalagwal if it filters information useful to its survival,
if it memorizes and processes that information and makes
inferences based on the Iegulatmg ﬁﬁ'e:ct @f behaviour. that 15,
{l it mterwems;an an; npa ron SSL

|

ta. That 1s, itself. Hence, of processing
as n ormanon its own rules in turn and of inferring other
ways of processing information. A human, ms!mt maﬁ*smg
Org m;n thal. 1S 11@11 ﬁ‘lll.’_ E‘:‘ﬁm_"-- ‘but, so to speak. reple

" The body might be considered the hardware of the complex

technical device that is human thought. If this body 1s not}
properly functioning, the ever so complex operations, the
meta-regulations to the third or fourth power, the controlled
deregulanons of which vou philosophers are so fond, are

Which is all well and good. But don't torget — ts facuity o
bung able to change levels referentially derives solely from
lic and recursive power of language.

So the problem of the technological sciences can be statecq Sl
as: how to provide [hlh 5oftware with a hardware that
m ns of life on earth.




But ‘without a body’ in this exact sense: without the
complex hving terrestrial organism known as the human
body. Not without hardware, obviously.

So theoretically the solution 1s very simple; manufacture
hardware capable of ‘nurturing’ software at least as complex
(or replex) as the present-day human brain. but in non-
terrestrial conditions.

-

It’s clear even to a lay person like myself that the combined
forces of nuclear physics, electronics, photonics and informa-
‘tion science open up a possibility of constructing technical
anjacts, with a capacity that’s not just physical but also

0 much for the hardware. As for the software such
machines “ar¢ to be equipped with - that’s a subject for
research tn the area of artificial inteltigence and for the
controversies surrounding such research. You philosophers.
writers and artists are quick to dismiss the pathetic track
record of today’s software programs. True - thinking or
‘representing’ machines (Monique Linard's term) are weak-
lings compared to ordinary human brains, even untrained
Ones.

The following sketch illustrates this shift of focus:

World Image Text Technical Image
o [ Je[ Je[ e
Alienation N I N I N l
Level Magic History ?2?7?

SKETCH 2.2



An algorithm encloses a world like a monad re-
flects the world 1n its entirety, and like the monads,
algorithms construct the world according to simple
axioms. However, this infinity is a numerical infini-
ty. The computational world is a world of numbers
and the milieu in which an algorithm can prove its
existence. If we look at a machine learning algo-
rithm of image recognition, an object, namely an
image, 1S analyzed as a matrix of numbers; for ex-
ample given a series of handwritten numbers, for the
machine to recognize among many numbers the
number 8, it will have to analyze the image in terms
of a matrix of values and vectors; the algorithm of
recognition itself 1s recursive since it continues 1m-
proving itself by actualizing the deviation of errors.

Bernard Stiegler, in his Technics and Time vol.
3 (Stiegler, 2010), attempts to show that Kant’s three
syntheses, namely, apprehension in the intuition,
reproduction in the imagination, and recognition in
the concept will not be able to complete their func-
tions without a fourth synthesis, which i1s artifact,
since recognition implies that something 1s kept in
memory, while this memory will also depend on
external memory—for example, symbols, the concept
of the infinite being only graspable through the sign
c0. We may want to follow Stiegler here by calling it
the fourth synthesis. That is, imagination is not ex-
clusively limited to the human mind, but rather it
involves material supports without which the human
mind will be limited to repetitive activities; for ex-
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Even if we follow the above argument that im-
agination i1s fundamentally artificial, we still need to
clarify the role of “artificial imagination” in ma-
chines since machines are no longer just a passive
medium of support but also actively participate in
the cognitive process of imagination.

It 1s unjust to equate modern computational ma-
chines with those of Descartes’s time that were
merely mechanical in nature; as argued in Recur-
sivity and Contingency,

(Hui, 2019). Nonetheless, it is equally fallacious to
mystify artificial imagination, especially concerning
machine learning, with terms such as “non-
supervised machine learning,” with many thinking
that this means without telos, with no specified

goals;

and that is what I propose to now discuss regarding
the concept of the infinite.



Ontology often receives top billing in questions philosophi-
cal, even in cases when its hegemony is not warranted. So let
me restate the argument: the computer has hitherto been
defined ontologically; but this approach (using the ontological
concepts of possibility and definition) is dubious because the
computer itself is already a matter of possibility and definition;

vis previous, often inadequate, forms of cultural production. NWhile the his=

Marshall McLuhan offered
a useful insight in this context. He wrote that the content of every new

medium is generally the previous medium. That is to say, as new media for-
mats appear historically, they often appear as mere wrappers for older for-
mats—a perfect example of the logic of protocol.




In anv serious discussion of analogy it’s this experience that
is meant., this blur, this uncertainty, this faith in the
inexhaustibility of the perceivable, and not just a mode of
transfer of the data onto an inscription-surface not originally
its own. Similarly, writing plunges into the field of phrases,
moving forward by means of adumbrations, groping towards
what it ‘means’ and never unaware, when it stops, that 1it’s

only suspending its exploration for a moment ﬂ

mg. Real ‘analogy’ requires
a thinking or representing machine to be /n its data just as the
eve is in the visual field or writing 1s in language (in the broad
sense). It isn't enough for these machines to simulate the
results of vision or of writing fairly well. It’s a matter (to use
the attractively appropriate locution) of ‘giving body’ to the
artificial thought of which they are capable. u
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Since living animals tend to resist the entropic force, they are considered

to violate this law of thermodynamics. Living animals don’t fall apart during

their life spans, and furthermore they resist informational disorder after

death by propagating genetic information to their progeny. This defines their

identity as vital forms. Genes and memes (themselves also genes, but in the

realm of culture) are two ways of moving against the entropic force, by con-

serving information, even augmenting it, from living being to living being.
Flusser paraphrases this position well:

Like no other known living creature, we pass on not only inherited but also acquired

information co future generations. In doifg S0, We negate naure ewice: ehe second



The “information age”—a term irreverently tossed to and fro by many crit-
ics of contemporary life—is not simply that moment when computers come

to dominate, but is instead that moment in history when matter itself is un-

Kittler documents this passage well when he writes about the transfor-

mation from a “kingdom of sense” in the year 1800 to a “kingdom of pat-

tern” in 1900, But what has been overlooked is that the transformation of
matter into code is not only a passage from the qualitative to the quantia-

they use. "> Katherine Hayles has also reflected on the multidimensionality
of digital signs. Her term “flickering signifiers” shows that digital images
are the visible manifestations of underlayers of code often hidden.

But how can code be so different from mere writing? The answer to this lies

in the unique nature of computer code.

As Kittler has pointed out, “There exists no word in any ordinary lan-
guage which does what it says. No description of a machine sets the machine
into motion.”* The imperative voice (and what philosophers like Austin,
Searle, and others talk about in the area of speech act theory) attempts to
affect change through persuasion but has little real material affect.* So code



narcissism. Freud alr&ady hsteﬁ thrm famua mes man 18
not the centre of the cosmos (Copernicus), 1S not the first
living creature (Darwm) 1S nnt the masitcr @f meaning (Freud

- a4 fu

. S/he learns |
in particular that his/her own science 1s In its turn a—.lf
complexification of matter, in which, so to speak, energyttself
comes to be reflected. without humans necessarily getting anv
bl.m,ht from this.

The instant which in Descartes marked the spiritual act,
which was the timeless time of the understanding, here swings
over to the side of material actuality. The bare mﬂnad forgets
itself from one moment to the next.

and anamnesis, continuous time, None the less, this memory
remains local, limited to a ‘point to view'. God alone has or

_ _— — )
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tic. On this apg:')maoh language 1s 1tself immediately grasped
as technique, and a techmque of & hlgher rank, a metatech-
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/"' It 1s perfectly possible to say that the living cell. and the
organism with 1ts organs, are already tekhnai, that ‘life’, as
they say. is already technique: the fact remains that its
‘language’ (genetic code, say) not only limits the performance
of this technigue but also (in fact it’s the same thing) does not
allow it to be objecnﬁed known and complexitied in a
contralled way.
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= By virtue of the properties Just histed. as 1ndeﬁn1te aulto-
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Linguistic structures them-
selves are operators of excluswn at all levels: phonematic,

semantic, mythic, narrative, etc. With the logike techne. the
rhetorike techne and the poetike techne. the Greeks, Anstotle,
do not only determine the groups of rules to be observed in
the arts of argumentation, persuasion and charm, gtheygalso

\_ dayspealieduphilosophys=nfunnysword; Philosophy was then



This 1s :vhy this culture raises questions. Stiegler 1§ right_tof
insist on the need to make its specihc modes of_ 1n§cﬁptlon
(and therefore of memorization) available to 1ndividuals.

| i - - I L IIiI |

hsEDItion | bty f hi | ay? Can

the ideal pursued by such an institution still be the citizen? Is
an institution for the telegraphization of humans even
possible? Is the idea of an institution not linked to the State
and to reading and writing? And thus to the ideal of a
political body? It is abundantly clear in any case that States

If the new culture can produce such divergent effects, of
generalization and destruction, this is because it seems to
belong to the human domain neither by its aims nor its

The human race is, so to speak,
‘pulled forward’ by this process without possessing the
slightest capacity for mastering it. It has to adapt to the new
conditions. It 1s even probable that this has always been the
case throughout human history. And if we can become aware
of that fact today, this is because of the exponential growth
atfecting sciences and technolo

here means that
the body supporting that memorv 1s no longer an earth-bound




ve that

To this extent at least. means of knowledge become means of
production, and capital appears as the most powerful, if it is
tmt the oﬂly, apparatus f'or reahzm the com _lcm - attamm:.l

It 1s often thﬂught that if the economic system 1s led to
behave in this way. it is because it is guided by the thirst for
profit. And indeed, the use of scientific technologies 1n
industral productmn allows an increase in the quantities of
surplus-value by saving on labour-time. Yet it seems that the
‘ultimate’ motor of this movement 1S not ezscnually of the
order of human desire: it consists rather in the process of
nEge:ntr@py which appears to ‘work’ the cosmic area inhabited
v the human race.




signs that a new use of language is taking place, the stake of
which is that of knowing objects as precisely as possible and
of reahzmg among ordinary speakers a consensus as broad as
that supposed to reign in the scientific community.

As for the second condition required by ‘cognitive’ lan-
guage, which 1s the necessity of administering the proof of the
assertion, 1t carries the implication that the technologies be
continually developed. For if the propositions to be verified
(or falsified) are to be more and more sophisticated, then the
apparatus given the task of providing relevant sensory data
must be indefinitely refined and com '

Main
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neutrallzmg the future. Whai are called the human sciences.
for example, have become largely a branch of physics.

,_LUCapltal is not an economic and social phenomenon. It is
the shadow cast b'. thf: srinciple of reason on human
relxmcm& tion ~h g A0 Tt v g S TVPE

‘cognitive” discourse has conquered hegemony over other

. They are the
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and thus becemmg less dlrectly dependent on the event. So
the more complete the monad, the more the incoming event

The growth of techno-scientific systems appears to be
drawn by this ideal of Mathesis Universalis or, to use Borges's
metaphor, the library ot Babel. Completf: information means
neutralizing more events. What is already known cannot, in

rinciple, be experienced as an event.




. The lmpartanee of the technologies constructed around
electronics and data processing resides in the fact that they
make the programming and control of memmzmgw i €. the
“synthesis of different times in one time, less dependent on

conditions of life on earth. It i |

conference, Bernard Stiegler underlined three points:

1 technology is not, and probably never has been, a means
for an end that would be science;

on the contrary (Habermas's) ‘techno-science’ 1is the
present completion of a tekhnologos constitutively at work
in the western /ogos (even if the Greek tekhnai were above
all. at first, ways with language, logotechniques);

b

3 and hnall

gm—alnmentry pr{)duct'i Secrets must be put into circuits,
ogrammed, tra 'ics transmbed mm Isnts of



The walls will never be really cast dnwn
MELANCHOLIA of all landscapes. '\

t in the

It 1s a question of MA’I’TﬁR Matter 1s that elﬁmen

. Things are
Iew, clear when it comes to their lower sisters who smell. drink
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savoir-vivre 1s not enough. A glimpse of the inhuman, and/or
of an unclean non-world [/'immonde]. 1s this still a form of
order, a different form of order, as Kant suggests in his
vesania? A displacement of the vanishing point? A vanishing
of a standpoint, rather.
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nanrapives: 1f that 1s the case, we are not looking for a lexica



_qused r_to the calm feeling of beauty. At the edge of the
‘break. infinity, or the absoluteness of the Idea can be revealed
- resentation, or even a

Even before romantic art had ftreed

Art does not imitate nature, it creates a world apart,




towards the nothingness of bemg-there In description, wr11~
ing tries to meet the challenge of being equal to its momen-
tary absence. Not only is it always too late ( nm{algla) words
themselves are outrageously cumbersome, that is, at once too
wretched and arrogant to deslgrratﬁ the s*upemlen“m}t‘iﬂ of this
v&:d state (melanc '.J'ﬂha we wﬂl s owe landscape a de




