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Summary

This essay argues that knowledge is no longer shaped only through public debate, expert
judgment, and institutional responsibility. In the technological age, knowledge increasingly
becomes infrastructure. Systems, platforms, data streams, categories, and algorithms now help
determine what becomes visible, which signals receive weight, and which decisions appear
reasonable.

This shift changes the location of power. Power no longer sits only with governments, experts, or
institutions. It also moves into the design of technological systems. Whoever shapes the
infrastructure through which reality is registered and interpreted also shapes the conditions
under which later judgment becomes possible.

The essay therefore questions the idea that digital systems are neutral or purely objective. Data,
models, and algorithms may improve speed and coordination, but they also embed
assumptions about relevance, risk, classification, and value. When those assumptions
disappear into technical systems, responsibility becomes harder to trace and public
accountability weakens.

The deeper concern is epistemic. Societies risk losing shared spaces where truth can be
questioned, corrected, and publicly justified. Reality becomes increasingly mediated through
private infrastructures, predictive systems, and operational categories. Human judgment
remains formally present, but its space is narrowed before decisions are even made.

The essay does not reject technology. It argues that technological systems must remain subject
to public reasoning, human interpretation, and moral responsibility. A democratic society
cannot allow the conditions of perception, knowledge, and judgment to disappear into
infrastructures that no longer answer to shared public life.
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Introduction

The technological age has not erased the question of knowledge. It has displaced it. Knowledge
still arises in the relationship between human beings and reality, yet that relationship is
increasingly shaped by systems that preselect what becomes visible, which signals receive
weight, and which outcomes appear plausible or responsible. The central question therefore
shifts. The issue no longer concerns only better information or faster analysis. It concerns the
design of the space within which knowledge emerges and acquires authority.

This development reaches the core of this section. Earlier chapters described how the modern
knowledge order gradually pushed the human being out of the center of knowing. Measurability,
procedural clarity, and abstract objectivity gained greater authority than perception,
interpretation, and context. In the technological order that movement continues. What once
existed mainly as an epistemic preference is now embedded in standards, interfaces, data
streams, and algorithms. Judgment is translated into parameters. Deliberation is partly
converted into optimization. What once remained open to discussion and correction becomes
fixed in design choices that are rarely questioned afterward.

The location of power also changes. In the classical view, power visibly resides with
administrators, experts, or institutions. In the technological order, part of that power shifts
toward the design of systems. There decisions are made about which data are collected, which
categories apply, which deviations receive attention, and which courses of action later appear
credible. This often looks administrative, sometimes even neutral. Yet it carries a clear
normative burden. Whoever designs the infrastructure of knowledge also shapes the reality
within which later judgment and action take place.

A simple example makes this concrete. An organization uses a model to detect risks at an early
stage. Formally, management remains responsible. In practice, the system has already
determined which signals count, which deviations are amplified, and which experiences
disappear from view. The later decision still appears free, but the space within which itis made
has already been structured. This is where technological sovereignty begins. Not as an open
seizure of power, but as a silent displacement of the conditions of knowledge.

This development therefore requires precision. The problem does not lie in technology as such.
Complex societies cannot function without technical systems. The problem begins once such
systems are treated as neutral carriers of objective knowledge, detached from the people who
design, apply, and undergo them. At that point the awareness disappears that every model
contains a selection, every classification an interpretation, and every form of automation a
displacement of responsibility.

This section examines how knowledge becomes infrastructure, how public truth formation shifts
toward closed technical environments, and how administrative legitimacy changes once
functional performance receives greater weight than accountability. The central question
concerns the conditions under which technology can remain embedded within a knowledge
practice that still leaves room for interpretation, doubt, correction, and human presence. Once
that space disappears, the human capacity to carry truth also weakens.



1. From public truth formation to infrastructural power
1.1 More than innovation, when systems begin shaping the conditions of reality

Technological systems are usually discussed as innovations. That is understandable, but
incomplete. Innovation concerns better tools, faster processing, sharper analysis, and more
efficient coordination. In the present technological order something more is taking place.
Systems do not merely assist in dealing with reality. They also help shape the way reality
appears. They determine which data become relevant, which categories apply, and which
outcomes later appear rational or defensible. This is where the center of gravity of knowledge
shifts.

Institutions often recognize this only at a late stage. At first, a system creates convenience. A
dashboard provides oversight. A model helps prioritize. An algorithm sorts faster than an
employee. Gradually, however, attention itself changes. What is not measured loses weight.
What does not fit the chosen categories fades into the background. A meeting may then contain
endless numbers and still provide less insight into what is truly shifting. The atmosphere within a
team changes. Trust declines. People speak more cautiously. The system mainly registers what
it was designed to register. At that point, the capacity for knowing becomes narrower.

This also affects the image of the human being within organizations. Human beings appear less
as observers and interpreters, and more as sources of variation that must be ordered. Moral
hesitation, tacit knowledge, local experience, and relational signals still count, but only when
they can be technically processed. What falls outside that framework quickly appears
inconvenient, inefficient, or unreliable. In this way, the concept of innovation continues
operating without recognizing its effect on knowledge and judgment.

1.2 Technological sovereignty as a new ordering power

The concept of technological sovereignty is often used in discussions about digital autonomy or
the question of which state controls which infrastructure. Here it refers to something else. It
concerns the capacity of technical systems to structure the space of judgment and action in
advance. They do this without constantly appearing as visible political actors. Power therefore
resides not only in outcomes, but also in the framework within which an outcome remains
possible.

This distinguishes technological power from classical administrative power. An administrator
must explain why a norm applies. A judge must justify a decision. A parliament conducts
debate. A technical system translates norms into procedures and procedures into routines.
Once an institution introduces a system that ranks risks, prioritizes deviations, or classifies
behavior, it does not merely choose a tool. It also determines which forms of reason later remain
available. The ordering has already entered the infrastructure itself.

This makes criticism more difficult. A policy decision remains recognizable and contestable. A
parameter, a standard, or a design choice much less so. Yet that is precisely where much
becomes fixed. Consider a municipal risk model. On paper it supports decision-making. In
practice it already determines which signals carry weight, which patterns count as deviant, and
which cases receive additional attention. The system therefore does more than assist. It sorts
reality in advance.

At this point the question directly touches legitimacy. Public legitimacy requires accountability.
Someone must be able to explain why an intervention is proportionate, who bears the



consequences, and which norm is at stake. In technological sovereignty that justification shifts
toward performance. A system appears credible because it works faster, seems to make fewer
mistakes, or detects risks earlier. That argument sounds convincing, yet it collapses once
functionality replaces moral and political deliberation. Proportionality, context, and public
responsibility then disappear into the background.

1.3 Where decision-making power actually shifts

The most important shift rarely occurs at the final moment of decision-making. It happens
earlier, during design, procurement, standardization, implementation, and maintenance. That is
where assumptions become fixed. That is where organizations receive a specific way of seeing.
That is where it is determined what will count as visible, relevant, and urgent. Whoever focuses
only on the formal decision misses the place where the reasoning has already been
prestructured.

This becomes visible in practices such as risk analysis, selection procedures, and prioritization
systems. A municipality using commercial software for risk assessment formally remains the
competent authority. A healthcare institution using standardized classification models formally
remains responsible for the patient. An educational organization allowing platform structures to
guide learning pathways still retains its mission on paper. Yet something has shifted. The
institution now moves within a knowledge environment designed by others. As a result,
judgment itself becomes narrower from within. Not because people stop thinking, but because
the space of conceivable deliberation becomes smaller.

This creates a difficult administrative situation. Responsibility officially remains with the actor
making the decision, while the conditions shaping that decision partly originate elsewhere. Here
a growing duality emerges. People must account for decisions formed within an already ordered
reality. Responsibility therefore becomes both more diffuse and heavier at the same time. Many
institutions now recognize this tension. Procedurally they remain protected, while substantively
they increasingly feel uncertain.

1.4 From public truth formation to private infrastructural power

For a long time, knowledge possessed a public foundation, however imperfect. Universities,
journalism, courts, parliamentary procedures, and professional communities offered places
where facts, interpretations, and norms could be openly tested. Such places were slow,
sometimes rigid, sometimes conflictual. Their strength lay precisely there. Delay created room
for correction. Opposition prevented premature closure. Revision remained possible.

Within the technological order this foundation comes under pressure. Knowledge production
shifts toward platforms, data streams, and infrastructures primarily ordered through technical
and commercial interests. The status of truth changes as well. Truth becomes less a public
practice and more a derived product of selection processes outside ordinary debate. Which
information becomes visible, which claims appear credible, and which risks receive priority
increasingly depend on systems that themselves remain barely subject to public accountability.

Knowledge thereby loses part of its grounding in community. It comes under the management of
infrastructures that provide direction while rarely accounting for the normative choices they
carry. A university may still claim a public mission while simultaneously becoming dependent on
digital environments that determine which knowledge becomes visible, which data are



collected, and which outcomes count administratively. Formally the mission remains public. In
practice part of truth formation shifts away from the public sphere.

This development also carries a cultural dimension. Shared reality requires common places of
verification. Once everyone gains access to a different slice of the world through personalized
selection, ranking, and filtering, shared perception becomes more difficult. The public sphere
does not suddenly collapse. It becomes thinner. People still possess vast amounts of
information, yet increasingly lack a common space within which that information can be
weighed, challenged, and embedded.

1.5 The privatization of reality

The privatization of reality is not an exaggerated phrase. It describes a concrete shift. First
through access. Large platforms and data environments determine which signals circulate and
under which conditions they receive attention. Then through interpretation. Models,
classifications, and automated prioritization help shape what appears important or credible. A
society therefore loses not only control over tools, but also influence over the form in which
reality appears.

The result is dependency. A government, university, or healthcare institution may preserve its
public mission on paper while materially depending on a knowledge environment designed by
private actors. At that point the norm formally remains public, while its practical operation no
longer fully is. This is where a technical tool becomes infrastructural power. The actor collecting
data, managing classifications, or defining standards influences public judgment without
standing fully within the chain of public accountability.

A limit also appears here. A society can absorb large amounts of technology without losing its
orientation. That orientation truly disappears only once the capacity for shared interpretation is
structurally undermined. Governance then becomes narrower, public debate poorer, and
responsibility harder to carry. The shift from public truth formation toward infrastructural power
is therefore not a sectoral problem. It concerns the way a society can still know itself.

2. The myth of objectivity in the digital regime
2.1 Digital technology and epistemic continuity

The digital order does not fully break with the modern knowledge order. It intensifies it. The
preference for measurability, procedural clarity, and abstract objectivity already existed earlier.
Digital technology gives that preference a new scale, a new speed, and a greater rigidity. As a
result, it appears as though a completely new era has begun, while many older assumptions
simply continue operating. This point is important. Otherwise the digital regime appears as a
technical incident, while in reality it represents a sharpened continuation of a much longer
trajectory.

That trajectory remains easy to recognize. Modern institutions learned to trust indicators,
procedures, and standardized forms of evidence. Digital systems align perfectly with that
tendency. They process precisely the elements the modern order already valued: numbers,
classifications, correlations, predictive patterns. The central question therefore easily shifts
from understanding toward processing. A system capable of extensive calculation quickly



creates the impression that it also knows better. This is where the myth of objectivity begins in its
digital form.

2.2 Datafication as an epistemic framework

Datafication involves more than collecting information. It is a way of organizing reality so that
reality can be converted into data. That requires selection. Something must become countable.
Something must be designated as relevant. Something must be placed within categories.
Datafication therefore does not function as a neutral window onto the world. It operates as a
framework that determines in advance which aspects of reality can count and which remain
outside reach.

On paper this appears rational. In practice important shifts emerge. What can easily be counted
receives priority. What requires context, history, or relational sensitivity loses weight. An
organization strongly dependent on datafication may therefore become highly precise in
monitoring output while simultaneously becoming weaker in distinguishing significance.

This often becomes noticeable before it becomes provable. Teams still deliver. Processes still
function. Reports still appear correct. Yet conversation becomes thinner. Doubt receives less
space. People gradually learn to adapt themselves to the system instead of continuously testing
the system against the reality they encounter. Datafication therefore is not merely a technique. It
is also a way of seeing.

2.3 Algorithms and the question of objectivity

Algorithmic systems are often presented as objective and rational. They supposedly support or
make decisions without prejudice and without interpretive mediation. That representation
cannot hold. Algorithms rest on human choices. They depend on assumptions, classifications,
goals, and simplifications embedded during design and implementation. The selection of data,
the choice of optimization criteria, and the definition of success are normatively determined.
The system subsequently processes those choices at a scale and speed that render the
underlying assumptions less visible.

From this a persistent illusion emerges. Outcomes are treated as facts, while they actually result
from interpretive structures translated into technical form. Authority also shifts. The output
appears to rise above human deliberation. In reality that deliberation has not disappeared. It has
already been embedded earlier in system design, data selection, and operational goals.

This makes criticism more difficult. Whoever questions the outcome quickly appears to
challenge the system itself, or even rationality as such. Technical outputs thereby acquire an
aura of inevitability. This is precisely where objectivity becomes mythical. Not because
technology can do nothing, but because people begin treating it as though it exists outside
interpretation.

2.4 From interpretation to classification

This shift reaches the nature of knowing itself. Interpretation requires context, history, relation,
and judgment. A human being attempts to understand what a phenomenon means within a
concrete situation. Classification works differently. It ranks, sorts, and connects cases to
predefined categories. In itself there is nothing wrong with this. The problem begins once
classification presents itself as a replacement for interpretation.



Reality is then reduced to what fits within the system. This becomes visible across multiple
sectors. In healthcare, standardized models increasingly guide clinical judgment. In education,
platform structures increasingly determine what counts as learnable and measurable. In
governance, risk language and prioritization systems shape what appears urgent. People may
still interpret, but within narrower frameworks.

This often makes work manageable. It also makes it poorer. Interpretive depth, moral sensitivity,
and historical awareness cannot be reduced to correlations and categories without loss. A file
may be perfectly coded and still poorly understood. A student may be precisely monitored and
still fundamentally misread. A patient may be placed within all the correct boxes and still never
truly seen.

2.5 When responsibility becomes diffuse

Once data and algorithms acquire a central place within practices of knowledge, the
relationship between decision and responsibility changes as well. Moral judgment requires
involvement with concrete consequences. Someone must relate personally to what is at stake
within a situation. Algorithmic systems can model risks and calculate patterns, but they cannot
carry that relation.

Yet legitimacy quickly shifts toward system outputs. People acted according to the model. They
followed procedure. They did not deviate from the advised route. Responsibility therefore
becomes more diffuse. It does not disappear completely, but spreads across chains of design,
application, and use in ways that remain difficult for those involved to fully grasp.

This carries a clear cost. Once nobody fully experiences ownership over a decision anymore, an
organization also loses part of its capacity for correction. Mistakes are then increasingly treated
as system failures rather than failures of perception or judgment. That may sound efficient, yet it
deprives human beings of the practical space required to carry responsibility.

At this point the argument reaches its core. The crisis of knowledge is not a shortage of
information. It is connected to the displacement of the human being as bearer of interpretation,
proportion, and accountability. Once objectivity becomes confused with distance from human
involvement, not only knowledge itself becomes impoverished. The capacity to stand behind
knowledge weakens as well.

For that reason, the myth of objectivity within the digital regime must be broken. Not in order to
reject systems, but in order to define their limits again. Technology can support, organize,
compare, detect, and relieve pressure. It cannot replace human perception without
simultaneously impoverishing knowing itself. At that point the next chapter begins, where
prediction, control, and the prestructuring of reality are explored further.

3. Prediction, control, and the prestructuring of reality
3.1 From observation to preemption

The technological order changes the relation to reality even before a human being forms an
explicit judgment. Knowledge is increasingly used to anticipate what has not yet happened. The
center of gravity therefore shifts from observation to preemption. Observation requires
proximity, interpretation, and a certain openness to what presents itself. Preemption works



differently. It wants to arrive before the event itself. It wants to detect, sort, and intervene before
the situation has fully unfolded.

That difference is significant. In the first case, reality remains addressable. In the second, reality
becomes mainly a field of possible disruptions that must be managed in advance.

This shift has consequences for governance, law, and knowledge formation. An institution that
relies heavily on early detection and predictive models learns to read reality as something that
must remain manageable above all. Understanding gradually gives way to anticipation.
Judgment shifts from open deliberation to response within a prearranged structure of signals
and response patterns.

Michel Foucault helps us see this process clearly. In Discipline and Punish and later in The Birth
of Biopolitics, he describes how power moves away from visible commands toward subtler
forms of arrangement, classification, and management. The technological order continues that
movement. It makes it faster, finer, and often less visible.

This development also changes the status of time. Time is no longer primarily a space for
maturation, deliberation, and correction. It becomes a factor in competition and control.
Whoever sees earlier gains priority. Whoever classifies earlier gains authority. This increases the
appeal of systems that promise to distinguish faster than human beings or institutions can.

The price is that the human scale comes under pressure. Not because human beings disappear,
but because their perception increasingly ceases to be the first moment of knowledge
formation.

3.2 Risk as an ordering principle

Risk is not merely a useful category within the technological order. It increasingly becomes the
guiding principle of order itself. What can be named as risk receives administrative urgency.
What cannot be translated into risk language loses weight. Risk therefore changes from an
analytical tool into a framework that determines what receives attention and what fades into the
background.

This narrows knowledge. It directs knowledge more strongly toward possible disruption and less
toward meaning, context, and relation.

Thomas Hobbes remains relevant here. In Leviathan, political order arises from threat,
insecurity, and the need to limit violence. Carl Schmitt takes this point further in Political
Theology. He shows that sovereignty becomes visible in the exception, in the capacity to decide
when the ordinary order no longer suffices.

In the technological age, this thought returns in another form. Not only states, but also
infrastructures help determine what counts as threat, which signals become urgent, and when
early intervention appears justified. Risk becomes an epistemic lens. The world first appears as
potential disruption, and only after that as shared reality.

This has administrative consequences. A society that views itself mainly through the prism of
risk becomes receptive to systems that see earlier, rank faster, and respond more directly. Such
systems appear rational, sometimes even necessary. At the same time, something else recedes
into the background: the ability to endure uncertainty without immediately translating it into
technical classification.



That ability is essential for politics, law, and public judgment. Not every uncertain situation is a
risk that must be managed in advance. Sometimes the first need is interpretation. Sometimes it
is delay.

3.3 Exception, prediction, and control

The combination of risk, preemption, and technical infrastructure produces a new form of
power. Hobbes, Schmitt, and Foucault help us understand that connection. Hobbes shows how
order can be legitimized through threat. Schmitt makes clear that the exception reveals who
truly decides. Foucault shows how modern power works less through open command and
increasingly through arrangement, classification, and management.

In the technological order, these three lines converge. Order is read through possible disruption.
The exception receives a permanent shadow role. Power shifts toward systems that structure
perception, selection, and the space of conduct in advance.

The decisive shift therefore lies not only in the output of a system, but in the way the system
arranges the environment of decision-making. Marshall McLuhan offers a sharp vocabulary for
this in Understanding Media. His point is that media do not merely transmit content. They also
form an environment in which things begin to appear differently.

That insight also applies to digital infrastructures. They influence not only which information is
processed, but also which urgencies seem self-evident, which responses appear reasonable,
and which forms of doubt still receive space. Control then becomes part of the environment
itself. For that reason, it becomes less recognizable as control. It appears as efficiency, order, or
rationalization.

This also shifts the location of sovereignty. The visible actor is no longer central. More decisive is
the system that has already ordered the space of judgment before an administrator,
professional, or judge has made an explicit decision. This shift makes the technical order
administratively far-reaching. It changes the conditions of authority without always being
recognized as a political intervention.

3.4 Governance within predesigned realities

Under these conditions, governance increasingly takes place outside an open reality. It moves
within an already configured environment of signals, categories, and priorities. Formally, the
administrator remains responsible. In practice, he moves within a space that has already been
designed. That design is embedded in standards, interfaces, software, classifications, and
thresholds. Part of actual decision-making power lies there.

Hannah Arendt is highly important here. In The Human Condition, she describes politics and
action through plurality and appearance in a shared world. Within that tradition, governance
does not presuppose the mechanical application of rules. It presupposes a space in which
human beings address one another, differences become visible, and judgment arises
relationally.

Predesigned realities reduce precisely that space. They make deliberation more manageable,
but also narrower. An administrator has more signals available and, at the same time, less
freedom to determine what those sighals mean in context.

This explains why many institutions operate with procedural coverage while still feeling
substantively uncertain. Formal responsibility remains intact, but the epistemic conditions of



action partly lie elsewhere. Software suppliers, designers, and standardization processes help
determine how reality is later read. Governance thereby becomes more technical and more
dependent at the same time. It gains more instruments and loses part of its own space for
judgment.

3.5 Functionality as a surrogate for legitimacy

In the technological order, legitimacy is increasingly derived from functionality. A system is
treated as responsible because it works faster, sorts more accurately, scales better, or detects
risk earlier. That argument carries authority, especially in an age in which institutions are under
pressure and public decision-making is often experienced as slow or insufficient.

Yet functionality cannot replace legitimacy. At most, it can play a supporting role. Legitimacy
requires more. It requires accountability, testability, the possibility of correction, and a relation
to proportion and justice.

An important boundary appears here. A system can be efficient and stillinadequate for the
question of where public authority derives its standing. Once performance, such as speed,
scale, or predictive power, takes the place of accountability, the foundation of legitimacy itself
changes.

The system then becomes credible because it works within its own objective, not because it
accounts for the normative choices that preceded it. This is a shift from political validity to
technical validity. For governance and public knowledge, that is a loss. Whoever equates
legitimacy with functionality makes the public sphere dependent on systems that are not
publicly answerable to the same degree.

4. The intellectual architecture of the new order
4.1 Silicon Valley as an image of the human being, not only an industry

The technological order is not only a collection of companies, platforms, and investment flows.
Beneath that outer layer lies an image of the human being. In that image, the human being
appears as someone who must continually improve, accelerate, and distinguish himself.
Entrepreneurship becomes more than an economic model. It becomes a measure of life,
success, and ultimately also truth.

Those who want to understand this cultural layer quickly arrive at a small number of lines of
thought. Friedrich Nietzsche is relevant here because he shows that values are never neutral.
What a culture regards as high, strong, or valuable reveals something about its deeper
orientation.

From that perspective, technological culture becomes readable as an order in which speed,
scale, innovation, and advantage are valued more highly than dependence, limitation, fidelity,
and slowness. Ayn Rand makes this valuation more explicit. In The Fountainhead, the
exceptional creator receives an almost elevated status. Ray Kurzweil extends this line further. In
The Singularity Is Near, technology becomes not only a means of improvement, but also a
bearer of self-transcendence.

Together, these lines point to a broader cultural rearrangement. The human being is valued
according to his capacity to stay ahead. Delay becomes suspect. Dependence loses status.
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Proximity and limitation are easily read as signs of weakness or backwardness. Thisis hot a
minor detail at the edge of the technological order. It forms part of its moral foundation.

This image of the human being also affects institutions and administrative cultures. It
determines which language sounds credible, which posture counts as professional, and which
form of knowledge carries the greatest weight. Where performance and advantage become
leading values, knowledge also acquires a different tone. It must become faster, sharper, and
more deployable. The question of what is true then easily shifts toward the question of what
works, what scales, and what produces strategic advantage.

4.2 From Girard to strategy

This cultural shift becomes more visible when thinking about human rivalry takes a strategic
turn. René Girard showed in Mensonge romantique et vérité romanesque and later in La violence
et le sacré that desire does not arise apart from others. Human beings desire through one
another. This produces comparison, rivalry, and escalation.

For Girard, this is not a manual for success. It is a diagnosis of human fragility. His work calls for
limitation, self-knowledge, and a more realistic way of dealing with conflict.

In technological culture, this thought often receives another function. Rivalry is read not only as
a human vulnerability, but also as a strategic problem. The question is then no longer how one
learns to live with the tension of comparison and imitation. The question becomes how one can
escape it. Uniqueness, advantage, and exceptional position become attractive because they
seem to offer a way out of the pressure of mutual rivalry.

This also changes the meaning of innovation. Innovation is no longer only renewal or creativity. It
becomes a means of avoiding interchangeability and acquiring a position in which the rules of
ordinary competition no longer fully apply. This can be seen not only in one author or
entrepreneur. It is a broader pattern in the strategic thinking of the tech world. What begins with
Girard as an analysis of human vulnerability often ends there as a legitimation of superiority.

At that point, the status of technology also changes. It appears not only as a tool, but as an
instrument for distancing oneself from the pressure of comparison. Whoever possesses the right
infrastructure, scale, or knowledge position seems able to withdraw from the ordinary
reciprocity of social and economic relations. Technology thus receives a liberating aura, but for a
limited group.

That is why this shift is epistemically and administratively relevant. It shows how an analysis of
human insufficiency can be transformed into a model for exceptional power.

4.3 Monopoly as an escape from rivalry

From the same logic, the concept of monopoly also receives a different charge. In ordinary
economic language, monopoly refers to concentration of power and, to some degree, to a public
problem. In technological culture it is often read differently. There it appears as a sign that one
has escaped ordinary competitive pressure. It is therefore not only about market power, but
about a position of asymmetry.

This thought is important because it shows how economic thinking quietly acquires moral
weight. An exceptional position is not only considered useful, but also admired. Whoever
occupies a domain in which others cannot easily follow counts as visionary, creative, or future-
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oriented. This also changes the valuation of inequality. Asymmetry is no longer a problem that
must be limited, but an outcome that can serve as proof of strength.

For public institutions, this is relevant. Once advantage, exclusivity, and scale are naturally
valued as positive, the concept of legitimacy changes as well. The question of whether power
must be publicly justified more easily recedes into the background. It seems more important
that an actor sees faster, acts faster, or possesses an infrastructure others do not have. In this
way, an economic idea quietly shifts into a broader order of knowledge and authority.

This also clarifies why the technological order is not merely a technical or commercial
development. It carries a normative preference for concentration, advantage, and exceptional
positions. That makes it attractive to those who value speed and effectiveness more highly than
reciprocity and public examination. At the same time, it makes the order vulnerable to
overreach. A knowledge order that too easily glorifies asymmetry gradually loses its sense of
proportion.

4.4 The dream of the reasoning machine

Beneath these developments lies an even deeper motive. The technological order strongly trusts
the idea that systems can distinguish faster, more consistently, and more sharply than human
beings and institutions. From this grows the dream of the reasoning machine. Not in the sense
that machines truly think like human beings, but in the conviction that they can organize relevant
reality better than human judgment can.

This ideal has a clear administrative attraction. A system that can detect early, rank quickly, and
process large amounts of information appears to answer institutional slowness. It offers
overview where human beings drown in complexity. It offers selection where organizations
struggle with overload. It offers predictive force where administrators experience uncertainty.
For that reason, technical infrastructure easily acquires a status that reaches beyond ordinary
tools.

Yet a boundary must be drawn here. A system can classify and calculate, but it cannot carry a
world. It does not participate in the space where experience, meaning, and responsibility come
together. It can help order signals, but it cannot understand the full meaning of a situation. Once
this boundary is lost from view, knowledge shifts from shared practice to technical
management. The machine is then no longer used within a human order. It receives authority
over the conditions under which human beings can still perceive and judge.

McLuhan and Foucault are both important for this point. McLuhan shows that technology does
not merely transmit content, but also reshapes the environment of attention. Foucault makes
visible how power and knowledge come together in classification, management, and
normalization. Together they help explain why technical systems can play such a major role
today without always being openly recognized as a form of power. They are experienced as
reasonable infrastructure, while they have already helped structure the space of distinction and
judgment.

4.5 Why technological power clothes itself morally

No form of power remains credible for long without moral justification. This also applies to
technological power. It rarely presents itself as a pure grip on knowledge, behavior, or
infrastructure. It prefers to speak in terms of safety, health, efficiency, protection, sustainability,
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or freedom. These are not accidental words. They show that the technological order wants to
understand itself as an answer to a deficiency, a threat, or a vulnerability.

For that reason, the moral clothing of technology is not incidental. It belongs to its operation. A
system gains authority not only because it functions, but also because it presents itself as a
remedy for administrative slowness, social fragmentation, or collective insecurity. Precisely for
that reason, technical infrastructure often receives more weight than its purely functional
performance would justify.

This also explains why religious or quasi-religious language returns so easily in this environment.
Once technology wants to be more than a tool, it searches for words that can carry direction,
protection, and destiny. This does not need to be explicitly theological in order to move in the
same direction. The promise of rescue from chaos, the suggestion of chosen knowledge, trust in
a decisive breakthrough: these are all ways in which technology becomes symbolically
weighted.

For the argument of this essay, the key point is that this moral clothing obscures the epistemic
question. It makes technical infrastructure appear as an obvious solution, while the underlying
normative choices disappear from view. This is precisely why this chapter should not be read as
a digression about a separate tech culture, but as a deepening of the central problem of this
essay.

The technological order does not only organize information. It also carries an image of the
human being, a strategic understanding of rivalry, a preference for asymmetry, and a moral
language that helps legitimate its own power. That is the intellectual architecture within which
knowledge increasingly becomes infrastructure.

5. The erosion of shared reality
5.1 From shared reality to mediated reality

The technological order changes not only the way knowledge is organized. It also changes the
way human beings can still share a world. That may sound large, but it often begins very simply.
Ajournalist, a judge, a teacher, and an administrator no longer automatically look at the same
reality. Each receives a different selection, a different rhythm, and a different ordering of what
seems important.

For a long time, there were places where that reality was tested collectively. Journalism, science,
law, education, and politics fulfilled that role, imperfectly but essentially. There, information was
delayed, weighed, and challenged. In the digital environment, part of this truth formation shifts
toward systems of filtering, ranking, and personalization. As a result, not only the quantity of
information changes, but also the form in which the world appears.

McLuhan helps us see this clearly. In Understanding Media, he shows that a medium does not
merely transmit content, but also changes the scale and form of experience. This is now
happening on a large scale. Digital media no longer offer a common table of observation, but
many separate accesses to a mediated reality.

A simple example makes this concrete. An alderman mainly follows administrative dashboards
and signals from systems. A resident lives in a stream of personalized messages and images. A
journalist sees yet another slice, shaped by the attention economy and reach. Formally, they live
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in the same city. In practice, that city appears to each of them in a different ordering. This is
where the erosion of shared reality begins.

The public sphere does not disappear all at once. It becomes thinner. There is still debate, still
information, still conflict. Yet the ground beneath that exchange becomes less common. People
still have access to facts, but less automatically to the same world.

5.2 The soul of knowing

Knowledge is more than information processing. It has an inner dimension. This includes
attention, interpretation, sensitivity to context, and the willingness to be corrected. Once this
layer weakens, much information remains, but little knowledge capable of carrying weight.

The phrase “the soul of knowing” therefore does not refer to something vague. It raises a simple
question. Is knowledge still carried by human beings who truly relate to reality, or mainly by
systems that organize information without themselves understanding what is at stake?

Arendt makes this clearly visible. In her work, the world is a shared space of appearance,
speech, and judgment. Knowing is not separate from that. It belongs to a public reality in which
human beings can address and correct one another. Once knowledge is reduced to procedures,
models, and technical selection, it loses that foundation. It remains useful, but its carrying
capacity declines.

This can be seen in organizations that have come to rely heavily on performance data. A board
can see exactly how departments score, where delays occur, and which indicators turn red. At
the same time, it can lose sight of something elementary: how people experience their work,
where trust is declining, and where responsibility is quietly being avoided. Everything is
measurably present, but not everything is truly seen.

At that point, the authority of knowledge also shifts. Knowledge persuades less through
reliability in relation and more through technical processability. What fits well within the system
automatically receives weight. What is slower, quieter, or harder to classify loses its voice.

5.3 When the mystical foundation disappears

Beneath public knowledge lies a deeper layer. It is rarely named precisely, yet it remains
important. Truth is not formed only through analysis, evidence, and procedure. It also requires
receptivity, attention, and the ability not to close everything down too quickly.

Religious and philosophical traditions have long preserved this awareness, each in its own
language. Kierkegaard shows in Concluding Unscientific Postscript that truth is not only a
question of correct content, but also of inward relation. Balthasar connects truth in Theo-Logic I/
with appearance, form, and receptivity. Their vocabularies differ strongly, but they meet at one
point. Truth cannot be fully reduced to technical validity.

That point remains relevant today. Once this receptive dimension disappears, the cultural
foundation of knowledge changes. What remains is an order in which everything must be
classified, used, or managed. What has no immediate function quickly loses weight. Silence,
attention, and hesitation receive little space, even though something often becomes visible
there that does not yet fit into system language.

Think of a conversation in a university or hospital. Nobody says directly that something is going
wrong, but the tone changes, restraint grows, people speak less freely. There is no report yet, no
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incident, no hard data. Yet something becomes perceptible. In a culture that trusts only
recorded signals, such a moment remains unused. In a culture that still preserves some
receptivity, it can become the beginning of better insight.

When this layer disappears from awareness, the temptation grows to give technology a place it
cannot carry. Technology then has to provide direction, protection, and cohesion where other
sources once existed. It is then burdened more heavily than it can bear, while at the same time
becoming narrower in its real significance.

5.4 Relational truth as a limit to totalization

No system can fully possess truth. This is not a romantic thought, but a sober boundary.
Systems can do a great deal. They can process data, calculate correlations, and model behavior.
What they cannot do, at least not in the human sense, is participate in the space where truth
arises between people.

That space requires listening, delay, reciprocity, and the willingness to be corrected by another.
Arendt again offers an important anchor here. For her, plurality is not an inconvenient remainder,
but a condition of world and politics. Murdoch adds something essential. In The Sovereignty of
Good and in essays from Existentialists and Mystics, she connects truth and goodness with
attention, self-relativization, and careful seeing of what stands before us.

This thought becomes concrete in administrative situations. An organization may conclude on
the basis of indicators that performance is stable. At the same time, a team leader may notice
that people are withholding sensitive information, that meetings are becoming more formal, and
that the ability to correct one another is declining. The system sees the first layer. Relational
reality reports the second. Whoever trusts only the first layer notices the erosion too late.

Relational truth is therefore not a soft supplement to an otherwise technical order. It is a
boundary. It prevents technical ordering from elevating itself into a closed system. Where
conversation, tolerance for error, interpretation, and feedback disappear, an institution loses
more than nuance. It loses part of its capacity to know.

5.5 The crisis of epistemic legitimacy

The outcome of this development is a crisis of epistemic legitimacy. That formulation requires
precision. It concerns more than distrust of experts or institutions. It concerns a loss of certainty
about who can still perceive credibly, on what grounds knowledge carries authority, and where
correction remains possible.

A society can possess vast amounts of information and still lose legitimacy at this level. This
happens when truth, public space, and responsibility become increasingly detached from one
another. Knowledge is then still produced, but it is less well carried. It circulates faster, but
persuades less deeply.

Here too, a concrete example helps. A ministry may strongly support a policy choice with
models, analyses, and risk estimates. Yet in public debate, trust may be absent that this
knowledge was truly open to contradiction, counter-experience, or signals from outside the
system. The problem is then not only substantive. It concerns whether the knowledge visibly
came into being in a space experienced as honest, testable, and correctable.

Here the lines of this chapter come together. Predictive systems reduce the space for open
observation. Risk carries increasing weight in the ordering of attention. Governance moves
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within prearranged realities. Technological power clothes itself morally. Shared reality shifts
toward mediated environments. The result is that legitimacy rests less on public accountability
and more on technical credibility.

That is not enough. A society that can no longer make its knowledge public, correctable, and
humanly carried gradually loses its capacity to preserve truth. This is the core of the problem.
The crisis is not only technological or political. It reaches the foundation of knowing itself.

6. The limit of technological neutrality
6.1 Why no system can take the place of human perception

The technological order has accelerated, refined, and scaled many processes. That should be
acknowledged. Yet a boundary appears here that cannot be crossed without damage. No system
can take the place of human perception, because perception is more than registration.

A human being does not merely see that something happens. He also sees how it happens, in
what atmosphere, under what tension, and with which undertone. It is precisely this broader
seeing that makes perception a sustaining condition of knowledge. It is not a residual category
that slowly becomes unnecessary once technology advances far enough.

The phenomenological tradition helps articulate this clearly. In Husserl and Merleau-Ponty, the
human being does not appear as a neutral unit of measurement, but as an embodied being who
knows the world only through involved presence. Perception is always situated. It arises from a
body, a history, and a horizon of meaning. Whoever attempts to remove that embeddedness may
gain precision in isolating a problem, yet loses depth in understanding a situation as a whole.

This is clearly visible in practice. A system in a hospital may quickly recognize patterns in
throughput times, patient flows, and risk profiles. That is valuable. Yet it does not automatically
perceive the tense silence during a team meeting, the hesitation of a nurse who cannot yet fully
express a concern, or the moment when a patient formally feels heard while not truly feeling
seen. What appears as noise to the system may prove decisive both administratively and
humanly.

For this reason, the ideal of complete objectification also falls short. A system can classify,
correlate, and prioritize. It cannot inhabit a world. It experiences no hesitation, knows no
tension, and carries no responsibility for what it brings forward. Once this difference disappears
from view, technical output becomes confused with knowledge itself.

Arendt also helps reveal the political dimension of this point. In her work, reality does not arise
in isolation, but in a shared world where human beings appear, speak, and judge. Perception
unmistakably belongs there. It is not only cognitive, but also public. A society that allows human
perception to be replaced by technical infrastructures therefore loses more than nuance. It
loses part of its capacity to carry a shared world.

6.2 The human scale as an epistemic condition

The human scale is often mentioned as though it were merely an administrative preference. In
reality, its meaning reaches deeper. The human scale is an epistemic condition. Without
proportion, knowledge loses its relation to the concrete, the nearby, and the meaningful. The
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quantity of information may increase, while the capacity to distinguish what truly counts within a
situation declines.

Aristotle helps here through the concept of phronesis, practical wisdom. This does not concern
abstract correctness, but the ability to perceive what is fitting within concrete circumstances.
Murdoch places a similar emphasis in her work. For her, morality begins with attention. Simone
Weil goes even further and calls attention the purest form of generosity. Their language differs,
yet the intention remains the same. Good perception requires proportion.

This is often recognized too late. Modern institutions easily speak about scalability, efficiency,
and standardization, and only afterward add the human scale as a corrective at the margins. In
doing so, the order is reversed. Proportion should not repair afterward what was first technically
designed. It must already participate at the beginning, in the question of what counts as relevant
at all, which signals deserve attention, and on what scale a situation can be judged.

A simple administrative example shows this clearly. A school board may conclude on the basis
of learning data that an intervention is effective. Yet that same intervention may undermine
students’ trust within a classroom or impoverish the professional judgment of teachers.
Formally, the decision is correct. Epistemically, it may still be wrong because the scale of
perception was too narrow.

The human scale therefore does not require less knowledge, but a different ordering of
knowledge. Systems must remain supportive to people who can still see, listen, and weigh.
Where this order is preserved, technology can deepen understanding and relieve pressure.
Where it disappears, the human being is diminished in the name of rationality.

6.3 Perception, interpretation, and moral presence

Perception never stands alone. It gains weight only when connected to interpretation. A human
being sees something and must also understand what has been seen. That understanding does
not arise afterward. It belongs to knowledge from the very beginning.

Hermeneutic thinkers such as Dilthey, Gadamer, and Ricoeur have shown this convincingly.
Understanding is always situated. It takes place within language, history, and experience. There
is no pure point outside interpretation from which reality can simply be read off.

For the technological order, this is an uncomfortable truth. It prefers sharply defined input,
unambiguous classifications, and reproducible outputs. Interpretation therefore quickly
appears as a source of uncertainty. Yet interpretation is indispensable precisely where
questions are complex, context-dependent, and normatively charged.

This becomes visible in sectors that strongly rely on systems. An administrator must not only
know that signals exist, but also what those signals mean within the life of an organization. A
physician must be capable of more than reading patterns. He must also understand the
patient’s experience. A teacher sees more than test scores alone. In all these cases, perception
without interpretation remains too thin.

Another element must be added here. Genuine interpretation requires involvement. Levinas
formulated this more sharply than almost anyone else. In the encounter with the other, ethics
does not begin after knowledge, but within appearance itself. The other already places a claim
upon me before | fully understand him. This thought is crucial here. It shows that knowledge is
not merely a description of the world, but also a relation of response.
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From this perspective, it also becomes clear why the neutrality claim of technical systems falls
short. Neutrality appears reliable because it promises distance. Yet in many contemporary
questions, distance itself forms part of the problem. What is needed is a form of involvement
that does not blind, but makes perception more attentive.

Murdoch speaks here of purifying the gaze. Kierkegaard speaks of commitment. Balthasar
connects truth to appearance and embodiment. Their words differ, yet they share the same
conviction. Truth requires a human being who truly allows himself to be addressed.

6.4 From control to limitation

For a long time, the modern knowledge order believed that reliability increases through control,
standardization, and predictability. In many domains this has indeed produced gains. Yet this
movement reaches an impasse once it no longer limits itself. What began as a method for
reducing error then grows into a general culture of control. Reality is no longer approached as
something capable of speaking back, but as material that must be orderly managed.

At that point, knowledge loses its proportion. Limitation is therefore not a sign of weakness. Itis
a sign of maturity. It recognizes that not everything technically possible is also epistemically
desirable. It also recognizes that systems preserve their strength precisely when they are not
inflated into substitutes for human perception and responsibility.

Aristotle calls proportion a condition for good action. Gadamer emphasizes that understanding
remains possible only where openness to correction survives. Hartmut Rosa shows in his work
on resonance that the relation to the world becomes impoverished once everything is
approached solely as an available object. These three lines point in the same direction. What is
needed is not a further expansion of control, but a renewed awareness of limits.

Administratively, this means something very concrete. Institutions must once again learn to
distinguish where systems are helpful and where they begin to close the space of judgment. This
also requires different questions than are usually asked. Not only whether a system works, but
also what it renders invisible. Not only how much faster decision-making becomes, but also
which form of hesitation or conversation thereby disappears. Not only who formally remains
responsible, but also where the possibility of moral correction still resides.

An organization that no longer asks such questions quickly becomes trapped within its own
instruments. Limitation interrupts that self-evidence. It reopens space for public judgment.

6.5 Toward another epistemic practice

The alternative to technological neutrality is not the rejection of science or technology. It
requires another epistemic practice. Such a practice recognizes the value of technical tools, yet
places them once again within a broader understanding of knowledge. Understanding receives
greater weight than classification. Reliability becomes more important than control. Distance
loses its automatic priority.

Such a practice contains several layers. Methodologically, it requires a stronger place for
hermeneutics and phenomenology alongside empirical analysis. Epistemologically, it requires
renewed appreciation for perception, interpretation, and context. Normatively, it requires public
accountability for the infrastructures that organize knowledge. And in practice itself, it requires
another posture from the researcher, administrator, or professional.
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That posture can best be described as care for the environment within which knowledge can
arise. Not the posture of someone who manages reality from a safe external position, but of
someone who helps keep reality understandable. That may sound modest, yet it carries major
consequences. Once knowledge is reconnected to attention, delay, reciprocity, and corrigibility,
the technological order loses its self-evident claim to neutrality.

Another epistemic practice therefore does not begin merely with a new model. It begins with
another discipline of seeing. Where that discipline returns, it also becomes visible that no
system can carry truth without human beings willing to stand behind it.

Epilogue
The return of the human being into knowing

At the end of this section, the core of the problem becomes clear. The crisis of the modern
knowledge order is not merely a methodological or institutional question. It concerns the place
of the human being within the process of knowing itself.

The modern order attempted to make knowledge more reliable by pushing the human factor as
far into the background as possible. In the technological age, that movement is strengthened
further. Precisely there, its limit also becomes visible. Knowledge that distances itself too far
from perception, interpretation, and responsibility loses its orienting force. It may still process
enormous amounts, yet becomes less and less capable of giving direction.

The return of the human being into knowing therefore does not mean that subjectivity should
now replace truth. Nor does it mean that every judgment receives the same status. The point lies
elsewhere. The human being returns as bearer of a form of reliability no system can assume.

He returns as an observer who sees more than measurable output alone. As an interpreting
being who takes context, history, and situation into account. And as an actor who not only uses
knowledge, but must also stand behind it. In that sense, the human being is not the problem that
must be removed from knowledge, but the condition under which knowledge can remain public,
corrigible, and accountable.

At this point, different lines of thought converge. Kierkegaard shows that truth requires
commitment. Arendt makes clear that judgment and truth cannot exist without a shared world.
Murdoch draws attention to the quality of seeing. Weil emphasizes receptivity. Gadamer and
Ricoeur remind us that understanding always presupposes interpretation. Levinas shows that
knowledge cannot be separated from responsibility. Balthasar emphasizes that truth gains real
weight only where it appears in a form that can be carried.

Together, these voices do not point back toward an earlier age, but toward a broader
understanding of rationality in which humanity is no longer placed outside knowledge.

That is the central aim of this section. Not the rejection of technology, but its limitation and
repositioning. Not the glorification of human fallibility, but the recognition that knowledge
without human proportion ultimately becomes directionless. And not less rationality, but a
broader understanding of rationality in which context, hesitation, interpretation, and public
examination once again receive weight.
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This section therefore ends where it had to end. The epistemic ground has been made visible
again. It has become clear that knowledge cannot remain sustainable once it detaches itself
from human perception and responsibility.

Yet not everything has been said. The question of what this reorientation requires from the
human being himself, in posture, inner formation, and the practice of governance and
community, lies beyond the scope of this volume. That requires another level of inquiry.
Precisely there lies the transition toward my other work.
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