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Abstract 

This study introduces the concept of the Civilizational Interpretive Ratio as a structural 

framework for describing the relationship between the complexity of autonomous systems and 

human interpretive capacity. The work adopts a non-normative and non-technology-specific 

approach. Its aim is to establish a ratio-based analytical perspective applicable at civilizational 

scale. 

The central thesis of the model holds that the growth of technological complexity and the 

development of human interpretive capacity do not necessarily proceed at the same pace. When a 

persistent imbalance emerges between these two factors, structural consequences may be 

observed in decision-making processes, transparency, and responsibility structures. 

The Civilizational Interpretive Ratio is a relational, scale-independent and time-independent 

framework that enables long-term analysis of the relationship between autonomous systems and 

human interpretive structures without being tied to specific technological paradigms. 
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NVO987 Research Framework 
 

NVO987 is an authorial research structure that functions as a shared framework for multiple 

thematically and theoretically interconnected studies, visual analyses, and conceptual 

investigations. It does not designate a closed theory, but a transparently traceable line of thought 

that connects different periods, media, and problem domains. 

 

The aim of the framework is to ensure conceptual and terminological continuity. It enables works 

that differ in time and subject matter to be interpreted as parts of a coherent research trajectory, 

while remaining open to new theoretical and interdisciplinary connections. 

NVO987 thus denotes both a research identity and a structural system within which individual 

studies appear not as isolated publications, but as elements standing in relation to one another. 

 

The Scholarly Community as Discursive and Infrastructural Context 

 

The scholarly community associated with the NVO987 framework is not to be understood 

merely as a publication surface, but as a discursive space that shapes the horizon of interpretation 

and the relational positioning of research materials. 

 

Platform-based presence enables studies, research programs, theoretical texts, and related 

documents to form a structured whole. Within this environment, individual writings become 

accessible not as isolated units, but as parts of a thematically organized research corpus. 

 

The communal and infrastructural framework therefore fulfills not only a function of 

dissemination, but also one of context generation. It provides an organizational and interpretive 

environment in which works produced at different times and in different thematic fields can be 

understood in relation to one another, while remaining open to further expansion. 
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The Theoretical Framework of the Civilizational Interpretive Ratio 
An Examination of the Structural Relationship Between the Complexity of Autonomous 

Systems and Human Interpretive Capacity 

 

The technological environment of the twenty-first century is increasingly defined by the 

accelerating growth in the complexity of autonomous systems. Decision-support algorithms, 

predictive models, machine learning architectures and self-operating infrastructures form 

systems whose functioning can no longer be reduced to simple linear logics. Technological 

development does not merely represent quantitative expansion but structural densification. More 

layers, more interactions and more emergent behaviors characterize this transformation. 

Parallel to this process another factor is present, namely human interpretive capacity. This is the 

ability to understand how such systems operate, to recognize their limitations, to construct 

mental models of them and to maintain responsibility and control mechanisms. This capacity is 

not solely a matter of technical knowledge. It includes cognitive, institutional and ethical 

dimensions. Human interpretive capacity can be developed, yet its growth does not necessarily 

follow the pace of technological complexity. 

 

The theory of the Civilizational Interpretive Ratio emerges from this tension. 

 

The central claim is not normative and not anti-technological. It does not address whether 

autonomous systems are beneficial or harmful. The question is structural in nature. What kind of 

relationship exists between the complexity of autonomous systems and human interpretive 

capacity, and what happens when the growth rates of these two factors diverge over an extended 

period. 

 

The essence of the model is relational. It does not measure absolute differences but proportion. 

The Civilizational Interpretive Ratio expresses the relationship between the complexity of 

autonomous systems and human interpretive capacity. When complexity grows faster than 

interpretive capacity, the ratio shifts. This shift is not a moral judgment but a structural state 

change. 
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Complexity here does not merely refer to technical detail. It includes architectural stratification, 

the number of decision dimensions, emergent behavioral patterns, network embeddedness and 

the reduction of operational transparency. A system may be formally deterministic yet practically 

opaque to its users. Complexity is therefore not only structural but interpretive in its 

implications. 

 

Interpretive capacity, by contrast, is the ability that makes system comprehension possible. Full 

technical reproduction is not required. What is necessary is a mental model that captures the 

essential structure of operation. This capacity includes recognizing limits, maintaining predictive 

orientation within certain bounds and sustaining responsibility frameworks. When interpretive 

capacity diminishes or lags behind in relative terms, the human role becomes increasingly 

indirect. 

 

If the ratio remains persistently shifted, structural consequences can be observed. Decision 

processes become increasingly delegated. System use grows more indirect while direct 

transparency declines. Interpretive intermediary layers appear in the form of experts, interfaces 

and abstraction tools that position themselves between complexity and user. Responsibility 

structures may become more diffuse as decision chains pass through multiple partially 

autonomous components. 

 

The Civilizational Interpretive Ratio is scale independent. It can be applied at the individual level 

in the relationship between a user and an algorithmic system. It can be applied at the institutional 

level in the interaction between organizations and technological infrastructures. It can also be 

applied at the civilizational level when entire societies depend on large scale autonomous 

systems. As a relational construct, the ratio retains analytical relevance regardless of the specific 

technological era. 

 

A key property of the framework is temporal independence. It is not tied to any particular 

platform, algorithm or technological paradigm. The emphasis lies on relationship rather than 

implementation. This makes it suitable for long term analysis. 
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Responses to ratio imbalance may include architectural attempts aimed at increasing interpretive 

capacity. Structured, machine readable, versioned and cryptographically verifiable knowledge 

and identity frameworks may be understood as efforts to reduce the gap between complexity and 

interpretation. These do not prove the model but illustrate its applicability. The objective is not to 

reduce complexity but to increase interpretability proportionally. 

 

The Civilizational Interpretive Ratio is therefore not a prediction and not a moral stance. It 

functions as an analytical perspective. It enables examination of whether proportionality exists 

between the dynamics of technological development and human interpretive capability. If this 

proportionality is persistently disrupted, it does not necessarily imply collapse, but it reshapes 

patterns of decision making, responsibility and transparency. 

 

The simplicity of the model is deliberate. The concept of ratio is abstract enough to apply across 

eras and systems while remaining concrete enough to describe structural phenomena. The 

stability of technological civilization may depend not only on the scale of innovation but also on 

the sustainability of interpretive proportionality. 

 

In this sense the Civilizational Interpretive Ratio is an intelligent framework. It is not a closed 

theory but a relational structure open to further development, formalization and empirical 

investigation. Its primary aim is to render the relationship visible. 

 

This study is the first edition of a versioned theoretical preprint. The framework presented here is 

declarative and foundational in nature, and its purpose is to render the relationship visible rather 

than to provide its final formalization. The Civilizational Interpretive Ratio will be developed in 

greater detail in subsequent versions, which may include conceptual refinement, possible formal 

modeling, and interdisciplinary contextualization. The present version is to be understood as the 

starting point of an open, further-developable research program. 
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Conclusion 

 
The defining feature of the technological era is not merely that it builds systems, but that these 

systems increasingly operate at the boundary of collective understanding. The question, 

therefore, is not what they are capable of, but to what extent we remain present within the 

horizon of their operation. 

 

The history of civilization is also the history of interpretive frameworks. When these frameworks 

are stable, complexity remains manageable. When they weaken, structures may continue to 

function, but the nature of human presence within them changes. 

 

This study does not conclude a debate but designates a direction of attention. The work that 

follows lies not in repeating the concept, but in its disciplined elaboration. 
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Document Status 

 
This document is the first recorded edition of a versioned theoretical preprint. The text is 

declarative in nature and presents the foundational version of a conceptual framework without 

formalized mathematical modeling or empirical validation. 

 

The purpose of this version is to clearly establish and make the conceptual structure citable. 

Subsequent editions of the document will be published with version numbers and accompanied 

by a record of modifications. 

 

The framework remains open to further development; however, the present version is intended to 

be interpreted as a self-contained and citable unit. 
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