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In this article the author attempts to analyzesuch a rather complicated
phenomenon as the development of technology in the modern world and
the influence of this process on the life of the XXI century. The article deals
with the moral and value interpretations of such outstanding scholars as
M. Heidegger, H. Ortega—i—Gasset, A. Toffler, and others. Summarizing their
scientific achievements, the author tries to develop some kind of «panacea»
for preserving a person’s own nature, freeing her consciousness from excessive
«technocraticy in modern society.
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Asmop cmasume neped cobol 3a60aHHA NPOAHANIZYEAMU OOCMAMHBO
CKIIA0He ABULYE K PO3BUMOK MEXHIKU 8 CYYACHOMY CEIMi Ma 6NUE Yb020 NPOYecy
na srcumms moounu XXI cmopivus. Memoro oanoi cmammi € ananiz 3min, ujo
8I0GYIUCA Y CIABNEHHI CYYACHOT TH0OUHU 00 GYIMMSA, 3YMOGIEHI CMAHOBICHHAM
coyiokynemypHoi napaduemu Hoeoeo uacy, siki i domenep akmyanvHi.

B cmammi posensioaromucsi mopanvii ma yinnicui inmepnpemayii wjo 0o
henomeny mexwiku maxux eudamuux euenux sk M. Iaiideceep, Opmeea—i—
Taccem, E. Toppnep ma in. Vzaeanvuiowouu ix naykosuti 0opobok asmop

HAMA2AEMbCs. pO3pOOUMU «nanayeioy ONis 30epedcents T0OUHOI0 61ACHOT

npupoou, 36inbHeHHs i1 ceidomocmi 8i0 HAOMIPHOI «meXHOKpamuszayiiy y
CYHACHOMY CYCRIIbCMEI.

IIpomsacom — ocmannvb020 — nepiody — NOHAMMA — «MEXHO2EHHEy,
«inoycmpianehe» nepeocmuciuioiomocs. Ile GuUKIUKAHO MUM  GenuYesHUM
GNIUBOM, AKUL MEXHIKA PA30M 3 HAYKOIO MAE HA MamepianbHe dcumms
n00ell 8 NPAKMUYHO KOJICHOMY KYMOUKY 3emnoi Kyii. Ane naileonosniuioro
npUYUHOIO, HA HAWly OYMKY, € mOolU akm, wo came HA CY4acHomy pieHi

PO3GUMKY MEXHIKU, HA6A2amo npo3opiuumMu Cmai @GyHOAMeHmanvHi it

xapakmepucmuku. Cyuacna mexuika 4acmo 3yMOGNIOE WAXU GUDIUUEHHS
06a2amvox eKOHOMIYHUX, HAYKOBUX MA HAGIMb NONIMUYHUX NUMAHD.

B cyuacuiti  anmpononozii mexHiku Haeimov 3’6U6cA  cneyianibHull
mepmin, wo eusnavae nooury XXI cm. — homotechnicus (moouna mexuiuna).
Homotechnicus eracmusi maki 03HaKU: payionaibHicmy, CXUIbHICMb 00
cmanoapmuszayii, yeaea 0o demaietl, MeMmoOUYHICMb.

JTioocmeo oxonuna ides 6yOb — K010 Yitoio 3000ymu Heobmedcery 61ady
Hao npupo0oio, 3pobumu ii docepenom pecypcis. Biosepma mexnokpamusayis
Habyesae gce OibLL 3a2POACYIOUU PUC, NEPEMEOPIOEMbCA HA CRPABICHIO 342PO3Y
OYXOGHOMY JICUMMSL TI0OCMBA MA 11020 NCUXONO2IYHOMY, | HAGIMb NCUXIYHOMY
300p06 10. Texuiunuii npozpec, wjo GUNWIO8 3—Ni0 KOHMPOMO TOOUHU M
nionopsoKkyseas it sgcumms cobi, Cmae NPUUUHOIO CAMOBIOYYHCEHHSL IHOUBIOY,
6 HACTIOOK 4020 6MPAYAEMbCA 36 A30K JOOUHU He Juule 3 HABKOIUUMHIM
ceimom npupoou, ane i Hagime 3i ceoim emympiwnin «». Tenoenyis
00 NIOMIHU CNPABICHIX YIHHOCMEN WMYyYHUMU [0earami NOCMIUHO20
HEB2AMOBHO20 CNOACUBAHHA , YIMULIMAPHO — NPASMAMUYHe CMAieHHs 00
olcummsl ne mooice e aakamu. Haiibinow Oiceum, na nauty oymky, 3acobom
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camosbepesicents M00CbKoi 0codbuUCmocmi 6 Cy4acHUx yMoeax € oomedceHo
DPO3YMHe BUKOPUCANHSA MEXHIKU, KOIU TI00UHA 3aMUUAEmbCs T 6on100apem,
a e 3an1edcHuUM padom.

Knrwuosi cnosa: ginocodia mexuixu, mexnokpamusayis, Gestelle, in-
dyempianbhe CycnitbCcmeo, ROCMIiHOYCmpiaibHe CYCRiTbCmeo, iHpopmayiiine
cycninbemeo, homotechnicus.

(cmammst OpyKyemMbCsl MOBOH OPULIHATLY)

Problem statement and the state of its study.
Moral aspect of the incessanttechnical progresshas
hardly become the main philosophical problem
nowadays. Technologicaldevelopment has led to
the incredible breakthrough in human history, all
aftereffects of which cannot be foreseen and predicted
even by the most painful imagination, although we
are direct participants of the mechanization and
technicalization ourselves.

At the present stage of development in Ukraine
historically coincided processes of active filling of
living space with various forms of technology, as
well as changes in priorities of social development,
therefore, the relevance of this work is obvious. In
addition, our country must solve a number of problems
associated with the development of the latest forms
of technology. Socio—philosophical aspect of the
relationship «man — technology» in all their diversity
and dynamics also needs to be understood.

At the beginning of the 20th century all attempts
of philosophical reflection about the technology often
reduced to optimistic prospects. But the real interest
in this problem begins with the World Philosophical
Congresses in Vienna (1968), Varna (1973) and
Dusseldorf (1978) where appeared a critical attitude to
technical progress. Professional philosophers’attention
focused on negative aspects of technological progress.
The philosophy of technology was considered by such
thinkers as E. Durkheim, A. Bergson, M. Berdyaev,
M. Heidegger, H. Ortega—i—Gasset, G. Marcuse,
K. Iaspers.

Modern philosophy of technology is a sufficiently
disciplined system of conceptual representations that
has its own subject, methodology, set of own research
methods.

But ontological, ethical, cultural, anthropological
aspects of technological progress require further study
not only as a purely scientific problem, but also as
having a huge «applied» meaning.

Attention of modern scientists researching
technology is concentrated, first of all, on the moral
and value component of technical rationality,
general technical policy. Leading researchers in the
philosophical aspect of technology development
are: G. Jonas, H. Lenk, E. Toffler, L. Mumford,
J. Eully, V. N. Rosin, V. S. Gorokhov, V. M. Knyazev,
B. V. Novikov and others.

The purpose of this article is to analyze some
changes that have taken place in the attitude of the
modern person to entity, conditioned by the emergence
of the socio—cultural paradigm of the New Time,
which is still relevant. From the New Age the entity
has become subjective and dependent of the subject.
For a more complete disclosure of this problem, it
is necessary to analyze the main methodological
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approaches to the understanding of technology
developed in the 20th century.

The main material. The world of machines and
mechanisms now accompanies the person at every
turn. Man, society are becoming more dependent on
modern, complex machinery — mechanisms, machines
that now manage various vital systems. Civilization of
the 21th century can be defined by a number of signs
as an industrial civilization of anthropogenic type.

In general, the model of the historical movement
in philosophical literature is interpreted as follows:
traditional — industrial — postindustrial, informational
and ecological society. However, such a schematic
model does not reveal all the wealth of history.
However, such model is essential for the identification
of the essence of science and technology.

During the last period, concepts «technogenicy,
«industrial» are redefined. This is due to the tremendous
influence that technology, together with science, has
on the material life of people in virtually every corner
of the globe. But the main reason, in our opinion,
is the fact that at the current level of technological
development their fundamental characteristics became
much more transparent. Modern technology often
leads to solving many economic, scientific and even
political issues.

Science and technology as directions of human
activity have a long story. However, if in previous
centuries the problems of these areas were interesting
only for a narrow circle of intellectuals involved, and
the attitude to technology was purely applied, our
time put these two phenomena at the center of public
attention. Understanding their significance for history
and each person was a task of philosophical thought.
Now the philosophy of technology and the philosophy
of science have developed as relatively independent
areas of theoretical search.

It should be mentioned that if science is an ancient
object of philosophical reflection, technology has
become the subject of professional philosophical
analysis relatively recently. Of course, the thinkers
of Ancient Greece, the Renaissance, and the New
Age turned to the consideration of theoretical and
philosophical problems of technology, however, the
first rudiments of the philosophy of technology arose
in the 19th century in Germany, France. The middle
of the 20th century gave rise to a powerful surge of
attention to this problem.

E. Kapp’s research «Fundamentals of Technology
Philosophy» is the first fundamental understanding of
technology. Also interested in this problem A. Espinas
[8, p. 17], F. Dessauer [8, p. 19] and E. Durkheim
[8, p. 21]. But in the second half of the 20th century,
technology and its social phenomenon became the
subject of systematic philosophical research. The
ontological status and the genesis of technology, its
essence and prospects for the future development
of the industrial forces of society are considered.
According to M. Haydegger, the technique is the first
principle, the sources of the human self, a means of
self-realization of mankind [2, p. 93].

At the beginning of the 20th century, the vast
majority of thinkers determined the tendency to
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acceleration of social and historical time, a significant
change in its tempo and rhythm, and the increasing
and greater «compression» of events within a unit of
time —separate generation or individual’s life. Every
year, this tendency gained all the clearer distinctive
features. As a result, all the theories and concepts of
socio-historical economic, ideological orientation
appear within scientific schools. They tried to find out
the essential principles and origins of a new reality,
make an attempt to predict (with objective data and
scientific methodological approaches) the near future.

A. Toffler in his work «The Third Wave» said
about such futurological projects: «When I say that
something «will», I hope the reader will make an
appropriate correction, which will take into account
the uncertainty factor. ... In addition, social forecasts
are never completely impartial and scientific, even if
they use a large amount of computerized data.

«The Third Wave» is a biased prediction, and it
does not pretend to be scientifically grounded. By
saying this, we, however, do not mean that the ideas
outlined in this book are fantastic or unsystematic. ...
Work ... can be defined as a semi—systematic model of
civilization and other relationships with it» [9, p. 23].

Global changes in public life cannot reflect on the
characterization of the modern person: his behavior,
motivation, the system of values and meaning of life.
Therefore, the 21st century philosopher who tries
to capture the reality of his present day inevitably
becomes a «professional» anthropologist—philosopher:
society affectson man, but it, in turn, undergoes radical
changes as a result of the influence of man and the
changes that take place with her.

The problem we are facing requires the
identification of the main features of the new historical
reality. The following are generally accepted: the
planetary scale of any not only an international event,
the informatization of society, the technologizingnot
only production, but also of society as a whole, the
dehumanization of society and man, the threat of
environmental catastrophes and nuclear war, etc. At
the beginning of the 21th century, such categorical
definitions as «post modernity», «globalizationy,
«industrial», «postindustrialy, «informational» society
appear. There are also such definitions as «revolution
of hope», «humanization of technology», «human
renewaly, etc.

Entity for a person means just a certain opportunity,
necessary for the accomplishment of some tasks, a
man is doomed to the formation of his beingto realize
a certain program,—noted H. Ortega—i—Gasset, spanish
philosopher and sociologist of the 20th century. Life
is something that a person has to create for himself
personally. Man is the creator of himself. Liveis first
of all, to make the maximum effort to arise something
that is not yet, that the person himself arise, he will also
persistently strive for this purpose, using everything
that exists [5, p. 192].

H. Ortega—i—Gasset argued that life is a technically
deterministic production. Therefore, the person
himself «starts» with the development of technology.

Man, coupled with the technique, begins to
determine both the possibility and the goals of
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«finding» reality. According to M. Heidegger, a
person, while always on the verge of opportunity, sees
before himself only one goal — to choose one thing —
to find a way to answer the demands of entity. Any
person in our time between these opportunities is in
danger: he simply cannot see the hidden, that is, does
not understand all the dumbbells of reality.

M. Heidegger considered such a direct danger.
Where the detected appears for a person, not even
as an «object», but as a widespread object’s present
situation, within which the person himself is only an
element, there is a person on the most cliff from which
it can collapse. It was at that time that he considered
herself the ruler of the land. There is an illusion that
everything that happens on its path is simply an
addition to its power. The person seems to be dealing
with himself. But precisely at this moment, according
to M. Heidegger, she does not go to meet herself, does
not find its essence [2, p. 233].

Wherever «Gestell» reigns as a form of «answer to
the demands of entity», any other possibility of entity
disappears. The technical world dictates necessity
only for its existence, by refraining from other
means of entity. Heidegger’s theory of technique [3]
emphasized the danger of the continuous development
of technology for the modern civilization and, at the
same time, the inability to overcome the technical
handling of human speech, is an integral part of his
critique of modern civilization.

M. Haydegger devotedthe role of art a possible
alternative to the technique of joining humanity to the
simplest, inviolable truths of entity in the world. The
art of the 21st century is systematic attempts to rid the
meaning, to reconstruct what became an inexorable
logic of industrializationcentury, to subordinate
creative imagination, to destroy and to made up new
elements of the form. This refusal to understand
the technique as a fatal deterministic phenomenon,
is the desire to imagine it in the form of a certain
phantasmagoria and «technicalismy.

Exactly art, branche of human life, in which attracts
an alogy, implicitly rational sense of entity capable,
according to M. Heidegger, can give an opportunity an
individual to exist, without distorting the ontological
foundations of his entity. Whithdrawalfrom a purely
technical way of representing the world is a way that
allows a person to save his world [2, p. 235]. The
threat is not in the technology itself, but in its power
over man.The threat is not in the technology itself, but
in its power over man. Such an interpretation of the
phenomenon of technology is common to the entire
Western philosophy, which determines that theonly
way of implementing the development of technical
civilization prepares for a moment when a person
will have to turn to himself if he does not want his
total progress led to a disaster. M. Haydegger depicts
his «Gestell» as an unnatural phenomenon that has
become very threatening [2, p. 233].

The thinker tried to consolidate some philosophical
preconditions for the liberation from technological
determinism [2, p. 119]. M. Heidegger had some
pessimistic views on the future development of
technical civilization: it had to develop only in the

132

direction of further dehumanization. The only recipe
for this should have been the return to man himself,
the construction of a new spiritual atmosphere [2,
p. 97]. In it, a person would be able to take a fresh
look at himself, as well as the meaning and meaning
of technology.

Otherwise, the rapid development of technology
can lead a person to a disaster. Therefore, it is necessary
to get rid of the technician’s interpretation of thinking
and to supplement illogic rationalism with the intuition
of the artist, to combine wisdom and poetry, to realize
the only ontological basis of technology [2, p. 109].

Changes in the nature of work put a complex
ideological and moral problem: whoever serves
— technology to man or man to technology.
M. Berdyayev in the work «Man and Machine» argued
that the technique isdual, like everything in the world.
Technical civilization is dangerous first of all for the
human soul. Therefore, he believed the philosopher,
cannot allow the full autonomy of technology and give
it full freedom of action.

All diseases of modern civilization are generated
by mechanical reality. Modern civilization does not
want to know a person and therefore, a person is very
easy to hold on to this civilization. Personality is the
opposite of the machine, and the technical civilization
makes the person become its instrument.

In modern anthropology of technology, even
appeared a special term for a person of the 21th
century— homo technicus (human technical) [7, p. 263].
G. Marcuse, for example, the main component of
«human technical» calls it functional-production
aspect. Man does not appear as a self-sufficient
individual, but as an element of a huge mechanism
of production. From therefollows rating of each
person according to his usefulness, contribution to
the global efficiency. Homo technicusis characterized
by the following features: rationality, propensity to
standardize, attention to detail, methodic.

One, in any case, is obvious: technology is just a
means, it is not good and not stupidbad. It depends on
what the person will do with it, what it serves, in what
conditions he puts it. The whole question is what kind
of person will conquer it, which it will reveal itself
with its help.

Could it happen that technology, breaking away
from the content of human life, will turn into a mean
of the crazy madness of the inhumane people, or
that the whole globe, together with all people, will
become a giant factory, an ant, which, in making and
destroying, remains in this eternal cycle in an empty
cycle, devoid of all content and content of events? The
mind can construct such an opportunity; however, the
consciousness of our human nature will repeat: it is
impossible.

The structure of technology includes subjectivity
as a human ability that has a source in human nature.
Engaging in technology through education is essential
in the creation of technology. This is the first stage
of the application of technical authority over nature,
which cannot be realized by one person, and because
of this it has a great social significance. The technique
shows up itself as an active ability and power inherent
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not only to the individual, but also to man as a social
creature and, ultimately, to humanity as a whole.

The ability of the subject to convert at the same
time means the ability of the object to be transformed.
With the advancement of technology, nature, its forces
and substances become more and more accessible to
the use of their human. Consequently, the ontological
space of technology is not only the subject and the
object, not only human consciousness and nature. The
essence of technology cannot be localized either in the
subject or in the object. It reveals itself as the relation
between subject and object. The essence of technology
is realized to the extent that the subject actually
mastered the object and the object is really mastered
by the subject.

Conclusions. So, the unceasing development of
science and technology, which began in the early period
of an industrial society and is gaining momentum in
the 21st century, have led to the technocratization of
human world outlook, the emergence of a genuine
«cult of technology». Humanity has embraced the
idea of gaining unlimited power over nature at any
cost, making it a source of resources. Outward
technocratization becomes more and more endangered
by rice, becoming a real threat to the spiritual life
of mankind and its psychological, as well as mental
health.

The technical progress that came out of control of
man and subjugated his life to himself, becomes the
cause of self-immolation of the individual, resulting
in a loss of human connection not only with the
surrounding world of nature, but even with his inner
self. The tendency to substitute true values for the
artificial ideals of constant irrepressible consumption,
utilitarian and pragmatic attitude to life cannot but be
frightened. In our opinion, the most effectivemean of
self—preservationin modern conditions, is the limited
use of technology, when a person remains its owner,
and not an addicted slave.
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