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Revising Anthropocentrism of Technics in the Light of the 21st Century
New Anthropological Models

Purpose. To substantiate the definition of technics as the attributive characteristics of a human being and the ne-
cessity of its orientation towards human flourishing in the context of new anthropological models of the 21st centu-
ry. Theoretical basis. Correlation between technics, technology and the human essence is examined. The role of
technics is traced at different historical stages of human development. Negative and positive effects of digital tech-
nology development upon a contemporary human being is analysed in the light of new anthropological models: ho-
mo technologicus, homo digitalis and homo eudaimonicus. The content of a new worldview-value paradigm of de-
fining goals of technology is outlined. Originality. Transformation of the role of technics correlates with value and
worldview shifts in person’s understanding of his/her purpose in both natural and social worlds. Nowadays, philo-
sophical analysis of anthropological dimension of technics and technology opens a horizon for seeking effective
solutions in the face of the contemporary challenges and anti-utopian threats by means of focusing on the fact that,
indeed, technological development is subordinate to the humanist goal that is flourishing, wellbeing and comprehen-
sive development of a human being. Conclusions. The essence of technology reveals not through its functional but
anthropogenic definitions in a sense of a source of institutionalization and in a sense of a source of realization of a
human way of self-identification and self-objectification of human subjectivity. Technics/technology is the attribu-
tive characteristics of human essence and being: a human being is as much human as much he/she is a creator of
technics. The purpose of technics is not to master the nature and to transform the world; technics is, above all, a tool
of human self-improvement and self-creation through broadening the horizon of human capacities. The analysis of
new modern anthropological models shows that it is the orientation of technology/technology towards human flour-
ishing that is, on the one hand, a response to the existential demands of modern man, and on the other hand, a way
of preventing future threats related to technological development.

Keywords: human essence; technology; technics; homo technologicus; homo digitalis; homo eudaimonicus;
values; autonomy; human flourishing

Introduction

In the contemporary world, technologies are developing rapidly and have a transformative
impact upon not only production, but also medicine, transportation, politics, communication,
education, entertainment and many other domains. Creativity and innovative thinking has be-
come crucial as never before. Informatization and digitalization keep modifying the ways of
social interaction and cultural activity. On the one hand, technology improves our life and
makes it much easier by widening our possibilities; though, on the other hand, technology is
used for limiting human freedom in a new way: post-truth politics, bot farms, shifting from a
real life towards the ideal "life" in virtual reality, consumerism etc. Hence, nowadays, "dialec-
tics of Enlightenment” is deploying more vividly than ever before in the past: science and
technics are supposed to emancipate a human being but at the same time they become a means
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for a new kind of enslavement. Technologies keep "invading™ human body more and more, so
the questions arise: where the boundary of this invasion can be drawn? Is technology external
and hostile towards a human being or is it inherent to the human nature itself? Is technology
value-laden? Is technology good or evil in its nature? To what extend is it autonomous? How
does technology correlate with society? To answer these questions in a way contributing to an
adequate response to the contemporary challenges and an effective solution of current prob-
lems, we need to rethink critically the essence of technics and technology as well as to dig
deeper in analyzing their anthropological dimension in the light of the new 21st century an-
thropological models.

Purpose

To substantiate the definition of technics as the attributive characteristic of a human being
and the necessity of its orientation towards human flourishing in the context of new anthropolog-
ical models of the 21st century.

Statement of basic materials

Technics as the attributive characteristics of human essence

The idea that technics is a modern phenomenon and "just a language in which a man of Mo-
dernity was communicating with the world™ (Voronin, 2004, p. 38) is widely criticized in the
contemporary philosophy of technology. History of technics is traced since the emergence of a
human being. Technics and the human being have been developing together. Heidegger, for ex-
ample, by comparing the Ancient Greek and Modern technics, defined creativity as a distinctive
feature of the former and power — of the latter. However, Ropolyi (2019, p. 30) claims that both
creativity and power are universal characteristics of technics in any historical period, the distinc-
tion is, rather, in their proportion.

...our age is passing from the primeval state of man, marked by his in-
vention of tools and weapons for the purpose of achieving mastery over
the forces of nature, to a radically different condition, in which he will
not only have conquered nature but detached himself completely from
the organic habitat. (Mumford, 1972, p. 77)

We should agree with Mumford that the distinction between technics of different historical
periods is caused by worldview transformation: shifts in human attitude to nature and under-
standing of his/her own place and purpose in nature. The break of man-nature unity was made
due to technics clearly back in the age of mythological worldview, when a human being started
gradually conquering nature, initially nature in himself/herself. The allegory of this process can
be found in a story about Odysseus’ meeting with sirens. Odysseus ordered all of his sailors to
plug their ears with beeswax and to tie him to the mast; in this way, due to technics, he man-
aged to gain control over nature by facing it: he managed to subdue the external nature (to elim-
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inate the siren’s influence on sailors) and nature in himself (to curb his own urges triggered by
sirens’ singing) (Horkheimer & Adorno, 2002, p. 27). This is exactly what Ropolyi (2019) calls
"technological situation™ — that is, a human capacity to restrict the impact of natural circum-
stances, to control the course of events and to direct them towards attaining specific (human)
goals (pp. 19-20). Obviously, cosmocentrism set particular limits to such dominance over nature.
Massive innovative development of technics was driven by Renaissance anthropocentrism in-
spiring faith in human unlimited capacities as creator whose goal is to conquer and to improve
the world: both natural and social (Melnyk, 2010, p. 50). Renaissance anthropocentrism originat-
ed from "disenchantment™ of nature that, in its turn, was triggered by monotheism where God
became transcendent, nature lost its sacredness and a human being — a crown of God’s creation —
was placed at the top of the natural beings’ hierarchy.

So the analysis of twists and turns in a long history of technics’ transformation leads us to a
conclusion that technics is the attributive characteristics of a human being; technics is a human
inherent way of interaction with the world; technics is one of dimensions of the human es-
sence.

Obviously, we must not reduce the human essence to the capacity of making tools; and here
we agree with Mumford that the human purpose consists not in mastering nature and its perpetu-
al transformation, but in a constant "self-creation” and "self-overcoming™ within the process of
expedient activity, in a capacity of the world symbolization, creation of the cultural environment
as a system of symbols.

However, in order to be capable for that, a human being, above all, needed to transcend the
world of animals — and the invention of technology was a way of this transcending. As the Ital-
ian philosopher Maurizio Ferraris explicates, it was technology that crucially contributed to the
development of language: the hand operating a tool frees the mouth, the teeth and the tongue,
and thus, makes them available for developing speech skills. By arguing an inner connection
between technology and the human nature, Ferraris appeals to the riddle of the sphinx:

What animal has only one voice (i.e. one essence, which consists in being
endowed with language) but walks in three different ways: in the morn-
ing on four legs, at noon on two, and in the evening on three? That ani-
mal is the human being, but the answer suggests that being endowed with
language and hands is not enough... The technical prosthesis (the stick)
thus falls within the very definition of the human animal, something that
does not apply to other animals. (Ferraris, 2021, p. 13)
So "Oedipus’ Stick™ is a symbol of the inner link between technology and the human nature: a
stick is the necessary complement of a human being, it is what makes a human being human
(Ferraris, 2021). The stick represents an infinite number of technical devices (glasses, shoes, back-

packs, mobile phones, books, the Internet, etc.), and it is our dependence on technics/technology
that is a distinctive feature of the human species.
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Of course, some species also use from time to time certain currently available objects to
protect themselves or to get food. But only a human being manufactures technical means pur-
posefully and develops techniques and technologies for self-improvement and for achievement
of some control over the circumstances of his/her life (in particular, for preventing threats and
overcoming the limitations imposed by his/her biological determinants). An ancient manifesta-
tion of this purely human quality was the ability of homo habilis about 2.4 million years ago to
select and procure raw materials for manufacturing tools, as evidenced by the fact that all tools
were made of quartz, which did not occur in the habitat of these ancient people.

As we have mentioned above, Ropolyi outlines it with a term “technological situation”. The
Hungarian philosopher defines technology as

...a specific form of human agency that yields to (an imperfect) realiza-
tion of human control over a technological situation — that is, a situation
the course and the outcome of which are no longer governed to an end by
natural constrains but by specific human aims. [...] In our approach, all
human praxis can be considered to be technological; more precisely, eve-
ry human activity has a technological aspect or dimension. (Ropolyi,
2019, p. 19)

Without the intention to gain control over the situation of his/her life and without a success
in it a human being ceases to be a human being, since in such a case he/she will take part in
natural situations as a natural being (animal). Technology is the only way of human self-
creating practice (economic, legal, psychic, social, cultural, material, mechanical, etc. technol-
ogies).

In this case, we consider as highly significant Mumford’s remark that technics has very

deep roots and initially a human being was using technics towards his/her own body and only
later on — towards the external world:

Early man’s original development was based upon what André Varag-
nac happily called "the technology of the body": the utilization of his
highly plastic bodily capacities for the expression of his still unformed
and uninformed mind, before that mind had yet achieved, through the
development of symbols and images, its own more appropriate ethereal-

ized technical instruments. (Mumford, 1972, p. 80)
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The Ukrainian philosopher Mykhailo Boichenko (2021) makes a similar conclusion: "'Since the
beginning of the person’s evolution, technology was a part of his/her body and mind, or rather, the
body and mind were internally technological. Over time, humans began to direct their technologies
not on themselves, but outward. Technologies have always changed a human™ (p. 17).

Homo technologicus: the problem of technologies "merging™ with a human being

It’s amazing to notice how, eventually, in the 21st century, a human being redirects technics
towards him/herself, as evidenced by reborn practices of self-tracking or tracking the self,
"merging" technologies and, consequently, the emergence of a new anthropological model that at
the same time is considered to be a new evolutionary stage of human development — homo tech-
nologicus.

Before moving to a closer examination of these three just mentioned phenomena, we would
like to explain what we mean here by "technology" in the context of this subchapter, since a term
has multiple definitions. We agree with the contemporary Italian philosopher of technology
Adriano Fabris (2021) who defines technology as a system of many techniques connected and
coordinated among themselves to achieve the same goal, therefore technology is a complex
technical system (p. 33). Both technique and technology are aimed at widening possibilities of
human action, but technology implies self-regulation of devices. Fabris gives an example of
technical systems: mechanical clock (made of interconnected levers, gears, wheels, and springs),
factory (based on the principle of the assembly line in which different machines are coordinated
with each other) and the Google Car (the car that can follow the road without a driver and reach-
es the predetermined destination). There is a crucial nuance here: technics as a technical means
(a tool) appeared along with the human being itself and depends on a human being (the stick re-
quires a hand that can hold it, the mechanical watch needs someone to wind it), whereas technol-
ogy as a contemporary phenomenon keeps emancipating from a human being and minimizing
the need of human input (machines at a factory not only work automatically, and are linked to
each other, but also substitute power of the workers; the Google Car is able to interact autono-
mously with its surroundings, observing traffic rules and calculating the shortest route). Techno-
logical devices are self-sustainable, capable even to "learn™ using the data about the past interac-
tions with the environment and to interact independently with other agents for the purposes they
are programmed for, hence, they do not require a constant human control (Fabris, 2018, pp. 3-4).
This increasing autonomy has, obviously, advantages, but also provokes ethical problems.

So let us get back to the practice of tracking the self: this practice it is not new, people have
been using it for self-improvement since the ancient times. The difference is that in the past peo-
ple used diaries for self-analysis, self-observation and self-reflection by writing down their
thoughts, emotions, health condition and plans. Benjamin Franklin, for instance, wrote down dai-
ly the virtues he practiced to trace his progress towards moral perfection. In the 21st century, on
the one hand, technologies are making this process much easier to people: different devices,
gadgets, mobile applications are tracking daily quantity of steps, daily physical activity, calories,
emotions, glucose level, heartbeat and other indices of our health and quality of life. A person
receives control over his/her life, reaches a deeper self-understanding and, based on compre-
hended patterns derived due to objective numerical data, is able to change his/her life, and there-
fore, to impact his/her future. A person is not merely a consumer of a product any more, but the
one who cares about himself/herself, cognizes and improves himself/herself by means of tech-
nologies (Malivskyi & Khmil, 2019). Although, on the other hand, a person lacks competence to
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interpret these data. So a person needs to pay a price for a free access to these data; the price is
power over interpretation of these data that is transmitted to specialized companies which con-
duct this interpretation (Grewe-Salfeld, 2021, pp. 198-202).

The phenomenon of "merging™ or "disappearing” technology implies that nowadays, as never
before, new inventions keep disrupting the presumed boundaries of a human being, technology
keeps merging with us more and more, it becomes an inherent part of us. Medical technologies
(laboratory-grown organ tissue, neuro-implants, nanobots), smart devices (self-driving cars, In-
ternet of Things etc.) — these are the examples of "disappearing” technology. A contemporary
Belgian researcher Yoni Van Den Eede (2019), by referring to Gregory Bateson, asserts that
"technology is ontologically interwined with humanity" (p. 104) and human beings cannot but be
technological. Van Den Eede indicates that in order to understand what technics and technology
are indeed, we need to transcend the Cartesian framework within which an autonomous subject
is positioned over and against free-standing objects. Interpretation of “technology as a thing", as
an object independent of us that we — autonomous subjects — use as a tool, distorts our under-
standing especially nowadays when technology becomes "disappearing™ (Eede, 2019).

Homo technologicus is a result of such human-technology mergence. Within the framework
of interpretation of technics as the attributive characteristic of human essence described above, it
occurs that homo technologicus is not absolutely new phenomenon; the point is that technologi-
cal achievements reach a peak in the 21st century and, therefore, broaden unprecedentedly the
horizon of human capacities and rise a human ability to self-improvement to a qualitatively new
level. The ancient man with a stick in his hand was also a kind of cyborg of his historical (or ra-
ther prehistorical) period. Neither human striving to self-improvement, nor the role of technics in
this process have not changed since then, but the scales and results have increased.

Yet, technological development is moving in the direction of transforming not only human
body, but also human consciousness by connecting computer to the human brain or nervous sys-
tem (for therapeutic purposes, research is being conducted on deep brain stimulation in case of
diseases such as depression and Parkinson’s disease, as well as using BCls (brain-computer in-
terfaces) in cases of paralysis in order to reproduce speech or to control a robot due to decoding
electrical impulses of the brain). Warwick (2016) indicates that the ethical problem will arise
when, in the near future, people without any medical reason choose to connect their brains to a
computer network in this way — and thus, they get rid of their autonomy and individuality by
turning their consciousness into one of the nodes of the network. By the way, this case is includ-
ed in the plot of science fiction mini-series "Years and Years" (BBC, HBO, 2019).

This dilemma along with other ethical problems related to the development of homo techno-
logicus, definitely, needs further detailed analysis. In this paper we will make just a remark. In
the process of further technological development, a human being will keep necessarily facing
ethical problems (it has been the case throughout all history of technics, for instance, even autop-
sy went a long way from ethical problem to a daily practice), but instead of focusing on antiuto-
pian scenarios, it is necessary to seek solutions to these problems within the framework of a fun-
damental worldview-value attitude: technics/technology is neither external, nor alien to a human
being, but essential inherent feature of a human being and specifically human way of interaction
with the world. In order to prevent numerous negative effects of technological progress and to
create optimistic scenarios of the future, we need to restore the inherent vector of tech-
nics/technology, that is, its orientedness towards human flourishing (and thus, the life of the
whole ecosystem).
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Now let us refer to Ferraris’ technodicy that he deploys to refute a biased accusation of tech-
nology in being independent, external, imposed on a human being and contrary to the human na-
ture: "it is cold (which is paradoxical, if you consider that the use of fire is a form of technolo-
gy), it is alienating (if only it were the case! Unfortunately it reveals human nature for what it is),
we would be better off without it (which is obviously false: we would die at twenty, if we’re
lucky)" (Ferraris, 2021, p. 18). The most widespread misperception is that technics / technology
is a modern phenomenon, as old as stainless steel or even plastic. By referring to "Oedipus’
Stick", Ferraris concludes that the emergence of technology — and, we should add, technique skill
as a skill to use material objects as tools — is simultaneous with the emergence of the human, and
hence, technology is an inherent inseparable component of the human nature. So, indeed, "it is
worth asserting not about the techno-centric essence of a person, but about the anthropocentric
nature of technologies"” (Boichenko, 2021, p. 19).

New anthropological models of Digital Age

Technological progress has advantages and disadvantages, obviously. On the one hand, tech-
nologies and technological devices are supposed to emancipate a human being, to extend the
human freedom, although, on the other hand, new challenges arise: in particular, a legal problem
of personal data protection, a threat of misuse of collected personal data, an ethical question on
the allowed limits of the "initiative" autonomously taken by robots. Digital technologies trigger
anthropological transformations: a human being is devalorized and reduced to his/her one di-
mension — a role of consumer (Eede, 2019, pp. 107-108). A new anthropological model — homo
digitalis — deriving from these changes is described by V. H. Kremen and V. V. llin (2021). This
is a type of a person who uses digital technologies daily not for his/her own benefit but for deep-
ening his/her passiveness (Kremen & Ilin, 2021, p. 10). Homo digitalis — the one who is endless-
ly scrolling the News Feed, searching for a new entertainment and exacerbating his/her narcis-
sism by desperately striving to create an ideal virtual picture of his/her life. Digital technologies
are used for widening the reach of post-truth politics: the universal criteria of truth are disappear-
ing, the boundaries between facts, disinformation, personal opinions and biases are vanishing;
the audience, eventually, is much less interested in facts and rational arguments and much more
attracted with scandals, personal judgements and bright pictures.

Back in the 60-s, Mumford anticipated the appearance of this type of a primitivized human be-
ing striving to live carelessly and to satisfy all his/her needs for free. He argued that mechaniza-
tion and automation — as well as digitalization as we can add from the 21st century perspective —
contributed to the situation when a contemporary person created a fantasy about effortless afflu-
ence and started to dream about emancipation from work itself by considering work as a burden
and even a curse (Mumford, 1972, pp. 81-82).

However, everything is not so bad as it may seem: along with negative tendencies, the posi-
tive ones appear. Digital technologies are being accused in causing alienation between a human
being and reality, whereas the fact that, indeed, they provide a human being with much more ef-
fective ways of connecting to reality, to the human world, remains undervalued. In particular,
digital technologies have allowed us to adapt effectively to a new life and work conditions dur-
ing COVID-19 pandemic. Digital technologies broaden human horizon of self-cognition and
self-fulfillment: people have opportunity to communicate with each other by staying in different
parts of the world, immense opportunities of career growth and an easy access to educational
programs and cultural products from around the globe. Due to social networks, people are capa-
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ble of establishing more effective ways of communication, uniting their efforts to achieve com-
mon goals. Hence, digital technologies contribute to the civil society development and social
mobility acceleration. So, in the contemporary world, along with homo digitalis, one more an-
thropological model has appeared — homo eudaimonicus (Lushch-Purii, 2021, pp. 68-71): a self-
creating person who achieves happiness by self-improving, cooperating with others, leading a
meaningful and purposeful life, engaging in attaining socially useful goals which transcend
his/her narrow egocentric interests. Homo eudaimonicus is a person who uses technologies for
creating connection with others in order to find common interests, to implement social and cul-
tural initiatives together, to shape conditions of flourishing not exclusively for him-/herself but
for others as well, for community in general.

Although Mumford did not use a term "homo eudaimonicus™, but in this case as well he antic-
ipated its appearance. Mumford emphasizes that in order to avoid the negative consequences of
automation — main of which is job loss leading to boredom, degradation, depression and a direct
threat to physical survival because of the loss of material means — it is important to prepare a
value and worldview foundation for a new type of a human being (which as we see has already
appeared in the 21st century, even though economic and social problems caused by automation
and digitalization are still acute and threats of negative future scenarios are still not eliminated):

Instead of liberation from work... | would suggest that liberation for
work, for more educative, mind-forming, self-rewarding work, on a vol-
untary basis, may become the most salutary contribution of a life-
centered technology. [...] the whole world of biotechnics would then
once more become open to man... Automation is indeed the proper end
of a purely mechanical system; and, once in its place, subordinate to oth-
er human purposes, these cunning mechanisms will serve the human
community no less effectively than the reflexes, the hormones, and the
autonomic nervous system... serve the human body. (Mumford, 1972,
p. 85)

These human goals are autonomy, self-direction, authenticity, self-fulfillment, happiness, and
hence, comprehensive development and flourishing of a person. So it is important, finally, to
move forward and once and for all leave aside the Modern definition of the purpose of technics
as human domination over nature. It is not a self-sufficient goal and, eventually, results in aliena-
tion between a human being and nature, and consequently in devalorization of both. Human
flourishing, happy life and well-being defined as a real purpose of technology will contribute to

reestablishing harmony between a human being and his/her natural habitat as well as to finding
efficient ways to deal with current problems.
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Furthermore, technics plays a crucial constitutive role in the historical becoming of a human
being: by cognizing technics/technology we use, we cognize ourselves (Khmel, 2021). Ferraris
argues that in order to understand a human being, one needs to start from the society he/she lives
in; and to understand the society he/she lives in, one needs to understand technology that is used
there. So not the knowledge of human essence, in Ferraris’ view, leads to understanding of socie-
ty and technology, but the knowledge of technology that is used in a particular historical period
leads to understanding of society where this technology is used and of people who use it. The
contemporary age of the Internet is the most favorable for self-cognition since, on the one hand,
the Internet has brought great social changes, and on the other hand, it provides storage of and
access to a huge amount of data about our sociocultural world. Analysis of these data is a way to
human self-cognition which has become possible today in a much fuller scale than ever before in
history (Ferraris, 2021, pp. 23-24).

Hence, these examples allow us to see how different is the impact of technological develop-
ment over different people. Evidently, values are the reason for this; but these values are not in-
herent in technologies themselves — these values are chosen by a person as guidelines in her rela-
tionship with the world: the world of nature and the world of culture.

Originality

It is substantiated that technics is the attributive characteristic of a human being, an inherent
component of human practice and social life. Technics/technology is not an external and alien
to a human being. Transformation of the role of technics correlates with value and worldview
shifts in person’s understanding of his/her purpose in both natural and social worlds. Nowa-
days, philosophical analysis of anthropological dimension of technics and technology opens a
horizon for seeking effective solutions in the face of the contemporary challenges and anti-
utopian threats by means of focusing on the fact that, indeed, technological development is
subordinate to the humanist goal which is flourishing, wellbeing and comprehensive develop-
ment of a human being.

Conclusions

Technics as a social phenomenon implies itself being a tool of man-nature interaction for
gaining a socially important (expedient) effect. The essence of technics/technology reveals not
through its functional but anthropogenic definitions in a sense of a source of institutionalization
and in a sense of a source of realization of a human way of self-identification and self-
objectification of human subjectivity. Technics/technology is the attributive characteristics of
human essence and being: a human being is as much human as much he/she is a creator of tech-
nics. Technological (a-natural) activity tears a human being out of a given natural habitat and
constitutes a person with her inherent social way of being. The purpose of technics is not to mas-
ter the nature and to transform the world; technics is, above all, a tool of human self-
improvement and self-creation through broadening the horizon of human capacities. The analysis
of new modern anthropological models shows that it is the orientation of technology/technology
towards human flourishing that is, on the one hand, a response to the existential demands of
modern man, and, on the other hand, a way of preventing future threats related to technological
development.
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IlepeocmuciieHHsI AHTPONOLEHTPUYHOCTI TEXHIKHM y CBITJIi HOBHX
a"nTponoJsoriyanx moaenei XXI crosirra

Meta. OGrpyHTYBaTH BU3HAYEHHS TEXHIKU SIK aTpHOyTHBHOI XapaKTEPUCTUKHU JIIOJCHKOI CYTHOCTI Ta HEOO-
XITHICTH 11 OpPIEHTOBAHOCTI Ha MPOIIBITAHHS JIIOJAWHA B KOHTEKCTI HOBUX aHTpOMOJNOTiYHHX Mozaened XXI cT.
Teoperuunuii 0a3uc. PO3IIAHYTO KOpENAIi0 TEXHIKM 1 TEXHOJNOTIT 3 CyTHICTIO moguHU. I[IpocrexeHo
TpaHC(hOpPMAaIIif0 POJIi TEXHIKA Ha Pi3HUX ICTOPUYHUX eTarmax pO3BHUTKY JIIOOWHU. [IpoaHani3oBaHO HETATHBHI Ta
MO3WTHUBHI HACTIAKK PO3BUTKY MU(POBUX TEXHOJIOTIH IS CydacHOI JIOAWMHH Y CBITJII HOBUX aHTPOIIOIOTIIHIX
Mozeneit: homo technologicus, homo digitalis Ta homo eudaimonicus. OkpecieHo 3MicT HOBOi CBIiTOTJISTHO-
[iHHICHOI MapaguTMH y TpakTyBaHHI wineidl TexHomorii. HaykoBa HoBu3Ha. Tpancdopmariis pomi TexHIKH
BIJIMOBIIa€ IHHICHO-CBITOTJIAHUM ITOBOPOTaM y PO3yMIiHHI JIOJUHU CBOTO MPU3HAYEHHS Y CBITI: IPUPOTHOMY
Ta COIiadbHOMY. Y CBOTOJCHHI (iToCOPChKE OCMHCICHHS AHTPOIOJIOTIYHOTO BHUMIPY TEXHIKH / TeXHOIOTIT
BiIKpMBA€E T'OPH3OHT JJISl MOIIYKY €()EeKTHBHUX pillleHb Mepej JHMIEM CYYaCHHUX BHUKIMKIB Ta aHTHYTOMIYHHX
3arpo3 IUIIXOM akKUEHTYBaHHS Ha (akxTi, 110 HacHpaBJi, TEXHOJOTIYHUI PO3BUTOK IIIMOPSAKOBYETHCS Ty-
MaHICTUYHIA METi — MPOLBITaHHIO, TOOPOOYTY Ta BCEOIYHOMY PO3BHTKY JIOJACHKOI 0coOucTOCTi. BUCHOBKH.
CyTHICTD TEXHIKH BUSBISETHCS HE 4epe3 i1 (QyHKIIOHANBHI, a Yepe3 aHTPOIOTeHHI BM3HAYEHOCTI U y ceHci
JuKepena iHcTHMTyamizamii, ¥ y ceHci peamizamii, BiIacHe, IIOACBKOro crocoOy caMoigenTudikamii Ta
CcaMOOTIpeAMETHEHHsI CBO€1 cy0’ekTHBHOCTI. TexHika — arpuOyTWBHa CyTHOCTI Ta OYyTTIO JIIOJUHHM: JIIOJWHA
HACTIIBKH € JIIOAWHOIO, HACKUIBKH BOHA — TEXHOTBOPENb. ['0JIOBHOIO METOIO TEXHIKH HE € MaHyBaHHSA Hal IpH-
pPOZOI0 Ta MepeTBOPIOBaHHs CBiTY. BoHa € mepenyciM 3aco00M caMOBIOCKOHAJICHHS Ta CAMOTBOPEHHS CaMoOi
JIOIUHH Yepe3 PO3MINUPEHHs TOPH30HTY JIIOJCHKUX CIIPOMOXKHOCTEH. AHaJi3 HOBHX CYYaCHUX aHTPOIOJIOTIYHUX
MOJIeNiel CBIAYKMTD, O CaMe OPIEHTOBAHICTh TEXHiKM / TEXHOJIOTIi Ha MPOIUBITAHHS JIIOJHHU €, 3 OTHOTO GOKY,
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BIATIOBIII0 HAa €K3UCTEHIIIHI 3alIUTH Cy4acHOI JIOAMHM, a 3 IHIIOT0 — CIOCOOOM TOIEePEIKeHHS OB’ I3aHUX 3
TEXHOJIOTIYHUM PO3BUTKOM MailOyTHIX 3arpos.

Knrouosi crosa: mojcbka CyTHICTB; TeXHOJNOTIsS; TexHika; homo technologicus; homo digitalis; homo eudai-
MONICUS; MIHHOCTI; aBTOHOMHICTB; TIPOIBITAHHS JFOJUHH
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