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FROM ONTOLOGY TO TECHNOLOGY,
FROM REALITY TO VIRTUALITY

1. Abstract

A technics and technology exist as long as human civilization. Human is
not just able to adapt to the habitat, but can also change the world according to
the own order. In March 2014 World Health Organization has reported that in
2012 around 7 million people died [1], what is one eight of the total global
deaths, in the result of the exposure of air pollution. It is generally known that
this is not just the only one result caused by the pollution of the environment.
The consequences of human's influence to nature are so huge and irreversible,
that the solution of the problem seems to be the creation of new virtual reality.
The number of the internet users attained to 3 000 000 000 persons in July of
this year [2]. The third part of the planet's population spends one third of spare
time in the internet. Families spend just eight hours a week together on average,
during the weekend in the best case two hours twenty minutes are devoted to the
communication between family's members, during the week the amount of that
time shrinks to just 36 minutes in a day on average [3]. So, the problem of
subjectivity, society and communication grows rapidly and is of the highest
current interest.

2. Introduction

The first well-known monograph about philosophy of technology
appeared in Germany in 1877 in the form of Ernst Kapp’s book “Foundations of
a Philosophy of Engineering”. The author asserts that technological artifacts
should be thought of as man-made imitations and improvements of human
organs (see Brey, 2000; De Vries, 2005). Limit physical possibilities of human
were replaced by unlimited technical feasibilities. Now we already know
exactly, that boundless possibilities do not exist. And the unreasonable uses of
available possibilities are very dangerous. Therefore the critical comments upon
a technics often sound as warning. This tradition is traced from Rousseau to
Heidegger. But a technics is not an instrument only. So, Robert de Poche defines
a technics as “a set of methodological procedures, founded on the scientific
knowledge, used in production”, and the technology as “the study of technics,
equipment and machinery”. So, a technics unites concepts of knowledge, value
and creation. Technology is a glue of contemporary culture, channel of
interaction between the different levels of architecture of contemporary
civilization. Gernot B6hme (2008) has distinguished the problem of a technics to
four main paradigms. The ontological paradigm describes principle of existence
and cooperation of technics with other things, phenomena and the worldwide.
The anthropological paradigm focuses on a human as subject of technological
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relation, and also on possibilities and risk of this activity. The historical and
philosophical paradigm gives the widest context for understanding the problem
of a technics. The epistemological paradigm demonstrates the quality passing to
new knowledge, exposes the specific of transformations in the dynamics of
technology. The problem of measure of the ability of a technics in the context of
changing the environment and human is very acute. The supporters of
“posthumanity” and "”transhumanism” consider that the question of measuring
is superfluous. Any modifications of human reason and body are conditioned by
the necessities of progress, are the methods of human's adaptation to the terms of
the changing world. The critics of these conceptions of boundless optimism
repose in the danger of such persuasions. Well, Francis Fukuyama warns of
destruction of the concept of social justice and possible social shocks. Whether a
human will become natural born cyborgs” (Donna Haraway), or will cognize
the world in coordinates of ”quasi-transcendental” (Derrida), there 1s a challenge
infront of contemporary culture and civilization. Thus, methodology of the
phenomenon of technics is taken to such basic approaches. 1. The technics as an
instrument. Such understanding exposes the capacity of technics for
transformation of reality. That is why technology is able to produce similarity of
reality. 2. The technics as knowledge, value and creation. This methodology of
research exposes the rationality invested to a technics. And the phenomenon of
technics not just creates new values, but substantially transforms an idea about a
value. 3. Technics as element of different paradigms of research. Distinction of
paradigms in research of technics is useful to the certain tasks. The problem of
subjectivity most brightly opens up in the anthropological paradigm of research.
A historical-philosophical paradigm in the study of technics gives an
opportunity to analyze the different ways of cooperation of people, so and
different types of sociality. The epistemological paradigm accents attention on
the communication based on general knowledge and world view. An ontological
paradigm focuses to essence of connection of the different phenomena in the
single system of reality. So, technology’s influence to ontology is already
obvious. Classic ontology is based on a statement about dependence the
material, physical world of spiritual, ideal. Ontology of technocratic standard is
space of pure freedom, pure metaphysics. All determinants and coordinates of
this ontology conflict with the classic paradigm of thinking.

3. Objectives and methods

The general aim of the study is to analyze the influence of innovative
technologies to subjectivity, sociality and communication. Technologies
transform ontology substantially, and even create own - virtual reality. An
anthropogenesis and a sociogenesis are also subjects of influence of
technologies. Thus, the following questions require the answer: Is there a
measure of influence of a technics to ontology or reality infinitely plastic for
changes? What consequences of influence of a technics to subjectivity, sociality
and communication in society? How do the philosophical grounds of problem of
a technics forms a motivation at the specialists of the applied sciences? The
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hypotheses of the research are the next: The concept of technics has direct
attribution in the concept of knowledge. Knowledge is possible as memory,
including as a historical memory. In fact exactly memory is founding of
subjectivity as stability of experience. So, development of technics and
technology is an explication of subjectivity. Consequently, a technics is needed
for satisfaction of queries of subjectivity. If progress of human's culture is a
progress of human's freedom, then at the same time this process is a growth of
scales of human's subjectivity. Subjectivity is supersaturated by maintenance,
and accordingly becomes to depersonification. Therefore there is a concept of
ideal and real communicative association. Having a great number of channels
the communications given by a technics, personality is focused on own
subjectivity. On the other hand, a technics extends space of freedom
considerably. Reality is preceded possibilities, and technics is a realization or
materialization of possibility. Besides things appears much more "clever” than
most users. Thus the coordinates of human's existence change substantially. The
technocratic civilization sets the parameters for subjectivity, sociality and
communication. New generation produce the strategies of survival in the
conditions of new ontology. The theoretical and empirical studies, interviews
and writing competition data are to analyze mainly qualitatively. Validity of the
study assumes the selection of the respondents in accordance with the objectives
of the research and the work experience of the respondents in the field of the
research.

4. Results and ethical questions

The problem of increase of a technics influence in contemporary society is
important for the whole spectrum of sociocultural relations in the worldwide. It
Is questions of psychological, social, political, economic, ecological character
and other. The question is about the origin of new ontology, principles of
functioning of that are very indefinite. Strategies of survival are also misty
accordingly. This research expects to find useful outcomes by the end of the
project.
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Kyxosa I'. B.

KaHJIUJAT NeAaroriyHux HayK, CTapiiui BUKIJIa1ay
Kadeapu METOAMK Ta TEXHOJIOTIH JONTKITEHOT OCBITH
HartionanpHuUi iegaroriayHui

yniBepcuteT iM. M. I1. JlparomanoBa

MO3AAKAJIEMIYHA OCBITA SIK MPIOPUTETHUM HAIIPSIM
MOJEPHIBAIIII OCBITH B YKPAIHI

JItoACTBO Yy TPEThbOMY THUCSHOITTI MOYUHAE PO3YMITH, IO 3aBISAKU
OCOOJIMBOCTSIM Cy4YacHOI OCBITM BHHHMKA€ CHUTyallisi pPI3HOMaHITHOCTI B
CYJKEHHSIX PO Pe3yJIbTaTUBHICTH 1 IKICTh HaBYaHHs. OCBITa XapaKTepU3y€ETHCSA
MOSIBOIO KPUTEPIiB PO3MEXKYBAaHHS aKaJeMIdHOI 1 HeaKaJeMI4yHOI BHACIIIOK
yoro copmyBaliocsi JieriTUMHE OaueHHs cydacHOi enoxu B dinocodii,
MeJIarorimi Ta 1HIIUX HaykKax. BuU3HaueHHS PoJii 1 MICI OCBITH B Cy4acHOMY
CYCIUJIBCTBI MOTpedye (PiaocoPpcbKOro aHamizy Ta NOPIBHAHHA (YHKIIM
aKaJeMIYHO] 1 MMo3aaKajgeMiuyHoi OCBITU. J(udepeHiianisa qux MoHATh BiAKPUBAE
HOBY CTOPIHKY B 3HAYE€HHI1 1 PO3KPUTTI NOTPEOU OCOOMCTOCTI Y TOMY UM 1HIIOMY
BUJI1 OCBITH.

3akoH Ykpainu «lIpo ocBiTy» y mepiiiid cTarTi, BCTAHOBIIOIOYH MPABO
cy0’eKTa OCBITHBOI MISJIBHOCTI Ha aBTOHOMIKO Ta HPU YTOUYHEHHI1 MOHSTTS
aKaJeMidHa JisUTbHICTh, HABOJIUTH MPHUKJIIAJ OCBITHS AisIbHICTE. CTAaTTS BOChbMa
JAaHOTO 3aKOHY BHM3HA4ae (opMaibHy OCBITY SIK TaKy, IO 3700yBaeThCs 3a
OCBITHIMU TpOTpaMaMH BIAMOBITHO JO BU3HAYEHUX 3aKOHOJABCTBOM pPIiBHIB
OCBITH, Taiy3eil 3HaHb, cremiaabHOCTeH (mpodeciit). TobOro, BoHa €
aKaJeMIvYHOI0, OCKUIBKM 37M00yBaeThCcd y akaJeMIYHUX 3aKiajgax 3a
akajeMiyHUMHU Tiporpamamu. Ha mportuBary HedopmalibHa OCBITa € TaKoOlo, 110
3M00yBa€ThbCsl, SIK TPABUJIO, 3a OCBITHIMM TpOorpaMamMu Ta HeE Tmependadae
NPUCYJKEHHSI BU3HAHUX JIEPKABOIO OCBITHIX KBaml(iKaliil 3a piBHSIMH OCBITH,
ajie MO>KE 3aBEpIIyBAaTHUCS MPUCBOEHHAM MNpodeciiHuX Ta/ado MPUCYIKEHHSIM
YaCTKOBUX OCBITHIX KBamiikamiii [3]. BignoBigHo, BOHa € TapaieIbHOIO
dbopmainbHiii, 00 TaKOXX HaBYa€ 3a OCBITHIMM MpOrpamMamu, HPUCYIKYE
kBasi(ikallii, aje BOHa BIJIOKpeMJICHA Bij akaJeMIuHuX 3akiaaiB. [HpopmanbHa
OCBiTa — II¢ CaMOOCBITa, sSIKa HAKOIMMYYy€ 3HAHHS HE B HABYAIBHHMX 3aKJajax
dbopmanbHOi 1 HeOpPMaIbHOI OCBITH, ajie 3a3Hadae 3700yTTS KOMITETEHITIMN.
[Hakme kaxxyun, popMaabHUM CBIT — 11 OQIiliiHI JepKaBHI HABYAIIbHI 3aKJIaIH,
a HehOpMaIbHUI 3HAXOJUTHCA B TMPOCKIIi I1HHOBaIMiitHOT cdepu 1 €
1103aaKaJeMIYHOIO OCBITOIO.
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