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Introduction

With the rapid growth of innovative technologies’ quantity and quali-
ty, the assimilation of the Technosphere into everyday life makes the issue
of co-evolution of Human Corporeality and the Technosphere a paramount
priority. As a rule, the term «co-evolution» is used for a dialectical under-
standing of the symbiosis of biological systems and nature. In our study, it
assumes an explanatory status between the merger of natural and artifi-
cial, human and technology, natural philosophy and philosophy of technol-
ogy. Co-evolution reflects a way of interdependent development of elements
In any system.

Technical inventions create new conditions for changing human na-
ture and culture. From the very outset, the co-evolutionary approach in
natural-scientific knowledge revealed the issues of human influence on na-
ture, and vice versa, the algorithm of changes in nature on the develop-
ment of various kinds of socio-ecological forms of perception of the world.
Now it is necessary to consider the fusion of the natural and the artificial
in humanity itself (in its culture, in its worldview, in its individual body
and everyday life). The consideration of the bodily image of man in the
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context of Technogenic Civilization is the objective of our article and mod-
ern philosophical knowledge. In our study, corporality is regarded as
«a bodily image» that is formed at the compound of natural and artificial,
internal and external, individual and the environment, personal and cul-
tural. Moreover, since this is already a process of a non-natural nature,
co-evolution is replacing the concept of evolution.

The main part

The concept of co-evolution is based on the principles according to
which humanity, transforming the biosphere in order to adapt it to their
needs, should change themselves, taking into account the objective re-
quirements of nature. However, since for the most part modern man lives
in technological conditions, this strategy can be applied in considering the
relationship «man-technician». This is not just interaction — this is the
substitution of virtual natural attributions for virtual ones, this is the dis-
appearance of the need to train personal abilities and qualities (memory,
attention, etc.) and the replacement of the latter with alternatives — com-
puterized (Google search, computer programs, etc.).

Because of co-evolution of the system of inanimate and living nature,
the natural and artificial paradigm of human development, a complex and
contradictory integrity is formed. This integrity is reflected in the image
of the “technogenic” person. It is possible that this person represents the
next step in the evolution of humankind. The concept of co-evolutionary
development of nature and society is revealed in the works of N. Moiseev
as a way of preserving man within biosphere. “So, the principle of co-evo-
lution means such a system of prohibitions (ecological imperatives) that
would exclude the possibility of changing the parameters of biosphere,
bringing its state closer to the boundaries of the attractor — that forbidden
line that humanity has no right to cross over under any circumstances”
(Moiseev N., 1998, p. 26—32). In our study, we are talking about the pres-
ervation of man as a species within the Technosphere and the actualiza-
tion of the humanistic imperative through projections of the personal cor-
poreality.

The modern term the Technosphere was introduced by the American
geologist and engineer P. Huff. He explores the anthropocene phenomenon
as an era of revising the interaction of human and nature with the inclu-
sion of the influence of technology. “The term Anthropocene, proposed and
increasingly employed to denote the current interval of anthropogenic
global environmental change, may be discussed on stratigraphic grounds”
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(Zalasiewicz J. and others, 2008, p. 7). According to P. Huff, technological
systems are the creation of man, but they have long gone out of his control
and project themselves some social changes and have their own implemen-
tation rules. P. Huff identifies the latter in six main positions, one of
which: the rule of control, that a human cannot control a technological sys-
tem that expresses a larger number of behaviors than he himself. “The
technosphere is a system for which humans are essential but, nonetheless,
subordinate parts. As shorthand we can say that the technosphere is au-
tonomous. This does not mean that humans cannot influence its behavior,
but that the technosphere will tend to resist attempts to compromise its
function” (Haff P., 2014, p. 127).

The process of anthropogenesis is the biological field migrated to the
technogenic sphere. Firstly, this is evidenced by the transformation of hu-
man corporeality. Many bodily problems (various types of whitening) have
an etiology that indicated by interaction with computer technology. We are
talking about the indirect connection of lifestyle and psychosomatic condi-
tions of a person. For example, diseases of the spine, vegetative-vascular
dystonia, increased cranio-cerebral pressure, etc. Currently this is not
only the consequences of a lifestyle — it is a phenotype that is transmitted
by anthropogenic civilization to the next generation. Secondly, a sign of
the “technologicalization” of human nature is a series of corporeal incar-
nations and attributions in culture. Mass culture popularizes the cult of
the ideal body. An uncountable number of services are associated with im-
proving the visualization of «body image», starting from sports training
and ending with the intervention of plastic surgery. The rapid growth of
the market of «body beauty» indicates a shortage of natural body realiza-
tions and an attempt to replace them artificially. At the same time, the
method of filing an improved image occurs through virtual broadcasting
(social networks, forums, etc.). Perhaps, in the history of anthropogenesis
Homo sapiens is replaced by Homo technicus? In addition, as in all histori-
cal periods, we observe both morphological changes in the body and
non-standard implementation of it in culture through corporeality.

Compared to other animals, humans do not have a number of physio-
logical ways of adapting to nature, which makes them less adapted to their
natural habitat. Nevertheless, at the same time, this «inferiority» gives
a rise to a new defense mechanism that is not peculiar to the animal world
— creativity. “Among other creatures with which nature has treated espe-
cially severely in this sense, man undoubtedly takes first place. He/She is
deprived of any equipment inherent in other animals, which would allow
him to fight against nature, and must provide him/her with all the neces-
sary means of protection. Our entire culture is the result of these protecti-
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ve tendencies, due to the connectedness of people among themselves, as
well as to all human abilities to which we attribute value” (Adler A., 1997,
p. 26). This approach reflects the position of the biological-anthropological
approach of M. Scheler, who considers human evolution as an aspiration
for discrimination with animals. This is characteristic of the first anthro-
pological turn and in the field of research is a classic consideration of the
objectification of human.

In our study, a person is explored as a psychosomatic integrity, and his
creative realization as one of the aspects of the attribution of corporeality.
The somatic originality of man and his reflection through cultural mani-
festation form the existential world of man. “Already in the sensory organs
and in the senses themselves, and not in the forms of contemplation and
thought, hides the transcendental condition of any and all knowledge of
reality” (Rothaker E., 1966. p. 84). The two indicated trends of anthropolo-
gy — biological-anthropological and cultural, were very relevant before the
development of a technogenic-virtual civilization, which offers new ways of
person self-representation in a socio-cultural environment, including in-
corporeal ones.

Philosophical-anthropological discourse cannot take place without
a research of the technogenic environment and virtual reality of modern
man. The philosophy of technology is being replaced by the anthropology
of technology, which no longer considers the influence of technology on hu-
man life, but discloses technology as one of the areas of realization of hu-
man existence. In addition, this artificially created sphere does not exist
in isolation in any of the spheres of human existence — nor in nature, nor
in society, or in interpersonal relations. It requires the inclusion of a per-
son and can both manifest itself in these areas, and exist separately. The
Technosphere creates another level of reality — virtual one. “Technology is
a human’s reaction to nature or circumstances, as a result of which be-
tween nature, environment, on the one hand, and man, on the other,
a mediator arises — super-nature, or a new nature, built on the primary”
(Ortega-y-Gasset H., 1993. p. 164—-232). Technology is not an end in and of
itself in retrospect of scientific progress. It is rather a means to overcome
the difficulties of the environment and improve the quality of human life.

However, in modern society, technology goes beyond the limits of casu-
al understanding of its essence. If earlier technical and computer inven-
tions became an analogue and method of projections of corporeality and
mind of a person, now the question is radically different. Virtual space is
a place of interaction and communication, a place of self-identification and
incorporeal self-representation. Thus, a person takes an artificial model of
his/her «I» beyond the limits of bodily physiological boundaries.
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Considering this situation, McLuhan introduced the special term
«narcissistic anesthesia». It denotes one of the painful syndromes of a per-
son in the information space, which consists in leveling and non-perception
by a person of the psychological and socio-cultural consequences of staying
in a virtualized world of modern technology. McLuhan talks about the ef-
fect of «self-amputation» as a way to maintain balance. That is, unable to
cope with the perception of the perceptual image here and now, a person is
trying to take this image beyond the boundaries of his/her body. The au-
thor also noted interestingly the textual manifestations of bodily amputa-
tion’s phenomenon. For example, «one wears fingers to the bone», «lose
temper», «slip one’s mind», etc. Telling about the prototype of the human
nervous system that is implemented in the techno-information space,
McLuhan notes: “To the degree that this is so, it is a development that
suggests a desperate and suicidal auto amputation, as if the central ner-
vous system could no longer depend on the physical organs to be protec-
tive buffers against the slings and arrows of outrageous mechanism”
(McLuhan M., 1994, p. 53).

A person becomes a hostage of cyberculture, which gives rise to a new
layer of anthropogenic being — virtual reality. Thus, a person has “a virtu-
al body” aside from «natural», «social» and «cultural» bodies. A person
lives simultaneously in two dimensions — ordinary life and virtual, which
1s projected by technology. In perspective, these two types of reality can
intertwine and coexist. However, the predominance of the virtual method
1s obvious, since it gives unlimited possibilities for the realization of fanta-
sies and human needs, both creative and hedonistic. According to V. Roz-
in: “All this will require new abilities and even corporeality, so it is likely
that the Internet will contribute to the metamorphosis of not only culture,
but also the anthropological image of a person” (Rozin V., 2004, p. 22).
Virtual reality affects the basic modes of the human psyche: cognitive,
emotional, volitional processes and states; his/her abilities and imagina-
tion. Reality becomes multiple connections with the transition from au-
thentic reality to virtual and vice versa.

The virtual world has many advantages. At the same time it elimi-
nates a very important moment in a person’s life — staying in the present
moment of life and perceiving themselves through the prism of one’s corpo-
reality. Our body has one very important function — being associated with
reality here and now. Thoughts and emotions often force us to arrive in
the past, sometimes thinking about the future, and only the bodily sensa-
tions in all their diversity bring us back to the present moment, give us
a way of self-identification here and now and reveal us in sensory-emotion-
al experience. With the predominance of virtualized forms of communica-
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tion, the ability to develop perceptual forms of perception, which are given
to us as a feature of tactile research and understanding of the world, is
lost.

According to Gardner’s theory of multiple intelligence, Body Intelli-
gence (BQ) is one of the leading ways of world cognition and oneself.
“Thinking» with the body is one way to quickly respond in critical situa-
tions, learning with the body is not only a perceptual experience, it is
a way to express your thoughts and abilities. It makes it possible to deter-
mine the personal boundaries of a person and allows us to differentiate
‘T’ from ‘Other’ and from the world as a whole. Along with bodily-kines-
thetic intelligence, Gardner considers other types of intelligence: linguis-
tic, logical-mathematical, spatial, musical, interpersonal and intraperson-
al. These types of intelligence can function both in synergy with each
other, and as independent modules of the psyche. Departing from the clas-
sical model of intelligence in psychology, Gardner defines bodily intelli-
gence as «the ability to solve problems or create products that are valued
within one or more cultural settings” (Gardner H., 1993, p. 15). That is,
the same makings of a physiological body when realized through corpore-
ality into a cultural and social body can lead to different variations.

For example, the athlete’s physique can tell us about a person’s addic-
tion to physical activity. If we consider the presented image in the histori-
cal periods of culture, we can define various interpretations. In Antiquity,
this image rather spoke to that of a warrior and in combination with sim-
ple clothes — he carried a message about a person who works physically. In
modern mass culture, this image works more for the presentation of
a model or actor in symbiosis with a well-groomed body and fashionable
clothes. One image can change the visual message when changing its cul-
tural attributes. As M. Kagan notes: “The little Chinese woman’s leg or
the wasp waist of a European aristocrat are cultural products that work
as her signs, symbols of social status; this applies to an even greater ex-
tent to hairstyles, make-up, clothes, which can be considered as ‘a second
body’ of a person, incomparably more accessible to cultural processing
— all this taken together turns out to be the language in which a person
represents himself around” (Kagan M., 1996, p. 137). In the modern
world, this cultural «second body» may not carry comprehensive informa-
tion. A millionaire can walk in a T-shirt and jeans, and a simple handy-
man can wear a classic suit, etc. The external projection of corporeality, or
rather the method of its manifestation, indicates to us the leading values
of successful self-identification of a person. Plasticity of perception is an
alternative value of the virtual information society. The ability, acceptance
and understanding of “dissimilar”, “different” — is the path of mankind
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co-evolution in the conditions of multiculturalism and a multi-information
strategy for the development of society. Corporal projections should be pre-
served and transformed in a technogenic society — after all, they form the
basis of humanistic development and the psychological aspect of harmoni-
zation of the human inner world.

Corporal-tactile attitude, along with other types of intelligence, is
a mechanism of cognition and merging with the world, starting from an
early age and a way of building personal boundaries — at a more mature
age that allows you to create a zone of emotional comfort. J.-L.. Nancy con-
sidering the body as «an organ of the formation of meanings» notes it both
as an external and internal way of personal differentiation (Nancy J.-L.,
1999, p. 105). “The body here is no longer distinct from anything; it distin-
guishes itself and distinguishes itself. Distinguishing itself, it distinguish-
es a certain self — it distinguishes itself as ‘The Self’ — and already pro-
ceeding from this it distinguishes two systems or two registers that
appear to each other as ‘internal” and ‘external” (Nancy J.-L., 2006,
p. 123). Corporeality forms as a psychosomatic integrity through the junc-
tion of the “external” and “internal” bodies.

The contextual understanding of reality — space and time carries the
ontological mechanisms of ccorporeality, including bodily memory in its
various manifestations — motional, motor, emotional, etc. A vivid expres-
sion of these methods of world reflection is observed in the hyperactive be-
havior of modern children. Theoretically, this fact may indicate “a deficit”
of bodily manifestations and expansions in connection with the massive
use of computer technology as a virtual gaming space, including by chil-
dren. This is not an individual feature; it is about changes at the level of
humankind co-evolution — a phase transition.

V. Vernadsky is exploring the prospects for the transition of the Bio-
sphere to the Noosphere as a new geological phenomenon on the planet,
notes: “In it (The Noosphere), for the first time, man becomes a large-scale
geological force. He can, and must, rebuild the province of his life by his
work and thought, rebuild it radically in comparison with the past. Wider
and wider creative possibilities open before him. It may be that the genera-
tion of our grandchildren will approach their blossoming” (Vernadsky V.1.
— the generation of “virtual personalities”. An unequivocal definition of
this concept does not exist, but along with it the term “virtual corporeali-
ty” appears. This indicates a new type of transformation of corporeality
from the nature sphere, society, culture into a virtual environment. “Vir-
tual personality” excludes a number of constructs through which natural
corporeality is realized, which leads to destructive processes and stressful
situations in everyday life. A. Revonsuo analyzes presentation virtualism
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and argues that “[...] perception is realized not by any immediate or direct
contact with the external world, but indirectly via a surrogate of the exter-
nal object inconsciousness, directly experienced” (Revonsuo A., 2006,
p. 121).

Thus, realizing ourselves through virtual reality, we project a pres-
ence in artificial space that excludes natural forms of the corporeality em-
bodiments — bodily expansion and relaxation that provide a correlation of
sensory perception in the body area. Body expansion occurs when you re-
lax. “Characteristic examples of corporeal expansion are the experience of
beholding a wide, beautiful landscape, the first breaths outside in fresh air
after having been locked inside a cramped and stuffy room, or the pleasant
relaxing the body feels when gently gliding into a hot bathtub” (Schmitz H.
and others, 2011, p. 241-259). The reverse state is bodily contraction. The
opposite pole of corporeal contraction is a marked narrowing of the felt
body, often in states of sudden, unexpected change to one’s bodily orienta-
tion — such contraction occurs in states of shock, in panic or moments of
great focus and concentration» (Schmitz H. and others, 2011, p. 241-259).

These mechanisms reveal corporeality as a way of holistic reflection of
a person through chains of conscious and unconscious, bodily and spiritu-
al, etc. In addition, it reveals the actual dualism in solving the issue of
corporeality in acts of perception and attitude. M. Merleau-Ponty explores
the essence of human perception as a body structure, and the body as
a «point of view on the world» and determines that: “The body is not just
a causal but a transcendental condition of perception, which is to say that
we have no understanding of perception at all in abstraction from body
and world” (Merleau-Ponty M., 2012, p. 16).

If consciousness is a reflection of objective reality, then corporeality is
the navigator of the boundaries between «I» and the surrounding reality.
These are reflexes at the level of the biological body. For example, physical
pain can indicate boundaries in space and focus on avoiding negative feel-
ings in the next act of interaction. The nervous system regulates our be-
havior and protects us from danger. Mental pain — psychological suffering
through the projections of the social body, which is built on the experience
of relationships, indicates social boundaries (values). Researchers in the
field of medicine and psychology often note that the physical and mental
pain in the human brain is practically the same.

The violation of the natural projection of corporeality and its transfer
to the artificial virtual world deprives a person of vital navigation in the
real world. “The body 1s existence, and existence can only be bodily. This
is the only radical and consistent materialism. This is materialism of ex-
posed matter” (Nancy J.-L., 2006, p. 123). To comprehend true values, it is
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necessary to refract through the basic human value — life. Awareness of
the mortality of the body leads to the right accents of life and returns to
the truly important values that are relevant in the real dimension here
and now. The quintessence of reality is expressed through natural corpo-
reality, which is modified under the influence of the Technosphere, but re-
mains the basis of humanity and finds new forms of realization, including
virtual ones.

Considering the situation of virtualization of the life of a technogenic
society, we are faced with a paradox of a displacement of the natural way
of self-identification. This is realized through the ability of a person to
take out the artificial model of his “I” beyond the bodily physiological
boundaries. Thus, a person has a virtual body in addition to the natural,
social and cultural body. It has several advantages — many ways and
forms of representing oneself, a variety of self-identification models, etc.
But at the same time, the study of corporeality as a psychosomatic integri-
ty reveals its most important and irreplaceable function — conjugation
with reality here and now through sensory-emotional experience.

Conclusions

Co-evolution of the Technosphere and human life leads to new ways of
self-identification of a person. Technogenic anthropology reveals new para-
digms for the research of the issue of Human Corporeality. Its purpose is
not to refute or limit the application of technological innovations, but to
find a way to consider them in integrity and acceptance. Human Corpore-
ality is considered as psychosomatic projections of the personality. The ex-
istential manifestations of Human Corporeality are designated through
its main substrates: corporeal intelligence, corporeal sensuality, corporeal
states, corporeal image, cultural attribution of the body, etc. These con-
structs allow a person to keep a communicative equilibrium between dif-
ferent kinds of anthropogenic being: nature, society, culture, technology
and virtual reality. As a result, the nominal classification of a person’s
physicality is determined by the areas of its implementation: “biological
body”, “social body”, “cultural body”, “virtual body”.

Plasticity is represented as a core value that makes it possible to adapt
in the information society. Many situations, patterns and forms of commu-
nication of a technogenic society require a flexible type of human reflec-
tion. It is possible to ensure this only by using the natural mechanism of
psychological balance between the boundaries of “I” and “Not-I” — corpo-
rality as a way of natural communication. The quality of corporeality as
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an alternative value for the social being co-evolution and the Technosphere
outlines the prospects for the study of physicality (or rather, “virtual corpo-
reality”) in Anthropology of Technology.

KOEWOLUCJA LUDZKIEJ CIELESNOSCI | TECHNOSFERY:
DYSKURS FILOZOFICZNO-ANTROPOLOGICZNY

(STRESZCZENIE)

W artykule autorka oméwita strategie rozwoju i transformacji bytowej sytuacji
czlowieka w kontek$cie postepu technicznego. Zmiana naturalnego sposobu byto-
wania czlowieka na technogeniczny sposéb komunikacji prowadzi do powstawania
,wirtualnej osobowosci”. Zachodzi takze proces asymilacji tego, co naturalne, z tym, co
sztuczne. Ponadto prowadzone rozwazania dotycza kwestii, jaka sg etyczne alterna-
tywy odno$nie do ksztaltowania sie przyszlej egzystencji czlowieka jako gatunku ist-
niejacego w technosferze, a takze mozliwo$ci zachowania czlowieczenstwa w réznych
technologicznych projekcjach osobowoséci. Wedtug autorki koewolucja czlowieka i tech-
nosfery wiaze sie z powstawaniem coraz to nowych sposobéw ich interakeji i domaga
sie rozwijania antropologii technogenicznej. Mozna tez zauwazy¢, ze natura ludzkiej
cielesnos$ci znajduje swoje odzwierciedlenie w takich pojeciach, jak ,cialo biologiczne”,
,ciato spoleczne”, ,ciato kulturowe” czy ,ciato wirtualne”. Tego typu pojecia ujawniaja,
plastycznoéé jako gléwna warto$é i jako$é, dzieki ktérej wspodtezesny czlowiek moze
lepiej komunikowaé sie z innych i zrozumie¢ samego siebie.

CO-EVOLUTION OF HUMAN CORPOREALITY
AND THE TECHNOSPHERE: A PHILOSOPHICAL-ANTHROPOLOGICAL
DISCOURSE

(SUMMARY)

This study reflects the development and transformation strategies of the anthro-
pological situation in the context of technological progress. The change of the natural
way of human existence to the technogenic method of communication leads to the
formation of the image of «a virtual personality». The process of assimilation of natu-
ral and artificial takes place. Ethical alternatives of the human existence as a species
within the Technosphere and the preservation of their humanistic imperative through
the bodily projections of the personality are considered. Co-evolution of man and the
Technosphere leads to a new way of their interaction and generates Technogenic
Anthropology. The study of corporeality in various areas of human life is reflected in
its ontological disclosure through the nominal classification: «biological body», «social
body», «cultural body», and «virtual body». Plasticity is revealed as the main value and
quality, which provides self-reflection in various forms of communication of modern
man.
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