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Philosophical aspects of the ethics of responsibility by Hans Jonas

In the article the philosophical aspects of Hans Jonas' ethics were described and analyzed. The analysis of
their logical coherence and consistency in the observed moral imperatives was carried out. The reconstruction
of the meaning of the ideological and contextual context was carried out, within the framework of which Jo-
nas formulates the main provisions of his ethical theory. As the main application updating the proposed un-
derstanding and ethics of the Recommendation, the solution of the technology, or rather its (their) intensive
and irreversible growth, is proposed. The irrelevance of imperative ethics was emphasized in the light of the
new particularly acute challenges facing modern civilization. The main epistemological and problematic as-
pects of Jonas's ethical theory were highlighted, formulated in the form of questions, the search for answers to
which constitute the justification of these scenarios. The application of the author 's logic of argumentation
and the metaphysical basis of the new ethics in the key of rationalism, as well as the possibility of its applica-
tion in the political dimension at the global level of environmental problems was demonstrated. The author's
dichotomies were revealed when analyzing the ethical attitude to such categories as “value” and “responsibil-
ity”. The substantial novelty of the Jonas concept was presented, taking into account the main provisions of
Kant's formal ethics and ontological explanations of technical Heidegger. It was concluded that, unlike many
irrational interests in modern philosophy, the ethics of Realization was embedded in the classical tradition of
philosophical knowledge, although constructive polemics were associated with it. The question of the ap-
plicability of the practical application of the new ethics was raised.

Keywords: philosophy, ethics, Hans Jonas, alarmism, responsibility, values; technology, techne, future, gen-
eration.

Introduction

The modern world is characterized by the increased influence of technology in people’s lives. The level
and scale of technology development entail significant changes not only at the social, but also at the natural
level. Humanity has turned out to have a powerful weapon in its hands, the careless use of which can lead to
irreversible harmful consequences.

Traditional ethics proves insufficient when considering collective actions that arise from the use of ad-
vanced technologies. Such actions often have consequences that cannot be predicted and that go beyond the
private sphere. It is emphasized that although it is impossible to fully understand all the consequences of our
technological actions, we have a responsibility towards nature and future generations. These two aspects
must be included in ethical thinking, since technologies allow us to manipulate them, making them objects of
our responsibility. We must reconsider our role in society and the world, accept new moral obligations that
correspond to the risks, negative, but also positive aspects that modern technologies provide. First of all, it is
necessary to take care of nature, the future generation and the ecological component. Moreover, such care
must be long-term, so that it has any consequences in the future. Therefore, we need flexible and accessible
ethics, such ethics that can be adapted and applied by everyone and at all levels of life and functioning of
society.

The effects of technological progress are irreversible and cumulative, especially in the area of genetic
technologies and their impact on human nature and moral responsibility. In other words, technological im-
pacts tend to accumulate, making it impossible to predict all their effects in the medium and long term, re-
sulting in considerable uncertainty. What we consider to be immutable aspects of human nature may be
changed by new genetic technologies. Modern technologies actively interfere with human nature, making it
possible to change it significantly. In light of these changes, the question of moral responsibility requires a
new understanding. We must reassess our responsibilities to other people and future generations, taking into
account how technologies may change human nature.

Therefore, the ethics of responsibility of Hans Jonas seems to be an urgent necessity for technological
civilization.
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The priority areas of research focus for us are following:

1) The basics of Jonas’s proposal for a new ethics;

2) The relationship between ethics, social order and political ideology;

3) The possibilities of implementing the ethics of responsibility in modern environmental policy.

Methods

The research was conducted using traditional methods of philosophical analysis, including basic proce-
dures for inductive and deductive reasoning, as well as operations of abstraction and generalization.

The primary focus of the research was hermeneutical in nature and was aimed at understanding the ho-
listic contextual meaning of Hans Jonas’ ethics of responsibility.

Comparing H. Jonas’s concepts with those of M. Heidegger and I. Kant provides a deeper understand-
ing of the need to rethink ethical principles in light of technological change.

Results

H. Jonas, in his book “The Imperative of Responsibility: In Search of an Ethics for the Technological
Age”, argues that traditional ethical systems are unable to cope with the challenges posed by modern tech-
nology because they do not take into account the long-term and global consequences of our actions. In his
work, H. Jonas emphasizes the need for a new ethical system that will take into account responsibility to fu-
ture generations and nature, adapting to the changing conditions created by technological progress [1].
H. Jonas’s thesis echoes M. Heidegger’s diagnosis of modernity in his work “The Question Concerning
Technology”, where Heidegger explored the nature of technology and its impact on human existence, argu-
ing that technology changes our perception of the world, turning everything into resources for exploita-
tion [2].

The essence of Heidegger’s thesis on the essence of technology is that it represents a special ontological
disposition, which he calls “Gestell”. “Gestell” is a way of revealing the world in which both nature and man
are seen as resources for satisfying the needs of society. Technology turns nature into raw material for ma-
nipulation, and in this context, man sees everything as part of an ordered reservoir of resources. This percep-
tion of the world is not just one of the threats, but the primary threat that determines man’s relationship to the
environment.

In light of ancient Greek philosophy, which can be traced in Heidegger’s ideas and concepts, it makes
sense to think that art (poiesis) can serve as a counterweight to the technical and instrumental way of reveal-
ing the world (techne), offering a deeper and more authentic understanding of being.

Jonas uses the term “techne” like M. Heidegger [3]. In ancient times it meant skill or craftsmanship,
which were the basis of development, craftsmen and artisans created technologies for that time. Today we
have different technologies, but the essence is the same. Developing technologies no longer fit into the
framework of existing ethics. Heidegger looks at how technologies affect our lives, but Jonas looks at tech-
nologies from the point of view of ethics, that is, how to use them correctly or incorrectly. Jonas presents
new grounds for creating the very ethics that takes into account modern technologies:

Ethics traditionally focuses on humans and their relationships with other humans, without taking into
account the impact on nature and future generations.

Traditional ethics focuses on the immediate and visible consequences of actions, ignoring long-term
and cumulative effects.

Ethics assumes that moral actions occur in personal and immediate interactions, without taking into ac-
count complex, technologically mediated actions.

The basic conditions of human existence are assumed to remain unchanged, which does not correspond
to the rapidly changing reality of the technological age.

Based on the presented features, it can be assumed that traditional ethics should be expanded, that is
transformed into a new ethics, to include the impact on nature and future generations, taking into account the
long-term and cumulative consequences of technological actions.

In today’s world, where technology is everywhere, we need an ethical approach that values individuals
and considers the long-term impact of our actions. Kant’s idea to “treat humanity... not only as a means, but
also as an end” [4; 97] reminds us to respect people for who they are, not just for what they can do for us.
Similarly, Hans Jonas’s advice to “act so that the consequences of your actions are compatible with the con-
stancy of genuine human life” [5; 321] stresses the importance of thinking about how our actions affect fu-
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ture generations. Together, these ideas encourage us to respect human dignity and ensure our actions support
a sustainable and good life for everyone, now and in the future.

The key point to understand here is that preserving nature is crucial, especially for the well-being of fu-
ture generations, because humans are deeply connected to nature and cannot survive without it. Therefore,
the destruction of nature will ultimately lead to the destruction of humanity itself. Consequently, it is essen-
tial for humans to be highly conscious of the importance of protecting and preserving nature.

Should we change human beings? Is it right to extend life with technology? Can modern inventions
make our life easier and longer? These questions come up because of recent inventions in biomedicine and
genetics. These technologies have greatly impacted our lives. Jonas thinks that because of these inventions
and changes, people are becoming subjects of scientific experiments and interventions. We should raise im-
portant questions about how these actions are right and acceptable. This suggests that we need a new set of
ethical guidelines to address these issues.

Biomedicine can be used to control behavior, which affects our moral consciousness. Jonas is con-
cerned about how this change will affect people and their responsibilities. It is important to consider what
kind of human being we aspire to, who defines it, and on the basis of what knowledge. It is also important to
consider that future generations may have different values and moral preferences than ours. The question is
how modern technologies can change people and what will be the moral consciousness of future generations.

— In light of this, it is necessary to consider the following questions in the frames of new ethics:

— What kind of human being do we consider ideal?

— Who has the right to define this image?

— On what knowledge and principles should this definition be based?

— On what moral grounds can we justify our assumption that future generations will adhere to the
same values as we do?

— How can modern technologies transform human nature and how will this affect the moral con-
sciousness of future generations?

Jonas emphasizes that without including metaphysical foundations in the ethical debate, it is impossible
to create a sustainable and comprehensive system of norms that would cope with the challenges of the tech-
nological age. He insists that metaphysics provides a deep understanding of existence and moral obligations
that go beyond purely empirical data. This understanding is necessary to create ethical standards that take
into account not only present but also future generations. Jonas believes that the restoration of metaphysics in
philosophy can help to overcome the moral crisis and ensure a more responsible approach to the use of tech-
nology.

Let us consider Jonas’s questions from a philosophical perspective. A key aspect of normative assess-
ments of the relationship between technology use and future generations is the uncertainty of future genera-
tions” value preferences. We cannot predict with certainty how future technological innovations will change
the perception of current resource problems or whether our current actions will be valued as beneficial. This
uncertainty raises doubts about whether we should base our assumptions on future generations’ preferences.
However according to Jonas, these uncertainties should not distract us from our responsibility to ensure the
well-being of future generations and to take actions that we believe will be in their interests. It is important to
develop an ethics that takes into account possible scenarios and aims to minimize risks and maximize bene-
fits for all generations.

The problems that arise with new technologies can also be related to our knowledge, our ability to see
the future, and problems of a more global level, such as the nature of things themselves. Solutions to such
problems cannot be made immediately and based on something that does not yet exist, such as the idea that
there will be unlimited access to clean energy in the future. Values are of primary importance we must base
decisions on what we have now. This distinction can help make informed decisions that consider possible
risks and benefits for future generations without ignoring our current ethical and environmental responsibili-
ties.

There are questions that force us to consider how current events and society's actions will affect future
generations. Overpopulation or on the contrary population decline are not the only problems. Ontological
and epistemological problems are aspects of philosophy and are related to questions of knowledge, uncer-
tainty, human existence, and the morality of future generations. We need to consider how ignorance, or un-
certainty will affect our sense of responsibility to future generations, and whether we understand their needs
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and lives well enough to take their well-being into account when making decisions. Additionally whether we
have duties to people who have not yet been born, and whether future people can have rights.

As mentioned, Jonas believes that traditional ethical theory fails when it comes to the concerns of future
generations. So, let’s look at the utilitarian principle of maximizing the overall welfare, taking into account
the above-mentioned differences. Utilitarianism, which focuses on maximizing happiness and minimizing
suffering, may not take into account the long-term and cumulative effects of our actions on future genera-
tions. Moreover, the utilitarian approach often fails to take into account moral obligations to people who do
not yet exist, which is a critical aspect of the ethics of future generations.

Despite the fact that 1. Bentham mentions that temporal distance has no ethical significance, the utilitar-
ian faces difficulties. According to |. Bentham “first, how far into the future do our responsibilities for our
descendants extend? Should distant generations be given the same weight as the interests of our own children
and grandchildren? If all future generations are equal, an equal distribution of goods means that we ourselves
will receive very little. However, the utilitarian has difficulty finding a moral justification for preferring near
generations over distant ones. Second, how should the utilitarian evaluate the welfare of future individuals if
their preferences and needs are unknown? Should we maximize the average welfare of future individuals or
the total amount of welfare for future populations?” [6].

Responsibility to the “idea of man” for Jonas consists of adhering to a binding code of conduct that is
based on an ontological imperative. Jonas is less concerned with specific questions about how much we
should take into account the well-being of future generations or how much current generations should sacri-
fice to prevent future losses of well-being. The main emphasis is on the need to develop an ethical code that
is universal and binding for everyone. This code must be based on metaphysics, which allows us to justify its
imperativeness. For Jonas, the metaphysical justification of ethics is important because it provides a deep
understanding of human existence and moral obligations that goes beyond purely utilitarian or pragmatic
approaches. In other words, we can assume, that responsibility to the “idea of man” presupposes adherence
to ethical norms that guarantee the preservation of human essence and well-being in the long term.

It is assumed that if politicians recognize and accept this, they will adopt a binding code of conduct
based on the imperative “the welfare of mankind must be guaranteed in the future” [7; 52]. This code of con-
duct will manifest itself in the regulatory regulation of the use of potentially dangerous technologies.

Let us follow the author’s own way of expressing his thoughts, which is quite interesting, since Jonas
begins with a radical proposal: in order to determine whether humanity ought to exist, we must first confront
Leibniz’s fundamental metaphysical question: “Why is there something rather than nothing?” [8; 16]. In ex-
amining ethics and our moral obligations, it is important to define what we mean by “value” in the broadest
sense. Only when we understand the objective nature of value, we can develop objective moral standards and
understand what we should do, and will this allow us to establish our duties to the very fact of existence and
our responsibility for maintaining and preserving that existence, making the objectivity of value the founda-
tion for defining our ethical obligations [8; 16].

This approach directly challenges the tenets of contemporary philosophy, which often dismisses terms
such as the “objectivity of value” and “objective ought” as outdated or irrelevant. In arguing for the necessity
of these concepts, Jonas places himself in opposition to thinkers such as G.E. Moore, who criticized the deri-
vation of ethical norms from natural properties, a criticism known as the “naturalistic fallacy.” Jonas argues
that ignoring the objective basis of values leads to a superficial understanding of ethics. He believes that
without recognizing the objective nature of values, our ethical frameworks remain incomplete and insuffi-
cient to address the profound moral responsibilities we face, especially in the context of technological ad-
vances and their impact on future generations. This approach emphasizes the need for a holistic ethical sys-
tem that not only addresses immediate human problems but also considers the long-term consequences of our
technological and moral choices.

Therefore, Jonas proposes that nature possesses an ontological “locus,” where we can bridge the sup-
posed gap between “is” and “ought” without falling into the naturalistic fallacy. Jonas introduces the concept
of a “self-affirmation of being” inherent in all biological life, suggesting that this self-affirmation embodies a
fundamental sympathy between life and death. According to Jonas, life is a clear confrontation between be-
ing and non-being, where the essence of life actively asserts itself against the void of non-existence [9; 510].
By acknowledging such ontological dimension, Jonas looks to develop a more comprehensive understanding
of our moral responsibilities, especially in relation to the impact of technological advancements on future
generations.
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Thus, there is the fundamental duty to guarantee the continuation of life into the indefinite future and to
maintain the essential conditions for human existence. The development of a new ethical framework relies
on the ability to justify an objective “should-be” with solid reasoning. The author suggests three necessary
conditions for responsibility: first one is the causal effect, which means actions must have an impact on the
world; the second one is the control, i.e. the action must be under the control of a moral agent; the last one is
the predictability, or in other words the agent must be able to foresee the consequences of their actions to
some extent. Our primary ethical duty is to ensure the ongoing existence of life and the foundation for human
life. For a new ethical system to be viable, it must convincingly establish why certain things “should” hap-
pen. In these frames there are two types of responsibility: for actions and for the consequences of those ac-
tions.

Jonas emphasizes “meaningful” responsibility, where individuals are accountable for their actions that
affect specific things. This includes our duty to future generations. With today’s knowledge and abilities, we
can predict and reduce the harmful impacts of technology on nature and people in the future. Previously, lim-
ited understanding meant we didn’t worry much about the future, assuming conditions for human life would
always stay the same. Now, with greater awareness and capability, we must take on the meaningful responsi-
bility to ensure these conditions are sustainable.

The ethics of responsibility cannot rely solely on the idea of something being “objectively good” as an
absolute obligation. It must also address the motivation to act. According to Jonas, what drives us to uphold
strict responsibility for future life is a “natural sense of responsibility,” an inherent feeling within us. This
type of responsibility is inherent and fundamental, unlike contractual responsibility, which is based on
agreements. Natural responsibility is the original form from which all other responsibilities stem. The arche-
type of this responsibility is parental responsibility, which is characterized by unconditional care. This serves
as the model for the meaningful responsibility previously discussed.

Jonas’s unusual comparison highlights that both parental and political responsibilities involve a com-
mitment to care for others and ensure their well-being. In parental responsibility, parents naturally assume
the duty to care for and nurture their children, driven by an inherent sense of responsibility. Similarly, politi-
cal responsibility involves leaders who willingly take on the duty to govern and protect their citizens, aspir-
ing to power to effectively manage their responsibilities. Jonas sees a connection between the two through
the concepts of “totality”, (both responsibilities encompass a comprehensive care for the well-being of those
under their charge, whether it is children or citizens) “continuity”, (both involve ongoing duties that persist
over time, requiring consistent attention and commitment) and “future” (both types of responsibility are ori-
ented towards securing a better future for the next generation or the society as a whole). This threefold con-
cept leads us to the thought that we can be responsible for those who do not yet exist?

Jonas argues that responsibility should not rely on reciprocity. It requires an unconditional commitment,
not based on compensation or selfish motives. The model for this type of responsibility is how we care for
our children, driven by a natural, selfless obligation. Children inherently evoke our sense of duty, prompting
responsible actions. Thus, responsibility is rooted in the inherent qualities of those we care for. Ethical re-
sponsibility also needs to address the rational justification for obligatory commitments and the psychological
motivations behind them. The sense of “ought” guides the will, requiring moral agents to determine their
actions’ direction. We suggest that Jonas views responsibility as an inherent part of human nature, deeply
connected to our natural instincts and moral reasoning. By grounding responsibility in these fundamental
aspects, Jonas believes we can develop a more robust and universal ethical framework.

Therefore, ethics encompasses both objective and subjective dimensions. The objective aspect pertains
to rational thought and logical principles, while the subjective aspect is connected to emotions and personal
feelings. This dual nature of ethics ensures that moral considerations are balanced, incorporating both reason
and empathy. The ethical ability to feel responsible is part of what makes us human.

Although the idea of future generations seems to be something completely abstract and distant, it is us
who are responsible for their potential existence. Jonas believes that the attitude towards future generations
should be based on our responsibility to them. Each individual person in modern society should bear a “mor-
al imperative” that is based on the very foundations of existence, i.e. the continuation of the family (life),
responsibility for descendants, both close and distant.

There are two types of values: internal and external. Jonas’s idea is that our responsibilities to future
generations are those values that must not only be cultivated in ourselves, but also transmitted to others, cre-
ating the so-called value network. Future generations cannot impose a sense of responsibility on us, since
they do not yet exist, but nevertheless, we must think about their well-being, which correlates with the con-
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cept of humanity in general. The first type of values includes what is inside, for example, the value of life as
such, while the second type of value is more associated with external factors that make this very life more
comfortable and acceptable, for example, tools that include benefits. Jonas calls for forming and taking re-
sponsibility for future generations based on internal values, accepting life as the most important value, realiz-
ing that the maintenance of human life is inherent in us by nature.

In other words, it is necessary to rely on the subconscious, where the goals of existence are inherent in
nature itself in the entire living world and are the engine of life itself, what saved us in the past from total
extinction. Jonas’s biocentrism is a concept that puts internal values at the forefront, from which ethical con-
siderations are formed. Jonas argues that by accepting the law of nature — to support life, to take care of it
— as our internal value, the ethics of coordinating our actions with the aforementioned goal is also accepted.

This means recognizing the inherent worth of all forms of life and making decisions that support and
preserve the natural world. By understanding that all organisms strive to maintain their existence, we can
develop an ethical framework that respects and protects the continuity of life, integrating this biocentric per-
spective into our moral duties and obligations.

In this perspective, people should stand out by taking responsibility for other living beings. Jonas’s
biocentric ethics suggests that humans, with their unigue ability to think morally and plan ahead, have a spe-
cial duty to protect and sustain the natural world. This responsibility includes caring for all living things, not
just human interests. By recognizing the value and purpose of all life forms, humans are called to be caretak-
ers of the environment. This means making ethical choices that support the well-being of all organisms and
ensure our actions do not harm the balance of nature. In this way, we meet our ethical duties to both current
and future generations, helping to maintain the continuity of life in line with nature’s ultimate goal. Thus, the
question is “who is responsible for what”? Answers to these questions have been already given but we need
some clarifications how responsibility and political power relate.

Of particular interest is the fact that Jonas identifies different types of responsibility. He distinguishes
between formal responsibility, which is the accountability an individual has for their actions, and substantive
responsibility, which involves a deeper ethical commitment to the well-being of others and the environment.

When it comes to protecting the “idea of humanity”, we must all act to safeguard it, as our collective ac-
tions threaten the future of human existence. It is essential that everyone is motivated to make sacrifices for
the future. This implies that responsibility has no fixed level; it is shared among individuals, groups, and in-
stitutions. The responsibility of political leaders, however, is amplified by the power of technology. The ex-
tent of responsibility should match the extent of our power. This directly counters any attempt to dismiss the
negative impact we may have on the future.

Fear is what can impose restrictions on our actions, thereby creating a long-term responsibility that will
extend not only to society, but also to politicians, leaders, and managers. The “fear heuristic” uses fear to
foresee and, as a result, prevent bad consequences of our actions, especially when it comes to technology and
the environment. Inventing potential worst-case scenarios allows us to avoid future dangers.

If society begins to think in this way, then perhaps we will be able to protect future generations, but for
this it is necessary to translate this type of thinking into a moral foundation that should form ethics. It is im-
portant to remember that such a concept should primarily be adhered to by the leader when developing plans
for the future of society.

The concept of fear or “Fear Heuristic” Jonas has three bases. The first base is related to the fact that
fear helps to come up with the worst scenarios for the future and the development of events. We think ahead,
evaluate our actions and imagine the worst that can happen (no one has canceled the reference to Murphy’s
Law). Thinking about negative consequences in the future allows you to make the right decisions in the pre-
sent. The second foundation is connected with a sense of caution and responsibility in the present. Risks and
challenges become more real. We want to avoid negative scenarios, which means we think and reason more.
The third foundation is planning for the future, where fear is the main driver, i.e., based on the care for the
future generation inherent in nature, we begin to think about how today can affect tomorrow. The desire to
protect is actualized, even for the generation that is very far from us.

Discussion

Despite the fact that Jonas’s ideas are logical, perhaps too radical in some places, one should ask the
question: is it possible to spread Jonas’s ideas throughout the world and introduce them to modern society?
Politics is the driving force. People who want to change their behavior must first change politics. The values
of life are at the forefront of ethical responsibility, and the values of the lives of future generations. Isn’t this
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too general? Is it possible to instill such general moments in society and politics? Yes, Jonas’s ideas and con-
cepts are quite profound and well-founded, the author’s position is strong and inspires confidence, but are
they feasible?

Jonas emphasizes the necessity of considering long-term consequences and the moral obligation to fu-
ture generations. The strength of the theory is its comprehensive approach which integrates both rational and
emotional aspects of ethics making it relevant for addressing complex global issues.

Take climate change as an example. There is much debate about whether it is caused by natural factors
or human activities. According to Jonas’s ethics of responsibility, if there is reasonable doubt that natural
fluctuations are to blame, we have no ethical excuse for inaction. We must take responsibility for the possi-
bility that humans are causing these changes and act collectively to address it. Uncertainty about the causes
of climate change does not absolve us of our ethical duty to take responsibility and take action.

The most challenging aspect of Jonas’s ethics of responsibility is figuring out how to inspire the wide-
spread commitment to responsible behavior that his theory demands. Encouraging individuals and societies
to adopt this level of ethical responsibility requires more than just understanding the theory; it necessitates
fostering a deep-seated motivation to act in accordance with these principles. This involves creating a cultur-
al and educational shift where the importance of long-term consequences and the well-being of future gener-
ations are ingrained values.

The author himself sees this problem and doubts that democracy is the right system to solve our envi-
ronmental issues. Jonas does not believe that democracy effectively addresses ecological concerns. He even
explores the idea of an environmental dictatorship, suggesting that temporarily setting aside Western demo-
cratic values might help solve urgent environmental problems. He examines whether a right-wing or left-
wing dictatorship would be better and concludes that a left-wing environmental dictatorship would be prefer-
able. Jonas argues that a needs-based economic model, focused on meeting society’s essential needs, is more
efficient in managing limited resources compared to the profit-driven capitalist model. He believes that the
future of human existence must take priority over everything else. Jonas is open to the idea of a temporary
“green” dictatorship if it ensures the survival and well-being of future generations. This strong position high-
lights his belief that drastic measures might be necessary to address the environmental crisis and fulfill our
ethical duties to future humanity [10].

This is a strong position, reflecting Jonas’s urgency regarding the environmental crisis and his skepti-
cism about the effectiveness of democracy in addressing it. He highlights a common issue in the environ-
mental debate: the ecological crisis is often seen as a result of an imbalance between human activities and
nature. Jonas argues that democratic systems, with their short-term focus and susceptibility to political and
economic pressures, may be ill-equipped to restore this balance and implement the necessary long-term solu-
tions.

It is worth considering whether it is puzzling that democracy has primarily been practiced in countries
that have benefited from the exploitation of natural resources. One might question if democracy is partly re-
sponsible for the environmental crisis due to its connection with industry, technology, economic growth, and
environmental threats. Additionally, it is important to explore whether political freedom has a downside, as it
may contribute to the overuse and depletion of natural resources through widespread self-expression and
consumption.

It is, therefore, useful to talk about the need to choose between different values in the context of envi-
ronmental crises. The connection between these crises and our values is emphasized, as well as doubts about
our ability to set priorities correctly. In order to express an opinion on sustainable development, one must
understand which values are more important. For example, survival is more important than income equaliza-
tion. However the question arises as to how simple a life limited by consumption, we are prepared to lead for
this.

Jonas hopes that the necessary changes will be based on people realizing the need to take responsibility.
International agreements and joint projects can help to effectively solve environmental problems. Education
plays a key role in shaping a new generation that will recognize the importance of preserving our planet. The
environmental revolution, as Jonas understands it, is a rethinking of values. Internal and external moral
foundations must move into the global sphere and form a new ethic. Technological progress is gaining mo-
mentum and is becoming almost unstoppable. Our society needs a new ethic even more urgently.
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Conclusion

ing, which problematizes modernity, despite the apparent security.

classical tradition of philosophical knowledge, although it conducts constructive polemics with it.

In general, the ethics of responsibility of Hans Jonas is a positive example of long-term strategic think-
Unlike many irrationalist trends in modern philosophy, the ethics of responsibility is embedded in the

Jonas convincingly proves the inconsistency of some ethical imperatives in the conditions of technolog-

ically complicated modernity. He offers completely different (new, unusual) parameters of thinking, arguing
his position in favor of a guaranteed future.
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C.E. Agpuixa"goBa

Xanc HoHacThIH jkayankepmIiIiK 3THKACHIHBIH (HI0cOPHSIBIK acTeKTiiepi

Makanana Xanc MoHac STHKACHIHBIH (UIOCOMMSUIBIK ACIEKTiNepi CHIATTAIFaH JKOHE TAJaHFaH.
BakpuianaTeIH MOPAJIbIBIK UMIIEPATUBTEPAE OJAPABIH JOTUKANBIK YHIECIMIUIrT MEH JOHEeKTUIriHe Tangay
Kacanaapl. VIOHACTBIH STHKANBIK TEOPHSCHIHBIH HETi3Ti epeernepi TYKbIPSIMAANATEIH HACOTOTHSIIBIK JKOHE
KOHTEKCTIK MaFbIHACHIH KaliTa Kypy Mocelieci KapacTHIphUIFaH. JKaHa 3THKaHBI ©3€KTEHAIPYAiH HeTi3ri
(aKTOPBI — 3aMaHay¥ TEXHOJNOTHS JKOHE OHBIH KANTHIMCHI3 ocyi. Xanc MOHACTBIH STHKAIBIK TEOPHSCHIHBIH
HETI3T1 THOCEOIOTHSUTBIK acTIeKTiNiepi cypakTap TYpiHIe Ha3apra albIHBII, OFaH jKayall i3[ey jkaHa STHKaHbIH
HeTi3eMeciH Kypaiabl. OCbIFaH 0aiIaHBICTHI PAllMOHATN3M KINTIHIC dKaHa dTUKAHBI ASJICIICY/IH aBTOPJIBIK
JIOTHKAHBl KOJaHy, COHAai-aKk OHBI CasCH OJIIeMJe MaijanaHy MYMKIHIIrT KepCeTimi. ABTOPJIBIK
JMUXOTOMHUSUIAD «KYHIBUIBIK» JKOHE (OKAyaNKepIIUTiK» TOpi3NeC KaTeropusyiapra 3THKAIBIK KAaThIHACTHI
Ttangay kesinae ambuianbl. M. KanTTelH  (opMmanbabl  3THKACBIHBIH HETI3Ti  epeenepiH  KoHE
M. Xaiinerrepain TexHHKa (WIOCOQUSICHHBIH OHTOJOTHSUIBIK TYCIHIIpMENepiH ecKepe OTHIPBIN, XaHC
Honac TYKBIPBIMJIAMACBIHBIH MaHBI3IbI KaHANBIFBl OepinreH. COHBIMEH KaTtap, Kasipri ¢unocodusaarst
KONTEreH HPPALMOHANAB aFbIMAAPAAH AWBIPMAIIBUIBIFGI COT, O XaHC VOHACTBIH STHKACHI ©3iHIIK
MOJIEMUKAITBIFBIHA KapamMacTaH, GriocopusuIblK OUTIMHIH KITaCCHKAJIBIK TOCTYPiHE CHT€H JeTeH KOPBITHIHIIBI
xacasraH. JKaHa 9THKaHBIH iC )KY3iH/e KOJIAaHBLITYBI Typalbl Macee KOTepilreH.

Kinm ce30ep: ¢punocodus, aTuka, Xanc Monac, anapMusM, jxkayanKkepuIiIiK, KYHIbUIBIKTap, TEXHOIOTHsIIAp,
omicTep, KeJeliek, YpIak.

C.E. Anpuixadgosa

PDuitocopckme acneKTbl ITUKH 0TBeTCTBeHHOCTH XaHca MoHaca

B cTaThe npoaHanu3upoBaHbl GUIOCO(CKHe acHeKThl 3THKH XaHca Monaca. IIpoBeneHbl aHATH3 HX JOrHYe-
CKO#i COTJIACOBaHHOCTH M IOCIIEZOBATEIHOCTH B HAOJII0IaeMbIX MOPAJIBHBIX UMIIEPATHBAX, a TAKIKE PEKOH-
CTPYKIMS MIEOIOIHUECKOrO KOHTEKCTa, B paMKax Kotoporo X. Mounac hopMyIupyer OCHOBHbIE IOIOKEHUS
CBOCH ITHYECKOH Teopur. B kauecTBe OCHOBHOTO (hakTopa akTyaau3aldy HOBOW STHUKH BBICTYNAIOT COBpE-
MEHHBIC TEXHOJIOTHH M UX HEOOPaTUMBI pOCT. BbleIeHbl OCHOBHBIE SUCTEMOJIOTHYECKHE acIEeKThl ITHYe-
cKoit Teopuu Xanca Monaca, chopMyTHPOBAHHBIE B BHJIE BOIPOCOB, IOMCK OTBETOB HA KOTOPHIC COCTABIISIOT
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00ocHOBaHME HOBOW 3THKU. [IpoeMOHCTPHPOBAHO NMPHMEHEHHE ABTOPCKOM JIOTMKH apryMEHTalud HOBOM
STHUKHU B KIII0YE PAI[HOHAIN3MAa, a TAaK)KE BO3MOXKHOCTh €€ HCIIOJIb30BaHUS B MOJUTHYECKOM U3MEPEHHU. AB-
TOPCKUE AUXOTOMHHM PACKPHIBAIOTCS MPH aHAIHM3€ 3THYECKOT0 OTHOLIEHHs K TaKHUM KaTeropHsM, KaK «LeH-
HOCTBY» H «OTBETCTBEHHOCTb». IIpe/CTaBIIeHa COMlepIKaTeIbHAS HOBH3HA KOHIENIMH MoHaca ¢ yuéroM oc-
HOBHBIX ToJIoXeHuH (opmanbHOi >Trky M. KaHTa M OHTONOTHMYECKHX pa3bsICHEHHH (HIOCOMHUN TEXHUKH
M. Xaiinerrepa. Crenan BBIBOJ, YTO, B OTIMYHE OT MHOTHX HPPAIMOHATBHBIX TCUCHHN B COBPEMEHHOU (u-
nocodun, stuxa Xanca Monaca, HECMOTpS Ha CBOIO TOJEMHYHOCTb, BCTPOEHA B KIACCHUECKYIO TPAUIIHIO
¢dunocodcekoro 3HaHus. [ToJHUMAETCS BOTIPOC O MPAKTHYECKON MPUMEHHUMOCTH HOBOH ITHKH.

Knioueswie crosa: punocodwust, stuka, Xanc HMoHac, agapMu3M, OTBETCTBEHHOCTb, [IEHHOCTH, TEXHOJIOTHH,
MeETOo/Ibl, OyayIee, MOKOJIEHHUE.
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