IHCTUTYIIi, TEXHOJOTIl, JIOACHKHIA IOTEHIal 1 COIliayibHI Mpouecu (OPMYIOTh OCHOBY IIOTO
CYCHIbCTBA.

CycninbCcTBO 3HaHB — 1€ HE JIMIIE TEXHOJIOTIYHA Y eKOHOMIuHA TpaHchopmariis, a mmbdoka
COLIIOKYJIBTypHA €BOJIIOLIA, SIKa BUMAra€e yCBiIOMJICHOTO YIPaBIiHHS, MDKAUCIUILTIHAPHOTO I1aIoTy
Ta aKTUBHOI y4acTi BCIX WIEHIB CyCHUIbCTBA. [HTEPHNpEeTyrO4M CyCHUIBCTBO 3HAHb SIK MOCHIICHY
BEpCi0 1HPOPMALIIHHOTO CyCHUIBCTBA, MOXXKHAa BHOKPEMHUTH CYKYITHICTH YMOB, IO TO3BOJISIFOTH
po3yMitu iH(pOpMaIliliHE CYCHIIBCTBO SK CYCHUIBCTBO 3HaHb. Cepem WX YMOB — 3pPOCTaHHS
MacIiTadiB 3aCTOCYBaHHS 1 3HAYYIIOCTI TEOPETUYHOTO 3HAHHS; 3pOCTaHHS MacIITa0iB BiATBOPEHHS
1 po3noALTy 3HAHHS.
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The “Letters of Obscure Men” (Latin “Epistolae obscurorum virorum”, around 1515-1517)
is a classical humanistic satire that arose in the polemical context surrounding the position of the
German humanist and Hebrew scholar Johannes Reuchlin, in his defense of Jewish books against
the “obscurantists”. The probable authors of this anonymous satire [1], including Crotus Rubianus
and Ulrich von Hutten, used parody of the monastic and scholastic style - to dismantle the
intellectual monopoly and ultra-dogmatism of the Catholic Church, and university scholasticism in
the early 16th century. The mentioned text is important from a historical and philosophical point of
view, since it not only ridiculed individual opponents, but also highlighted the institutional gap
between the humanistic practice of free thinking, and the conservative authority of medieval
scholarly circles [2].

The semantic framework of the essay “Letters of Obscure Men” is centered on satire as a
form of intellectual protest. This work functioned as a literary trope and rhetorical tool, since irony
and parody allowed humanists to show the absurdity and internal contradictions of the scholastics'
arguments, while undermining their moral and epistemic authority. A comparison with contemporary
practices of opposition to institutional power might begin with the recognition that, both in the 16th
century and today, satirical forms do not simply ridicule the situation, but reframe the problem: who
has the right to determine the “normative” form of knowledge and speech? A historic-philosophical
reading of the “Letters” as an articulation of the demand for the autonomy of reason provides a
starting point for matching it with the nowadays problem of control over discourse.

In the 16th century, institutional power was concentrated in universities, monasteries, and
church institutions, which claimed a monopoly on canonical interpretation and educational practice.
In the 21st century, the form of speech control has changed: large social platforms practice
algorithmic content curation, implement new moderation mechanisms, and create renewed
infrastructure through which meanings can be filtered and blocked. These mechanisms are not
identical to the old clerical censorship, as they are distributed, technically mediated, and often
opaque. However, the effect of narrowing the field of permissible speech and the motives for control
(political, economic, ethical) are essentially the same: controlling what is considered “acceptable” to
say aloud. In 2023-2024, international studies recorded an increase in restrictions on the diversity of
the information field, and a growing tendency to remove “controversial content”, which makes the
current discussion about freedom of speech — and the means of regulating it — extremely vibrant and
practically relevant [3].
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Humanists of the Reformation era appealed to reason, classical texts, and criticism of clerical
authority as the foundations of scientific and ethical autonomy. Today, free thought faces new
challenges, such as internal self-censorship, pressure from “public opinion”, “online judging”, and
the risk of statements being labeled as “inappropriate”. Two aspects should be emphasized here. The
first is that institutional protective practices (academic autonomy, guarantees of scientific debate)
remain critically important. The second aspect is related to the change in the means of struggle:
while 16th-century humanists wrote pamphlets and parodies, contemporary criticism often uses
digital forms (manifestos on social media, blogs, memes, podcasts). Both eras demonstrate that free
thinking requires not only personal courage, but also suitable collective communication strategies.

Classical humanism proclaimed an individual, a human being as the measure and subject of
knowledge. Yet in the 21st century, humanism faces challenges from post-humanist and
transhumanist projects, as well as demands for recognition of historical and social inequalities
(issues of gender identity, critical race theory, postcolonial studies). Analysis of sociological and
political scientific discussions shows that public reputational punishing practices function according
to their own network logic, and can lead to a “self-restraint of expression” effect in academic and
cultural circles [4], out of fear of being labeled “sexist”, “racist”, “intolerant” etc.

Finally, contemporary discussions about “new ethics” raise the question of whether the
humanistic emphasis on the autonomous individual remains an adequate ethical orientation, or
whether it should be revised in favor of relational approaches? Publicistic and philosophical
reflections in recent years have noted both attempts to “update” humanism, and a criticism of its
widespread conception as outdated and inconsistent with the spirit of the times.
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YMOBH ICHYBAHHSI KAINITAJICTUYHOI CUCTEMMU SIK CUCTEMM CTAJIOI'O
PO3BUTKY
Tapapoes 51.B.
00Kmop inocogcokux n., npoghecop, npogpecop xagheop gpinocogpii Hayionanvnozo mexuniunozo
YHigepcumemy «XapKi6CbKuil NOAIMEXHIYHUIL IHCIUMY),
M. Xapkie, Ykpaina

KaniranicTuyHa cuctemMa y Cy4acHOCTI € JOMiHYIOUOI0 €KOHOMIUHOIO CHCTEMOIO, SIKa I[1IKOM

1 IOBHICTIO HECE BIANOBIJAIBHICT HE TUIBKU 32 Cy4YaCHUH CTaH PO3BHUTKY JIFOJICHKOI IIMBLII3aLii, ajie

i 3a MaiiOyTHe mroncTBa. ColliasibHI Ta €KOHOMIUHI KaTakIi3MH, SIKi BiIOyBalOThCS y Cy4acHOMY

CBITI BUHUKAIOTh BEJIMKE 3aHETIOKOEHHS y 0araTbox Jitoneil 1 HaBiTh LIUIMX CYCHUIbCTB Ta KpaiH. Ha

TN IUX OypXJIUBHUX 3pylIeHb Oyn0 O ayxe OakaHo OauMTH 3aMiCTh €KOHOMIYHOIO, MOJITUYHOTO,

KyJIBTYPHOTO XaoCy Ta TypOYJEHTHOCTI HMOCTYIIOBHI PO3BUTOK Ta MpoOrpec. 3po3yMiTH, MpPHU SIKUX
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