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in the prehistoric age. It could be only one component of the complexity
of man’s activity because this ancient complexity prevented each of the
component parts from gaining the upper hand and dominating the others.
At a later stage, however, some five thousand years ago, the then despotic
state of ancient Egypt, the Divine Kingdom began to make use of it for its
own ends. As a conseqguence what used to be life-focused became power-
and labour-focused technics and was developed accordingly.

The Ancient and the Modern Type of the ‘Megamachine’

Technics which had become power- and labour-focused brought about the
Megamachine in the period of ancient Egypt when the pyramids were built.
It was simply a huge mechanism composed of large masses of people. The
owners of despotic power organized, managed and moved tens of thousands
of people with the accuracy of a machine to build up a grandiose edifice:
the pyramid. Groups made up of a smaller or larger number of pyramid
builders acted as the parts of the mechanism and they were held together
by a cohesive force composed of accurate guidance, well-organised division
of labour and accurate planning. It was as though a giant of a machine,
proportionate to the huge dimensions of the pyramid, had operated there
whose component parts were living beings, people built up of flesh and
blood. This monumental machine is described by Mumford as the ancient
Megamachine.
This classical archetype of the Meg amachine, however, fell to

in the wake of the decline of the power of the Egyptia n Divine Kingdom.
But it was re-established in a 1ess perfect variation ta kmg

bureaucratic organizations and armies of the states during successive peri-
ods. It was the armies in which the mechanical guidance and organization
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he masses of people wers p reserved in particular. In this connection let
us menti 1 the Roman 1 gions and the armies during the Na poleonic Wars.
Lewis Mumford sx.ggests that in the middle of the 20th century an en-

tirely new Megamachine was brought about as a result of the combmation
of state power, modern science and technology. He adds that it is more
perfect than any of its predecessors. This is what he dubs the ‘Pentagon
of Power’ and says: ‘Enough to point out that the original institutional
components of the Pentagon of Power are still with us, operating more
relentlessly if not more efficiently than ever before: the army, the bureau-
cracy, the engineering corps, the scientific elite... and not least, the ultimate
Decision Maker, the Divine King, today called the Director, the Chief of
Staff, the Party Secretary, or the President, tomorrow the Omnicomputer.’
(MUMFORD, 1979).
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Thus, the Megamachine was not only reorganized but it became more
perfect than ever before. And although there are considerable differences
between it and the archetype, their similarities are quite obvious. The
secret sciences placed at the service of the armament are comparable to
the secret form of knowledge which was possessed by the chief pontifis of
ancient Egyipt. And there are the secret operational plans elaborated for
possible conflicts and the overwhelmingly invisible organizations such as
the intelligence agencies destined to serve them closely associated with this
secret knowledge. Their impact is clearly identifiable in the civilian scene.
The technologicai and scientific elite functioning on the pinnacles of the
branches of iz s
associated wi

ustry or the very large companies and the organization
secret power. The storage an

g the data recorded about people a
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way for the perfect operation of th
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In Mumford’s view all this developed in the period of the so-called Cold
War. And to correspond to the prevailing situation two Megamachines
were brought about, with each of which claiming to cover the whole world:
one in the Soviet Union and the otherin the United States. For the modern
version of the Megamachine proved to be operational in both the dictato-
rial and democratic systems. Moreover, they are related and, so far as thei
development process is concerned, they are convergent. ‘In the course o
this development’ Mumford writes, ‘the two dominant Megamachines ex-
changed characteristics. The Russian machine departed from the obsolete
original model by relying ever more heavily on its scientific and technologi-
cal arm, while the American machine took over the most regressive features
of the Czarist-Stalinist system, vastly augmenting both its military force
and its agents of centralized control: the Atomic Energy Commission, the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Central Intelligence Agency, the Na-
tional Security Agency — all secret agencies whose methods and policies
have never been openly discussed or effectively challenged, still less cur-
tailed by the national legislative authority. So deeply entrenched are these
agents that they are to flout and disobey the authority of both the Presi-
dent and the Congress.” (MUMFORD, 1970).

The organization of soclety acts as foundation for the existence and
operation of both the ancient and modern Megamachines. Mumford em-
phasizes that organization is one of the principal characteristics of human
society from the ancient tribal conformity of the highest political authority
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of today. And the organizational forms existing ever since ancient times
have been acting as the connecting links between the old and the new Mega-
machines. And in their focus there is the organization, with man prepared
to identify with it, ‘...the system itself is an extension of the Organization
Man — he who stands at once as the creator and the creature, the originator
and the ultimate victim of the Megamachine’. (MUMFORD, 1970).

Let us now examine briefly the influence Mumford’s Megamachine
exerts on the man of today, on his labour and leisure. The rapid scientific
and technological development of our age has led, to a certain extent, to a
process of constant change in our environment. This constant change, how-
ever, takes place in the majority of cases only on the surface and the essence
lying behind the Dhenomena is less prone to change. The organizations that
proved to be successful grew ever bigger and they increasingly confirm the

basic principles governing t‘lem. What is to be 1denwﬁed behind the surface
T
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As a result ba ed upon
hunting and fishing for

cultivation
and animal husbandry. on m an to trans-
fer his abilities elaborated in bhe course of history to machine mechanism.
Thus the epoch-making revolutionary change in this field occurred two or
three centuries ago and not in our age. That was the period in which
man embarked upon building up the mechanisms to which certain human
abilities and certain labour operations could be transferred. If the overrid-
ing tendency is considered, today’s magnificent automatic devices, robots,
computers, etc. are merely additional but important elements making the
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principal trend more and more complete. The application of

&

cybernetics

today means only the opportunity and capability of man to transfer certain
mental abilities to machine mechanism. That is why it is quite evident tha
the computers, for instance, can vastly surpass man in terms of the speed
of counting or memorizing, likewise, the machine-tcols are

and stronger than man’s manual

e
at the cost of culture. is beyvond doubt man

again be made in physical terms in its wake, but it may wel
heavier load exerted on the nervous system. And once cybernatization be-
comes widespread not only at the places of work but also in the homes of
families it might well lead to total monotony on the one hand, and bring
about the simplification or the panel-like development of thinking on the
other.

Let us first examine the danger involved in total monotony. Man tries
to counter-balance monotony experienced on the job, an unpleasant factor
accompanying automation after the working hours by embarking on other
types of activity. However, if as a result of cybernetization cultural pur-
suits and the conditions at home also become more or less cybernetized,
there will be few if any chances left for a computer-balancing effort to be
successful. This is found to be increasingly the cause. The entertainment
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electronics industry appears to be producing a multitude of digital pro-
grammable games apparently with great ingenuity. But it would be far
too regrettable to be mislead by what can be experienced on the surface.
Only a kind of mechanical way of thinking is needed for programmes of the
above kind which, in turn, forces independent creative thinking or any sort
of invention to move within very narrow limits.

At a lower stage of mechanized large scale civilization very attractive
hopes were formulated about the relationship between man’s working hours
and his leisure. In the middle of the 19th century some philosophers had
good reason to believe that working hours which were to be made shorter
as a result of technological development would make it possible for man to
develop his diverse abilities fully during the leisure time to be allowed for
him. And if that would be the case, then in the possession of these abilities
the individual would re-enter the production process as a more efficient and
increased force of production. Does this opportunity prevail tcday when
an increasing :\.unber of means to be taken advantage of at home and after
the working hours contribute to the strengthening of the system of digital
monotony? It is feared that Homo Informaticus who is declared to be the
man of the future will be nothing but the variation of Homo Oeconomicus
specialized in acquiring information.

The other problem which was referred to earlier 1s that th
programmes, however complicated they are, simplify man’s way
because they render it only too simple. Information that can be acquired
by way of computers necessitates the learning and knowledge of certain
nd i

computer languages or the elaboration of new ones. The demand i
to all the economic and cptimization programme" that t- ese languages be

s common

o

as simple as possible so that they can be used w
L4 M pad
more often one uses a s1mphned la

he past 2 or 3 centuries,
a development which was made possible by the vast intellectual effort made

1

over the last two or three hundred years by many people. We have by now

physical sense labour has become 'mlch Ii ghter over ¢

reached the stage in the process of mechanization at which it becomes
possible to relieve man of some of the load of making intellectual efforts.
For today computers can be used not only for storing data but also to
prompt a choice and facilitate decision-making. But doubts can again be
raised: if the spread of cars caused man to virtually abandon motion and
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taking walks, will the spread of personal computers cause him to abandon
making independent and tiresome efforts taking the form of thinking?

However, the consequences of relieving man of the two types of burden
are far from being identical. While growing increasingly lazy in physical
terms, man can still retain his identity as Homo Sapiens. But what will
become of the Homo Sapilens if, as a consequence of relieving him of the
‘burden’ of thinking, his mental abilities will degenerate? To make matters
worse, this latter can take p?ace at a faster pace and in a more intensive
fashion than the Sracge*}mg of his physical abilities, because the transfer
of knowledge is not a biological reproduction process ~ it belongs to the
sphere of cultural heritage.

en if, out of
f

the euphoric joy generated b people will
transfer a considerable part of mankind’s cultvral heritage accumulated
hus far to { f the new information technology instead of

c

man may '»"ell become a being from whom all the conscious epdeavox.rs foi
independence will be relegated to the background. Too much information
tends to render man uncertain rather than strengthen his decision-making
capacity. And this uncerta '1ty will in turn force man to leave the task of
making a choice or a decision to the computer in an increasing number
of cases. In this respect little if any can be expected from the computer
making its conquest of the classtoom. As a consequence, man will be
accommodated to mechanical logical methods and programmed, unilateral
communication already in his childhoed. Can, under such conditions, the
sensitivity to problems and the demand for formulating questions posing
problems be developed in man?

With the above taken into account I believe that Mumford’s anxiety
calls attention to a real danger. The new information technics involve the
danger of the building up of a Megamachine that can be operated more
perfectly than any of its predecessors. Those positioned on the pinnacles
of power will be able to keep the individuals under control by relying on
computers and without exerting physical force or issuing unpopular instruc-
tions. In an effort to achieve it the possessors of power will in fact bring
about the Omnicomputer, the means that emerged in Mumford’s vision,
and man who is too lazy to think in his own terms and make decisions
independently can even come to like it in the same fashion as the hero of
George Orwell’s 1984 came to be fond of the Big Brother. The question
arises: can Mumford’s New Megamachine exist? Well, I think the develop-
ment of the new information technics involves its potential existence. Not
in the form of an inevitable development brought about by fate, but, in any
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case, as a real danger. The forthcoming decades will supply the answer to
the question whether or not we shall be able to avoid this dead-end street
of computerized society.
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