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Abstract 

Although it might be said that technē describes a mechanism that concerns all practical endeavors, it 

could also be said that the result of technē’s twofold effects concern the being of reality. Regardless of 

how reality is conceived, it may be described as the convergence of humanity (subjects) and the world 

(objects) within the context of the former’s practicality that indicates a process of becoming. The first 

of these effects concerns the idea of revelation that is essential as the cause of any manifestation, and 

the second of these effects concerns manifestation as the fulfillment of any revelation. Nevertheless, 

revelation is more important because not only is it a cause, it is also demonstrative of a process in 

which manifestation occurs. Due to the difference between these two effects, this mechanism is 

indicative of the innate relationship between what is (being) and what could be (becoming) from 

neither (non-being). Technē contains an intensity of far-reaching possibilities that reveals and 

manifests a process of becoming that is projected, when practically applied, as the purpose of its being. 

In this sense, it is the seminal word for any technological endeavor.  
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1. Introduction 

The Greek word technē (τέχνη) is the etymological root for words relating to technology, and it is 

derived from the Indo-European root tek that refers to the skills of a carpenter (Note 1). Although the 

first known appearance of technē is datable to Homer (8th century BCE) (Note 2), it is presumptuous to 

insist that technology in any of its forms did not exist before this time because there was no word that 

described it. Remembering that Greek civilization began approximately 5000 years ago in the bronze 

age with the Minoans followed by the Mycenaeans (or Archaeans) and the Dorians, the length of time 
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associated with Greek civilization was brief when compared with the vast expanse of time associated 

with hominid evolution. Whether or not there were comparable words in use before the appearance of 

technē that refer to technology and technologically related concepts, the fact remains that technology 

had an influence on all hominids and was applicable in all phases of hominid and human evolution, an 

influence that existed for tens of thousands of years before any word was devised to describe it.  

Even when acknowledging that technē has long-lasting importance, Its use was minimal when 

compared with what became technology’s full evolutionary scope. As it evolved, the English language 

accepted the Greek meaning of art or skill for technē as did many other languages which assured that it 

became a universal term of far-reaching applications, especially in reference to prescribed knowledge 

with definite rules of procedure. Technē signified the ability to do something efficiently that impacted 

all types of activities, and it was intended to achieve its goal with as little effort as possible. Therefore, 

technē represented not only art or skill, but also the best way toward its achievement. Technē’s 

efficiency rendered supplemental efforts unnecessary because its essence concerned the ability to do 

what was intended to be done, and it was capability that formed the basis of this intent.  

Because technē was projected to the accomplishment of something attempted, planned, or desired, it 

enforced the practical effect of acquired knowledge. As understood by Aristotle, this practical effect 

presupposed that it would be applicable when expressed as know-how or understanding (Note 3), and it 

was directed to the maker or technician rather than the object of its intent (Note 4). Originally 

associated with the idea of production that was tied to natural processes, technē was thought to be 

imitative of nature (Note 5). Although it concerned acquired knowledge, the meaning of technē in 

modern usage surpasses its meaning in antiquity. In modern usage, art or skill is no longer assumed to 

be the equivalent of technē because it is not limited to “well-established knowledge and ability 

associated with a technique or a profession.” (Note 6) Ideas relating to art or skill, as they are now 

understood, are more open-ended than the traditional meaning of technē, but such a view cannot 

displace its initial importance.  

 

2. Heideggerian Interpretation  

Nor can we accept the interpretation of technē put forth by Heidegger who states that it does not mean 

art or skill despite Greek sources contradicting him (Note 7). While upholding the notion that technē 

means knowledge, Heidegger seems to circumvent the idea of how knowledge originates or how art or 

skill can be knowledge-based at all. Although associating knowledge with inquiry, this view does not 

affirm that art or skill can still be technē even when it is associated with technical skill, tools, or 

materials (Note 8). And Heidegger’s reliance upon Plato’s Phaedrus as support for his interpretation is 

not confirmed because this dialogue discusses knowledge in relationship to art (Note 9). His 

interpretation distorts and misconstrues technē’s Greek meaning, and falsifies the praxis associated 

with an artist, artisan, or anyone else who wishes to make a practical application for any effort. 

Heidegger denies that technē can signify practical performance because he relies upon technē as a 
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mode of knowing that “never signifies the action of making” (“bedeutet nie die Tätigkeit eines 

Machens”) (Note 10). Nevertheless, knowing is the antecedent to making as making is the affirmation 

of knowing, and it is pointless to separate them. Heidegger makes matters worse by being affirmative 

in one sense and negative in another because he contradicts himself by asserting technē’s importance 

for the artist while denying any importance for the artisan (Note 11). Both the artist and the artisan 

require skill in order to achieve their goals.  

Although we have questioned the conclusions of Heidegger in regard to technē, there are other 

considerations by him that should also be addressed. And these considerations relate to his 

understanding of revelation. Because we can say that anything that comes to be by means of becoming 

can be described as a mode of revealing, we can conclude that reality is posited by it because revealing 

has no choice other than to be what it is. Revelation makes reality seemingly apparent, perceptible, and 

objective, despite all three being imperfect and incomplete. Unfortunately, Heidegger’s description that 

“technology is a way of revealing” (Note 12) tells us very little, since anything existent, whether object 

or subject, must pass through it also. Everything, not just technology, comes about by means of 

revealing from our own birth to the birth of stars. There is nothing special about technology’s 

revelation and nothing special about Heidegger’s description of it. To say that technology is a way of 

revealing simply states the obvious, confuses inherent proclivities, and adds little to a meaningful 

discussion. Heidegger’s description of technology as the effect of revelation merely inflates the 

meaning of a common and familiar term.  

Similarly, describing technology’s revelation as an example of truth (alētheia) also tells us very little, 

since anything revealed, unconcealed, disclosed, acknowledged, affirmed, or discovered is an example 

of truth. What needs to be emphasized is the effect of revelation and that effect is its manifestation. 

Revelation is the cause, and manifestation is the effect. Although a cause is essential for an effect and is 

the reason for its being, nevertheless it is an effect that extends and perpetuates its cause. As important 

as the cause of a condition or event may be, its effect is more important because it can linger 

indefinitely, thereby aggravating the ground to its existence, that is, the cause of its being.  

All technologies, whether prehistoric or historic, ancient or modern, Eastern or Western, primitive or 

advanced, are modes or ways of revealing. It is unreasonable to assume otherwise. What is noteworthy 

is not Heidegger’s statement that technology is a way of revealing, but rather the intended end of that 

revelation, which is similar to saying that any revelation, even a revelation from God, is meaningless 

without being manifested, that is, without being rendered practical and emphatic, or without having 

some worldly effect. Revelation posits manifestation, and manifestation confirms the reality of 

revelation. By being emphatic, whatever is manifested is conspicuous in some way, thereby showing 

what it is. Revelation thereby attracts attention to itself and makes itself worthy of recognition.  
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3. Historical Meaning  

The discussion above is related to the assumption that an understanding of technē is essential for an 

understanding of technology or any technical apparatus, as it is also related to the assumption that 

technology is best understood in terms of technē. In general, technē describes what is practical as it 

pertains to the interpersonal relationships or activities within society. It would be reasonable to assume 

that technē concerns how societies function within a technological matrix, even if they function 

unfavorably. But the Greek understanding of technē was altered by the Romans who introduced techna, 

meaning trick or artifice, in place of art or skill. Perhaps the connection between technē and techna 

resides in the notion of a craft that means not only the ability to do or make something as the result of 

knowledge, but also the ability to evade or deceive, as when a person is described as being crafty. 

Techna continued throughout the Middle Ages with the same meaning. Apart from the ability of words 

to acquire new meanings or to lose them, whatever was positive in the meaning of technē was 

converted into something that was negative in techna which indicates how the Romans used Greek 

words by adopting them outright or by changing them.  

Although the Latin word techna continued throughout the Middle Ages with the same meaning, technē 

disappeared from usage, perhaps because it was a Greek and not a Latin word. Technē was replaced by 

ars that in classical Latin meant an occupation or profession as well as the skill or knowledge needed to 

pursue it, an understanding that passed into medieval Latin. Originally, ars included the notion of a rule 

or method that could have either good or bad effects. In the Middle Ages, the singular form ars was 

also used to designate a medieval craft guild (Note 13), whereas the plural form artes meant the arts 

collectively, as in the mechanical arts (artes mechanicae) or the liberal arts (artes liberales). Apart from 

its practical effects, ars failed to emphasize the cultural rather than the technical meaning of technology. 

When related to technē and used in its place, ars deviated little from Aristotle’s definition. Nevertheless, 

technē reappeared in the 16th and 17th centuries, either as  (Greek) (Note 14), technologia 

(Latin) (Note 15), or technologie (French) (Note 16), with minimal differences in meaning. The 

English word “technology” was derived from technologie by means of its Greek and Latin counterparts 

(Note 17).  

Perhaps it is coincidental that the word for art, skill, or the practical effect of acquired knowledge 

(technē) was transformed into artifice (techna) by the Romans, or perhaps it is unfortunate because 

artifice that can have negative connotations such as cunning or trickery should be viewed positively 

that may signify artful or skillful craftsmanship when referring to technology. In general, artifice means 

artfulness, skill, artistry, cleverness, adeptness, masterfulness, or skillfulness (Note 18). These positive 

attributes are fundamental for an accurate understanding of technology, but we are seeking more than 

the meaning of words. Putting aside any arguments for irrationality, artifice and especially 

technological artifice should be seen as basic characteristics in the development or unfolding of 

technology, and by so doing, emphasis should be placed not upon technology’s moral impact that has 

other implications, but upon its technical and cultural parameters.  
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4. Revelation and Manifestation  

In the light of what we have discussed above, technē as art, skill, or prescribed knowledge generates 

two effects: 1) the revelation or uncovering of something, regardless how it originates, that causes a 

manifestation, and 2) the manifestation that posits or affirms the thing revealed. As close as these two 

effects seem to be, there is a slight difference between them because revelation manifests more than 

itself. Not only does revelation manifest what entity is revealed, it also manifests the process or matrix 

by which manifestation occurs. And when it occurs, revelation is at the height of its powers. It is a 

directive to everything that follows, and if nothing follows, it is not in the least diminished. Regardless 

of how it is expressed, it is the mechanism of non-being into being, the means in which becoming 

comes to be. Without denying the obvious, revelation is necessary for anything that is needless, 

nonessential, or dispensable, not needed, essential, or indispensable. Manifestation results from 

revelation, and by being part of a process, it appears as an effect. Although effects normally follow 

their causes, this idea does not exclude the possibility that they may occur simultaneously. Revelation 

comes into the world because it does, and manifestation is posited because it is, making both effects 

interdependent because both are derived from the possibility of being, the possibility that lies within 

everything that is, or by extension, everything that we are and do. Both revelation and manifestation are 

active agents, but revelation as described here is not to be confused with the religious sense of 

revelation in which God wishes to communicate with us. Although revelation is a form of knowledge, 

in the religious sense it is not. It goes beyond knowledge or circumvents it. It remains self-contained 

and requires nothing from us or the world.  

Nor is it surprising that the Latin infinitive manifestare from which the English word “manifest” is 

derived also contains in its meaning not only to manifest (or to show clearly), but also to uncover, make 

known, declare, unveil, and put forth as well as to reveal (Note 19). Thus, manifestare is especially 

important because in a declaratory sense it contains the idea of what is revealed within the act of 

manifesting, but it does not negate the importance of revelation as the cause of manifestation. Since 

manifestation is indicative of the presence of something that is made known, it serves as the 

verification of its being. An understanding of manifestare is helpful for an understanding of technē 

because technē is most pertinent when it shows what it contains, although we must supplement and 

expand the understanding of Aristotle noted above in which technē presupposes practical applications. 

In addition to praxis, it may be inferred that there is an interlocking network between what might be 

revealed and what is revealed. This network bears witness to an intricate functionality for those 

possibilities that have been actualized as well as those that might be. Therefore, revelation and 

manifestation are situated within the full context of being—open, questionable, uncertain, and therefore 

undetermined. 

Considering that revelation and manifestation are concepts that predate Heidegger, Descartes, and 

Christianity, there are additional thoughts that apply to both words. Knowing how to do something 

(technē) is often used interchangeably with the knowledge that supports it (epistēmē) (Note 20), 
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although technē and epistēmē are not equivalent words, nor should either word be confused with aretē 

(excellence) when an action is performed. Technē concerns artificialities because they originate from 

human effort, but epistēmē concerns both naturalities that are the result of innate qualities as well as 

artificialities. Such a comparison is well-known, but what is noteworthy is how both words relate to 

any action they may influence. Even when acting on a whim, we usually act with some type of 

knowledge or what we presume to be knowledge. And it is knowledge that is supportive of actions. 

Although actions may be analyzed from many perspectives, essentially it concerns patterns of behavior 

that are derived from interlocking mechanisms of conduct that indicate how humans are situated in the 

world, both individually and collectively. These mechanisms constitute the techniques of technicity. 

What originally were spontaneous, impulsive, and natural tendencies among our hominid ancestors 

evolved into deliberate, willful, and intentional behaviors among us. Eventually, the ends of individual 

goals were reduced to their means which is how techniques are usually defined.  

 

5. Process 

As a result of these efforts, revelation implies that there is a process through which manifestation takes 

place. Revelation denotes a series of actions or events that through their interdependency produce an 

effect. Although actions might be equated with the notion of change, change is a highly abstract word 

that hinders understanding, since it has both negative and positive connotations that increase its 

ambiguity. Similarly, the notion of function as a substitution for action that is associated with process 

also hinders understanding. Regardless of what word is used to describe process, it concerns the 

completion of actions that are intended to attain the end sought, equated as its effect. And when this 

occurs, actions are appended to their causes. By definition, a process may be identified as a description 

of almost anything, which may explain why it has several different meanings and many more 

applications. In reference to technē, process denotes technique, and technique concerns the execution of 

something that when coupled with ability completes it. Hence, technē, process, and technique are 

interrelated, similar to being, essence, and existence. Technē cannot operate without a process that 

enables it, and in order to be enabled, it requires technique that defines the essence of its being.   

When combined with technique, which is a term that describes a subordinate characteristic of method, 

technē becomes a pivotal concept of far-reaching importance. Because process signifies a series of 

actions that constitute a succession of events, it may not be successful or even long-lasting, but it 

always concerns a procedure for doing something, and that something is projected toward what it is to 

be. Therefore, a process embodies an innate mechanism or mode of becoming. Art, skill, and 

prescribed knowledge as features of technē are all included within its meaning, but none of these 

features can be performed without some type of process that allows their completion. Technē 

presupposes a means, rule, or manner in order to achieve a goal. In this sense, it denotes a method. 

Anything demonstrative of a process may be described as a becoming, and one such example is technē. 

Becoming signifies a procedure from which being springs forth, but it also signifies a modification of 
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being that already exists. Because becoming is supplemental to the being that is, it concerns any 

enlargement of being from which creativity might occur. Technē is aided by the mode of being that 

reveals its underlying basis. It manifests the means of doing something that in turn posits what it is. 

Technē is situated within the full context of being, that is, it is undetermined within its openness, its 

questionableness, its uncertainty. It is undetermined because it is undecided. Because the revelation of 

technē is the means to its manifestation, it remains a humble attempt that seeks to disclose what lies 

within.   

As important as process is, process and becoming are not equivalent terms. Becoming pertains to 

something that already is present to being, but not in reference to its completion. It stands at the 

threshold of being because it is part of it, but not yet fulfilled. It lies in waiting as latent possibility, 

characterized as non-being. Technē projects toward an engagement with being when the latter reveals 

its manifestation. As a consequence of its nature, becoming innately contains a capability for being 

because it embodies the potentiality for actuality that indicates how being is presented to the world. 

And what better way is there for humans to be present in the world and to be engaged with being than 

through technology that in conjunction with ontological freedom posits human reality. 

Since technē serves as an introduction to technology, the presence of technology should remind us of 

its engagement. Technology is not an exclusionary endeavor, for even the most rudimentary tasks point 

the way to its involvement, however primitive, slow paced, or disconnected they seem to be. The first 

tools made out of stone would be indicative of this process as would everything else that followed. 

 

6. Conclusion 

Technē signifies the becoming of being that represents more than just tasks, professions, or livelihoods 

projected as the result of choice. It relates to all human endeavors. Technē is an inclusive word that 

describes essential features of human consciousness, human nature, and human culture. It is reflective 

of fundamental elements within humanity’s evolution. Above all, it concerns the quest for betterment, 

the desire for advancement, and the struggle to improve what already exists, but there would be less of 

a pursuit for improvement if there were no ideas akin to technē.  

The methods associated with the Greek understanding of technē concerned ingenuity. Its importance 

began with localized and isolated Greek communities whose ideas and ideals would eventually 

influence the world at large. Technē concerned procedures and critical thinking that gave rise to 

reflection because it was conditioned by the art, craft, skill, and expertise of a people interested in the 

technicity of inventive creativity. As a result, its use disclosed its underlying mechanism. It indicated 

the techniques of a people not normally considered to be technically advanced, but when considering 

the nature of ancient Greek culture that can be extended to science, politics, philosophy, and literature, 

as well as architecture, shipbuilding, and medicine (Note 21), we can appreciate its phenomenal impact 

on later developments. Technē became an integral part of Greek culture and any other culture that 

promoted it. In fact, it became such an integral part that it existed almost without forethought and 
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became ubiquitous in the vast panorama of subsequent events, events that when extended by 

technology and its artifacts would apply to all of humanity.  

Since ontological freedom is an innate and essential characteristic of choice, this conclusion helps to 

explain why technological artifacts as the effects of technē must be distinguished from technological 

artifice as its cause. This distinction between artifice and artifact concerns the difference between an 

idea or concept (artifice) and its result (artifact) (Note 22). These thoughts help us to conclude that 

technē’s twofold effects increase humanity’s importance, an importance that is achieved by means of 

becoming. As the agency of this importance, technē demonstrates that inventive ingenuity transforms 

human possibilities. It gives to technology its greatest inclusivity that when universally applied 

influences all areas of human culture.  
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