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Abstract This essay shows that a sharp distinction between ethics and aesthetics is

unfruitful for thinking about how to live well with technologies, and in particular for

understanding and evaluating how we cope with human existential vulnerability, which is

crucially mediated by the development and use of technologies such as electronic ICTs. It

is argued that vulnerability coping is a matter of ethics and art: it requires developing a

kind of art and techne in the sense that it always involves technologies and specific styles

of experiencing and dealing with vulnerability, which depend on social and cultural

context. It is suggested that we try to find better, perhaps less modern styles of coping with

our vulnerability, recognize limits to our attempts to ‘‘design’’ our new forms, and explore

what kinds of technologies we need for this project.

Keywords Ethics � Aesthetics � The good life � Virtue � Information and communication

technology � Vulnerability � Culture � Forms of life � Techne � Design

1 Introduction

Usually ethics and aesthetics are sharply distinguished. The former is seen as being about

right and wrong, or about the good life and virtue, whereas the latter is understood as being

concerned with matters of beauty and taste. When thinking about ICTs, therefore, it seems

that ethics of ICTs should not be confused with aesthetics of ICTs. Yet in this essay I

question this distinction and explore an alternative way of framing the question regarding

how to live well with ICTs: I approach the question from the angle of vulnerability coping.
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How do and should we cope with our vulnerability, what is the role of technologies such as

ICTs in this, and what is the relation between the ethics and aesthetics of vulnerability

coping?

First I argue that a sharp distinction between ethics and aesthetics is unfruitful for

thinking about how to live well with technology, and in particular for understanding and

evaluating how we cope with human existential vulnerability, which is crucially mediated

by the development and use of technology. I then show that vulnerability coping is a matter

of ethics and art: it requires developing a kind of art and techne in the sense that it always

involves technology and specific styles of experiencing and dealing with vulnerability. I

criticize modern ‘‘ICT cultures’’ and explore non-modern styles. Finally, I argue that the

good-life-with-ICTs is not entirely a matter of design: neither our individual lives, nor

technologies and their use and influence on our lives and society can be fully designed and

controlled. I conclude that we need a normative, social, and ecological aesthetics of the

human which includes thinking about how technology shapes our coping with existential

vulnerability. How can we—together—find better styles of coping with our vulnerability,

what are the limits to our attempts to ‘‘design’’ our new forms, what kind of technologies

do we need for this, and what can we learn from past styles and non-human styles?

2 Ethics and Aesthetics

Although the mainstream modern view of ethics still holds that ethics and aesthetics are

separate things, there are by now well-established currents within ethics which explicitly

recognize connections between ethics and aesthetics. For example, although Kantian ethics

is famous for its focus on impartial principles, some authors have interpreted his Critique

of Judgment and notion of a sensus communis in a way that brings aesthetics and morality

closer together. Arendt’s treatment of judgment goes in that direction (Arendt 1992, 2003).

There are other approaches to morality that are more oriented towards responding to

particular contexts and situations and towards use of moral imagination, moral creativity,

moral perception, moral sensitivity, and moral understanding required in these contexts

and situations, especially within virtue ethics, Humean views of ethics, and pragmatism.

For example, from a virtue ethics perspective, understood as being an ethics of character,

one could argue that becoming a good person and reaching the good life (eudaemonia)

means becoming a person with a beautiful character. One could read the Nicomachean

Ethics (Aristotle 2000) in a way that highlights how living the good life is about doing

things in a beautiful way and contributing to beauty (for a discussion of links between

ethics and aesthetics in the Nicomachean Ethics see also Milliken 2010). And there are

approaches to ethics that emphasize the role of moral imagination (e.g. Johnson 1993;

Fesmire 2003; Coeckelbergh 2007) and moral creativity (e.g. Coeckelbergh 2015).

More generally, there are several ways in which it can be shown that aesthetics has a

normative dimension and ethics has an aesthetical dimension, and these were merely some

examples from within ethics. But is there a (more radical) sense in which ethics is art? And

if ethics is a kind of art, what is its relation to technology?

There is certainly a sense in which ethics requires know-how and techne. Inspired by

Aristotle, Dewey, Heidegger, and others, I have recently argued for an ethics of skill which

links both technology and the growth of moral character to ways of doing things

(Coeckelbergh 2012) and I have also proposed the notion of ‘moral craftsmanship’ in order

to develop analogies between craftsmanship and moral creativity (Coeckelbergh 2015).
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These claims are based on the view that moral knowledge is not only know-that but also,

and perhaps predominantly, know-how. It is a reading of Aristotle that downplays the

references to theoretical knowledge and interprets phronesis as practical wisdom in a far

more literal sense than usual: ethics is then not rendered practical as in ‘‘practical reason’’

but practical as in ‘‘practical, concrete, down to earth, hands-on activities, skills, and

dealings with others and with things’’, which may or may not include explicit moral

reasoning.

Now if ethics is not only, or not so much, about applying moral principles but more

about developing practical skill and habit, then there are deep analogies between on the one

hand craft, making things, and on the other hand the moral life as a creative imagination-at-

work (rather than detached imagination). Then ethics should not only be understood dif-

ferently; the ethical life is also placed much closer to our practical, day-to-day dealings

with the world, including our dealing with material artefacts and technologies. The art of

living well with ICTs is not alien to the art of becoming an excellent person who leads the

good life, but is part of it. The art and craft of living well then includes the art and craft of

dealing with technology and with the world through technologies. It also includes the art of

coping with our human, existential vulnerability. Let me focus on this aspect in the next

pages, and connect it to the theme of how to live with electronic ICTs.

3 The Art of Vulnerability Coping

3.1 Vulnerability as an Existential Condition and Its Relation to Technology

We are beings that age and die, that can get hurt and ill, that are exposed to risks of all

kinds (including technological risk). Moreover, as humans we are aware of these vul-

nerabilities and risks. In my book Human Being @ Risk: Enhancement, Technology, and

the Evaluation of Vulnerability Transformations (Coeckelbergh 2013) I have described the

phenomenology of this experience of vulnerability and risk, and influenced by Heidegger’s

concept ‘being-in-the-world’ I have used the term ‘being-at-risk’ to achieve a less dualistic

view of being-vulnerable. Instead of thinking about an ‘‘external’’ and ‘‘objective’’ risk

which threatens the person and causes ‘‘internal’’, ‘‘subjective’’ experiences of vulnera-

bility in the person, I have argued that the so-called ‘‘external’’ risk is always already

shaped by our ‘‘subjective’’ experience of it as our consciousness is directed towards it, and

that the subject is always already constituted by this being-vulnerable and being-at-risk, by

the ‘‘object’’. This implies that the way we deal with risk, as part of the way we live, is also

at the same time a way of being-vulnerable, and that ethics as living well (the good life)

includes finding a good way of being-at-risk. The ethics of risk is then not about how to

deal with something ‘‘external’’ but about acquiring the know-how and techne of being-

vulnerable. We have already certain ways of being-vulnerable (there are ‘‘vulnerability

cultures’’), and we want to increase our practical wisdom in this area: we want better ways

of being-vulnerable, better ways of being-at-risk. We have to learn the art and craft of

vulnerability coping.

What does this view of ethics as including the art of vulnerability coping mean for the

ethics of technology and the ethics of ICTs?
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3.2 The Art of Vulnerability Coping and Its Relation to Technology

Seen in the light of coping with vulnerability, technologies can appear in at least two ways,

both of which have implications for how we define ethics of technology.

First, technologies may appear as tools to cope with human vulnerability, in which case

they appear as ‘‘external’’ to the ethics of vulnerability coping. Ethics of technology is then

an ethics of means, an ethics of the use of tools. The ‘‘real’’, important ethics is about

humans and human values as ends, not about means. ICTs can be used as tools to reduce

human vulnerability. Consider for example personal health monitoring apps and sensors

which collect health data and can warn you if something may go wrong; they function as

tools that try to reduce vulnerability to disease and death. Technologies can also be seen as

‘‘objects’’ one needs to cope with, for example because they produce ‘‘external’’ risk.

Consider for example apps that may violate privacy or risks associated with nuclear

technologies. What matters for an ethics of skill, then, is how to cope with these tech-

nologies and ‘‘objective’’ risks.

Second, technologies can be understood as being far more ‘‘internal’’ to ethics, far

closer to ethics as a craft and skill and to the project of vulnerability coping that is part of

such an ethics. This meaning of technology emerges when we realize that technologies are

not so much external objects that produce risks we then have to deal with, but rather always

already transform our existential vulnerability—which means both the vulnerability/risk

and the experience of this vulnerability–risk; in a non-dualistic view these are not sepa-

rated. The technology and its risk was already part of ‘‘me’’ and ‘‘us’’, it was part of how

‘‘we’’ relate to reality and cope with our vulnerability and our existence. New technologies

then mean new transformations of our vulnerability, which we cannot deal with from an

‘‘external’’, sub specie aeterni perspective, but only from within our active and ongoing

coping as beings-at-risk. For example, if I use electronic ICTs such as computers and

smartphones, then these technologies and the risk that arise from them (e.g. privacy and

security risks) are not ‘‘external’’ but are part of the way we live. If something goes wrong

with the technologies or ‘‘on’’ the Internet, then something will go wrong with us. The way

we live-with-technologies is also a way of being-vulnerable, being-at-risk. New tech-

nologies always transform our being-vulnerable.

This means that ethics of technology is not a separate ethics or domain, but part of the

ethics of the good life, understood as an ethics of skill including an ethics of vulnerability

coping. When we think about how to cope with technology, we can only do that from

within being-vulnerable, from within a way of dealing with vulnerability and technology

that is already in place and that is already part of what we are and how we do things. What

matters then, ethically speaking, is how to cope with vulnerability and how to create a

better life with and through technology. What matters is dealing with vulnerability-tech-

nology-others etcetera in a beautiful way. Ethical development is then about learning this

craft. Becoming better moral craftspersons includes becoming better vulnerability artists.

Achieving an excellent character and a good life means, among other things, to deal in a

beautiful way with vulnerability, as transformed by technologies, and using technologies.

This ethics–aesthetics leaves room for variety and plurality in the moral life. It can

acknowledge that there are various style of vulnerability coping, without having to sub-

scribe to the view that all these styles are equally good. Some are better than others. But

influenced by pragmatist thinking on this matter we can say that knowing which ones are

better than others cannot be done by means of theoretical and abstract a priori reasoning. It

is a matter of know-how. We have to experiment and try out in practice and in different
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situations how we can better, that is, more beautifully, cope with being-vulnerable and

being-technological (and being-vulnerable-with-others and being-technological-with-

others).

That being said, there are a few general things we can say about the ethics of ICTs as an

ethics of vulnerability coping, for example about different styles and cultures of coping.

3.3 Electronic ICTs and Styles and Cultures of Vulnerability Coping: ICT
Cultures

Today we become increasingly dependent on electronic ICTs, which give us many benefits

but also render us vulnerable. I already mentioned some risks such as privacy and security.

Now this does not mean that previously we were not vulnerable. Rather, I have used the

term ‘vulnerability transformations’ to highlight how new technologies, and therefore also

new ICTs, may change our vulnerability or create new vulnerabilities. They render us

dependent and vulnerable in a different way. For example, in the beginning of the nine-

teenth century, before the invention of the telegraph, my relationship with a friend in

another city or country might have been heavily dependent on the technologies of letter

writing, paper, and mail. Something could go wrong with the mail (e.g. mail is stolen, the

ship sinks) and the letter would never arrive. This created a vulnerability on the part of the

communicating parties. Today something can go wrong with e-mail, phone, Skype, etc.

This can be a ‘‘technical’’ error or privacy violations but also simply the battery of a mobile

device that goes flat. What matters to the analysis of risk and vulnerability is that the new

technologies create new forms of dependency and new forms of risk and vulnerability.

Risk and vulnerability are thus transformed. Living with ICTs today means living with new

risks and vulnerabilities.

Furthermore, the specific vulnerability transformations and the specific risks and vul-

nerabilities created do not only depend on the technology as such—as if it were only an

external ‘artefact’—but also on the specific way the technology is used since it is part of

our ways of doing things and our ways of living. It is part of our form of life (I borrow a

term from Wittgenstein here).

Contemporary philosophy of technology emphasizes this ‘‘use’’ aspect of technologies:

what matters for understanding and evaluating technologies is not only the material artefact

and its immediate and intended function, but also its unintended effects as it is and

becomes part of a social and natural environment. Use varies according to who uses it, but

also more generally it varies according to social context. For example, Feenberg has argued

that there is a process which he calls ‘secondary instrumentalization’, which integrates

objects into a social environment and which involves ‘disclosure’ or ‘revealing of a world’

(Feenberg 2010, p. 73).

Thus, technology is not simply a matter of ‘‘artefacts’’ or ‘‘things’’, but shapes how we

see reality (it shapes our world) and what technology ‘‘is’’ depends on how it is used in

various contexts. Inspired by the phenomenology of perception, Ihde calls this variety in

meaning the ‘multistability’ of technologies: they do not have meaning apart from the

contexts and cultures in which they are used; there are technology-culture structures and

hence there is diversity and ambiguity in technology (Ihde 1990).

This is also true for living-with-ICTs as vulnerability coping, which depend on social

context, style, and culture. Both ICTs and their risks and vulnerabilities are already part of

how we deal with life and existence. This means that there are various styles and cultures

in coping with vulnerability-technology. One kind of mobile phone or one kind of app, for

instance, which has the same material substance or the same ‘‘technical’’, intended
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functions all over the world, may be used quite differently and assume different meanings

in different social contexts and cultures. As ICTs are part of, and contribute to shaping,

different worlds and different forms of life, they thus help to constitute cultures, and

cultures co-define what the technologies mean and do.

This means that there is plenty of room for different meanings and ambiguity, but

neither can we simply change them. It also means that we must analyse ICT cultures and

ICT vulnerabilities at various levels. Let me here focus on culture at a rather general level:

that of modernity.

3.4 Modern and Less Modern ICT Cultures

We (still) live in a modern culture, and therefore we have modern ways of doing things,

modern habits, skills, and technologies. Now one kind of ICT culture which is rather

influential in modern times is the use of new, electronic ICTs in order to eradicate human

vulnerability, which amounts to the denial of basic existential human vulnerability. This

ICT culture is partly present in modern medicine, but is especially vibrant in attempts at so-

called ‘‘human enhancement’’ and some visions of ‘‘transhumanism’’. For example, Bos-

trom tells a tale about people tyrannized by a giant dragon who eats them. The people have

no choice but to obey the dragon and pay their tribute, or so it seems. Many are afraid and

seek spiritual comfort, others try not to think about the end that awaits them (Bostrom

2005, p. 273).

The tale is modern in the way it portrays existential vulnerability: vulnerability is

something ‘‘ugly’’ and ‘‘monstrous’’ that needs to be reduced, if not overcome by science

and technology; it does not really belong to us, we can do without it. It is also modern in

how it proposes to deal with it: the tale goes on and tells how the dragon is killed by an

‘anti-dragon projectile’ (a missile), after which the future lies open to them. This solution

reflects the modern dream to use science and technology as a means to improve our

condition (if there is no afterlife, we better improve the life we have, the only life we have).

Here ‘‘improve’’ means: radically improve our condition. The transhumanist programme is

to become more than human, to ‘enhance’ the human, which then usually includes

reducing risk of disease and death: fighting the dragon. In some versions it means killing

the dragon: the aim is then to become immortal. Thus, the transhumanist programme can

be interpreted as an anti-vulnerability programme: as humans we are vulnerable to disease

and death, but with science and technology we can and must fight this, rather than accept or

ignore it. Interpreted in this way, the programme is only different in degree, not in essence,

from modern science and medicine. Modern culture is an anti-vulnerability culture. Efforts

to control, reduce, or even eradicate risks and human vulnerability is part of that modern

culture. Contemporary ICTs, then, can be seen as contributing to this modern project. By

means of using electronic devices, the Internet, and all kinds of ICT infrastructures we

hope to become less vulnerable, to control risk. We hope to be less dependent on ‘‘nature’’,

on ‘‘the earth’’, on our vulnerable bodies. We might even hope to liberate ourselves from a

kind of Platonic dark cave where vulnerability and mortality reigns, and instead walk into

the bright light of a new, invulnerable future.

In Human Being @ Risk (Coeckelbergh 2013) I have argued that this vision is deeply

misguided, not only about the human condition—as I said we will always be vulnerable,

albeit always in different ways depending on our ways of coping and hence on our

technologies—but also about the posthuman condition it suggests. Posthumans have

Achilles’ heels too: they would also face risks and vulnerabilities, albeit new ones. Human
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enhancement, if possible at all in the forms proposed by its proponents, cannot eradicate,

but only transform risk and human existential vulnerability.

When I say that modern technological culture entertains the illusion that by means of

science and technology (or by any other means) we can significantly reduce human vul-

nerability and to a large extent manage and control risk, I do not deny that specific risks and

vulnerabilities can be reduced. For instance, by modern medicine we can reduce the risk of

getting particular diseases. But modern science and technology also creates new risks, and

hence the overall effect amounts to a transformation, not a reduction of risk and human

vulnerability. For example (to stay in the medical sphere): we might reduce risks related to

one virus, but new viruses are likely to emerge—including electronic ‘‘bugs’’ and other

threats related to the development of electronic ICTs. Therefore we should not ask ‘‘How

can we eradicate vulnerability?’’, but ‘‘Which specific vulnerabilities can we tackle?’’,

‘‘What could be new risks and vulnerabilities if we introduce this particular technology?’’

and—if my point about the transformation of risk is right—‘‘Which risks do we want

(rather than others)?’’

But if the modern style of vulnerability coping and living-with-ICTs is very problem-

atic, how would alternative ways of coping look like? How could we live differently with

ICTs? What kind of other lives, meanings and worlds are possible? In my book I suggest

that ancient Greek tragedy may provide one route to explore a non-modern view of risk and

vulnerability. In other words, I consider again the ethics–aesthetics of the problem.

Whereas the modern hero is very powerful and has limited vulnerability, limited emotional

involvement, and limited ties to others (think about protagonists in contemporary action

films), the ancient hero is fully involved in the social and communal life, experiences

psychological, emotional struggle, and is supposed to not offend the gods and cause no

hubris. Greek tragedy also allows a limited role for human agency: what the gods decide

and do, or fate, co-shapes life and actions of the hero. The Greek ancient ‘‘vulnerability

coping style’’ thus recognizes the tragic dimension of human existence, whereas the

modern ‘‘vulnerability coping style’’ denies it. Modern technologies are employed to fight

vulnerability, but in the meantime they themselves reveal the tragic. As De Mul has

argued, we try to tame fate by means of technology, but technology itself has become the

locus of tragedy since we can no longer control it (De Mul 2006). (I will return to the issue

of control in the next section.)

Another way to explore alternative styles of dealing with vulnerability is to study

different cultures—or at least the less modern aspects of these cultures since as far as I

know all living cultures are already transformed by modernity—or even to study how (non-

human) animals cope with their vulnerability. We should also remind ourselves of the

inherent relational, ecological, and environmental nature of human vulnerability: our

vulnerability and our lives are connected to those of animals, for example to the vulner-

ability of animals used for our food production and to the risks of animals who share our

environments and mix with our habits and habitats. Evaluating living-with-ICTs should

also include evaluating living-with-others, human and non-human. Perhaps we can find

better and more ‘‘beautiful’’ ways of coping if we follow this relational route, rather than

starting from the philosopher-king’s chair or the philosopher-designer’s desk (see next

section).

To conclude this section, interpreted in the context of the modern anti-vulnerability

project which finds its most radical expression in the transhumanist programme, con-

temporary ICTs appear as anti-vulnerability tools. We try to protect ourselves and secure

ourselves against risk. We try to control it by means of management. We try to take

distance from our body, from nature and from the earth in order to become less vulnerable.
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But these modern responses to vulnerability and risk, which are not ‘‘external’’ responses

to an ‘‘objective situation’’ but are themselves forms of life and forms of living-with-

technologies, are problematic. We are earthly, material, technological, and environmental

beings, and risk and vulnerability are intrinsically connected with our habits and ways of

living as earthly, material, technological, and environmental beings. This means we can-

not, and should not try to, escape human vulnerability. We should not try to kill the dragon.

Instead, we should be aware that our ways of living—including modern ones—will always

create new ‘‘dragons’’, will always transform risk and vulnerability. But this also means

that there is no external ‘‘tyrant’’; we are not only the victim but also the dragon. And this

implies that we have some room to change our risks and vulnerabilities, that is, room to

change our living-with-technologies. Trying to design different technologies, then, is one

way of trying to find different styles of (coping with) vulnerability-technology and to

achieve different forms of life.

4 Design Good-Life-with-ICT?

However, we should be careful not to frame the ethics of living with ICTs (understood as

an ethics of vulnerability coping) as an ethics of ‘‘design’’, if by this we would imply that

we humans have full control over what I called vulnerability-technology. If what tech-

nology is and does, is not only about what is intended by the designers or even by the users,

but instead also depends on culture of use and interpretation (see again Feenberg and Ihde),

and if coping with vulnerability is an art which depends on habit, style, and more generally

on a ‘‘form of life’’, as I argued in the previous pages, then it is neither possible nor

desirable to ‘‘design’’ a new way of living-with-technologies, ICTs and others. If what I

said about vulnerabilities-cultures is right, then the very desire and urge to ‘‘design’’ as the

best and only way to bring the new into being does itself belong to a particular culture and

style of coping and living: the modern culture and style, which seeks the new and desires to

control. The ethical–aesthetical approach opens up our inquiry to different styles and

cultures, some of which make us aware of the tragic dimension of human condition and

reveal that neither our lives in general (if that makes sense at all) nor our lives-with-ICT

are entirely a matter of ‘‘design’’. New styles and forms of life can come into being, but as I

suggest in my recent work it is more appropriate to use metaphors of ‘‘growth’’ than of

‘‘design’’. We cannot just ‘‘switch’’ between styles. New lives-with-ICTs will grow as

much as they will be made; it is not entirely up to us how the future of living-with-ICTs

will look like.

Moreover, a focus on ethics as design, which can especially be found in contemporary

Dutch design-oriented philosophy and ethics of technology (e.g. Verbeek 2005, 2011; Van

de Poel 2005), may also misleadingly suggest that our way of living with technology is

basically a matter of choice, in the same way as we can choose between different products

in a supermarket. ‘‘Authentic’’ living then means choosing between different styles of

living-with-ICTs. Such a view is also suggested by the common meaning of the term

‘‘lifestyle’’. But this view denies the social and cultural nature of living with technology; as

I said we cannot just switch; we have limited agency when it comes to changing our form

of life.

For example, Verbeek has argued for ‘designing the morality of things’ (Verbeek 2011):

he argues that if things (artefacts) shape not only our experience but also how we act, then

we need to take responsibility for this and explicitly shape this ‘morality of things’ by
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steering human behaviour and shaping one’s own existence by means of technology

design. While Verbeek acknowledges problems with steering behaviour and predictability

of use, understanding the ethics of shaping one’s existence through technology in terms of

‘‘design’’ can all too easily be interpreted as assuming that when it comes to shaping our

lives and existence we have a number of ‘‘style’’ options we can choose from and a rather

large space of freedom to (re-)design. It also suggests that shaping existence is mainly an

individual matter. A focus on the ‘‘design’’ therefore is in danger of neglecting the weight

of moral habits and moral cultures, and of assuming an individualist and ‘‘market’’, con-

sumerist and productionist conception of morality and existence.

This point brings us to another, related and interesting issue: the ‘‘political’’ question of

whether ICTs really give us more choice and authenticity. One critical response is to say

that the current ICTs do not give us real freedom, empowerment, and authenticity; instead

the devices and apps deliver us over to mass consumerism. Another critical and more

profound response, argues that what we mean by ‘‘freedom’’ and ‘‘authenticity’’ is changed

by the new technologies, and that it is not clear why we should go for individualist forms of

freedom and authenticity at all. If, as I have suggested above, any form and style of living-

with-ICTs (understood as vulnerability coping) is dependent on a larger whole, a form of

life which is also a form of vulnerability coping entangled with culture, then the point is

not so much to ‘‘find your way’’ with regard to living-with-ICTs but rather to ‘‘find our

way’’. We need to find better common ways of living-with-ICTs and of dealing with

vulnerability. If vulnerability is intrinsically ecological and relational, as I suggest in my

book, then the process of growth (rather than design) needs to have a collective and

communal aspect next to, or better related to, an individual one. In the same way as I, as an

individual, cannot change a language, a society, or a culture, I alone cannot change a style

of living-with-ICTs, a style of vulnerability coping and vulnerability-technology, or a form

of life, since it is in the very nature of these styles and forms that they are social, cultural,

and relational rather than individual. Again, this means that what the ‘‘design’’ metaphor

can do here is limited and that the project of ethics of technology as an ethics as design is at

best unfruitful and at worst dangerous. New ways of living-with-ICTs, understood as new

ways of coping with human vulnerability, can be influenced but need to grow.

5 Conclusion

In this essay I have shown how ethics of living-with-ICTs can helpfully be understood as

an ethics–aesthetics or art of vulnerability coping, which is always an ethics–aesthetics of

vulnerability-technology and which should not be interpreted as a project of designing

better lives-with-ICTs, if that means we have full control and ‘‘choice’’ in these matters. To

open up this route, I had to first question the modern strict distinction between ethics and

aesthetics, and I had to craft and ‘‘liberate’’ a meaning of technology which is entangled

with (coping with) human vulnerability. This enabled me to criticize modern styles of

living-with-ICT and coping with vulnerability, and to explore an approach to reflect on

living-with-ICTs which is more relational and culture-oriented.

With regard to understanding and evaluating ICTs, then, these are some questions with

which I want to end this essay: How can we—together—find better ways, better styles of

coping with our vulnerability, keeping in mind that there are limits to ‘‘designing’’ them?

Which different technologies-cultures do we need for that, and how can we contribute to

transformations in that direction? What are contemporary ICTs doing to our vulnerability
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and our form of life, and which different ICT cultures do we need? And if we realize that

our form and style depends on those of others such as past humans or non-human others,

what can we learn from them in order to explore and achieve better and more beautiful

ways of living-with-technologies and more beautiful worlds? For example, interacting with

animals and robots can inspire us to reflect on our own fear of death or on the vulnerability

of our human body, and negative experiences with computer viruses can be used to

meditate on our dependence on computers and the Internet and encourage us to experiment

with new rituals that cope with these new vulnerabilities.
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