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Introduction

"Technological development is objective and neutral" - in contemporary global discussions
regarding innovation and development, this assertion is often treated as a self-evident truth. However,
I argue that technological neutrality is an ideological myth. This insight does not arise from a vacuum;
it stems from an extension of the debate between "growth" and "development" in development
sociology and is rooted in the theoretical lineage of Marxist critique of ideology.

In recent years, as artificial intelligence (Al) has moved to the forefront of development, one can
observe that after Western nations completed their primitive accumulation of data and computing
power, they began to vigorously promote strict data privacy and algorithmic transparency standards.
They have shaped a universal "civilizational yardstick" and utilized it to critique the technological
development paths of developing countries such as China and India. A fundamental question thus
emerges: Who constructs this system of judging what is "advanced" versus "backward," or
"democratic" versus "authoritarian" in technology, and whom does it serve? Beneath the banner of
objectivity and neutrality, are there hidden, deep-seated objectives to maintain specific interests and
the global power structure?

The criticality of this insight lies in its piercing of the illusion of technology as an "objective
tool," revealing the social power structures ignored by mainstream discourse. This disclosure holds
significance from personal, social, and global perspectives. It allows us to recognize that beyond the
reactive logic of adapting to technological change and constantly learning new skills, we must
interrogate "who sets the rules" and "who benefits from them."

Therefore, I aim to connect this insight with foundational theoretical literature. Within the
Marxist theoretical framework, I will center my critique on the myth of "technological neutrality" to
cultivate a profound understanding of development and inequality. Specifically, 1 will revisit
foundational theories from three dimensions: first, the theoretical origins of ideology critique; second,
the evolution of critical theory of technology; and third, power discourse and the challenge of the
Global South. Finally, focusing on information technology, I will engage in a dialogue with a frontier

academic paper to explore the contemporary practice of technology critique and propose the practical
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significance of my thesis.

Theoretical Origins of Ideology Critique

In The German Ideology, Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels use concepts such as the production of
ideas, conceptions, and consciousness, as well as the mental intercourse of men, to explain ideology.

They note:

"The production of ideas, of conceptions, of consciousness, is at first directly interwoven with the
material activity and the material intercourse of men, the language of real life... Men are the
producers of their conceptions, ideas, etc. - real, active men, as they are conditioned by a definite
development of their productive forces and of the intercourse corresponding to these, up to its

furthest forms." (Marx & Engels, 1961, p. 19)

Simultaneously, they point out that ideology invertedly views specific systems of ideas as
independent and dominant forces. The ideas of the ruling class are in every epoch the ruling ideas, and
their thinkers are responsible for weaving systems of ideas that take on a universal form (Marx &
Engels, 1961). Their perspective not only reveals the dialectical relationship between material
production and ideology — that is, ideology is rooted in material production relations — but also
trenchantly points out the brutal reality that the ruling class controls material hegemony and thereby
intellectual hegemony, closing the loop of the critical logic of production relations, class rule, and
ideological construction. Marx's critique of ideology provides a sharp sword for analyzing and
critiquing technological myths, teaching us that true technological liberation is inseparable from
revolutionary changes in social relations.

Therefore, we must delve into social, realistic, and global production relations and class rule to
shatter the halo of "neutrality," "progress," and "civilization" surrounding technological discourse.
Scholars who follow Marxism to conduct analyses of ideology and development sociology have done
precisely this. Based on their social environments and geographic locations, they have supplemented

Marxism with contemporary practical developments. However, it must be noted that Western
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Marxism, immersed in capitalist society, has increasingly deviated from socialist practice and
communist ideals; meanwhile, China, the former Soviet Union, and other Third World countries have
had their own distinct development paths, generating different theoretical viewpoints. I hope to seek
common ground while reserving differences among these numerous theories and conduct an analysis

based on my own socialist stance.

The Evolution of Technology Critique Theory

From a historical perspective, the critique of technology inevitably evolves in entanglement with
technological and social development. Therefore, we must follow the dynamic iteration of the times
and social issues to analyze the evolution of the theory. In the past, theories regarding technology
primarily manifested as instrumental theories—an ecological view based on a biocentric perspective
that defining the human essence is the ability to make tools (Mumford, 1967). However, within the
modern history of technology since the 16th century, we can discover a clearer perspective of

technology critique.

Worker vs. Capital: The Source of Technology Critique

In the early 19th century, after the First Industrial Revolution radically transformed the world,
technology was no longer an abstract symbol of progress but a direct threat to survival. Workers at the
time discovered that while the newly introduced automatic looms increased production, they
drastically reduced wages and destroyed traditional craft community structures (Fox, 2002).
Consequently, workers initiated the "Luddite movement." They did not oppose new technology per se,
but rather the social changes imposed upon them from the top down by technology advocates, rising
up against oppression and exploitation (Bodner, 2012).

In Capital: Critique of Political Economy, Volume 1, Marx expanded the critique of exploitation
as the essence of capitalism through the theory of surplus value. He proposed that technology
simplified workers' skills, reducing them to appendages of machines, leading to spiritual emptiness
and alienation. In this developmental process, capitalists grew increasingly wealthy and powerful,
while the working class experienced "immiseration" (Marx, 2024). Marxism laid the cornerstone for

technology critique, analyzing technology not in isolation but with restraint within the theoretical
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framework of the ownership of the means of production.

Max Weber, distinct from Marx's "single economic perspective" under the class view,
emphasized the importance of subjective factors in social research, arguing that they drive social
change alongside economics. Weber believed that the rational order of capitalism had become an
"Iron Cage" maintained by bureaucracy, with market competition as its core driving force (Douglass,
2018). Although we can easily identify limitations in his explanatory power—whether regarding his
understanding of ideology restricted to the Eurocentric "Protestant Ethic" or his market-centrism,
which fails to address the paradox that highly centralized organizations do not necessarily improve
efficiency—he provided a platform for later researchers to extend the boundaries of knowledge within

critique.

Technological Rationality Critique: The Frankfurt School

As research deepened, scholars began to examine technology within a broader socio-cultural
context. In the 1920s, following the end of World War I, the Institute for Social Research at the
University of Frankfurt was established. In an era where information technology began to develop and
cultural products were industrialized, the Frankfurt School was born. It synthesized Marxist critiques
of capitalism, Hegelian dialectics, and thoughts from various other pioneers, establishing a social
philosophy tradition of "negation" and "critique" focused on human material and spiritual culture
(Bottomore, 1992). They provided crucial perspectives on technology critique.

Max Horkheimer and Theodor W. Adorno, in Dialectic of Enlightenment, argued that the
Enlightenment, intended to bring liberation to humanity, ultimately led people to sink into a new kind
of "barbarism." When science is detached from practical life, and formalization and the culture
industry manipulate technology, rationality "reverts to mythology" (Horkheimer & Adorno, 2020).

Herbert Marcuse and Jirgen Habermas also explored these themes based on Weber's
"rationalization." While their early attitudes toward technology critique were generally consistent,
their specific viewpoints and intensity of critique differed. In One-Dimensional Man, Marcuse (2002)
proposed a core argument: advanced industrial society suppresses critical and negative thinking within

society through a new, more effective form of totalitarianism, creating a "one-dimensional society."
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Habermas (1991), in Technology and Science as "Ideology”, inherited and modified Marcuse's views,
proposing that science and technology function not only as productive forces but also assume the
ideological function of legitimizing political power.

Compared to his colleagues who focused more on critiquing the nature of social movements and
inherited Weber's concept of '"rationality," Walter Benjamin analyzed culture from a Marxist
perspective in his major mature works (Eagleton, 1981). In The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical
Reproduction, he elucidated that "art" as a product cannot be separated from its technological and
social class environment. This essay is critical to the development of technology theory and to
understanding his adherence to the Marxist view that thought and culture have no independent history
(Bottomore, 1992).

Thus, while the Frankfurt School enriched critical theory of technology, there was internal
controversy regarding the thought and practice of liberation struggles. While employing critical theory,
they also attempted to explain why the revolution envisioned by Marx did not occur in the West
(Bottomore, 1992). Dialectically speaking, their works on technology are an important component of
technology critique theory within the Marxist lineage, although we cannot currently accept many of
their views without critique — such as the degrowth and anti-progress stances bred from their
developed welfare state environments. This is because their framework of technology critique is
flawed by its detachment from concrete proletarian revolutionary practice. I must seriously question
and reserve my opinion on their successors, post-Marxists, especially scholars like Feenberg who,
premised on the "end of history," shift technology critique toward technological democratization,

thereby attempting to dissolve class consciousness into citizenship.

China's Reform and Opening Up: After Development, What?

So, where does the most powerful rebuttal to post-Marxist views take root? The answer is
obvious. As China raced along the path of Reform and Opening Up after the 1970s, the possibility of
a concrete socialist philosophy of technology attracted the attention of North American critical
communication scholars. In 1971-1972 and 1979, Dallas Smythe visited China twice to study

ideology, technology, and China's development path (Zhao, 2007). Smythe observed that the Chinese
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viewed technology and science stubbornly and evasively, considering them autonomous and
depoliticized. In his view, consumer goods were a trap set by capitalism for this socialist system,
warranting vigilance from the Chinese proletariat. If Chinese manufacturing were to mass-produce
capitalist luxury goods, it would imply that these many ideological tools would guide Chinese society
onto a capitalist cultural path (Smythe, 1994). Smythe's warning transcended technological
determinism and McLuhan's media views, pointing out the political nature of technology.

Furthermore, an Autonomous Marxist perspective began to form. Langdon Winner's (1978)
theory of technological politics broke the technological realism theory that technology possesses
natural forces, proposing that people are the driving force determining world history. Michéle Martin
(1991) analyzed the social struggles of information technology development and use from gender and
cultural perspectives. Dan Schiller (2007) proposed "information fetishism," responding to Benjamin's
analysis of mechanical reproduction and extending it to a perspective of reproduction where
technology serves capital accumulation.

However, North American critical scholars like Smythe held detached and somewhat fantastical
deviations in their understanding of China's political environment. In the early 21st century, as
information technology developed rapidly —or as the contours of the Fourth Industrial Revolution
were clearly outlined—Smythe's student, Zhao Yuezhi (2007), pointed out that his research wrongly
ignored realities inside and outside China, such as the urgent "rice bowl" (subsistence) problem before
rural reform in the early Reform era, the differences between the "mass line" and Western democratic
processes, and China's necessity to concentrate on military development during the Cold War.
Accordingly, she proposed that under specific conditions, collective needs and individual needs
cannot be sharply separated. When information technology serves as critical infrastructure, an
important commodity for export-oriented growth, and wields significant influence in modern warfare,
Smythe's question should be accurately revised to: "What comes after the mobile phone?"

The answer to this question is still unfolding. The development and use of information
technology over the past 50 years have enabled China to achieve remarkable economic progress.
However, in this country of the dictatorship of the proletariat, whether technology can effectively

counter the development traps laid by Western capitalism and accurately reflect the fundamental
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interests of the vast majority of the people awaits the practice and verification of the new era. We
emphasize that social practice and class critique from a proletarian stance make China an important
practical site fitting the Marxist technology critique framework. What comes after the mobile phone,

after 5G, and after Al in China's development has become a major topic relevant to the whole world.

Power Discourse and the Global South Challenge

Beyond the historical perspective spiraling through social development, the ideological critique
of technology should also be unfolded from a horizontal global perspective. Neocolonialism is closely
linked to the emergence, development, and global expansion of Western European capitalism
(Bottomore, 1992). Within this colonial context, technology has never been a pure tool; rather, it is
embedded in the power relations of colonial history and capitalist global expansion.

Following Marx and Engels, figures like Luxembourg and Lenin systematically studied the
world structure under imperialism, generating profound historical influence. In the 1970s, Immanuel
Wallerstein (2001), absorbing Marxist intellectual resources and combining them with the
"Core-Periphery" dependency theory emerging in the Global South during the 1950s and 60s, founded
World-Systems Theory to protest and oppose the Modernization Theory produced in the West during
the same period as dependency theory. Although he analyzed fluctuations in supply and demand in
economic cycles (Wallerstein, 2011), he overlooked the role of science and technology. Nevertheless,
this global system provides a structural perspective for understanding technological discursive
hegemony: technological discourse is not an isolated cultural phenomenon but a crucial means for
core nations to maintain their dominant position in the global division of labor.

Edward Said's (2014) analysis of Orientalism proposed a constructive system of discursive
hegemony, where knowledge and power conspire through "othering" and epistemic violence. In the
technological realm, the West places the future above tradition and the past, describing their imagined
technological development path as universal and advanced, while stigmatizing the technological
choices of Southern nations as backward or authoritarian—this is a manifestation of Orientalism in
technological discourse.

Arjun Appadurai (1990) challenged the then-popular notion of globalization as convergence,
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arguing that "technoscapes" are not neutral tools but political and economic acts of global capital.
They can empower, but they can also reproduce the power structures of colonialism and capitalism
through technological dependence and unequal distribution. Boaventura de Sousa Santos (2024), from
the perspective of "Epistemologies of the South," points out that Artificial Intelligence (Al)
technology reinforces the three main pillars of modern domination: capitalism, colonialism, and
patriarchy. He also candidly suggests that in the context of highly concentrated and monopolized Al
infrastructure, envisioned alternatives of "counter-hegemonic use" and "exit and liberation" face
enormous challenges in implementation.

Thus, we have further explored the development of technology critique under the perspective of
global discursive hegemony. Global South studies have further expanded the boundaries of
technology critique, combining it with knowledge production, positionality, and global diversity
perspectives. As Santos stated, this covert mechanism of power reproduction is particularly evident

and concrete in the development of contemporary artificial intelligence.

Dialogue with Frontier Paper: Aldeology

Aldeology: Unpacking the Ideology of Artificial Intelligence and Its Spaces is an article
published in the journal Antipode by Federico Cugurullo in 2025. Rooted in the widespread
penetration of Al technology in cities and their governance, this study focuses on the legitimacy issues
triggered by its spatialization trends. Drawing on interdisciplinary knowledge fusing Marxist
philosophy and human geography, the author constructs a framework for ideology critique. The author
argues that Al is not merely a technology but an ideology shaping the cultural-political landscape. It
possesses a dual spatial attribute: it is (re)produced and diffused within urban space, and it further
solidifies social influence through spatial practices.

At the level of Marxist ideology critique, the article proposes that the core of Aldeology consists
of three major ideas: Al as a theory leading to sustainability, a tool fitting post-human imagination,
and an imagination abolishing labor and capital. These three ideas possess strong spatial attributes and,
together with the fourth idea of Al as an autonomous entity, support the operation of Aldeology. The

article also points out that the diffusion of Al relies on the production of space, where space itself
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becomes the materialization of power. Algorithms transform the city into quantified space, thereby
reinforcing the "geographization" of inequality (Cugurullo, 2025). Quantified space is no longer an
abstract rule but becomes measurable geographical boundaries. This analysis sharply points out the
technological entity view of Aldeology while critiquing it with ease: claiming the autonomy of
technology is, in reality, power holders hiding behind this spatial "yardstick."

This article unfolds technology critique from the specific entry point of human geography,
suggesting that in the Al era, the operation of ideology can be realized through reshaping physical
space in addition to controlling the means of production. This provides a "spatial dimension"
supplement to my insight. In fact, this aligns with Henri Lefebvre's theory of the production of space
and can be viewed as a development and adaptation of Marxism. Furthermore, while I emphasized the
need to ask "who sets the rules" and "who benefits," Cugurullo's research provides micro-level
empirical evidence and operational mechanisms for these grand inquiries. This frontier research tells
us that technology critique must focus not only on the international order of culture and development

but also on how the urban spaces we inhabit are influenced by technology.

Conclusion

This paper has revisited critical theories of technology within the Marxist theoretical lineage,
revealing that the ideological myth of "technological neutrality" conceals complex social, class, and
international power relations. It calls for deeper social and political reflection on technological
development. Thinking about "technological neutrality as an ideological myth" has changed the way I
view technological development, moving technology from "below the iceberg" of social analysis to
the "arena of struggle." This is both a contemporary deepening of Marxism, inspiring my further study
of political economy, and an indispensable survival wisdom for understanding a world deeply
influenced by technology. It reminds us that before asking and evaluating development issues, we
must first consider how to evaluate and who evaluates, thereby reclaiming the right to define our
shared ideal future.

Starting from Marxist roots and primarily following a research stance utilizing China and the

Global South as method, this paper has conducted a relatively detailed analysis of one lineage of
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technology critique theory and engaged in dialogue with a frontier paper. In this process, some
theorists related to technology critique, such as Michel Foucault and Neil Postman, were not reviewed,
while the views of some Western Marxists were questioned by me. This reflects my own theoretical
stance and choices, though it does not imply their critical theories of technology are without merit. |
believe that different theories are rooted in different histories, societies, and eras. However, for
Socialism with Chinese Characteristics in the new era, the path of technology critique should be as
follows: revisit Marx, transcend technological neutrality and technological determinism, understand

Smythe's deviations, and develop a technology of the people.
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MEFVE FEIE T XHE AR SRR MR AR, SR HEARF® T TAMERE, T ARH
PSR, SECTREM BB R S 5. EREERY, BAFKHEEHBRA, TAMK
WZep; “ZX A" (Marx, 2024). 5w 3 LBE T RARMANEEA, NHICLHEFERHA, i
G BOR BT S, oA T B RSB AL T FOAE L.

Fir(Max Weber) X 51l T+ 5 5 B0 T ) “ B —25E0LA 7 5 smifil 0L R ZR R AL 2B
FREEYE, YN EEHILRMESI SR AN TR T R OO RLZ il 4
R0 “BK%E” (Iron cage), AR I 1554+ (Douglass, 2018). EARTC IS K M H X IR TE
SHPNVRBEIRT “HEdes” Mgy ot , 1= Joikml NS B AR T I HSUR LR TR
iR T O, FRATEBREIRZS 5 Hh R ILILAE MR 17 T R PR, (A A S i
SRt 7 —ANEREA P AR R IR I 6

FER AR G BTSSR G A, b seik. Brgdttn) 5 BARNL A ke T HORHEA (B (A HE
B8, AN FRATTER AR AR S B R A S BRI T — ST AT 1 ik s A0 S ) S A AL

BRARIEMERLTE: FE=REFIK

BEAEFCHIRN, FEATF RS EARE T WAtk OGBS R b7 %58, 19 T4 20
AR, BEE IR TR G R, 22 A K AL 2 T AR O RS . FEIXAME BHARTF
BB, SCA R TR, —ANRRE T e AR T S SR IRBHIEVE L R A %
IRSE WK A, RS T T M LB IS RS, DUACEYIR S
RS RIS 22 AR A IR UE A (Bottomore, 1992). AT TZESIARAL A 4R it T 52 50 B AL s

£ 77 Bk (Max Horkheimer) 5 Fi] % % (Theodor W. Adorno) 7t { J& 32 i ilE ) (Dialectic Of
Enlightenment)—FiHil N, JHZBANATRE NIGHERMIN, BAHNSEMTUSTE T —hH
ff) “BPEDIRA” o MRPEESERAENE, B GEME, SURSCEEEEER, B <H
J9##3% ” (Horkheimer & Adorno, 2020).

LK g 2E (Herbert Marcuse) MG D15 i (Jirgen Habermas) [RIFEIET-F5 1) “BRMEAL” IF T
R, TR AR RS B S AR — B, (H LR ORI 5 B A T 2% 5« T /R % 2E(2002)
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7E (BRI FERIND (One-Dimensional Man)h#tH T —MZ 01 si: RIE T AL 2@ —Fhpi 2l
(. AR E SOB, il 7 kh o PRI RS e e, Q)i T —A “ B B2
27 W TS (199 D) WITE (CRAR 5 RFAAE N AR ") (Technology And Science As “Ideology )
kR IHEIE T DR EEFERIM AL, SR BHEAMUE A= 1), BRI T ABUA RIS A4k
RS TIRE

T 58 2 B T E B A A R4k R T H 00 “HRME” MEROFEIS, A (Walter
Benjamin) U 75 H A 1 3 T2 25 4 b DL B o ] 3 SORE R0 SCAL R IF 43 #T(Eagleton, 1981). 1E
LB A P2 AR ZARAE 5L ) (The Work Of Art In The Age Of Mechanical Reproduction), A
B T “CER” AR, RAREANE RIBOR AR IR B IT R o IR SCE N 15
ARELVR AR, Xob 3R AR At 047G JELARRN SO 8 AR ST 1 7 S0 — B o S SOR R, AR G
(Bottomore, 1992).

Rk, VEZ IR ERFEE THARRA G, (2 P F A 4 0 AR 5 se o
i, AR AT A A A AR I [ It 7 R R A T s BB BT R AR A i e PE TS 7 R A
(Bottomore, 1992). FHIFFITE, A Al T7EH AR 77 18 2 1F 2 5 o 1 32 SUBKES T BoARSH HE 1 7 2
Ry, RAERATH BEARREA T HEA M B Z AV 2 WA, Ll i1 22 B R IE AR
] S PR S5 7 A ) R KA S 3 gy IR RN AT T B TE = I G i e i, BER
REANCHERRAZAE B . AT G4k, JE 550 B3 X3, TR AT SR 442510 AT, M HR
AV EAR R 4, AT A BRI R N A B 12, W 25A(1 4% (Feenberg), b
27 X AT TP R AR B VB S A 4 P R PR A

PEMEFH: KRZERMtA

FITRA, 65 B 5 S8 3 SOW SR D R el 2E R S A AR e 2 2 2 i 5 .. B 20 4D 70
ARG P ETE TR R R B —BRAE S, RS SRR B T RedE, RS T
JESEAL SRR TUR 3 (I3 . 78 1971 4E3 1972 4£5 1979 4, #7378 (Dallas Smythe) B Vi
I T R F FE R RIS . RN A () % FE T8 B (Zhao, 2007). Mz & B, F L R AT 2k e
B LZ5RG BN BIRMEBUGILE .. FMER, WML EARTE XGREXMaE
SURZR I —ABERE, 2 5] S TP SR L s R R A e AR B AR X
BN, EREREXTFLZHNEREE LR, B B2 S %A S S
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(Smythe, 1994). i1 %R, M 7 ERRE R 5225 A DUEN, FRH T HERKBUA .

B E—5 s, —Fh E D5 3 Y (The Autonomous Marxist) W £ T4 T i« I 4%(Langdon
Winner, 1978)FHARBUA IS ITHL T Y HARIIA I BRI MR SEAER S, —TARA 2
PUE T T S 13 47 . 5 T (Michéle Martin, 1991)t AYE 55 306 A BE 4 T 45 BaoR & JE A
A2 215 J%#)(Dan Schiller, 2007)#& t “ {5 SFEHC” [0l RLATHE B OHUARAL 75427 70 BT 5
P HAR R B T — AR AT AT RIRSS A=A

AT, T A TS A 3 X T o [ R RS AR A AE I S S 2R 2 . RS B
AR A e U DU VAT S B S i (K 0 B S ) 0t ke 21t SR, s A i 2 A X
HH(2007)6 tH, HAF AT R IR T SO TR AN SO T “PZUR I AT aE . R
AREELR” S5V R FE I RRAAE2E 5 P IETE AR Th AN o R Fe 7 =45 v ) A A B0 5 2%
o MRILIR Y, TERFE MR, BT RAAMET RGBT 15 BHARME N EE
B ROy R B A R AR P ORI LR ), ST A ) RS R A v
WHMEIER “TFHlZ )G, #Ha?”

X3 — ol R (B AT AR 34T, 15 BRI 2% 50 4 A1) & @ R i 4 v FEL AR T 4 AR H
MZBFHEE, (ERIEXA LML E R, BRI B A RN 77 B A 3 S K
FERAPE, B T 5RO R N BRI AT 3R, A R SR SR . AR,
Tor=Mr Fr it LB S I Gt A, A4S b B O R A T v S SRR I HE SR i) 5 B S
P, FEORBEFIZE. 5G Za. Al ZJERAT A, TG At FAg 0 E K.

MAEES TR %

bR 7 AEAL 2 JE PR R ) D SE A, BRI R R A A3 B 24 A A BRAL A 1) 40 A
eIt o Bria R LRI PY MR BT AR 32 S AR . R AN A Bk 5K 5% SC Bk (Bottomore, 1992), fEIX—
AR FE X FT, FRMRAZAER TH, Mk NEFE R s 5 B A 32 U 3RY 5K A )
KEZH.

HO5e B BT, /5 AREAE TN L R G 7277 [ 3 ST it A% SR
FEAE TR T SRR . 20 tHZD 70 4EAX, IR EDHTHH (Immanuel Maurice Wallerstein, 2001)W 45 1
Sor R ERR B, 454 50-60 FEARER T B SO R) “Hon-AhE 7 ARFTENE, 5L T AA
FRENE, o AR PR R I P O P AR A B HEAT T BRSOk . At BRI BT T AR
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K RIEL T WA I 5l (Wallerstein, 2011), fE2HZM T RE2AHARMER . XA 2 BRE R
NERFARTEE AR T S BARTEE AL ST IR, T2 A0 B K 4 RR 3L
FEAEBR57 807> T AR 35 i or 1 B 5 B

B A (Edward W. Said, 2014) 2R 7 £ X0 #r, $RH T IEES AR AR, WEEE AR
FHG MBS, RSO T . ARG, FrEARRE TG SE ke b,
H A AT AR G R AR e B A AR Sy e i 17 S ¥, 4 7 7 Bl R I BRI 85 44 A6 v I BB
(f, TR RHARTEE P AR TT 3 R

BT 1L 3 (Arjun Appadurai, 1990)8kik T 4% I ¢ T BRAGE R RORAT W&, A BRSO
(Technoscapes)FFAE AL LR, TR AREARMBUAFATT R, R, WBrraeEs
FEARMAGAIAT- 2553, K98 B 2 SORBR AR 3 SR 4589 B A 7= - S4B (Boaventura de Sousa
Santos, 2024) M\ “FF AR LA, 48 AN TR READE AR T IR R =) Kl %
AEX L FERT XGRS AR, 7R AT SR T O = B2 AR T A ZB T 3 5T
“IRGIBUER” R RS BT R, IS BRI A Bk

G, RATEE— BRI T RBRIEE AL N R R, Bkt —
THARMANA R, BHEERER B UL ARSI AMLS & . ENRFEHATE,
XA B AR AL, 7R MR TR R R R TR RIS N B H R R4

=]

550883 Xt iE: Aldeology

{ Aldeology: Unpacking the Ideology of Artificial Intelligence and Its Spaces) & 2025 4 Hi %
i &% (Federico Cugurullo) &4 T+ Antipode BAT b1 —F& & o Wi 2 T AL ERFER T &
FORE T Z BB IS, R H A RS SR AU SVEEGE . (E# R MR E D5 B
S N SCHER B RN, MR T AN RUESIAESE. (K, AL MR —
AR, BERBIE ABUA SO ERIER, BN ES g, AR md () 4
PESYH AR I A S D AR A S R

FE 5 50 B SRR SHLAZ T, LR H Aldeology A% 02 = KE & R id@fE: T 5
LRIERR . A6 R NSRRI T AR IR 553 5 BEAS MAE S o 1) = KB BAT s 2 A 2 ) J 1k
I AL A A Sk 5 DU B & 367 523 Aldeology MIIBfE. SCERTEH AL Y HUR %3 A]
HIAE, RS o T AU, BRI T e A oy AR R 8], AT 2Rk 1 ANFEE 1Y
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“HFAL” (Cugurullo, 2025). EALHIASE], AN —NHERAFN, W& AR T A& i P
G Xt RAIM A T Aldeology ISR SEARAL A, B 2B A7 R btt ) 1 Ath: EARL
RETE TN, SEhr ERBUIFA B RS TRIEER “trR” 2.

R S E M SCHE B 22 1 U] I HSRAE A, SR AL, ERES IR 1l
PR AR BORE, IERERENSIE S BB B A AR SCIL, N RRIRAE T A YRR HIAD
Feo Ebr L, X 5HNHELRIR(Henri Lefebyre) i) 23 [ 42 BLE — 2, AT 5 o 8 3 S &
JeSHuGE. thAh, R AR ELE R CUERIEMN 7« “HERZER” . T S IR TR
DNIR LR B A4 1 OW 2 T A S SE AIS ENLH] o XITRTATIT 70 & VR AT, BoRALH
AMLEREA G KR E BRARFP 34 5 ZEOREEBA AR I AR T 2 8] 52 LT e R S 1

58

AICHEY] TSy E SRS T RIBORACA RS, W T “BoRPan” KERIBSHE
HIREAAER ARt R S EBRUIR R, FERFF R HEOR K AT ER E IR 5 BUA
SO R CHARPSAE A RIS ME” %, SO T RERFBARKER T, HHER
WAL M “OKiZ B BB T “hpiEs” 2 b, KBRS A X BRI, BRE
PXBURA T — 25 2], SR BIFRATTBR AR AN 47 AR 5 00 (1) 1 5 BT AN AT Bl i) A=
R ERERAT, B R AP R R N A, ATE e BB R RS . YRS, DAt
5 [l AT T BAR A I [F) AR R 8 UL

ARSCNT n J SRR H A, BRI LA b (5 5 A R 77 [ SO TTE AT ST Ay, KR
HEHAFAR B b — KT T BOE IR T, 5 — R BTme ORI 7k ARl iR,
— R R I FEIR K, WiAEMT(Michel Foucault). %% 2 (Neil Postman)2%, Al Ti) A
ARG, 53— 2P 77 5o B SCE I EVE N E B R T X R T IA G R
Hik#E, A IEABREMATHE AR ISR A TR A ARG, ARPFERRETA
FIRI P ARSI AR, (R R AR R Gkt 2 M E X BRI AR AR N 24 2
bRy BT S, BRI, BORIGE R, BUESTLE IR, KRN RAEAR.
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