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DIGITAL CULTURE AND THE TRANSFORMATION OF HUMANISM IN
THE TECHNOLOGICAL AGE el qe oy s
Vitalina Nikitenko
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Andrii Krupa
Abstract.

Relevance of the research. The formation of digital culture is becoming increasingly relevant
amid rapid digital transformation and the growing influence of artificial intelligence on social and
educational processes. At the same time, the development of digital technologies raises questions about
preserving human-centred values, reflected in the concept of digital humanism.

Problem statement. Digital culture is often reduced to technological competence, while its ethical
and humanistic dimensions remain underdeveloped. This creates a contradiction between technological
progress and the need to preserve human dignity, responsibility and critical thinking in digital
environments.

Analysis of recent research and publications. Contemporary studies of technological
development and its impact on humanity are represented in the works of Yuval Noah Harari and Nick
Bostrom, who analyze global transformations of society and risks of emerging technologies. The
philosophical interpretation of technology is grounded in the ideas of Martin Heidegger, who
conceptualises technology as a mode of revealing reality. Within Ukrainian philosophical thought, the
humanistic dimension of culture is developed in the works of Serhii Krymskyi and Vakhtang Kebuladze.

Research task. The purpose of the article is to analyse the formation of digital culture in the era
of digital humanism and to determine the role of human-centred values in this process.

Main material presentation. Digital culture is interpreted not only as a set of technical skills,
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but also as a system of values, ethical norms and behavioural models in the digital space. Digital humanism
is a conceptual framework that prioritises human values in technological development. The interrelation
between these concepts is revealed through the role of education in shaping critical thinking and responsible
use of digital technologies.

Conclusions. It is established that the formation of digital culture requires a comprehensive
approach that combines technological competence with ethical awareness and humanistic values. Digital
humanism is a key factor in ensuring the sustainable and human-centred development of digital society.

Keywords. Digital culture, digital humanism, education, digital technologies, ethics, critical

thinking
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AxmyanvHicmb docaiddyceHHs. PopmyBanus nudpoBoi KyabTypu HabyBa€ aefati OLIBINION
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Relevance of the research. The formation of digital culture is a key issue in
contemporary society. The rapid spread of digital technologies, including artificial intelligence, is
transforming not only communication and education but also the fundamental principles of human
existence.

In this context, the concept of digital humanism becomes particularly important, as it
emphasises the need to preserve human dignity, freedom and responsibility in the digital age.
Therefore, the study of the relationship between digital culture and digital humanism is highly
relevant.

Problem statement. Digital culture is often understood as a set of technological skills for
using digital tools. However, such an approach is limited, as it ignores the ethical and value-based
dimensions of human interaction in digital environments.

This leads to a contradiction between the high level of technological development and the
insufficient formation of critical thinking, responsibility and humanistic values. Thus, there is a
need to reconsider the process of forming digital culture through the lens of digital humanism.

Analysis of recent research and publications. The problem of the digital
transformation of society and its philosophical interpretation has become a central topic in
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contemporary interdisciplinary discourse. In particular, Yuval Noah Harari argues that
technological development is not merely a tool for progress but a force that reshapes social
structures, political systems, and human self-understanding, ultimately redefining the boundaries
of human agency and decision-making [7; 8].

A critical perspective on the future of technological civilisation is developed by Nick
Bostrom, who focuses on the risks of advanced artificial intelligence and the necessity of
establishing ethical frameworks for its development [2]. Complementary to this approach, Kate
Crawford emphasises that artificial intelligence should be understood not only as a technological
phenomenon but also as a system embedded in power relations, economic structures, and
environmental costs [4].

A significant philosophical foundation for understanding technology is provided by Martin
Heidegger, who interprets technology as a specific mode of revealing reality rather than a neutral
instrument [9; 10]. This idea is further developed in contemporary philosophy of information by
Luciano Floridi, who introduces the concept of the “infosphere” and argues that digital
transformation fundamentally alters the ontological status of human existence [5; 6].

Within Ukrainian philosophical discourse, the transformation of humanism in the context
of technological civilization is actively explored. Serhii Krymskyi interprets culture as a spiritual
dimension of human existence grounded in values and meaning-making processes [14], while
Vakhtang Kebuladze emphasizes the existential and experiential dimensions of human identity,
highlighting personal responsibility in a rapidly changing world [16].

The transformation of humanism under technological conditions is further analysed by
D. L. Kobeleva, who examines the ambivalent nature of contemporary culture, where humanistic
values coexist with non-humanistic tendencies generated by technogenic civilisation [12; 13]. In
this context, Yuliia Trach conceptualises transhumanism as a worldview paradigm that challenges
traditional understandings of human nature by proposing its technological enhancement and
transformation [18]. This line of thought is further extended by Olha Kyvliuk, who analyses
transhumanism and posthumanism as emerging directions in philosophical anthropology that
reconsider the limits of human identity and embodiment [15]. The origins of this discourse can be
traced back to Julian Huxley, who introduced the concept of transhumanism as a project of human
self-transcendence through science and technology [11].

The cultural dimension of digital transformation is also addressed in studies of visual and
communicative practices. G. Bai, Z. G. Zhou, and Z. M. Hong demonstrate that visual culture plays
a fundamental role in shaping consumer society and constructing social meaning through images
and symbolic systems [1]. At the same time, Sarah Broadbent shows that digital communication
transforms interpersonal relations by hybridising direct and mediated forms of interaction [3].

At the normative level, the ethical challenges of digital transformation are reflected in
international policy documents, particularly in the UNESCO Recommendation on the Ethics of
Artificial Intelligence, which emphasizes the importance of human rights, transparency, and
accountability in the development and deployment of Al systems [19].

Despite the considerable body of research, the relationship between digital culture and the
transformation of humanism remains insufficiently systematized. In particular, there is a lack of
integrated philosophical approaches that combine technological, cultural, and anthropological
perspectives within a unified framework of digital humanism.

Research task. The purpose of this article is to critically examine the formation of digital
culture in the era of digital humanism and to explore how human-centred values can be preserved
and reinterpreted within algorithmically structured technological environments.

Main material presentation. Understanding digital culture requires deeper
philosophical reflection on the nature of human interaction with technology. In classical
philosophy, the relationship between humans and tools was primarily considered instrumental.
However, in contemporary digital environments, technology becomes not only a means but also a
space in which human existence unfolds.

In this regard, Martin Heidegger’s ideas are particularly significant. He argued that
technology is not merely a neutral instrument but a mode of revealing reality, shaping the way
humans perceive and understand the world [9; 10]. In the digital age, this thesis takes on new
meaning as digital environments increasingly mediate human experience, communication, and
knowledge production.

Digital culture, therefore, can be understood as a form of mediated existence in which

[- 65 -]



human identity, communication, and social relations are constructed within digital frameworks.
Social networks, online platforms, and artificial intelligence systems influence not only behaviour
but also thinking patterns and value orientations. This transformation can also be interpreted
through the concept of the “infosphere” proposed by Luciano Floridi, who argues that digital
technologies fundamentally reshape the conditions of human existence and interaction [5; 6].
Digital culture can also be understood through the prism of visuality and communication
practices that shape contemporary social reality. In particular, G. Bai, Z. G. Zhou, and Z. M. Hong
argue that visual culture plays a central role in the formation of consumer society, in which meaning
is increasingly constructed through images and symbolic representations [1]. At the same time,
digital communication transforms interpersonal relations by hybridising direct and mediated forms
of interaction, as demonstrated in studies of contemporary communication practices [3].
Table 1
Key Philosophical Approaches to Technology and Digital Culture

Thinker /

Contribution to Digital Culture

Author Main Idea Understanding

Martin Technology as a mode of Shows that technology shapes human

Heidegger revealing reality perception of being

Luciano Concept of infosphere Exp.lalns digital reality as a new ontological

Floridi environment

Yuval Noah Transformation of society under | Demonstrates the impact of technology on

Harari technology values and institutions

Nick Bostrom | Risks of advanced Al Highlights the ethical and existential
threats of technology

Kate Crawford | Power structures of Al systems Shows the socio-political and economic
embeddedness of Al

Source: Authors’ own elaboration

In the context of digitalisation, this tendency intensifies, as digital environments are
fundamentally based on visual interfaces, multimedia content, and algorithmically structured
information flows. As a result, perception itself is mediated by digital forms, significantly affecting
how individuals interpret reality.

At the same time, communication in digital environments acquires new characteristics. As
noted by Sarah Broadbent, personal communication is transformed through digital technologies,
combining direct interpersonal interaction with mediated forms of exchange [3]. This hybridity
creates new social dynamics in which traditional boundaries between public and private
communication are redefined.

Thus, digital culture emerges as a complex system that integrates visuality, communication
practices, and technological mediation, shaping new forms of social interaction and cultural
production.

At the same time, the expansion of digital technologies raises important ethical questions.
The issues of data privacy, algorithmic bias, and information manipulation challenge traditional
concepts of autonomy and freedom. As Nick Bostrom notes, the development of artificial
intelligence requires careful ethical consideration to prevent potential risks to humanity [2]. Digital
humanism emerges as an attempt to reintroduce human-centred values into technological
development. It emphasises that technological progress should be guided by ethical principles,
ensuring respect for human dignity, freedom, and responsibility. Digital humanism does not reject
technology but seeks to integrate it into a broader cultural and moral framework.

An important aspect of digital humanism is the preservation of critical thinking. In the
digital environment, individuals are constantly exposed to large volumes of information, which
increases the risk of misinformation and manipulation. Therefore, the ability to critically evaluate
information becomes a key component of digital culture.

At the same time, the concept of humanism itself requires deeper clarification in the context
of digital transformation. As noted by D. L. Kobeleva, humanism appears to be both historically
traceable and conceptually open-ended: “On the one hand, the concept of ‘humanism’ is quite
comprehensible, as we can trace its entire history... On the other hand, humanistic values... still
lack a clear definition and precise boundaries of their application” [12].
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This dual nature of humanism makes it particularly relevant in the digital age. On the one
hand, humanism provides a stable value framework centred on human dignity, freedom, and
responsibility. On the other hand, its openness allows it to adapt to new technological realities,
including the challenges posed by artificial intelligence and digital environments.

In this sense, digital humanism can be understood not as a rejection of classical humanism,
but as its transformation and continuation under new socio-technological conditions. It expands
the scope of humanistic thought, incorporating questions of digital ethics, algorithmic
responsibility, and the preservation of human agency in increasingly automated systems.

The transformation of humanism in the context of technological development is also
reflected in contemporary philosophical discourse. In particular, Yuliia Trach analyses
transhumanism as a worldview concept that reconsiders the nature of human beings in the context
of technological enhancement [18].

According to the researcher, transhumanism raises fundamental questions about the limits
of human nature, the role of technology in human evolution, and the possible transformation of
human identity. These ideas are directly related to the concept of digital humanism, as they
highlight both the potential and the risks of integrating technology into human existence. The
origins of this discourse can be traced back to Julian Huxley, who introduced the concept of
transhumanism as a project of human self-transcendence [11].

Thus, the dialogue between humanism and transhumanism becomes an important
dimension of understanding digital culture, allowing us to critically assess the direction of
technological development and its impact on human values.

The future of humanism in a technological civilisation is also actively discussed in
contemporary Ukrainian philosophical discourse. In particular, D. L. Kobeleva examines the place
of the human being within a technogenic civilisation, emphasising the transformation of humanistic
values under the influence of technological development [12; 13]. The researcher highlights that
rapid technological advancement not only expands human capabilities but also creates new
challenges for preserving human identity and dignity.

These reflections are directly related to the concept of digital humanism, which seeks to
maintain a balance between technological progress and human-centred values. Thus, the future of
humanism acquires not only theoretical but also practical significance in the context of digital
culture formation.

The problem of the transformation of humanism is further developed within contemporary
philosophical and anthropological studies. In particular, Olha Kyvliuk considers transhumanism
and posthumanism as significant directions of modern philosophical and anthropological theory,
reflecting the rethinking of human nature in the context of technological progress [15].

The researcher emphasises that these approaches challenge the traditional understanding
of the human being as a stable and autonomous entity. Instead, they propose a vision of the human
as an open, evolving system deeply integrated with technological environments. This shift raises
important questions about the boundaries between the human and the artificial, as well as about
the preservation of human identity.

In this context, digital humanism can be interpreted as a response to these challenges. It
does not deny the transformative potential of technology but seeks to preserve the fundamental
values of humanism, such as dignity, freedom, and responsibility, within the changing technological
landscape.

Table 2
Dimensions of Digital Humanism in Contemporary Culture
Dimension Characteristics Educational Implications
. Transformation of human existence in Understanding human-being-in-
Ontological dici ) - .
igital environments digital-reality
. Responsibility in technological Development of digital ethics and
Ethical . X s 1.
interaction critical thinking
Cultural Hybridization of visual and Media literacy and cultural
communicative practices awareness
Existential Redefinition of human identity Formation of reflective self-
awareness
Social Network-based interaction models Skills of communication in digital
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| | | society |
Source: Authors’ own elaboration

The transformation of digital culture inevitably raises the question of practical mechanisms
through which humanistic values can be preserved and developed in a technologically saturated
environment. One of the key domains where this challenge becomes most evident is education,
which serves as a mediator between technological progress and humanistic development.

Here, the role of education becomes central. Educational institutions are responsible not
only for teaching digital skills but also for forming a reflective and responsible attitude toward
technology. This includes developing media literacy, ethical awareness, and the ability to navigate
complex digital environments.

Here, the role of education becomes central. Educational institutions are responsible not
only for teaching digital skills but also for forming a reflective and responsible attitude toward
technology. This includes developing media literacy, ethical awareness, and the ability to navigate
complex digital environments.

The ideas of Yuval Noah Harari are also relevant in this context, as he highlights the growing
importance of education in adapting to technological changes and maintaining human agency in
the digital age [7; 8]. According to him, the future of society depends on individuals’ ability to
remain critical, flexible, and lifelong learners.

Furthermore, digital culture is closely related to the concept of identity. In digital
environments, individuals construct multiple identities, which may differ from their offline selves.
This creates new opportunities for self-expression but also raises questions about authenticity and
responsibility.

Ukrainian philosophical thought also provides important insights into culture and human
existence. Serhii Krymskyi emphasises the spiritual dimension of culture, which remains essential
even in the context of technological development [14]. Similarly, Vakhtang Kebuladze highlights
the importance of personal experience and existential reflection in shaping human identity [16].

Thus, the formation of digital culture cannot be reduced to technological adaptation. It is a
complex process that involves integrating knowledge, values, and ethical principles. Digital
humanism serves as a guiding framework that ensures the preservation of human-centred values
in the digital age.

The transformation of digital culture in the era of digital humanism also involves a
rethinking of social responsibility. Not only individuals but also institutions, including educational
systems, governments, and technology companies, must take responsibility for the ethical
implications of digital development.

In this sense, digital culture becomes a space of co-creation, where human agency and
technological innovation interact. The challenge lies in ensuring that this interaction remains
balanced and oriented toward the common good.

Digital Culture Formation Model

Digital culture in the era of digital humanism can be represented as an interconnected
multi-level system in which technological, cultural, and humanistic dimensions interact
dynamically.

At the input level, technological development (artificial intelligence, digital platforms, data
infrastructure) is a primary driver of transformation. This layer shapes new conditions of
communication, perception, and knowledge production.

The mediating level is represented by cultural and communicative practices, including
visual culture, digital communication, and media environments. Here, meaning is constructed and
reinterpreted through symbolic and interactive processes, as emphasised in studies of visual and
digital communication culture.

The core level is humanistic reflection, where philosophical and ethical interpretation of
technology occurs. It includes critical thinking, value orientation, and existential self-awareness.
This level determines whether technological development leads to human-centred or dehumanising
outcomes.

Finally, the output level is digital humanism as a socio-cultural paradigm, integrating
technology with human values, responsibility, and ethical governance.

Thus, digital culture emerges as a dynamic system in which technology, culture, and
humanism continuously co-construct one another.
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Figure 1. Conceptual model of digital culture formation in the context of digital humanism
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Humanistic Reflection (Ethics, Philosophy, Values)
Critical Thinking & Value Orientation

¥

Digital Humanism
Integration of Technology & Human Values

Source: Authors’ own elaboration

Conclusions. The study of digital culture in the context of digital humanism reveals that
contemporary technological development is not merely a technical or economic process, but a
profound transformation of human existence, value systems, and cultural meanings. Digital
technologies increasingly mediate human perception of reality, reshaping social relations and
modes of communication.

Philosophical analysis demonstrates that technology cannot be reduced to a neutral
instrument, as it actively participates in shaping reality and human self-understanding, as
emphasised in classical and contemporary philosophical thought. In this regard, digital culture
emerges as a complex space where technological, social, and existential dimensions are inseparably
interconnected.

At the same time, modern Ukrainian and international philosophical discourse highlights
the tension between humanistic values and technological acceleration. Preserving human dignity,
responsibility, and existential depth becomes a key challenge amid rapid digital transformation.

Thus, digital humanism should be understood as an attempt to rethink the role of the human
being in a technologically saturated world, where the task of philosophy is to critically interpret
technological change and to preserve the centrality of human values within it.
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Anomauyis.

Aumya/lbuicmb memu docaidxceHHn. IIpaxmuuna OdisnbHicms A00UHU NOCMAE K CNOCIO
axkmugHoi mpaucdiopmauu c8imy, wo nepedbavae cucmemamuyiHe 8MpPYUaHHa 8 bymms npupoau ma ii
gHympiwHIo opeanizayiro. ¥ CYHacHOMY HAYKOBOMY auc;cypa Ui npoyecu 0cMuUCAOI0OMBCS Kpl3b npusmy
KOHUenmy aumponoyeny, skuil @ikcye He360pomHuUll Xapaxkmep AaHMPONO2EHHUX 3MIH O08KIAAA.
BodHouac ~mexHoa0214HI  OJoCSi2HeHHSt ma  po3WUPEHHS  Modcausocmell  A00CbK0o20  8nausy
CYNpoBoOHCYMBbCA 3A20CMPEHHAM eKOAOTUHUX PU3UKIB, BUCHAMNCEHHAM NPUPOOHUX pecypcie 1
3POCMAHHAM HegU3HadeHocmi w000 nodaabliux Ymose IcHYyeaHHa arwoduHu. Ile 3aceiduye, wo HAA6HI
cmpameaii ek0.1021uHOoi 810N0810aAbHOCMT 3AAUWANOMBCA NEPEeBANCHO 0eKAAPAMUBHUMU 1 He NIOKPINAeHT
YinicCHUMU C8IMO2A0HUMU OPIEHMUPAMU, 30aMHUMU 3abe3nevumu nepeocMuUcAeHHS 83AEMOBLOHOILEHHS
A00uHU T npupodu.

Hocmanoexa npo6./1emu y CyuacHux nidxodax 00 0CMUCAEHHSA 63a€M06iaH0weHHﬂ /uoauHu i
Medxcax mexHozeHHol pauyionaavHocmi. IIpome HedocmamHbo po3pobAeHUM 3AAUWAEMBCS NUMAHHSA
PopMyBaHHA anbMepHAMUBHUX €8IMOo2A0HUX MoOdenaeil, Y SAKUX npupoda nocmae He sIK 00 €km
BUKOPUCMAHHA, A AK OHMO/102T4HA 0CHO8A N100CHK020 bymms. Y yboMy KOHMexcmi npuHyun aHmeiamy
nompebye xoHyenmyanidayii He six memagopuutuil 06pas 36’a3Ky A00UHU 13 3emaero, 3 NPupodoo, a K
yinicHa ceimo2as0Ha HACMAHO8a, 30aMHA CAY2Ysamu MmeopemuyHO0 OCHOB010 01 NepeocMUCAeHHS
2yMmaHicmuuHux 3acad 83aeMoB8IOHOWEeHH A00uHU 1 npupodu.

AHanaiz ocmaHHix 00caiddcendb i nyoaikayiit. AHani3 83aemM0810HOWEHHA A0OUHU T NPuUpoou
8 YM08ax aHmMponoyeHy nocidae o0He 3 UeHMPAAbHUX MICUb Y CYHACHOMY HAYKOBOMY Jduckypci. Konyenm
aHmponouyeHy, 3anpon0H06aHuu II. prmuenom ma E. I[IImopmepom, iHmepnpemyemscs He aAulle K
NO3HAYEHHA HOBOT 2€010214HOL enoxXu, ane il Ak KOHYENMyaabHa pamka 048 Kpumu1Ho2o nepeocMUCAeHHA
micya modunu y ceimi. Y npausax T.Inzonda, A.Hecca, H.Poxcmpema, A. Ilepccon ma THWUX
axkueHmyemscsi Ha HeobxiOHocmi nepezasdy ycmanenux moodenell 83aemodii A0OuHU 1 NPUPOOHO20
cepedosuwya ma nepexody 00 Oiabw THMezpamueHux nidxodis, WO 8pPAX08YHMb B83AEMO3ANEHCHICIND
eK0/102THUHUX, COUIANbHUX 1 KYAbMYPHUX NPOYeEcis.

Boououac y ginocodii ocsimu, 3oxkpema y docaidxcenmsx C. Cmepainea, a makoxc y KOHUenuisx
eK0.a021uHO  opieHmosaHoi oceimu, po3pobaeHux JI. Oppom, Hazoa0wyemsvcsi HaA HeobxioHocmi
mpaHc@dopmauii 0ceimHix npaxkmux sk nepedymosu GopmyeaHHs HOBUX c8imozas0Hux opienmauiil. LJi
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