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

Valentyna Voronkova
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
I PPOBA KYJIBTYPA TA TPAHC®OPMAIIIA I'YMAHI3MY B TEXHOJIOTTYHY
EITIOXY
B.I'. HikiTeHKO
B.O. BoponkoBa
A.T. Kpyna
Anomauisa.

AxmyaavHicmb docaidxceHHs. PopmyBanus nmudpoBoi KyabTypu HaOyBae Aemani OibImoi
aKTyaJIPHOCTI B yMOBaX CTPiMKOi M@ poBoi TpaHcopmalii Ta 3pOCTaHHs BIUIUBY IITYYHOTO iHTEJIEKTY HA
coriaybHI ¥ OCBiTHI mporiecu. BogHouac po3BUTOK UGPOBUX TEXHOJIOTIH MOPYIIY€E MUTAHHS 30€peKeHHA
JIFOJTUHOIIEHTPUYHUX [IHHOCTEH, 1110 3HAXOAUTD BiZI0OpakeHHs B KOHIEMI] ¢ pOBOTO TyMaHi3My.

ITocmanoeka npo6aemu. Ifugposy ryavmypy Hepidko 3800samb 00 MeXHOA0LTUHOL
KomnemeHmuocmi, mooi Ak ii emuuHuil 1 2ymaHicmMuuHuil 8UMIPU 3AAUWANOMbCS HEOOCMAMHbLO
po3pobaeHumu. I]e 3ymoearoe cynepeuHicms Mixc MexHoA02THHUM NPOo2Pecom 1 HeobxXiOHIcmMio 30epexceHHs
Ar0dcvkol 2idHocmi, 810n08i10a bHOCMI Ma KPUMu4H0O20 MUcAeHHs 8 yugposomy cepedosuiul.

AHaaiz ocmaHHix docaidxycemb 1 nyobaikauiit. CyuacHi 00CAi0HCeHHA MEXHOA02THHO20
po3sumky ma iio2o enaugy Ha arocmeo npedcmasneri y npausix FO. H. Xapapi ma H. Bocmpoma, siki
aHani3yroms 2206a1bHI MpaHcPopmayii cycninbemea U pusuxku HOBUMHIX mexHo.ao2ill. Pirocogcvke
OCMUCNAEHHA MeXHIKU TpyHmyemscs Ha 10esx M. Iaiidezeepa, saxuil KoHUenmMyaisye mexHiky sk cnocibo
poskpumms peaavHocmi. B yxpaiHcwkill @inoco@cwbkill Oymui 2ymaHicmuuHuil 8umip Kyabmypu
possurymo y npaysx C. Kpumcwvkozo ma B. Kebyaadse.

ITocmanoeka 3a80aHH — GopMysaHHa YUPPosoi Kyabmypu 68 enoxy uu@dposo2o 2YMaHiamy
ma eusHaveHMHs poai N0OUHOYeHMPUUHUX YIHHOCMel Y YboMYy Npoyect.

Bukxaad ocnoeHoz20 mamepiaay. Iugposy kyabmypy iHmepnpemosaHo He auwue sk
CYKYNHICMb MexXHIUHUX HABUUOK, a 1 K cucmemy UiHHoOcmetl, emuuHuUxX Hopm 1 modeneil nogediHkKu 6
yugposomy npocmopi. Iugposuil cymaniam nocmae KOHYEeNMYarbHo PamKor, wo Hadae npiopumem
A00CLKUM  YITHHOCMAM Y MexHOA02TUHOMY po3sumky. Baaemose’sasok midc yumu nowsammsamu
Ppo3KpuBaemvCca uepe3 poav oceimu Yy @GopMYyeaHHI KPUMUUHO20 MUCAEHHS ma 8i0nogidanbHo20
BUKOPUCMAHHA YUPPOBUX MEXHON0211L.

BucHoeku. BcmanosneHo, wo @gopmysanHs yugdposoi kyavmypu nompebye KOMNAEKCHO20
nioxody, axkuil NOeOHYE MexXHON02TUHY KOMNEMEHIMHICMb 3 eMUYHO0 C8I00MICI0 Ma 2YyMaHicmuiHUMU
yinHocmamu. Ilugposuil 2ymaHiasm € KAWOUOBUM  HYUHHUKOM  3abe3neueHHs cmanoz2o U
N100UHOUEHMPUUHO20 PO3BUMKY UUPP0OB020 cycninbemad.

Kmouoei caoea: uugposa xyavbmypa, uugdposuil 2ymauiam, oceima, uu@posi mexHoaoeii,
emuxa, KpumuuHe MUCAEHHSL.

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
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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 / Main Idea Contribution to Digital Culture
Author Understanding

Martin Technology as a mode of Shows that technology shapes human

Heidegger revealing reality perception of being

Luciano Concept of infosphere Exp}ams 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 diei ) - .
igital environments digital-reality
. Responsibility in technological Development of digital ethics and
Ethical . . " N
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.

[-68-]



OCBITHIV IUCKYPC: 3BIPHUK HAYKOBUX ITPAITb

57(1-2), 2026 ISSN: 2522-9699, 2616-5007

Figure 1. Conceptual model of digital culture formation in the context of digital humanism

Technological Development
Al, Digital Platforms, Data Infrastructures

)
r

Digital & Visual Culture / Communication Practices

Media & Symbolic Environments

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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IT'YMAHICTUYHUM IIOTEHIIIAJI AHTEI3MY B EIIOXY
AHTPOIIOIIEHY
. 1. ®eHpb

Anomauisa.

AxmyaavHicmb memu docaiddceHua. IIpakmuuna disavHicmb A00UHU nocmae K cnocio
axmuseHoi mpaHcgopmauii ceimy, wo nepeddbavae cucmemamuyiHe 8mpyuanHsa 8 bymms npupodu ma ii
8HYMPIWHIO op2aHi3ayiio. Y CYUacHOMY HAYKOGOMY aucrcypci Ui npoyecu 0CcMUCAI0IOMBCS Kpi3b npusmy
KOHUenmy awnmponoyeny, axull @ikcye Hesgopomuull xapaxkmep aHMpono2erHux 3MIH 008KLAAA.
Bodnouac mexHoa02iuHI  QocsiegHeMHMS Ma  PO3WUPEeHHS  Modcausocmell  A100CbKO20 — 8NAUBY
CYNpoBoOHCYMBCA 3A20CMPEHHAM eKOAOTUHUX PUBUKIB, BUCHAMCEHHAM NPUPOOHUX pecypcie 1
3POCMAaHHAM He8Uu3HaueHOoCmi w0do nodarbwux Yymos icHysaHHa aroduHu. Ile 3aceiduye, wo HaseHi
cmpamezii ek01021uHOoi 810N0810aAbHOCMT 3ANUWANOMBCA NEPeBaANCHO 0eKAapamueHUMU 1 He NIOKPInAeH1
YLAICHUMU €8IMO02A0HUMU OPIEHMUPAMU, 30aMHUMU 3abe3neuumu nepeocMuUCAeHHA 83AEMOBIOHOUEHHS
AduHU T npupodu.

ITocmanoeka npodaemu. Y cyuacHux nidxodax 00 0CMUCAEHHA 83AEMOBIOHOWEHH N0OUHU 1
npupodu domMiHye ymuaimapHa pedykuis npupodu 0o pecypcy, wo 3yMosatoe il iHempymenmanizauiro 6
Mexcax mexHozeHHOi payioHaavHocmi. IIpome HedocmamHb0 po3pobAeHUM 3AAUULAEMBCA NUMAHHA
dopmysaHHa arbmepHaAmMueHuUx celmoaasadHux moodeaell, Yy SAKUX Npupoda nocmae He K 00exm
BUKOPUCMAHHSA, A AK OHMO/102T4HA OCHOBA N100CHK020 bymms. Y yboMy KOHMexcmi npuHyun aHmeiamy
nompebye xoHyenmyanizayii He sax memagopuuHuil 06pas 36’13Ky A0OUHU 13 3emaero, 3 NPUPoOoI0, a K
yinicHa c8imo2as0Ha HACMAHO8a, 30aMHA CAY2Y8amu MeopemuyHol0 0CHOB010 0451 NepeocMUCAEHHS
2yMaHicmuuHux 3acad 83aEMOBIOHOUIEHHS AH0O0UHU T npUpoduL.

AHnani3 ocmaHHix docaidiceHb 1 nyodaikayiil. AHani3 83aemMo810HOWEHHA AH0OUHU T NPUPOOU
8 YM0OBAX AHMPONoueHy nocioae 00He 3 UeHMPAAbHUX MICUb Y CYyHaCHOMY Haykosomy duckypcl. Konyenm
aHmponouey, 3anpon0H06aHuﬁ II. prmueHOM ma E. IIImopmepom, THmepnpemyemscs He Aullle K
NO3HAYEHHS HOBOI 2e010214HOL enoxu, aae il AK KOHYEeNMyaabHa pamka 048 Kpumu1Ho2o nepeocMUCAeHHA
micysa modunu y ceimi. Y npauysax T.Inzonda, A.Hecca, H.Poxcmpema, A. Hepccon ma iHwux
akueHmyemsca Ha HeobxioHocmi nepeaasdy ycmanenux moodenetl 83aemodii A0OuHU 1 NPUPOOHO20
cepedosuya ma nepexody 0o OLAbW THMe2paMueHuUX nioxoodis, WO 8pPaAxo8yr0Mb B3AEMO3ANEHCHICD
€K0N102TUHUX, COUTaNbHUX 1 KYAbMYpHUX npouecis.

Boownouac y gfimocogﬁu oceimu, 3oxkpema y docaiddcennsx C. CmepaiHea, a maxkoxc Yy KOHUenyiax
€K0/10214HO opleHmoeaHoz oceimu, pospobaerux J[. Oppom, Hazoaowyemsvcs Ha HeobxioHocmi
mpaHcgopmayii oc8imHIx npakmux sk nepedymosu GopmysaHHs HOBUX c8Imo2asioHux opienmayiil. Ii
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