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The article provides a socio-philosophical analysis of the transformation of the university as
an open scientific and educational space in the context of liquid modernity and digitalization. It
is substantiated that contemporary changes represent not merely a crisis of the classical Hum-
boldtian model, but its historical transformation into forms of networked and multidisciplinary
knowledge organization. The author proves that the digitalization of education takes on the
features of an epistemological and cultural-communicative revolution, which fundamentally al-
ters the culture of cognition, the roles of teachers and students, and the very ontology of the
university space. Particular attention is paid to the transformation of the human lifeworld (Le-
benswelt): the study analyzes how digitalization reshapes the structures of experience, com-
munication, and meaning-making, creating a hybrid educational reality. The ambivalent nature
of these changes is revealed: from new opportunities for democratization and inclusion (based
on the experience of leading world universities) to the risks of "techno-systemic colonization,"
the deepening digital divide, and the instrumentalization of knowledge through efficiency met-
rics. The concept of academic freedom is reimagined as a dynamic balance between autonomy
and responsibility. The article concludes with the necessity of forming new educational strate-
gies capable of ensuring the existential integrity of the individual in a situation of ontological
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Introduction

Uncertainty is becoming a fundamental principle of
contemporary social existence. Ontological instability influ-
ences social processes, the human lifeworld, and the di-
verse practices of human life. Educational strategies and
tactics always reflect current social processes and human
needs. Digitalization stands as one of the most powerful
transformations of our time, encompassing all spheres of
social life. In response to the sociocultural and technologi-
cal changes of the information society, the university — an
institution designed not only to impart knowledge but also
to foster critical thinking and social responsibility — finds it-
self at the epicenter of these changes. Our study proposes
to discuss the following question: Do trends in the infor-
mation world pave the way for expanding equal opportuni-
ties in education, or do they reproduce and reinforce social
and cultural inequalities?

The purpose of this article is to philosophically exam-
ine the role of the university in the information age as a
space for revolutionary change and to identify the contra-
dictions between the aspiration for equal access to
knowledge and the actual social and technological con-
straints.

Research methods
This study develops a methodological framework, that
involves the use of several complementary methods. The
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methodological strategy of the study combines a socio-
philosophical approach with contemporary concepts from
the philosophy of education, the philosophy of culture, and
the information society. A socio-philosophical analysis al-
lows us to understand the university as a social institution
in the context of global transformations in the information
society. Thanks to this approach, the university is viewed
not only as an educational institution but also as a cultural
space for the formation of new models of social interaction
and access to knowledge.

The phenomenological method allows us to analyze
the impact of the contemporary system of university
knowledge on the human lifeworld. This approach is driven
by the complexity of the phenomenon of the modern uni-
versity itself, which operates at the intersection of educa-
tional, technological, social, and cultural transformations.
Within the framework of phenomenology, the university is
viewed as a specific space for the formation of experience,
meanings, and senses that influence the structure of eve-
ryday life and personal identity. Phenomenology allows us
to focus on the analysis of the human lifeworld (Lebens-
welt) as a sphere of immediate experience in which the in-
dividual perceives social reality, interacts with others, and
forms their own value orientations. In this context, the uni-
versity emerges as an agent of influence on the lifeworld,
structuring intellectual practices, communicative interac-
tions, and the cultural horizons of the individual.
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The theoretical foundation of this academic article is
based on concepts of the information society, particularly
Manuel Castells’ ideas regarding the networked structure
of the modern world and Peter Drucker's concept of the
knowledge society. In the context of university transfor-
mation, Jirgen Habermas’s ideas on communicative ra-
tionality and the public sphere are also important, as they
allow us to view the university as a space for open dia-
logue, knowledge production, and social integration.

Results and Discussion

The concept of the classical university in the national
context, as formulated by W. von Humboldt, was based on
the autonomy of science and the intrinsic connection be-
tween research and teaching. This model of the university
shaped not only the German but also the global system of
higher education, setting standards that remain a subject
of debate to this day. At the heart of Humboldt's concept
lies the idea of the unity of teaching and research: the uni-
versity was not only a place for the transmission of existing
knowledge but also a space for its creation. The key prin-
ciple was academic freedom — freedom of teaching
(Lehrfreiheit) and freedom of learning (Lernfreiheit). Ac-
cording to Humboldt, the university must be autonomous
from political power and the utilitarian interests of the state.
Although the university was meant to serve the nation, its
service did not consist in immediate practical benefit, but
in the formation of the nation’s cultural elite. The third fun-
damental principle is the idea of Bildung, that is, the self-
formation of the individual through engagement with sci-
ence and culture. The university was viewed as an institu-
tion for the spiritual formation of the nation and aimed at
the free unfolding of the people’s spirit through science, ra-
ther than political ideology. It became part of the state pro-
ject of a modern nation and demonstrated the tension be-
tween the universal and the local, between cultural identity
and the cosmopolitan nature of science. It is precisely this
tension that is the source of its dynamism.

A key trend in the information society is the emergence
of new approaches to acquiring knowledge and rethinking
its role in modern life. The “knowledge society,” as Ameri-
can researcher Peter Drucker termed it, emphasizes the
paradigm of lifelong learning. A 2005 UNESCO report titled
Towards Knowledge Societies distinguished between the
concepts of “information society” and “knowledge society”
and emphasized the contrast between technological
breakthroughs and their sociocultural, political, and ethical
implications. It states:

The idea of the information society is based on technological

breakthroughs. The concept of knowledge societies encom-

passes much broader social, ethical, and political dimensions.

There is a multitude of such dimensions, which rules out the

idea of any single, ready-made model, for such a model would

not take sufficient account of cultural and linguistic diversity —
vital if individuals are to feel at home in a changing world. Var-
ious forms of knowledge and culture always enter into the
building of any society, including those strongly influenced by
scientific progress and modern technology. It would be inad-
missible to envisage the information and communication rev-
olution leading —through a narrow, fatalistic technological de-
terminism — to a single possible form of society (UNESCO,
2005: 17).

Digitalization not only changes the technical means of
communication and information processing, but also radi-
cally transforms the ways in which reality, subjectivity, and
sociality are constituted. In the digital environment, onto-
logical instability intensifies due to the blurring of bounda-

CX14 Tom 8 (1) 2026

M. Kolinko, A. Kravchenko (M. KoniHbko, A. KpaB4yeHko)

ries between the real and the virtual, presence and ab-
sence, the corporeal and the symbolic. This gives rise to
new forms of social interaction, identity, and knowledge
that do not fit into classical modernist models of rationality
and education.

In the digital age, the important ideas of the classical
university do not disappear, but they require rethinking. For
example, Ronald Barnett emphasizes that the university of
the future must be “ecological,” that is, capable of respond-
ing to the complexity and uncertainty of the world without
losing its humanistic core. He reflects that

the expansion of higher education has opened new spaces

and possibilities. The university is interconnected with a num-

ber of ecosystems: knowledge, social institutions, people, the
economy, learning, culture, and the natural environment.

These seven ecosystems of the university are all fragile, and

in order to advance and develop them, universities need to

engage with each one (Barnett, 2018: 3).

Education is responding to digital transformation by
changing the institutional mechanisms of knowledge trans-
fer. It is seeking new algorithms to become a space where
individuals can adapt to a changing ontological situation.
Technological challenges of a normative nature are emerg-
ing in education. Education has traditionally been a space
for fostering autonomy, critical thinking, and the capacity
for reflection. However, digital systems often impose hid-
den normative prescriptions through interface design, per-
formance metrics, and ranking mechanisms. What can be
measured begins to be considered significant; what is dif-
ficult to quantify (deep understanding, ethical reflection,
empathy) is marginalized. In this sense, a transformation
of educational values is taking place: from a focus on
meaning-making to a focus on productivity and metrics.
Digital educational practices shape new cognitive styles,
alter the temporality of learning, the logic of authority, and
the ways knowledge is legitimized. It is important to em-
phasize that these processes are not entirely negative.
They are accompanied by increased access to education,
flexibility in learning formats, and new opportunities for col-
laboration. The problem lies not in the fact of technological
mediation itself, but in its imperceptible normative hegem-
ony, where systemic rationality supplants communicative
rationality. Such an educational format carries the risks of
a fragmented experience, superficial knowledge acquisi-
tion, and the loss of a holistic lifeworld.

The concept of the lifeworld (Lebenswelt), introduced
into academic discourse by Edmund Husserl’'s phenome-
nological tradition, refers to the pre-scientific, pre-predica-
tive realm of everyday experience in which a person di-
rectly experiences the world as a self-evident horizon of
meanings. In subsequent socio-philosophical develop-
ments, particularly in the works of Jirgen Habermas, the
lifeworld emerges as a symbolically structured space of
communicative interaction, reproduced through language,
culture, and socialization. We also noted earlier that “The
lifeworld becomes an environment where the structure of
meanings, worldviews, values, and practices in which we
live and construct social reality is formed” (Kolinko, 2025:
10). The digitalization of education is transforming pre-
cisely this horizon at the level of experience and intersub-
jective interactions.

Traditional educational interaction was rooted in the
physically localized space of the classroom, which ensured
physical presence, synchronous communication, and a
shared experience of the learning process. Digital technol-
ogies blur the boundaries between “here” and “there,”
“now” and “later,” creating a hybrid space where online and
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offline interactions intertwine. As a result, the lifeworld ac-
quires a networked structure: it is no longer confined to a
specific place but functions as a dynamic node in digital
communication flows. This leads to a shift in the experi-
ence of presence from physical to mediatized, where inter-
action is mediated by interfaces and algorithms. Digitaliza-
tion opens up new possibilities for expanding the lifeworld.
It promotes inclusion by overcoming geographical and so-
cial barriers; creates conditions for intercultural dialogue;
and fosters new practices of co-creation. The lifeworld be-
comes more open, polyphonic and dynamic. The educa-
tional subject acquires new forms of agency: they can not
only consume knowledge but also actively produce it in the
global digital environment.

The structure of knowledge itself, as a component of
our lived world, is also changing. Whereas in the classical
model of education, knowledge was transmitted within a
hierarchical “teacher — student” system, the digital environ-
ment fosters horizontal, distributed access to information.
Authority is transforming: algorithmic search and recom-
mendation mechanisms are increasingly becoming the
source of knowledge’s legitimacy. This causes a shift from
an institutionally anchored epistemic model to a networked
one, in which the individual constructs their own learning
trajectory. At the same time, there is a risk of fragmentation
of experience, where knowledge appears not as a coher-
ent semantic context but as a collection of informational
fragments.

Digitalization, in fact, is leading to an epistemological
revolution. It involves a shift from knowledge as a stable
canon to knowledge as an open, dynamic process. Tradi-
tional epistemology, with its stable rules, methods, and
forms, no longer meets the demands of society, as empha-
sized by Singaporean researcher Kwan Hong Tan in his
thesis The Epistemological Revolution: Foundations of
Fluctuational Epistemology in the Age of Ontological Insta-
bility (Tan, 2025). He presents

Fluctuational Epistemology as a comprehensive alternative

that embraces instability as the creative condition making

knowledge possible. Through rigorous philosophical analysis,
novel conceptual development, and systematic exploration of
practical implications, this work establishes the foundations for
an entirely new epistemological field that can operate within
conditions of fundamental instability. The thesis demonstrates
that what traditional epistemology treats as obstacles — uncer-
tainty, temporality, relationality — are actually the creative con-
ditions that make knowledge possible in the first place (Tan,
2025: 1).

The ever-changing world creates uncertainty within the
realm of knowledge, no matter how much we might wish to
rely on unchanging, established formulas and concepts.

The Knowledge Paradox shows that these are not merely

practical difficulties that might be overcome through more

careful analysis but logical necessities that follow from the
temporal and relational nature of conceptual meaning. Con-
cepts acquire their meaning through ongoing processes of us-
age that necessarily involve temporal development and rela-
tional comparison (Tan, 2025: 23).

The issue highlighted by Kwan Hong Tan leads to a
broader discourse on the conceptualization of truth: does
it reflect objective reality, is it the coherence of partial
knowledge with the whole, or is it formed as a consensus
within the scientific community? The postmodern world
gives rise to multiple understandings of truth. In this sense,
the role of educational institutions is not to burden pupils
and students with a vast amount of knowledge, but to pro-
vide them with the competencies to search for and process

information, the ability to navigate a pluralistic world of sci-
entific and pseudoscientific propositions, manipulative slo-
gans, and the construction of reality.

Search algorithms, recommendation systems, and au-
tomated content generation tools shape an individual's
“epistemic horizons.” What becomes accessible, relevant,
or authoritative is increasingly determined not by commu-
nicative consensus within a community, but by the logic of
algorithmic selection. There is a shift from the dialogical
construction of knowledge to its personalized filtering. This
creates the risk of fragmentation of the semantic field and
the formation of “information bubbles,” within which the life-
world narrows down to individualized data streams. This
epistemological dimension characterizes the phenomenon
of technosystemic colonization, which we will address
later.

The aspect of Humboldt's concept that emphasizes the
research component of universities is gaining conceptual
relevance. Ukrainian researcher S. Kurbatov confirms in
his monograph The Phenomenon of the University in the
Context of Temporal and Spatial Challenges:

The embodiment of the global innovation paradigm in the

higher education system is the research university, which is

positioned not as a place for the transmission of existing

knowledge, as is typical of the traditional university, but as a

place for the production of new knowledge (Kurbatov, 2014:

84).

Today, digital technologies are changing not only the
forms of communication but also the very structure of
knowledge. M. Castells’s idea of modern society as a net-
worked structure interprets information in ontological
terms, viewing it as a key resource for power and develop-
ment (Castells, 2010). In this context, the university ceases
to be a closed space for the accumulation of knowledge
and transforms into a node of global information networks.

L. Floridi emphasizes that we live in an “infosphere”
where the boundaries between online and offline are blur-
ring, and individuals are becoming part of the information
environment (Floridi, 2014). In the digital age, the univer-
sity functions not only as an educational institution but as
a platform for the production, exchange, and critical inter-
pretation of knowledge, as well as a venue for demonstrat-
ing equal opportunities.

The philosophy of equality in the university environ-
ment is based on the idea that education should be acces-
sible to everyone, regardless of their physical abilities, so-
cial background, or cultural identity. That is why universi-
ties have accessibility services that help students with dis-
abilities receive course materials in a convenient format,
have extra time on exams, or use special technologies.
This policy reflects the principle of fairness: equality does
not mean treating everyone the same, but rather creating
conditions in which every person has a real opportunity to
realize their potential. In this context, the university be-
comes a model of a society where diversity is not an ob-
stacle but a source of development.

We have examined, through specific examples, how
the principle of equality manifests itself in universities in
terms of teaching practices, access, and governance. One
of the key arguments in favor of digitalization is the pro-
spect of equal access to education. Online courses, open
educational resources, and digital libraries break down
spatial and social barriers. At many universities, student
work is graded anonymously to avoid bias based on gen-
der, nationality, or social status. For example, University
College London uses anonymous grading for most written
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exams and term papers, so the grade depends solely on
the quality of the work.

A significant shift in the landscape of modern university
campuses is the commitment to providing equal living con-
ditions and creating a safe environment for all students, as
well as establishing gender equality in both academic set-
tings and daily life. European and American universities
are implementing gender-neutral dormitories, restrooms,
and policies. Harvard University serves as an example, pri-
oritizing gender-inclusive housing. Harvard students can
choose a room regardless of their gender identity. Stu-
dents can live in the same room in any gender combina-
tion: men, women, transgender students, non-binary peo-
ple, and other gender identities. The guiding principle is the
students’ preference, not their gender. Of course, no one
is required to live in this arrangement; students choose this
option voluntarily. All roommates must agree to this living
arrangement. If a student does not choose this option, they
will be placed in traditional (single-sex) housing.

At the University of Toronto, the principle of equity is
also implemented through policies promoting inclusion and
support for students with diverse needs (Equity, Diversity
and Inclusion Report, 2023). The university has estab-
lished specialized accessibility services that help students
with physical, mental, or learning disabilities fully partici-
pate in their studies. In the context of digitalization, the uni-
versity offers options such as extended time on exams; ac-
cess to course materials in specialized formats (audio, dig-
ital texts); assistive technologies for people with disabili-
ties; and individual counseling to help overcome academic
barriers. The university operates an Institutional Equity Of-
fice (The Institutional Equity Office, 2026), which coordi-
nates policies on equality, diversity, and inclusion. The uni-
versity’s website outlines the Office’s functions, which in-
clude combating discrimination, supporting students and
staff who have faced bias, developing other equity policies
at the university, and collaborating with various university
departments and organizations. The Office oversees the
following units: the Anti-Racism & Cultural Diversity Office;
the Sexual & Gender Diversity Office; and the Accessibility
Office. This truly exemplifies institutional equity, where the
principle of fairness is embedded at the university’s admin-
istrative level.

Increasingly, distance learning institutions that uphold
the principles of equality and fairness are emerging in the
educational landscape. One example is the University of
Phoenix, which offers educational innovations in the dis-
tance learning market. The University of Phoenix has been
continuously accredited by the Higher Learning Commis-
sion (HLC) since 1978. It “became one of the first online
universities designed for working adults. We offer a power-
ful combination of career guidance, personal support, and
flexible learning opportunities — all with options to help
save time and money on your degree” (University of Phoe-
nix, 2026). The total number of students in the previous
academic year was approximately 111,248, including
89,828 undergraduates and 21,420 graduate students.
This demonstrates the demand for innovative forms of ed-
ucation.

In practice, however, digital education often gives rise
to new forms of inequality. The commercialization of edu-
cation allows universities to develop research and teaching
projects, but it limits access to the university environment
for many segments of the population in poor countries,
thereby increasing social and cultural inequality. The op-
portunity to study at educational institutions with limited
funding provides access to knowledge and professional
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competencies, but the level of technological support at
such institutions is lower, and academic prospects are hin-
dered.

The digital divide manifests itself not only in the lack of
technical resources, but also in varying levels of digital lit-
eracy, cultural capital, and the ability to engage in self-di-
rected learning. Long before the digital age, Pierre Bour-
dieu emphasized that educational institutions tend to re-
produce social inequality, masking it under the guise of
neutral assessment procedures. His work Homo Academi-
cus (Bourdieu, 1990) was of great humanistic and schol-
arly significance for examining the problems of contempo-
rary intellectual culture and university education. In the dig-
ital university, this logic of market and power influences
does not disappear, but merely takes on new forms.

Jiurgen Habermas warned that rationality reduced to
technical efficiency can supplant communicative rational-
ity, which is the foundation of a democratic society: “Ra-
tionality limited to technical efficiency tends to colonize the
lifeworld (Habermas, 1987: 196). The digitization of edu-
cation is transforming intersubjectivity. Communication in-
creasingly takes place through digital platforms, which al-
ters the structure of mutual understanding. An analysis of
these processes through the lens of communication theory
shows that systemic mechanisms (technological protocols,
algorithmic modeling of behavior) are increasingly inter-
vening in the lifeworld, modifying the ways in which con-
sensus is reached. The educational process is becoming
dependent on infrastructures that are not neutral: they dic-
tate formats of participation, the pace of interaction, and
even permissible forms of expression. Thus, the lifeworld
is undergoing a certain form of technosystemic coloniza-
tion (which we mentioned at the beginning of the article),
as the logic of efficiency and optimization influences the
semantic and value structures of education. The university,
as a space for critical discourse, must resist the reduction
of education to a set of digital services and metrics.

We use the concept of technosystemic colonization to
refine and update Habermas’s thesis on the colonization of
the lifeworld by the system in the context of digital moder-
nity. Jirgen Habermas distinguishes between the lifeworld
as a sphere of meaning-making, reproduced through com-
municative rationality, and the system as a space of instru-
mental rationality, mediated by money and power. In the
digital age, a third algorithm is added — the technological
one — which no longer merely serves communication but
structurally defines it. It is in this sense that we can speak
of technosystemic colonization of the educational lifeworld.

We will illustrate another problem using the example of
the University of Copenhagen. Denmark has demonstrated
practical reforms in the field of university sociology by clos-
ing the sociology department at the capital’s university.
The reason for this seemingly repressive measure was the
politicization of the social sciences. It was the parliament
that condemned the “political activism” of researchers
studying social processes. The state’s official position is
that science must be separated from ideology. In Copen-
hagen, funding and student enroliment have been cut, and
strict criteria for academic rigor and oversight mechanisms
have been introduced in an effort to separate academic
science from political activism. The closure of the sociology
department at the University of Copenhagen was per-
ceived by society not as a ban on the discipline, but as the
result of political and budgetary rebalancing. The reforms
include the decentralization of universities, limiting the po-
liticization of academic approaches, countering imported
ideologies, and aligning education with the real needs of
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the labor market rather than pursuing a “degree for the
sake of a degree.” Decentralization aims to expand the
reach of academic contacts from educational centers to
provincial cities, strengthen ties with suburban communi-
ties, and break down the “capital bubble.” We consider
such academic mobility to be a productive cultural strategy
for equal opportunity policies, expanding the audience for
academic discourse, and popularizing knowledge.

The pushback against external ideological narratives
stems from a reaction to globalization or, more precisely,
the Westernization of the national sphere. Globalization is
an uneven process. It fails to take into account the national
interests of countries with weak political agency. Recent
years have shown the difficulty Western democracies face
in protecting their ideological priorities in the face of ag-
gressive totalitarian states that do not recognize estab-
lished rules and impose the “rule of force.” Globalization
demands a qualitatively different level of awareness and
control over social processes. One cannot build the future
with the political tools of the past. In this context, Den-
mark’s desire to protect its academic tradition from “woke”
culture and Americanization, on the one hand, and from
the influence of the post-communist world, on the other,
becomes understandable. This trend aligns with the con-
cept of glocalization, which is characterized by the coexist-
ence of opposing trends — globalization and the preserva-
tion and reinforcement of sociocultural differences and lo-
cal identities. Glocalization implies the simultaneous pres-
ence of trends toward universalization and particulariza-
tion; the pursuit of community cohesion coexists with the
pursuit of heterogeneity and decentralization. The search
for new perspectives on national education policies leads
to the conclusion that the local cannot exist without the
global. Educational strategies must be considered from the
perspective of sociocultural and political institutions that
protect national interests while seeking to align them with
the interests of international structures and intercultural
networks. It is precisely this concept of local interests that
serves as an essential link in building productive models of
educational glocalization.

Revolutionary changes in the university’s intellectual
landscape are often portrayed in the public consciousness
as rapid, irreversible, and unambiguously productive. How-
ever, our analytical study urges caution regarding such an
optimistic narrative. One might recall B. Ridings’ observa-
tion that the modern university risks losing its own identity
by becoming a functional tool of the market and manage-
ment. Digital platforms open up new opportunities for
learning and research, but at the same time create mech-
anisms for the control, standardization, and commerciali-
zation of education. Algorithmic assessment systems, paid
educational services, and dependence on global corpora-
tions call into question the traditional understanding of ac-
ademic freedom.

Conclusion

Current changes in the digital transformation of univer-
sities are often interpreted as a crisis of the Humboldtian
model. However, in our view, this is more a matter of its
historical transformation. We see signs of an epistemolog-
ical and cultural-communicative revolution in the educa-
tional processes of the information society. The principle of
the unity of research and teaching is not disappearing but
is taking on new forms through interdisciplinarity, project-
based learning, and student participation in research labor-
atories. Academic freedom is also transforming: it no

longer means complete isolation from the state or the mar-
ket but involves a complex system of balances between
autonomy and responsibility. Thus, the cultural and com-
municative revolution in digital education entails the adop-
tion of new technologies, a profound shift in the culture of
knowledge, modes of communication, the roles of teachers
and students, and the very model of the university.

We have analyzed how digital learning, academic com-
munication, and the university’s scientific and cultural en-
vironment are shaping new models of everyday human ex-
perience. A transformation of the lifeworld is taking place
amid the digitalization of education. This transformation in-
volves not merely a technological upgrade of teaching
tools, but a profound shift in the structures of experience,
communication, and meaning-making. The educational
lifeworld is becoming networked, mediatized, and hybrid;
its boundaries are expanding, but at the same time, the risk
of losing integrity and autonomy is growing. A philosophical
analysis of this process requires combining phenomeno-
logical attention to the structure of experience with critical
reflection on the role of technological systems in shaping
contemporary educational reality.

The dominant discourse on university digitalization is
often rooted in technological optimism, which holds that
digital platforms automatically ensure the democratization
of education and equal opportunities. Equality is achieved
through anonymous grading of student work. Gender-neu-
tral policies are transforming university life and the campus
environment, fostering respect for diverse gender identi-
ties. An inclusive infrastructure and cultural environment
are being created. The experience of Harvard University,
University College London, the University of Toronto, and
the University of Phoenix demonstrates that modern edu-
cation must combine academic freedom with ethical princi-
ples of respect, equality, and human dignity. It is through
such practices that universities foster a culture of tolerance
and responsibility that extends far beyond the classroom.

Digitalization is not a neutral process: it shapes a hew
ontology of the university space, where knowledge can be
evaluated not only by criteria of truth or critical significance,
but also by metrics of traffic, rankings, and commercial ap-
peal. This approach, however, has its drawbacks, as it re-
duces complex social and cultural processes to the instru-
mental logic of efficiency. The desire to steer young people
toward more practical and professionally limited fields is a
pragmatic step, but it comes with risks to the general hu-
manities-oriented nature of education.

Thus, higher education in the context of an information
society, which creates ontological instability — requires phil-
osophical reflection from the perspective of the ambiva-
lence between effectiveness and innovation, as well as the
anthropological and ontological challenges it poses. This
concerns the need to rethink educational strategies as
practices for developing a person’s ability to navigate mul-
tiple, unstable realities while maintaining critical thinking,
existential responsibility, and the meaningful integrity of
one’s own existence.
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Y cTaTTi 34ifcHeHo coujanbHo-(inocodcbknii aHania TpaHcdopmaulil yHiBepcUTeTy SK BiAKPUTOrO HayKOBO-OCBIT-
HbOr0 NPOCTOPY B YMOBAX MIIMHHOI CcyyYacHocTi Ta umdposisauii. O6rpyHTOBaHO, WO Cy4acHi 3MiHWU € He MPOCTO KPM30Ho
Knacu4Hoi rymbonbATiBCbKOT MoAeni, a il icTopnYHMM NepeTBOPEHHSIM Y (DOPMU MEPEXKEBOI Ta MiXXAUCUMNIiHAPHOI opra-
Hi3aLii 3HaHHsA. [JoBeaeHo, Lo undpoBisalis ocBiTM HabyBae puc enicTeMONOoriYHOT Ta KyNbTYpHO-KOMYHIKaTUBHOI peBo-
nouii, Aka JOKOPIHHO 3MIHIOE KymnbTypy Mi3HaHHS, Poni BMKNagadiB i CTYAEHTIB Ta camMy OHTOSOri0 YHIBEPCUTETCLKOro
npoctopy. Ocobnusy yBary npugineHo TpaHcdopmadii xuttecsiTy (lifeworld) niognHn: npoaHanidoBaHo, Ak Lmdposisauis
nepedopmaToBye CTPYKTYpU O0CBIAY, KOMYHiKaLii Ta CMUCNOTBOPEHHS, CTBOPHOKOYM FiOpUAHY OCBITHIO peanbHiCTb. Bu-
AABNEHO amBiBanNeHTHUN XxapakTep LMX 3MiH: Bif HOBMX MOXIMBOCTEN ANA AeMoKpaTM3auii Ta iHkM3ii (Ha npuknaai goc-
BiJly NPOBIOHMX CBITOBUX YHIBEPCUTETIB) A0 PU3MKIB « TEXHOCUCTEMHOI KOMOHI3aLii», MOCUNEHHS LmcgpoBOro po3pmey Ta
iHCTpyMeHTani3auii 3HaHHs Yepe3 MeTpuKM edpeKTUBHOCTI. [lepeocMmcneHo KOHUENT akageMivyHoi cBoboau Sk AuHaMiy-
Horo 6anaHcy Mixx aBTOHOMi€to Ta BignoBiganbHicTo. 3pobrneHo BUCHOBOK NPo HeobXiaHICTE (hOpMyBaHHSI HOBMX OCBITHIX
cTparteriin, 3gaTHMX 3abe3neynTn ek3NCTEHUIHY LinicHicTb 0cobucTocTi B cuTyaLlii oHTonoriYHoi HectabinbHocTi iHdop-
MaLiiHOro CcycninbCcTBa.
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