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Abstract: This study aims to reconstruct the humanistic education paradigm within contemporary educational 
philosophy by examining its philosophical foundations, conceptual limitations, and relevance to emerging educational 
challenges, particularly digital transformation and artificial intelligence. This study employed a qualitative philosophical 
approach through critical philosophical inquiry and conceptual literature analysis. Relevant scholarly literature on 
humanistic education, progressive philosophy, critical pedagogy, and human-centered digital learning was critically 
examined and synthesized. The findings reveal that contemporary education faces significant challenges associated with 
instrumental learning orientations, educational dehumanization, excessive performance measurement, and 
technological dependency. These conditions highlight the need to reposition human development as the fundamental 
purpose of education. Accordingly, this study proposes the Integrative-Transformative Humanistic Education Paradigm 
(ITHEP), comprising four interconnected dimensions: humanization, emancipation, reflectivity, and humanistic 
digitalization. The proposed paradigm integrates individual development, critical consciousness, ethical responsibility, 
social engagement, and human-centered technological innovation. Its principal contribution lies in extending 
conventional humanistic education beyond individual self-actualization toward a more comprehensive philosophical 
framework that connects personal autonomy with collective responsibility and digital ethics. This reconstruction 
provides theoretical implications for contemporary educational philosophy and practical directions for curriculum 
development, pedagogical innovation, and educational policymaking. Further empirical research is recommended to 
examine its applicability across diverse educational contexts. 
 
Keywords: Humanistic Education, Educational Philosophy, Humanization, Emancipation, Digital Transformation, 
Integrative-Transformative Paradigm. 
 
Abstrak: Penelitian ini bertujuan merekonstruksi paradigma pendidikan humanistik dalam perspektif filsafat 
pendidikan kontemporer dengan mengkaji landasan filosofis, keterbatasan konseptual, dan relevansinya dalam 
menghadapi tantangan pendidikan modern, khususnya transformasi digital dan kecerdasan buatan. Penelitian ini 
menggunakan pendekatan kualitatif filosofis melalui kajian filosofis-kritis dan analisis literatur konseptual. Literatur 
akademik yang relevan mengenai pendidikan humanistik, progresivisme, pedagogi kritis, dan pembelajaran digital 
yang berpusat pada manusia dianalisis dan disintesiskan secara kritis. Hasil kajian menunjukkan bahwa pendidikan 
kontemporer menghadapi berbagai persoalan, seperti dominasi orientasi instrumental, dehumanisasi pendidikan, 
pengukuran capaian akademik yang berlebihan, dan ketergantungan terhadap teknologi. Kondisi tersebut 
menunjukkan perlunya menempatkan kembali pengembangan manusia sebagai tujuan fundamental pendidikan. 
Oleh karena itu, penelitian ini menawarkan Paradigma Pendidikan Humanistik Integratif-Transformatif (ITHEP) yang 
terdiri atas empat dimensi utama, yaitu humanisasi, emansipasi, reflektivitas, dan digitalisasi humanistik. Paradigma 
ini mengintegrasikan pengembangan individu, kesadaran kritis, tanggung jawab etis, keterlibatan sosial, dan inovasi 
teknologi yang berorientasi pada manusia. Kontribusi utama penelitian terletak pada perluasan paradigma 
pendidikan humanistik dari aktualisasi diri individual menuju kerangka filosofis yang menghubungkan otonomi 
personal, tanggung jawab kolektif, dan etika digital. Rekonstruksi ini memberikan implikasi teoretis bagi 
pengembangan filsafat pendidikan kontemporer serta arah praktis bagi pengembangan kurikulum, inovasi 
pedagogis, dan kebijakan pendidikan. 
 

Kata Kunci: Pendidikan Humanistik, Filsafat Pendidikan, Humanisasi, Emansipasi, Transformasi Digital, Paradigma 
Integratif-Transformatif. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Education is fundamentally a humanizing process aimed at developing individuals 
intellectually, morally, emotionally, socially, and ethically. It should not be limited to knowledge 
transmission or the acquisition of professional competencies but should foster human autonomy, 
critical consciousness, creativity, and social responsibility. Dewey (1916) conceptualized education 
as the continuous reconstruction of experience, emphasizing its role in developing individuals 
capable of participating in democratic life. Similarly, Freire (2000) argued that education should 
function as a practice of freedom through which individuals develop critical awareness and 
transform their social realities. From a humanistic perspective, education must recognize learners 
as active subjects with unique experiences, aspirations, and developmental potential (Maslow, 
1970; Rogers, 1969). Therefore, the fundamental purpose of education is not merely to produce 
academically competent individuals but to cultivate autonomous, reflective, ethical, and socially 
responsible human beings. 

However, contemporary educational practices increasingly demonstrate tensions between 
humanistic educational ideals and instrumental approaches emphasizing academic achievement, 
standardization, efficiency, and economic productivity. Educational success is frequently measured 
through quantitative indicators, learning outcomes, and competency assessments, potentially 
neglecting the moral, emotional, and social dimensions of human development. Biesta (2010) 
criticized the dominance of measurement-oriented education, arguing that educational quality 
cannot be reduced to measurable performance indicators. Furthermore, Biesta (2015) emphasized 
that education involves uncertainty, human interaction, and the formation of individual subjectivity. 
Nussbaum (2010) similarly warned that excessive emphasis on economic growth and technical 
competencies threatens the development of critical thinking, empathy, imagination, and 
democratic citizenship. These developments indicate that contemporary education faces not only 
pedagogical challenges but also a fundamental philosophical crisis concerning the meaning, 
purpose, and human orientation of education. 

The complexity of this crisis has intensified with digital transformation and the rapid 
development of artificial intelligence (AI). Digital technologies provide opportunities for 
personalized learning, broader access to knowledge, and innovative educational experiences. 
Nevertheless, excessive technological dependence may generate concerns regarding learner 
autonomy, privacy, algorithmic bias, and the diminishing role of human interaction in educational 
processes. Selwyn (2019) emphasized that educational technologies are not neutral instruments 
because their implementation is influenced by political, economic, and social interests. Miao and 
Holmes (2023) highlighted the importance of human-centered approaches to AI in education, 
particularly concerning ethics, inclusivity, privacy, and human agency. UNESCO (2021) further 
emphasized the need to reconstruct education around human rights, social justice, solidarity, and 
collective responsibility. Accordingly, technological innovation should not become the ultimate 
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objective of education but should remain an instrument for strengthening human capabilities, 
dignity, and well-being. 

Humanistic educational philosophy offers an important foundation for addressing these 
challenges. Maslow (1970) emphasized self-actualization as a fundamental dimension of human 
development, while Rogers (1969) highlighted meaningful learning, personal freedom, and learner-
centered educational experiences. These perspectives establish the learner as an active subject 
rather than a passive recipient of information. However, contemporary humanistic education 
should extend beyond individual development and personal fulfillment by incorporating critical 
consciousness, social engagement, and democratic responsibility. Freire (2000) emphasized the 
emancipatory function of education, while hooks (1994) conceptualized teaching as an engaged 
and liberating practice that recognizes learners' experiences and voices. Dewey (1938) also argued 
that meaningful educational experiences must promote continuous intellectual and social 
development. These perspectives suggest that humanistic education requires an integration of 
individual autonomy, critical reflection, social participation, and collective transformation. 

Furthermore, contemporary educational philosophy requires a broader understanding of 
educational purposes beyond academic qualification. Biesta (2015) identified three fundamental 
educational dimensions: qualification, socialization, and subjectification. These dimensions 
demonstrate that education must develop knowledge and competencies while introducing learners 
to social values and enabling them to become autonomous and responsible subjects. Nussbaum 
(2010) similarly emphasized the importance of critical reasoning, empathy, and democratic 
imagination in developing responsible citizens. In this context, humanistic education should 
integrate intellectual development with moral awareness, social sensitivity, and democratic 
participation. Such an orientation is particularly important in contemporary society, where 
individuals are increasingly required to navigate complex social relationships, technological 
transformations, and ethical dilemmas. 

Despite the established contributions of humanistic educational philosophy, several 
conceptual limitations remain. Humanistic education is frequently associated with individual 
freedom, intrinsic motivation, self-development, and learner-centered pedagogy, while its 
relationship with structural inequalities, social transformation, and technological ethics requires 
further theoretical integration. Msonde (2023) highlights the theoretical contributions and 
limitations of learner-centered pedagogical traditions. Meanwhile, Selwyn (2019) demonstrates the 
importance of critically examining the social and political implications of educational technologies. 
Biesta (2010, 2015) further challenges educational approaches that prioritize measurable outcomes 
over the broader purposes of human development. Although UNESCO (2021, 2023) advocates 
human-centered educational transformation, a philosophical synthesis connecting humanization, 
emancipation, critical reflection, social responsibility, and digital transformation remains necessary. 
This conceptual gap provides the basis for reconstructing humanistic education as a more 
comprehensive philosophical paradigm. 

To address this gap, this study proposes an Integrative-Transformative Humanistic Education 
Paradigm, which conceptualizes education as an integrated process of individual development, 
critical emancipation, social responsibility, and ethical technological engagement. The proposed 
paradigm consists of four interconnected dimensions: (1) Humanization, emphasizing human 
dignity, individual potential, and personal development; (2) Emancipation, strengthening critical 
consciousness, intellectual freedom, and social transformation; (3) Reflectivity, developing the 
capacity for critical reasoning, self-evaluation, and responsible decision-making; and (4) Humanistic 
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Digitalization, ensuring that technological innovation and artificial intelligence remain oriented 
toward human values, ethical principles, and social justice. This conceptual reconstruction 
synthesizes the humanistic perspectives of Maslow (1970) and Rogers (1969), the progressive 
philosophy of Dewey (1916), the critical pedagogy of Freire (2000), the engaged pedagogy of hooks 
(1994), and Biesta's (2015) educational purposes. Its central contribution is to reposition humanistic 
education as a philosophical framework capable of integrating personal autonomy, social 
emancipation, reflective consciousness, and responsible technological development. 

Accordingly, this study aims to critically examine the philosophical foundations of humanistic 
education, identify its conceptual limitations in responding to contemporary educational 
challenges, and reconstruct a more integrative and transformative humanistic paradigm. 
Specifically, it addresses three research questions: (1) How has the philosophical foundation of 
humanistic education developed within contemporary educational thought? (2) What are the 
limitations of humanistic education in addressing dehumanization, social change, and digital 
transformation? (3) How can humanistic education be reconstructed into an integrative and 
transformative paradigm relevant to contemporary educational needs? Through critical 
philosophical inquiry and literature synthesis, this study seeks to contribute to contemporary 
educational philosophy by establishing a human-centered educational orientation that promotes 
autonomy, critical consciousness, ethical responsibility, democratic participation, and human 
dignity. 
 

METHODS 

This study employed a qualitative philosophical research approach using critical 
philosophical inquiry and conceptual literature analysis to reconstruct the humanistic education 
paradigm within contemporary educational philosophy. The approach was selected to critically 
examine the philosophical foundations, theoretical developments, and conceptual limitations of 
humanistic education in responding to contemporary challenges, particularly digital 
transformation, artificial intelligence, and educational dehumanization. Data were collected 
through a systematic review of relevant academic literature, including scholarly books, peer-
reviewed journal articles, and publications addressing humanistic education, progressive 
education, critical pedagogy, educational philosophy, and human-centered digital learning. The 
literature was selected based on its theoretical relevance, academic credibility, and contribution 
to the research objectives. As explained by Snyder (2019), literature reviews provide a 
methodological foundation for synthesizing existing knowledge, identifying conceptual gaps, and 
developing new theoretical perspectives. Data analysis was conducted through three stages: (1) 
philosophical identification, examining the fundamental concepts and assumptions underlying 
humanistic educational thought; (2) critical-comparative analysis, comparing the perspectives of 
major educational philosophers to identify theoretical similarities, differences, and limitations; 
and (3) conceptual synthesis and reconstruction, integrating the findings into an Integrative-
Transformative Humanistic Education Paradigm consisting of four dimensions: humanization, 
emancipation, reflectivity, and humanistic digitalization. This analytical process enabled the study 
to formulate a conceptual framework that connects individual development, critical 
consciousness, social responsibility, and ethical technological engagement in contemporary 
education. 
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RESULT AND DISCUSSION 

The findings of this study are presented through a critical philosophical synthesis of 
humanistic educational thought and its relevance to contemporary educational challenges. The 
analysis identifies four interconnected dimensions: the crisis of humanistic values in 
contemporary education, the philosophical foundations of humanistic education, the challenges 
of digital transformation, and the reconstruction of an Integrative-Transformative Humanistic 
Education Paradigm. These dimensions demonstrate that humanistic education requires a 
conceptual reorientation that integrates individual development, critical consciousness, social 
responsibility, and ethical technological engagement. 

1. The Crisis of Humanistic Values in Contemporary Education 
The philosophical analysis reveals that contemporary education faces a fundamental 

tension between the development of human potential and the increasing dominance of 
instrumental educational objectives. Education is frequently oriented toward academic 
achievement, measurable competencies, productivity, and labor-market demands, while the 
development of moral awareness, empathy, creativity, and critical consciousness receives 
comparatively less attention. This condition reflects what Biesta (2010) describes as the 
dominance of measurement-oriented education, in which educational quality is increasingly 
associated with measurable outcomes rather than the broader purposes of human development. 
Similarly, Nussbaum (2010) argues that excessive emphasis on economic productivity can 
undermine the development of democratic capacities, critical reasoning, and human sensitivity. 
From this perspective, educational success should not be determined exclusively by academic 
performance but also by the capacity to develop responsible, autonomous, and socially conscious 
individuals. 

This problem also reflects a broader process of educational dehumanization, in which 
learners are positioned as objects of institutional expectations rather than subjects of intellectual 
and personal development. Freire (2000) criticizes the banking model of education because it 
reduces learners to passive recipients of knowledge and restricts their capacity to question and 
transform reality. In contrast, Rogers (1969) emphasizes meaningful learning that recognizes 
learners' experiences, interests, and personal autonomy. Biesta (2020) further argues that 
students should be understood as subjects of their own lives rather than objects of educational 
interventions.  

The most fundamental weakness of contemporary education lies in its tendency to prioritize 
what learners can produce over who they become as human beings. Educational institutions may 
successfully produce academically competent graduates, yet this achievement does not 
automatically guarantee ethical maturity, empathy, intellectual independence, or social 
responsibility. Therefore, educational reform should move beyond improving learning outcomes 
toward reconsidering the philosophical meaning of education itself. Human beings must remain 
the central purpose of education, not merely instruments for economic development or 
institutional performance. 

2. Reconstructing the Philosophical Foundations of Humanistic Education 
The philosophical reconstruction of humanistic education requires an integration of several 

intellectual traditions that emphasize human potential, freedom, experience, and social 
transformation. Maslow (1970) positions self-actualization as an essential dimension of human 
development, while Rogers (1969) emphasizes personal freedom, meaningful experience, and 
learner-centered education. These perspectives establish that education should provide 
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opportunities for individuals to recognize, develop, and actualize their potential. Nevertheless, 
individual development alone is insufficient to address the complexity of contemporary society. 
Humanistic education must also incorporate the social and political dimensions of human 
existence. 

Dewey (1916) provides an important foundation by conceptualizing education as a process 
of democratic experience and continuous intellectual development. Through experiential 
learning, individuals develop the capacity to participate in social life and engage with collective 
problems. Meanwhile, Freire (2000) expands the humanistic perspective through critical 
consciousness and emancipation, arguing that education should enable individuals to recognize 
structures of domination and participate in social transformation. Similarly, hooks (1994) 
introduces engaged pedagogy, emphasizing dialogue, participation, personal experience, and the 
recognition of learners' voices. These perspectives demonstrate that humanistic education is not 
merely concerned with individual freedom but also with the development of critical and socially 
responsible individuals. 

An important theoretical contribution can also be identified in Biesta's (2015, 2020) 
distinction between qualification, socialization, and subjectification. Qualification concerns 
knowledge and competencies, socialization involves participation in cultural and social traditions, 
while subjectification emphasizes the development of individuals as autonomous subjects. These 
three educational purposes should be understood as interconnected rather than mutually 
exclusive. Recent discussions by Juvonen et al. (2024) and Coelho et al. (2025) further 
demonstrate the importance of understanding the relationship among these educational 
purposes and their implications for educational practice.  

Wiley Online Library+1 
The author's critical reflection: I argue that the reconstruction of humanistic education must 

overcome the limitations of approaches that separate individual development from social 
responsibility. Education should not only help individuals discover their potential but also enable 
them to understand social inequalities, respect differences, and contribute to democratic life. In 
this sense, humanistic education needs to move from individual-centered development toward a 
broader conception of human development that integrates personal autonomy, social 
consciousness, and collective responsibility. This integration constitutes an important 
philosophical foundation for developing a more transformative humanistic paradigm. 

3. Humanistic Education in the Context of Digital Transformation 
Digital transformation and artificial intelligence have fundamentally changed the 

relationship between humans, knowledge, and educational processes. Digital technologies 
provide opportunities for personalized learning, collaborative knowledge construction, and 
broader access to educational resources. However, technological advancement also creates 
challenges concerning learner autonomy, privacy, algorithmic bias, academic integrity, and the 
quality of human interaction. Selwyn (2019) emphasizes that educational technology should be 
critically examined because its implementation is influenced by broader social, political, and 
economic interests. Therefore, technological innovation cannot automatically be interpreted as 
educational progress. 

The humanistic implications of artificial intelligence become particularly important when 
technological systems begin to influence how learners access information, construct knowledge, 
and make decisions. Miao and Holmes (2023), through UNESCO's guidance on generative AI, 
emphasize the importance of human-centered AI governance, privacy protection, inclusivity, and 
ethical responsibility in educational environments.  
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UNESCO (2021) similarly argues for a new social contract for education based on human 
rights, social justice, solidarity, and collective responsibility. These perspectives indicate that 
digital education requires more than technological competence; it requires critical digital 
awareness, ethical judgment, and the capacity to use technology responsibly. From a humanistic 
perspective, the central question is not whether artificial intelligence can replace certain 
educational functions, but whether its use strengthens or weakens human capacities. Technology 
should support teachers in facilitating meaningful learning rather than eliminate the importance 
of pedagogical relationships. Likewise, AI-generated information should encourage critical 
evaluation rather than create intellectual dependence. Nussbaum (2010) emphasizes the 
importance of critical reasoning and empathy, while Freire (2000) highlights dialogue and critical 
consciousness as essential dimensions of emancipatory education. Consequently, digital literacy 
must be integrated with ethical awareness, intellectual autonomy, and social responsibility. 

The author's critical reflection: I contend that one of the greatest risks of digital education 
is the emergence of technologically sophisticated but philosophically impoverished learning 
environments. Students may become highly proficient in using digital tools while remaining 
insufficiently equipped to evaluate information, understand ethical consequences, and exercise 
independent judgment. Therefore, the integration of AI into education must be accompanied by 
a humanistic orientation that positions technology as an instrument of human development 
rather than an authority that determines the direction of learning. The future of education should 
not be measured by how technologically advanced its systems become, but by how effectively 
those systems preserve and strengthen human dignity, autonomy, and responsibility. 

4. Reconstruction of the Integrative-Transformative Humanistic Education Paradigm 
Based on the philosophical synthesis, this study proposes an Integrative-Transformative 

Humanistic Education Paradigm as a conceptual framework for responding to the limitations of 
conventional humanistic education and the challenges of contemporary society. The paradigm 
integrates four fundamental dimensions: humanization, emancipation, reflectivity, and 
humanistic digitalization. These dimensions are interconnected and should not be implemented 
as isolated educational objectives. Rather, they constitute a comprehensive philosophical 
orientation that positions human development as the central purpose of education. 

First, Humanization refers to the recognition of human dignity, individual uniqueness, 
personal experience, and the potential of every learner. This dimension draws upon Maslow 
(1970) and Rogers (1969), who emphasize self-actualization and meaningful learning as essential 
elements of personal development. Humanization requires educational environments that 
respect individual differences, provide psychological support, and recognize learners as active 
subjects. However, humanization should not be reduced to creating comfortable learning 
environments; it must also promote intellectual independence, ethical maturity, and respect for 
others. 

Second, Emancipation emphasizes freedom of thought, critical consciousness, dialogue, 
and the capacity to challenge unjust social conditions. This dimension is primarily grounded in 
Freire's (2000) critical pedagogy and Dewey's (1916) democratic philosophy of education. 
Through emancipatory learning, students are encouraged to question assumptions, evaluate 
social realities, and participate in transforming their communities. Education, therefore, should 
not merely reproduce existing knowledge and social structures but provide opportunities for 
democratic participation and social transformation. 
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Third, Reflectivity concerns the development of critical thinking, self-awareness, ethical 
reasoning, and responsible decision-making. This dimension recognizes that knowledge 
acquisition alone does not guarantee meaningful human development. Learners must be able to 
evaluate their experiences, examine their assumptions, and consider the consequences of their 
actions. Dewey (1933) identifies reflective thinking as an important process through which 
individuals examine evidence and construct meaningful judgments. Similarly, Mezirow (1997) 
emphasizes critical reflection as a fundamental mechanism of transformative learning. Within this 
paradigm, reflection becomes the bridge connecting intellectual development with moral 
responsibility and social awareness. 

Fourth, Humanistic Digitalization refers to the integration of digital technologies and 
artificial intelligence within an educational framework that prioritizes human dignity, ethical 
responsibility, inclusivity, and intellectual autonomy. This dimension builds upon Selwyn's (2019) 
critical perspective on educational technology and Miao and Holmes's (2023) human-centered 
approach to AI in education. It emphasizes that technological innovation should strengthen 
human capabilities rather than replace human judgment, creativity, and meaningful pedagogical 
relationships. Consequently, digital competence must be accompanied by ethical awareness, 
critical information evaluation, and responsible technological participation. 

The four dimensions establish a comprehensive relationship between individual 
development, social emancipation, reflective consciousness, and technological transformation. 
Their integration provides a philosophical alternative to educational approaches that prioritize 
either individual achievement or technological efficiency without sufficiently considering broader 
human purposes. The most fundamental weakness of contemporary education lies in its tendency 
to prioritize what learners can produce over who they become as human beings. Educational 
institutions may successfully produce academically competent graduates, yet this achievement 
does not automatically guarantee ethical maturity, empathy, intellectual independence, or social 
responsibility. Therefore, educational reform should move beyond improving learning outcomes 
toward reconsidering the philosophical meaning of education itself. Human beings must remain 
the central purpose of education, not merely instruments for economic development or 
institutional performance. 
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5. Theoretical and Practical Implications of the Reconstruction 
The proposed paradigm generates theoretical implications for the development of 

contemporary educational philosophy. First, it expands the meaning of humanistic education 
beyond individual-centered learning by integrating personal development with social 
emancipation and democratic responsibility. Second, it establishes critical reflection as a 
connecting dimension between intellectual autonomy and ethical action. Third, it introduces 
humanistic digitalization as an essential philosophical orientation for addressing the relationship 
between technological advancement and human dignity. These contributions extend the 
discussions of Dewey (1916), Freire (2000), Biesta (2015), and Selwyn (2019) by bringing their 
perspectives into a unified conceptual framework. 

From a practical perspective, this reconstruction has implications for curriculum 
development, pedagogical approaches, teacher professional development, and educational 
technology policies. Curricula should integrate intellectual, moral, social, and digital competencies 
rather than prioritize academic achievement alone. Teachers should function not merely as 
knowledge transmitters but as facilitators of dialogue, critical reflection, and meaningful learning 
experiences. Furthermore, educational institutions should establish ethical guidelines for AI 
utilization that protect learner autonomy, privacy, inclusivity, and academic integrity (Miao & 
Holmes, 2023; UNESCO, 2023). The proposed paradigm also encourages educational policymakers 
to evaluate educational success through broader indicators of human development, including 
empathy, ethical judgment, critical consciousness, and democratic engagement. 
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Nevertheless, this reconstruction should not be interpreted as a universally applicable 
pedagogical formula. Its implementation requires contextual adaptation, institutional 
commitment, teacher preparedness, and critical evaluation of existing educational structures. 
The four dimensions may also generate tensions, particularly between individual freedom and 
collective responsibility, technological efficiency and human interaction, and institutional 
standards and learner autonomy. As Thompson (2024) argues in critically examining Biesta's 
educational theory, the relationship between educational purposes and human freedom requires 
continued philosophical scrutiny.  

I maintain that the future of education depends not simply on the ability of educational 
institutions to adapt to technological and economic changes, but on their capacity to preserve 
the fundamental meaning of education as a humanizing practice. The reconstruction proposed in 
this study seeks to restore the relationship between knowledge, freedom, morality, and social 
responsibility. Education must prepare individuals not only to survive technological 
transformation but also to question, direct, and ethically govern that transformation. This is the 
philosophical foundation upon which a more humane, democratic, and transformative 
educational system should be developed. 

 

CONCLUSION 

This study concludes that the reconstruction of humanistic education is essential for 
addressing the philosophical challenges of contemporary education, particularly the dominance 
of instrumental learning orientations, educational dehumanization, and the rapid transformation 
of digital technologies. The findings emphasize that education should not merely prioritize 
academic achievement, technical competencies, and technological adaptation but must also 
promote human dignity, individual autonomy, critical consciousness, ethical responsibility, and 
social engagement. Through a critical synthesis of humanistic, progressive, and critical 
educational philosophies, this study proposes the Integrative-Transformative Humanistic 
Education Paradigm (ITHEP), consisting of four interconnected dimensions: humanization, 
emancipation, reflectivity, and humanistic digitalization. These dimensions establish a 
comprehensive educational orientation that integrates individual development, social 
transformation, critical reflection, and ethical technological engagement. The principal 
contribution of this study lies in extending humanistic education beyond individual-centered 
development toward an integrative and transformative philosophical framework that responds 
to contemporary social and technological challenges. Accordingly, education must position 
technology as an instrument of human development rather than an ultimate educational 
objective. This conceptual paradigm provides a philosophical foundation for curriculum 
development, pedagogical innovation, teacher preparation, and educational policymaking. 
Nevertheless, further empirical research is required to examine its applicability across different 
educational contexts and institutional settings. Ultimately, the future of education should not be 
determined solely by technological advancement or measurable academic performance, but by 
its capacity to develop autonomous, critical, ethical, empathetic, and socially responsible human 
beings 
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