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Abstract. As the world grapples with the challenge of integrating Artificial Intelligence (AI) into 
existing systems or processes, there is a resultant tension associated with the inherent nuances 
between determining where the role of the human-stops and that of the machine-begins. As new 
4IR driven technologies are integrated into main-stream society, dialogue on the important topics 
of inclusive e-Governance and Digital Humanism from a global south perspective must be 
encouraged. This paper acknowledges the limitations of technologies developed from a western 
viewpoint that prioritises individualism over community which is an inherent trait of the 
indigenous worldviews. In the universal viewpoint of Digital Humanism, indigenous perspectives 
must be included. Digital humanism transposes the social concept of humanism into the digital 
realm. Digital humanism seeks to ensure that human values such as dignity, freedom, ethics, 
democracy, social justice and self-determination are not overlooked as technological capabilities 
become more sophisticated. Historically, developing countries have been identified as late 
adopters of technological advancements. This paper seeks to unpack the concept of Digital 
Humanism, explore its relevance to e-Governance and investigate its alignment to existing (global 
south) e-inclusion discourse.  
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1. Introduction
The global discussion around technology development and constraints cannot overlook the persistent threat of 
digital segregation of the global south. Foley et al. (2022) posit that the separation between ‘the haves’ and ‘have 
nots’ has transcended the socio-economic lines and now finds form in the online or digital world. This online 
isolation of population groups based on their socio-economic standing has potential to distort the potential 
benefits of using technology for the benefit of society. Kwet (2019) accuses Big Tech corporations of controlling 
the digital ecosystem by monopolising computer-mediated experiences, giving them direct power over political, 
economic and cultural domains of life. Kwet considers the United States responsible for reinventing colonialism in 
the Global South through the domination of digital technology. Bon et al. (2022) expresses the concern addressed 
in this paper of the omission of people from the global south from the debates about the future of the digital society, 
despite the large impact of digital technology on the lives and future of all people on the planet. With the 
introduction of digital humanism in the discourse of the future global south digital landscape, creates an 
opportunity including these ‘overlooked’ voices from the global south.  Evolving from ideologies of authors like 
McLuhan (1964) who spoke of ‘technological humanism’, digital humanism is viewed as the cognitive shift of 
transposing the ‘online world’ into our perceived reality. According to McLuhan technology as a ‘medium’ affects 
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how we perceive and understand the world around us. Lollini (2011) raised concerns about the resultant side 
effects of an impoverished human culture and experience of the world as the quality of human experiences is 
neglected in favour of quantitative, neutral, impersonal, and commercial criteria.  

2. Indigenous worldviews in the digital landscape 
Johnson (2022) suggests that our perception of the world is biased by our experiences. It can therefore be deduced 
that the personal experiences of the HCI user experience (UX) designer permeate the final product. The premise of 
the deliberations of this paper are aligned with the proposition made by Gong et al. (2018) claiming that the user’s 
physical, psychological and behavioural and (familiar) experience characteristics have become an integral part of 
human-computer inter-action design. Increasingly researchers are observing the potentially exclusionary impact 
of technological advancements. Lazem et al. (2021) partially attribute this to the dominance of Western methods, 
practices, standards, and classifications in the way new technology-related knowledge is created and globalised. 
To dilute the discriminatory effect of computerised systems, it is important to acknowledge that as stated by Zabel 
and Otto (2021) biases in human cognition and language find their way into a system and affect user perception. 
Further expansion from the individual to the wholistic view of the human experience Pigeon and Riley (2021) 
introduces the Indigenous Wholistic Framework (see Figure 1) which aims to promote access and inclusivity when 
conducting indigenous research. 

 

Figure 1: Indigenous Wholistic Framework (Pigeon and Riley, 2021) 

According to Cull et. al (2018) indigenous worldviews refer to the comprehensive (physical, emotional, spiritual 
and intellectual) view of an individual that is inter-connected to land and in relationship to others (family, 
communities, nations). This paper considers the practical implications of adopting the indigenous worldview 
perspective to the digital humanism context for application to the public sector digital landscape. 

3. Inclusive e-governance 
While e-Governance refers to the public sector efforts to digitize government services. Digital inclusion (Refat et. 
al, 2023) on the other hand, refers to use of information and communication technologies (ICTs) to achieve 
equitable access to government services for all. Neglecting digital inclusion considerations can have dire 
consequences for e-Governance, Lee and Porumbescu (2019) caution that “while the potential of e-government to 
improve the responsiveness of public service provision is well established, there is growing evidence that it can 
also engender new forms of inequality and social exclusion”. A deeper level of reflection is required on the 
adequacy and relevance of constituent elements in e-governance. The South African government in their National 
e-Strategy Roadmap (2017) acknowledges the role of ICTs as an efficient means to provide information to poor 
and marginalized communities to improve their quality of life. According to Tejedo-Romero et al. (2022, p2), at a 
local government level “e-government is a fundamental tool for participation and communication, since its 
functionality and content are responsible for transmitting the essence of the municipality's management to citizens 
and convincing them to trust in its services”. In considering the future of e-government Malodia et al. (2021) 
describe a multi-dimensional construct with three underlying dimensions, namely empowered citizenship, hyper-
integrated network, and evolutionary system architecture.  The redress for socio-economic inequalities can be 
achieved through the establishment of democratic systems of governance.  

4. Digital democracy 
Digital infrastructures are increasingly mediating the relationship between citizens and public institutions, moving 
the questions of control, authorship, and legitimacy to the core of democratic inquiry. Digital democracy also 
known as e-democracy considers the political implications of the use digital systems within the public sector in the 
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pursuit of and the practice of democracy. According to Akinyetun and Ebonine (2023), Digital democracy refers to 
initiatives to include digital instruments in the democratic process. In the deliberations on inclusive e-governance 
and digital democracy there is a need to consider human-centric approaches, taking into account the ethical and 
socio-political implications of implementing technologies.  It originated in a critical and emancipatory tradition 
that positions human needs, purpose, skill, and creativity as central to the design and governance of technological 
systems (Cooley, 1989). These principles emphasize the importance of individual agency, participatory structures, 
and the capacity for people to act on their own terms within social and technical environments. Digital 
infrastructures intended to support democratic participation must be grounded in the specific social relations, 
knowledge practices, and lived realities of the communities they serve. This view affirmed as relevant for the 
African context by Dlamini et al. (2025) who deem the adoption of e-participation in local governance to be an 
important approach to enhance transparency, accountability, and citizen engagement in decision-making 
processes. 

5. Digital humanism 
While scholar opinions diverge on a definition of Digital Humanism, its foundation on the sociological concept 
‘humanism’ cannot be disputed. In concluding a critical analysis of these opinions, Coeckelbergh (2024) notes that 
digital humanism is “an umbrella term that captures a number of key criticisms of the ways in which digital 
technologies are already changing our society and culture.”  Werthner et. al (2023) propose a definition of Digital 
Humanism as a term associated with the process of describing, analysing, and, predominantly, influencing the 
complex interplay of technology and humankind for a more humane and fair society, respecting universal human 
rights and dignities. The current discourse deals with the subject of digital humanism from a philosophical 
perspective, this paper advocates for a move towards a pragmatic application of its principles. As is often the case 
with the adoption of new technological ideas or breakthroughs developing countries are at risk for becoming late 
adopters. The underlying aspirational goals of digital humanism emphasise the importance of creating a more 
humane and fairer digital world, which respects universal human rights and dignities. In the expanded definition 
of digital humanism consideration must be given to including global views on ‘humanism’. Digital Humanism shifts 
the discourse beyond the dichotomy of machines mimicking human behaviour and humans leveraging on the 
computational and processing capabilities of machines, to considering the social, ethical and legislative impact of 
the adoption of AI. 

To structure debates on digital humanism Prem (2024) discussed five principles of digital humanism. These 
principles start by diagnosing the current situation and gradually progress to making demands on future digital 
technologies. This paper translates these principles into questions to better align digital humanism thinking to 
inclusive e-governance: 

1. What is the current impact of technology on people and their co-evolution? 
2. What is the government mandate for using technology to protect people and environment? 
3. Is there political will for using technology to strengthen democracy and society? 
4. How can government capitalise on the assertion that technologies are malleable? 
5. Does government communication clearly confirm the differences between people and machines? 

 
These principles serve as guidelines for understanding how digital humanism can be incorporated into e-
government planning to establish a more e-inclusive society. 

6. Conclusion 
This paper brings to the fore fundamental viewpoints on the importance of the inclusion of indigenous worldviews 
not only in the formative stages of digital humanism discourse, but also more broadly in shaping the digital future 
of societies in the global south. The evolution of how our online realities, will inevitably start to mimic our ‘real-
world’ realities must find the global south prepared to leverage on consciously using technology to benefit 
communities at local, provincial and national government levels. The public sector in the global south context 
remains the custodian for helping marginalised communities addresses inequalities. With the advent of AI 
technologies, the digital transformation goal of the public sector is the creation of an e-inclusive society. Where the 
values of its citizens relating to online dignity, freedom, ethics, democracy, social justice and self-determination 
continue to be upheld and protected. These values are not different from those enshrined in the formation of socio-
economic and digital democracies. Digital humanism provides a human-centered umbrella for understanding the future 
implications of technological advancements on society. The five key questions raised, or digital humanism principles 
introduced in this paper, provide a pragmatic link between theory and the application of digital humanism thinking to 
the e-governance context. 
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