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Abstract. The article examines the transformation of the human subject in the
context of modern digitalization through the prism of philosophical anthropology,
phenomenology, digital ethics, and social philosophy. The aim is to study the
transformation of the subject in the context of digitalization in the European and
Ukrainian contexts from the standpoint of philosophical anthropology and modern
digital ethics.

Methods. The article uses an interdisciplinary approach that combines
phenomenology (Bernhard Waldenfels), concepts of digital ethics (Luciano Floridi),
theories of platform society (Jan van Dijk), posthumanist concepts of Rosie
Braidotti, and modern studies of digital anthropology.

Conclusions. The changes that occur in subjectivity under the influence of
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algorithmization of social practices, artificial intelligence, platform capitalism, and
digital networks are analyzed. Special attention is paid to the correlation of the
European and Ukrainian contexts of digitalization, in particular the impact of the
20222025 war on the formation of new models of digital subjectivity, digital
memory and digital citizenship. It is shown that the modern subject increasingly
functions as a «network subjecty, included in the structures of digital control,
information overload and algorithmic modeling of behavior. At the same time,
digital technologies create new opportunities for self-organization, cultural memory,
political mobilization and expansion of communicative horizons.

Results. The philosophical and anthropological potential of the new digital
subject and the ethical consequences of the renewal of subjectivity are determined.
It is argued that the Ukrainian experience of digitalization in war conditions
demonstrates a specific form of «existential digitalizationy», in which digital
technologies become not only a means of communication, but also a tool for
survival, preservation of collective memory and cultural identity.

Keywords: digitalization, subject, digital subjectivity, philosophical
anthropology,  digital ethics, artificial intelligence, Ukraine, Europe,

phenomenology, algorithmization.
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Anomauia. Y cmammi Oocniodcyemvci mpancopmayis  arH00CbKO20
cyb’ekma 6 ymoeax cydacHoi yughpogizayii Kpize npusmy ¢hinrocogcoroi
anmpononoeii, penomenonoeii, yugposoi emuxu ma coyianrvroi ginocoghii. Mema
— 00CNi0HCeH s mpaHchopmayii cyd ekma 6 ymosax yugposizayii 6 €6POnetcbKoMy
ma YKpaiHcbKomy KOHmMeKCmax iz no3uyitl (pinocoghcokoi anmpononozii ma cyuacuoi
yugpposoi emuxu.

Memoou. Y cmammi SUKOPUCMAHO MINCOUCYUNTIHAPHULL NIOXIO, AKULL
noeonye ghenomernonoeito (bepneapo Banvoenghenvc), konyenyii yughposoi emuxu
(JIywano @nopioi), meopii naiamgopmennoco cycnitbcmea (An ean Jleiix),
nocmeymanicmuyni konyenyii Po3i bpaitioommi ma cyyacHi 00cniodcenHs yu@dpoeoi
AHMPONONo2Ii.

Bucnoexu. Ilpoananizosani 3minu, sKi 8i00ye8aromscs i3 cy6 €KmMuHicmio nio
BNIUBOM  ANCOPUMMIZAYII  COYIANbHUX — NPAKMUK,  WMYYHO20  IHMENeKmy)),
niamgopmenHoeo  Kanimanizmy ma yugposux mepedxc. QOcobrusa yeaza
NPUOINAEMbCA  CRIBBIOHOUEHHIO EBPONEUCHLK020 MA YKPAIHCbKO20 KOHMEKCMIi8
yugposizayii, 3oxkpema enaugy eitinu 2022-2026 pokie Ha ¢hopmyeanHs HOBUX
mooenel  yugposoi  cyo’ekmusnocmi, yu@dposoi nam’ami ma Yupposeozo
epomaosincmsa. llokazano, wo cywacuuil cyo’ekm O0edani Oinvuie QYHKYIOHYE K
«mepedicegull  cy6’€Kmy, BKIIOYEHUL Y CMPYKmypu yugpoeozo KOHMpOTIo,
IHGhopmayitino20 nepeHacuyeHHs ma anreopummiuHo20 MOOeN08AHHS NOGEOIHKU.
Boonouac  yugposi  mexwnonocii  cmeopwwOmv  HOBI  MOMCIUBOCMI  OJis
camoopeanizayii, KyI1bmypHoi nam’sami, noamuyHoi Mooinizayii ma po3uupenHs
KOMYHIKAMUGHUX 20PU3OHMIE.

Pesynomamu. Busnaueno @inocoghcoko-anmponono2ivnuti  nomenyian
H08020 Yu@pposozo cyb’ekma ma emuyHi HACTIOKU OHOBNEHHs CYO EKMUBHOCMI.
Apeymenmosano, w0 YKpaiHcbKuti 00c8i0 yupposizayii 6 ymoeax GilHuU
OdemoHcmpye cneyugpiuny gopmy «exsucmeHyitiHoi yugposizayii», y axit yugposi
MexHoNo2li cmawms He Jauule 3acobom KOMYHIKayii, a U IHCMPYMeHmoM
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BUINCUBAHHSL, 30ePedHCeHHsl KOIeKMUBHOI nam imi ma KyibmypHOi i0eHMUYHOCMI.
Knwuoei cnosa: uyugposizayis, cy6’ekm, yughposa cyb ' ekmusHicmo,
ginocopcoka anmpononocis, yugposa emuxa, wmyuyHuu inmenexm, Ykpaina,

€spona, ghenomenonozis, aneopummizayisi.

Problem statement. The digitalization of modern society is not only a
technological or economic process, but a fundamental anthropological
transformation. In the XXIst century, digital technologies increasingly determine the
ways of human thinking, communication, memory, political participation and even
bodily experience. Man no longer exists outside of digital infrastructures:
smartphones, social networks, algorithmic systems, artificial intelligence and big
data form a new configuration of subjectivity.

Analysis of recent research and publications. The European humanitarian
discourse of recent years has been actively reflecting on the crisis of the classical
modern subject. Theorists of digital culture emphasize [5] that the subject of
modernity, built on the ideas of autonomy [16], rationality and individual freedom,
i1s gradually transforming into a «network subject» [14], whose behavior is
determined by algorithmic structures and digital platforms [17].

Separately, this problem was also studied in the Ukrainian context, since it
acquires particular significance there. The Russian-Ukrainian war of 2022-2026
radically accelerated the processes of digitalization of Ukrainian society [8]. Digital
technologies have become a tool for defense, humanitarian coordination,
international communication [4], digital diplomacy, and the recording of war crimes.
At the same time, the war has exacerbated the issues of information security, digital
control, psychological exhaustion, and the transformation of collective memory.

Formulation of the objectives of the article (Problem statement). The
purpose of the work is to study the transformation of the subject under digitalization

in the European and Ukrainian contexts from the standpoint of philosophical
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anthropology and modern digital ethics.

In accordance with the goal, the following tasks have been formulated:

1. To identify the reasons for the transformation of the subject under
digitalization

2. To consider the phenomenology of digital changes in society

3. To identify the philosophical and anthropological potential of the new
digital subject and the ethical consequences of renewing subjectivity.

Presentation of the main material and results of the study.

The methodological basis of the study is a combination of phenomenological,
hermeneutic, socio-philosophical and anthropological approaches. Bernhard
Waldenfels’ concepts of the phenomenology of the Other and responses to the
challenges of modernity are of great importance for our study. In the digital
environment, the subject constantly interacts with information flows that disrupt the
classical structure of subjectivity.

Also important is the concept of Luciano Floridi, who considers a person as
part of the «infosphere» [5]. According to L. Floridi, with whom we join, the digital
environment is no longer external to a person in the XXIst century, it becomes the
environment of his existence [5]. Stiegler in his work «The Age of Disruption:
Technology and Madness in Computational Capitalism» [13] emphasizes that in
modern conditions, human identity is formed within the framework of constant
interaction with information systems.

Rosie Braidotti, in her concept of posthumanism, rightly emphasizes that the
modern subject can no longer be considered as an autonomous humanistic unit [2].
It becomes a hybrid entity that combines biological, technological and
informational. In particular, this is discussed in detail in the work of J. van Dijk, T.
Poell, M. de Waal «The Platform Society: Public Values in a Connective World»
(2021) [15]. These are not only philosophical and anthropological changes, but also

a new socio-political atmosphere, which is analyzed by N. Couldry, U. Mejias in the
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concepts of the «new colonialism of Big Data» («The Costs of Connection: How
Data Is Colonizing Human Life and Appropriating It for Capitalism», 2021) [4]. For
example, B.-C. Han defines this «new colonialism» as «Infocracy» [7].

For the analysis of the Ukrainian context, the approaches of digital
anthropology and the theory of cultural memory are important. Ukrainian digital
culture 1s formed not only under the influence of global technological
modernization, but also in a situation of war, trauma and existential instability.

Digitalization is becoming an anthropological challenge for many societies,
since modern digitalization changes not only social institutions, but also the
fundamental characteristics of human existence. A person increasingly exists in a
state of constant connectivity to digital networks. The phenomenon of «distributed
subjectivity» arises, when memory, communication, attention and even emotional
reactions are partially delegated to digital systems [18].

Social media algorithms are shaping new modes of attention. The subject is
no longer the sole author of his or her own experience [10]. His or her information
field is determined by platform algorithms that analyze behavioral patterns,
emotional reactions, and communication habits of the user.

In this context, the problem of algorithmic power arises. Algorithms not only
predict human behavior, but also actively construct it. This leads to the emergence
of a new form of dependence, namely dependence on digital infrastructure.

The modern subject increasingly functions as «a Big Data subject», «datafie
subject». His or her actions, movements, interests, and social connections are
transformed into digital data. A process of «subjectivity extraction» is taking place,
when human experience becomes a resource for digital platforms [18].

This process is especially noticeable in the field of artificial intelligence.
Modern Al systems not only analyze information, but also increasingly participate
in the formation of decisions, creativity, and communication. Recent research on Al

phenomenology highlights that human interaction with artificial intelligence is
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already shaping new types of experience and self-perception [9].

The European Union is trying to combine technological development with
humanistic values. That is why the concepts of digital ethics, digital rights and
ethical Al are actively developing in the European discourse.

The European model of digitalization is largely based on the idea of protecting
human autonomy. GDPR, AI Act and other regulations are aimed at limiting
algorithmic control and protecting personal data [9].

However, even in the European context, serious anthropological problems
arise related to the growth of attention fragmentation and digital exhaustion, as well
as the loss of basic bodily experience. This in turn causes algorithmic polarization
and various crises of authenticity. J. Baudrillard’s world of simulacra reasserts itself
when we consider digital self-presentation as a form of simulation [9].

Rainer Miihlhoff rightly emphasizes that digital capitalism actively uses
human emotional reactions as an economic resource. As a result, a situation arises
where subjectivity becomes an object of economic exploitation [7].

European philosophy is increasingly addressing the problem of the «digital
Other». A person interacts not only with other people, but also with algorithms,
chatbots and Al systems. This changes the very structure of communication [10].

The Ukrainian experience of digitalization is of a fundamentally different
nature. The Ukrainian context of the war allows us to speak of a special «existential
digitalization». If in Western Europe digitalization is mostly associated with
comfort, economic efficiency and automation, then in Ukraine it often performs an
existential function.

After 2022, digital technologies have become part of everyday survival, from
air traffic control applications to digital state services, which Ukraine can be proud
of in the European context. Intelligence is enhanced by OSINT analytics, and
volunteer networks exist on cryptocurrency fees. War significantly changes the most

urgent needs, this is the need to record war crimes in digital archives of war and
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digital memorials, changes in such traditional institutions as education and medicine,
in particular online education in conditions of shelling and the spread of
telemedicine [7].

The Ukrainian subject is formed in conditions of constant digital mobilization.
A person is forced to simultaneously exist in the physical space of war and in the
digital space of information flow.

Social networks play a special role. They have become not only a means of
communication, but also an instrument of cultural resistance and international
advocacy. Ukrainian digital culture of wartime has created a new form of collective
subjectivity, in which individual experience is integrated into global information
networks.

At the same time, new anthropological risks arise due to digital overload with
traumatic content and emotional burnout, constant anxiety [10]. Researchers note a
crisis of privacy and a blurring of the boundaries between the personal and the public
[12]. Dependence on the information flow is intensified in conditions of war and
danger.

The Ukrainian experience demonstrates that digitalization can be not only a
tool of control, but also a mechanism of solidarity and cultural survival.

One of the key characteristics of the modern digital era is the formation of
platform capitalism as a new model of socio-economic organization of society [11].
If industrial capitalism was based on the production of material goods, then digital
platform capitalism is based on the production, accumulation and monetization of
data [18]. In this context, human subjectivity is transformed not only into a
participant in economic processes, but also into the main resource of the digital
economy.

Platforms (Google, Meta, Amazon, TikTok, Microsoft, OpenAl, and others)
are no longer just technical intermediaries. They shape specific modes of perception

of reality, communication models, and structures of social behavior [11]. The
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modern subject increasingly operates within a platform ecosystem, in which digital
algorithms determine the horizons of visibility, attention, and even emotional
reactivity.

Nick Couldry and Ulises Mejias characterize this process as the «colonization
of human life with data» [4]. Human experience, communication, emotions, and
behavioral responses become the object of constant collection and analysis. As a
result, a new type of power emerges, «algorithmic power» [4], which spreads its
influence imperceptibly but extremely effectively. Its specificity lies in the fact that
control is no longer exercised through direct coercion, but rather through the
architecture of the digital environment [3; 4].

Shoshana Zuboff defines this model as «surveillance capitalism» [18]. Within
its framework, users’ behavioral data are transformed into an economic resource for
predicting and modifying human behavior. The subject is no longer an autonomous
center of volition in the classical modern sense; he increasingly becomes an element
of a predicted behavioral system.

The philosophical and anthropological problem is that platform capitalism
transforms the very structure of subjectivity [11]. Man begins to exist in a mode of
constant digital self-presentation. Social networks stimulate the formation of a
«performative subjecty», for whom the I itself is increasingly constructed through
digital visibility, likes, algorithmic approval and audience reactions.

In this context, a radical change in the phenomenology of experience is taking
place. If the classical phenomenology of E. Husserl and M. Merleau-Ponty
considered the subject as the center of intentional experience of the world, then
digital culture creates a situation of fragmented attention and scattered
consciousness [12]. A person is in a state of constant information switching, which
transforms the structure of memory, perception of time and bodily experience.

The problem of digital labor deserves special attention. In a platform society,

the user is both a consumer and a producer of content [18]. A new digital economy
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is being built, where each interaction (click, view, reaction, comment) generates
economic value for digital platforms. Thus, the phenomenon of «exploitation of
subjectivity» arises, when human attention itself becomes a commodity [7].

The European context demonstrates an attempt to limit the expansion of
platform capitalism through digital legislation, Al regulation and personal data
protection [1]. However, even within the framework of European digital ethics, the
question of the possibility of preserving the autonomy of the subject in the conditions
of total algorithmization of social life remains open.

The Ukrainian context adds another dimension to this issue. In conditions of
war, digital platforms become simultaneously tools of mobilization, humanitarian
coordination and information resistance. At the same time, they create new risks,
including information overload, digital traumatization and dependence on a constant
information flow [4]. The Ukrainian subject in such a situation functions in a
situation of double tension, as it is forced to constantly choose between the need for
a digital presence and the need to preserve psychological integrity.

Thus, platform capitalism not only transforms economic models, but also
radically changes the anthropological status of man [1]. The modern subject is
increasingly becoming a «network subject», included in the structures of algorithmic
management, digital visibility and data-based sociality.

One of the most influential concepts of modern digital ethics is Luciano
Floridi’s philosophy of information. In contrast to classical approaches to technology
as an external tool for humans, L. Floridi considers the digital environment as a new
ontological reality, for which he uses the special concept of «infosphere» [5]. In this
perspective, humans no longer exist outside of information processes; they become
part of them.

The concept of the infosphere is fundamentally important for modern
philosophical anthropology. If the modern humanistic tradition was based on the

autonomy of the human subject, L. Floridi [5] shows that the digital age destroys the
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boundary between «online» and «offline» existence. Human life is increasingly
integrated into digital networks, algorithmic systems and information flows.

In this context, a new type of subject, the “informational self”, or information
subject, information self [6]. His identity is shaped not only through corporeality or
social interactions, but also through digital traces, algorithmic profiles, and
informational relationships [3]. Personality increasingly exists in the form of digital
representation.

L. Floridi emphasizes that digital ethics should go beyond traditional
normative ethics [5]. Classical ethical models (deontology, utilitarianism or virtue
ethics) do not sufficiently describe the situation in which autonomous algorithms are
able to influence the behavior of millions of people. That is why L. Floridi
formulates the concept of «macroethics» [5], a new global ethics of the information
society.

One of the central problems of digital ethics is the problem of responsibility.
In the digital environment, decisions are often made not by a specific person, but by
complex algorithmic systems. This creates the phenomenon of «diffused
responsibility», when it is difficult to determine the moral agent, responsibility for
the decisions of the Al-system is distributed between the programmer, the
corporation, and the user.

This problem becomes especially relevant in the field of military technologies
and artificial intelligence. The Ukrainian experience of the war has demonstrated
that digital technologies can be both a tool of protection and a source of new ethical
risks. Drones, OSINT systems, facial recognition algorithms, digital monitoring and
Al analytics are significantly changing the very nature of war.

In L. Floridi’s concept, the problem of information dignity also occupies an
important place [5]. If in the classical humanistic tradition, dignity was associated
with human autonomy and rationality, then digital ethics extends this concept to the

sphere of information existence. Violations of privacy, data manipulation or
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algorithmic discrimination are considered not only as technical or legal problems,
but as forms of anthropological violence.

L. Floridi also emphasizes the need for an ecological approach to the digital
environment [5]. The infosphere needs protection just like the natural environment.
Information pollution, disinformation, digital aggression and manipulative
technologies destroy not only communication, but also the very structure of social
trust.

In the European context, the ideas of L. Floridi [5] have significantly
influenced the formation of modern EU digital policy, in particular the Al Act and
the concept of trustworthy Al. The European model of digitalization seeks to
combine technological innovations with the protection of human autonomy and
human rights.

The Ukrainian context adds an existential dimension to L. Floridi’s digital
ethics. In conditions of war, digital technologies become part of daily survival, and
digital ethics becomes a question not only of rights, but also of preserving humanity.
That is why the Ukrainian experience can be an important contribution to the global
philosophy of digital ethics, demonstrating how digital technologies function in a
situation of extreme anthropological crisis.

Thus, Luciano Floridi’s concept [5] allows us to consider digitalization not
only as a technological process, but as a profound transformation of human
existence. Digital ethics in this perspective becomes the ethics of a new information
civilization, in which the main task is to preserve human dignity, autonomy and
responsibility in an algorithmized world.

Artificial intelligence is becoming one of the main factors in the
transformation of the modern subject. Al systems are increasingly involved in
decision-making, creativity, and communication.

In a philosophical context, a global question arises: does Al change the very

structure of human subjectivity, and how exactly does it change it? The modern user
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interacts with artificial intelligence not only as a technical tool, but also as a
communicative partner [6]. This creates new forms of dependence and new types of
emotional connection. Some researchers speak of the formation of «synthetic
sociality», in which algorithmic systems increasingly determine the structure of
social interactions [3].

In this context, the problem of human autonomy becomes particularly
important. If Al begins to shape a person’s information field, recommend decisions,
and predict behavior, there is a risk of a gradual loss of critical thinking.

At the same time, Al opens up new opportunities both in intellectual support
and new forms of expanding access to knowledge, as well as new forms of creativity
and new inclusion through revolutionary inclusive technologies and the automation
of routine work.

The problem is not in the technology itself, but in the way it is integrated into
social structures.

Digitalization is radically changing human corporeality. The COVID-19
pandemic, and later the war in Ukraine, have intensified the trend towards remote
existence. Online communication is increasingly replacing physical presence. This
leads to the formation of «screen corporeality». A person perceives himself through
digital images, video communication and social networks. The structure of self-
perception is changing. Memory is also being transformed. Digital archives, cloud
technologies and social networks are creating a new form of external memory.
Human experience is increasingly stored in digital format.

In the Ukrainian context, digital archives of war have become particularly
important. They perform the function of collective memory and documentation of
traumatic experience.

Conclusions. Digitalization is not only a technological process, but a
fundamental anthropological transformation. The modern subject increasingly

functions in an algorithmic environment, platform control, and information
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overload.

The European context demonstrates the desire to combine technological
development with humanistic values and digital ethics. The Ukrainian context, on
the contrary, reveals the existential nature of digitalization, when digital
technologies become a tool of survival, memory, and cultural resistance.

The transformation of the subject in the context of digitalization is
contradictory. On the one hand, digital technologies open up new opportunities for
communication, education, and creativity. On the other hand, they create risks of
algorithmic control, loss of autonomy, and fragmentation of human experience; a
modern philosopher must look at this issue dialectically.

In the current situation, the formation of digital ethics focused on protecting

human dignity, autonomy, and cultural diversity is becoming especially important.
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