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The article offers a philosophical examination of the phenomenon of the digital panopticon
as a specific form of contemporary power that transforms structures of subjectivity, speech, and social
interaction within digital culture. Drawing on the conceptual legacy of Jeremy Bentham, Michel Foucault,
and the normative ethics of Immanuel Kant, the analysis addresses the ways in which the logic of panoptic
surveillance undergoes a radical transformation in the digital environment, losing spatial localization
and institutional determinacy while acquiring an all-encompassing and diffuse character.

The focus is placed on the impact of digital control on practices of self-observation, self-
presentation, and communication. It is shown that digital visibility functions as an ontological condition
of social existence, in which participation in shared space increasingly depends on continuous self-
display. Under these conditions, the phenomenon of “voluntary digital confinement” emerges, whereby
the subject internalizes the demand for visibility and accessibility, perceiving them as necessary conditions
of recognition and belonging.

Special attention is given to the transformation of speech under the conditions of the digital
panopticon. The analysis demonstrates how permanent visibility and the awareness of potential
observation affect the character of communication, contributing to the development of self-censorship
and the standardization of expressions. Digital discourse appears as a space of performative self-
regulation, in which individual positions are adjusted in accordance with implicit norms of acceptability
and the expectations of network culture.

The digital panopticon is interpreted as a challenge to moral autonomy and human dignity, insofar
as orientation toward the imagined gaze of the Other gradually displaces the center of practical reason from
the internal moral law to external structures of evaluation. It is concluded that philosophical reflection on
digital control constitutes a necessary precondition for a critical engagement with digital reality and for
the preservation of the humanistic foundations of contemporary culture.

Key words: digital panopticon, social control, visibility, communication, self-censorship, autonomy,
subjectivity, digital culture.

The relevance of this study is determined by profound transformations of social control
under conditions of digitalization, in which surveillance acquires a networked, decentralized,
and permanent character and becomes integrated into everyday communicative practices. Digital
media and platforms form an environment of constant visibility in which self-presentation
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becomes a necessary condition of social presence and participation in networked communities.
Under these conditions, control is realized through internal mechanisms of self-regulation
that affect speech, behavior, and modes of constructing one’s self-image. Despite a substantial
body of research devoted to the technical, social, and legal aspects of digital surveillance,
philosophical reflection on the normative foundations of self-presentation within the context
of the digital panopticon requires further development. This necessitates an analysis of digital
control as a form of power that directly affects the autonomy, dignity, and moral responsibility
of the contemporary subject.

In contemporary social-philosophical and ethical thought, the problem of digital control
and surveillance occupies a central position. Digital networks are considered as environments
that combine practices of external control with mechanisms of internal self-regulation. Research
on the problem of social identity demonstrates that the system and principles of its formation
possess a complex topological structure that changes under the influence of active social space.
In particular, A. Artemenko substantiates the concept of “topos” as an attribute of the networked
organization of social relations, which makes it possible to analyze dynamic interrelations
between actors and actants and to model processes of self-presentation under conditions of
permanent networked visibility [1, p. 34]. The topological approach allows digital networks to
be conceptualized as specific social configurations within which the individual realizes the right
to construct a self-image, maintains reputation, and regulates the publicity of personal actions.

Special attention in contemporary research is devoted to the role of media and digital
communication in the reproduction and legitimation of surveillance practices. The study by
I. Kovalenko, Y. Meliakova, and E. Kalnytskyi demonstrates that digital media actively participate
in the formation of regimes of visibility, social sorting, and the management of mobility in
networked society, creating conditions for constant observation and symbolic evaluation
of social actions [3, p. 45]. Scholars emphasize that surveillance practices under conditions of
digitalization extend beyond classical disciplinary models and are transformed into complex
networked regimes of governing behavior, communication, and mobility. Within this framework,
the evolution of the panoptic model from institutionally localized forms of surveillance to post-
panoptic regimes of control, including the society of control, the synopticon, and the banopticon,
has been analyzed. The role of digital media in shaping contemporary practices of surveillance
and datafication, as well as their influence on the organization of the cultural and communicative
space of contemporary society, has been demonstrated [4, p. 221].

An important direction of research involves the ethical and philosophical-legal analysis
of digital surveillance. K. Macnish provides a systematic examination of moral and legal issues
related to state and corporate monitoring, digital data collection, and technologies of automated
control. The author highlights questions concerning the limits of privacy, security, and justice
under conditions of expanding surveillance technologies and shows that digital control has
become a structural element of contemporary information society [2, p. 86].

A related field of inquiry concerns the phenomenon of the “right to disconnect” as a
philosophical and legal response to post-panoptic forms of labor organization. In the work by
S. Gutsu, it is shown that digital communications ensure the permanent availability of workers,
contribute to the blurring of boundaries between working and private time, and reinforce
institutional mechanisms of continuous control within networked society [5, p. 88].

Thus, the problem of digital surveillance and its impact on social practices, media
communication, and self-presentation has been conceptually articulated and is actively studied.
At the same time, the relevance of the present research is determined by the need for further
philosophical analysis of the internal mechanisms of self-control and self-regulation that emerge
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under the conditions of the digital panopticon and directly affect the normative foundations of
self-presentation of the contemporary subject.

The aim of this article is to provide a philosophical analysis of the digital panopticon
as a contemporary form of power in the era of networked dependence and to identify the
transformations of subjectivity that arise from the combination of permanent visibility, self-
control, and the fear of social exclusion. In order to achieve this aim, the article undertakes
a conceptual rethinking of the classical panoptic model within the context of digital culture,
examines the mechanisms through which surveillance is internalized and their influence on
modes of self-expression, and outlines the normative tension between personal authenticity and
the performative logic of the networked environment.

The idea of control over the human being has deep philosophical roots, which makes
it possible to interpret contemporary digital surveillance not as a contingent product of
technological development, but as a subsequent stage in the long-term transformation of forms of
power [6, p. 549]. One of the key conceptual sources for such an interpretation is the panopticon
project proposed by Jeremy Bentham in the eighteenth century. Initially conceived as a rational
architectural model of a prison, the panopticon also proved to be a powerful metaphor of power
that operates not through direct coercion but through the very possibility of constant observation.
Its effectiveness was grounded in a specific psychological mechanism: prisoners could not know
whether they were being observed at a given moment, yet they were compelled to behave as if
surveillance were continuous. It was precisely this uncertainty that transformed external control
into internal self-control.

In the twentieth century, Michel Foucault developed the panoptic idea within his concept
of disciplinary society, interpreting the panopticon no longer as a discrete institution but as
a universal principle of the organization of social space. According to Foucault, the logic of
panoptic surveillance permeates diverse social practices and institutions, shaping a specific
type of power, namely disciplinary power, which operates not through overt repression but
through the gradual internalization of norms and rules [7, p. 36]. Within this model, the subject
begins to regulate their own behavior by relating it to the anticipated gaze of the Other. In the
digital era, this mechanism undergoes further expansion: algorithms, platforms, and monitoring
systems appear as a new “panoptic tower”, deprived of material form yet capable of generating
a persistent sense of uninterrupted visibility. The digital environment thus intensifies tendencies
toward self-observation and self-discipline, transforming control into an immanent component
of the subject’s everyday experience.

In contemporary social and organizational practices, the classical image of the panopticon
undergoes a significant transformation. The discussion no longer concerns a rigidly hierarchical
model of disciplinary surveillance, but rather multiple, decentralized forms of observation that
are described in scholarly literature as the “neopanopticon”, the “post-panopticon” [3, p. 48], the
“digital” or even the “portable panopticon” [8, p. 207]. These concepts register a shift from direct
control to more subtle mechanisms of power that operate through involvement, participation,
and the symbolic integration of the subject into social space. In such systems, visibility is no
longer imposed exclusively from outside, but gradually becomes a desired and even necessary
condition of social existence.

A defining feature of these new forms of panoptic organization is their appeal to notions
of community, trust, and emotional proximity. Social structures that declare horizontality and
collectivity encourage individuals to conceive of themselves as part ofa “team” or a “community”
often employing the metaphor of a “family” [9; 10]. Within this discourse, loyalty, openness, and
constant presence acquire the status of morally approved qualities, while distance or silence may
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be perceived as signs of alienation. Visibility ensured by digital means of communication thus
begins to perform not only a function of control, but also a function of symbolic recognition,
shaping a sense of identity and belonging to a particular collective whole.

Within this logic, the panoptic principle undergoes a fundamental inversion. Unlike the
classical disciplinary panopticon described by Foucault, in which individuals were spatially
isolated and deprived of direct interaction, the digital panopticon is grounded in intensive
communication and continuous self-presentation. Subjects not only refrain from avoiding
visibility but actively seek it, striving to confirm their involvement and significance within
shared space [11, p. 56]. Consequently, control is increasingly exercised not through silence
and enclosure, but through excessive openness and voluntary self-disclosure. Digital visibility
becomes a form of symbolic capital, and the aspiration to be noticed emerges as a key factor of
self-discipline.

Within the transformed space of the digital panopticon, a phenomenon may be identified
that can be described as a form of “voluntary digital confinement”. Its paradox lies in the fact that
the subject not only does not resist constant visibility but often actively reproduces and sustains
it. This form of subordination does not rest solely on external coercion; it is rooted in deeper
existential structures of human existence associated with the need for recognition, belonging,
and the affirmation of one’s own significance. In the digital environment, to be visible means
to be present within the symbolic space of the community, whereas invisibility is increasingly
perceived as a form of social non-being [12, p. 699].

In this context, fear emerges not as a direct reaction to sanctions, but as a fundamental
experience of possible exclusion from the horizon of shared meaning. Invisibility here signifies
more than the absence of attention; it entails the loss of a symbolic connection with the Other,
which places the very identity of the subject at risk. Digital visibility, by contrast, acquires the
status of an existential guarantee: through constant presence, responsiveness, participation, and
self-presentation, the individual affirms themselves as part of a collective space. For this reason,
the aspiration to visibility often assumes the character of an almost ontological necessity rather
than a rational choice, functioning as a way of preserving the sense of one’s own existence in
a world increasingly organized through digital forms of interaction.

Under these conditions, panoptic control operates not as external surveillance but as an
internally accepted norm of being. The subject assumes the obligation to remain accessible,
present, and recognizable, internalizing the anticipated gaze of the Other. Continuous digital
presence becomes a practice of self-affirmation and, at the same time, a form of self-discipline
that progressively narrows the space for spontaneity and silence. Within this configuration,
freedom is no longer opposed to control but coexists with it in a tense and contradictory unity:
the subject freely chooses what is structurally given as necessary. This constitutes the key
feature of the digital panopticon, which holds the individual not behind the bars of coercion, but
within a field of voluntarily sustained visibility.

The constant presence of a gaze, whether real or imagined, significantly alters the very
structure of utterance in digital space. Awareness of potential observation compels the subject
to align their words in advance with a horizon of possible interpretations, expectations, and
reactions. In such an environment, speech ceases to function as an immediate expression of
thought and increasingly takes the form of a calibrated practice aimed at minimizing risks.
Self-censorship in this sense is neither an exceptional nor a marginal strategy, but appears as
a structural element of digital communication, inseparable from the logic of panoptic visibility.

This process should be understood not merely as a restriction of freedom of expression,
but as a deeper transformation of the discursive field itself. The subject finds themselves in
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a condition of constant balancing between the aspiration to authentic self-expression and the
need to conform to the implicit norms of the community shaped by visibility and evaluation.
Utterance becomes a performative act in which each word functions as an element of a constructed
image intended to confirm belonging, loyalty, or the perceived safety of the speaker. Under such
conditions, speech increasingly ceases to serve as a space of open meaning-making and more
frequently becomes an instrument of self-regulation and self-preservation.

Paradoxically, the digital environment, which proclaims openness and a plurality of
voices, simultaneously generates a tendency toward the unification of utterances. Fear of
being misunderstood, misinterpreted, or symbolically excluded encourages the avoidance of
controversial topics and radical positions. As a result, a specific digital discourse is formed
in which the diversity of opinions is suppressed not through direct prohibition, but through
preventive self-control. It is precisely this mechanism that constitutes one of the most
significant features of the contemporary panoptic effect: power operates not through silence
imposed from the outside, but through the internal limitation of what is possible.

Within this configuration, performativity turns into a strategy of survival. The subject
learns to speak in a way that allows them to remain visible while not appearing excessively
different; to be present within the discourse without transgressing its implicit boundaries.
Digital identity thus emerges as a carefully regulated project in which each utterance functions
as part of a broader strategy of self-presentation. As a consequence, the foundations of open
dialogue as a space of risk, disagreement, and the generation of new meaning are undermined.
The digital panopticon, while preserving an external multiplicity of voices, effectively
narrows the field of possible speech, transforming freedom of expression into a conditional
and constrained practice.

From the perspective of classical philosophical ethics, the situation of the digital
panopticon appears particularly problematic in light of the Kantian understanding of autonomy.
For Immanuel Kant, autonomy denotes the capacity of a rational subject to act in accordance
with laws that they give to themselves on the basis of practical reason. It is not an empirical
freedom to choose among alternatives, but a normative capacity to be the source of one’s own
moral action. For this reason, autonomy in the Kantian tradition is inseparable from human
dignity, which derives from the individual’s status as an end in itself rather than as a means
to external purposes.

In this context, digital control reveals a deep ethical tension. The panoptic logic
permeating the digital environment creates conditions in which the subject’s behavior is
increasingly determined by the anticipated gaze of the Other rather than by autonomous moral
judgment. Even inthe absence of direct coercion, the subject orients themselves toward expected
reactions, ratings, evaluations, and symbolic sanctions, which gradually displaces the center
of moral reflection from the internal law of reason to external structures of visibility. In such
a situation, autonomy does not disappear abruptly, but is progressively eroded, transforming
into a formal capacity to choose within already predefined frameworks [13, p. 281].

Kant’s categorical imperative, which requires treating every person as an end and never
merely as a means, provides a critical standpoint from which to assess this transformation.
The digital panopticon, oriented toward prediction, optimization, and the management of
behavior, tends to reduce the subject to a functional element within a broader system. Human
action is no longer considered within the horizon of moral responsibility, but rather as a set of
reactions that can be anticipated, adjusted, or directed. Under such conditions, the individual
risks losing the status of a moral author of their own actions, becoming instead a carrier of
behavioral patterns subject to continual correction.
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Thus, Kantian ethics makes it possible to reveal a non-obvious dimension of digital
control: its capacity to undermine the very foundations of moral subjectivity. What is at stake
is not merely the restriction of external freedom, but the transformation of the inner space
of practical reason in which responsible decision-making is constituted. In this sense, the
digital panopticon poses a challenge not only to particular practices of interaction, but also to
fundamental conceptions of human dignity, autonomy, and moral self-legislation.

The philosophical trajectory extending from Bentham’s project through Foucault’s
analytics of power to Kant’s normative ethics enables a comprehensive understanding of digital
control as a specific form of contemporary social being. From this perspective, the digital
panopticon appears not simply as a set of technical instruments or organizational practices,
but as a deep structural condition that shapes the way human beings understand themselves
in the world. It produces a particular type of subjectivity for which visibility, evaluability, and
constant presence become the basic conditions of social existence.

Whereas in the classical panopticon control was spatially localized and clearly tied to
institutions, in the digital environment it acquires a diffuse character. Surveillance no longer
has a single center; the gaze becomes multiple and simultaneously anonymous. It is precisely
this decentralization that intensifies the panoptic effect: the subject cannot identify the source
of observation and is therefore compelled to continually relate their behavior to an imagined
horizon of evaluation. As a result, control becomes immanent to the very process of social
interaction rather than an external intervention imposed upon it.

In anthropological terms, this entails a shift in emphasis from action to self-
observation, from being to representation. The individual increasingly experiences
themselves not as an autonomous agent, but as an object of a potential gaze that must be
properly presented and inscribed within existing symbolic schemes. This transformation
affects not only behavior, but also inner experience: silence, distance, and ambiguity lose
their legitimacy, giving way to the demand for the constant demonstration of presence. In
this sense, the digital panopticon alters the very ontology of social being, making visibility
a condition of existence. In corporate environments, for example, this manifests itself in
the avoidance of any criticism of the employer and in the restriction of open discussion of
workplace problems, which leads to a weakening of communicative culture and complicates
the implementation of constructive organizational practices. As J. Habermas notes, “the
public sphere functions only insofar as communication is free from external and internal
coercion” [14, p. 82].

Thus, contemporary practices of digital control should be regarded as a challenge to
fundamental philosophical conceptions of freedom, autonomy, and human dignity. They raise
not only the question of the permissible limits of surveillance, but also the question of the
extent to which an individual retains the capacity to remain the subject of their own life under
conditions of constant visibility. As digital technologies become embedded in everyday life,
they reproduce and at the same time radicalize earlier forms of disciplinary power, endowing
them with a new form, less perceptible, yet more pervasive.

Accordingly, the philosophical analysis conducted here leads to the conclusion that
digital surveillance in contemporary society cannot be reduced to a set of technical practices
of observation, but should be understood as a structural principle of the organization of social
being. In its transformed form, the panopticon loses spatial localization and institutional
determinacy, becoming diffuse and all-encompassing, embedded in the very fabric of digital
interaction. Control is increasingly exercised not through external coercion, but through
internally accepted norms of visibility, availability, and self-regulation.
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The digital panopticon produces a specific type of subjectivity for which the pursuit of
constant presence and recognition becomes an existential necessity. Under such conditions,
voluntary participation in practices of self-observation is combined with a gradual narrowing
of the space for spontaneity, silence, and authentic self-expression. Self-censorship and the
performativity of speech emerge not as individual deviations, but as systemic consequences of
panoptic logic, which reshapes the very structure of discourse by muting the possibility of risk,
dissent, and the creation of new meaning.

It is important to note that, from the perspective of Kantian ethics, the digital panopticon
poses a threat not only to external freedom of action, but also to the internal foundations of
moral autonomy. Orientation toward the imagined gaze of the Other and toward anticipated
reactions gradually displaces the center of practical reason, undermining the subject’s capacity
to be the source of their own moral law. In this sense, digital control constitutes a challenge to
the very idea of human dignity, insofar as it is grounded in autonomy.

Therefore, the philosophical reflection on the digital panopticon is a necessary condition
for a critical engagement with digital reality. It makes it possible to discern, behind the apparent
neutrality of technologies, their deeper normative force and to delineate the boundaries beyond
which digital visibility ceases to function as a means of communication and becomes a form of
subordination. Awareness of these processes is a necessary prerequisite for a critical attitude
toward digital practices and for the development of a humanistically oriented approach to human
interaction with the networked environment.
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CrarTio mpucBsiieHO (imocoChKOMy OCMHCIIEHHIO (eHOMEHY HU(PPOBOTO MAHONTHKYMY SK
cnenudivyHoi (opMu cydacHOI BIagH, IO TPAHCHOPMYE CTPYKTYpH CyO’€KTHBHOCTi, MOBJICHHS Ta
coniansHOI B3aeMozii B yMoBax nU(poBoi KynbTypy. CMpalouuch Ha KOHIENTYaIbHy cHaqmuny Jxe-
pemi benrama, Mimens @yko Ta HopmaTuBHY eTHKY IMmanyina Kanra, nmpoananizoBaHO, SIKUM YHHOM
JIOTiKa MaHONTHYHOTO HaIIsy 3a3Hae paJuKaibHOI TpaHchopMarii B IH(GPOBOMY CepemoBHIIi, BTpa-
Yalo4x IPOCTOPOBY JOKATI3aIil0 Ta IHCTUTYLINHY BH3HAYCHICTh i BOAHOYAC HAaOyBalOUM BCEOCSIKHOTO,
nudy3HOTO XapakTepy.

VY nentpi yBarm mepeOyBae BIUIMB IU(POBOTO KOHTPONIO HA INPAKTHKU CAMOCIIOCTEPEKEHHS,
camorpeseHTarlii Ta MoBieHHs. [TokaszaHo, mo 1udposa BUANMICT ITOCTAE K OHTOJIOTIYHA YMOBA COIiab-
HOTO OYTT#, 3a SKOI NIPUCYTHICTB y CIIIBHOMY HPOCTOPI Jefaii Oiiblre 3ajeXHTh BiJ IOCTiiHOT 1eMOH-
cTpanii cede. 3a UX yMOB (OPMYETECS (EHOMEH «JOOPOBITHHOrO HMU(POBOrO yB’SI3HEHHS», Y MeXax
SIKOTO Cy0’€KT caM iHTepiopU3ye BUMOTY BUANMOCTI Ta JIOCTYITHOCTI, CIIpUIMarouH X sk HeOOXiJJHy YMOBY
BH3HAHHS i1 HAJIEXHOCTI.

OxpeMy yBary NpHILIEHO TpaHc(hOpMaIii MOBIEHHS B YMOBaxX HH(POBOTO IAHONTHKYMY.
[IpoanamizoBaHo, SKMM YHHOM II€PMaHEHTHA BUAUMICTH 1 YCBIZOMIICHHS IOTEHIIIHOTO cIIoCTepe-
JKEHHsS BIUIMBAIOTh Ha XapaKTep KOMyHiKamii, CIPHUSIOYM PO3BUTKY CaMOIIEH3YpPH Ta CTaHIApTU3alil
BHCJIOBIIOBaHb. L{udpoBuil muckypc mocrae sk IpocTip HeppOpMaTUBHOI caMOperyismii, y sKoMmy
IHNBIAyaIbHI TO3UI] KOPUTYIOTECS BIIIOBITHO IO HESBHUX HOPM NPHHHATHOCTI Ta OYiKyBaHb Mepe-
JKEBOI KYJIBTYPH.



322 8. Shyroka, H. Piven
Bicnux Jlvsiscorozo ynisepcumemy. Cepis gpinoc.-nonimonoe. cmyoii. 2026. Bunyck 64

[ndpoBuii MaHONTUKYM PO3IISIAEThCSA SK BHKIMK MOpaJbHIM aBTOHOMII Ta TiAHOCTI JIOIMHH,
OCKIJIbKU OpI€HTALlisl Ha YSBHUH MOIIAA [HIIOrO MOCTYMOBO 3Millly€ LEHTP MPAKTUYHOTO PO3yMy 3 BHY-
TPILIHBOTO MOPAJBHOTO 3aKOHY Ha 30BHILIHI CTPYKTYpH OLIIHIOBaHHS. 3p0o0JIeHO BHCHOBOK, 110 (inocod-
CbKE OCMHUCIICHHS IIM(POBOrO KOHTPOIIO € HEOOXIAHOI TePETyMOBOI0 KPUTHYHOTO CTAaBJICHHS A0 LU(pPO-
BOT PEAJIbHOCTI Ta 30epeKEeHHs 'YMaHICTHYHHX 3aCajl Cy4acHOT KyJIbTYpH.

Knouoei cnosa: nupoBuid MaHONTHUKYM, COLIaIbHUN KOHTPOJb, BUAUMICTh, KOMYHIKallisi, CaMO-
LIeH3ypa, aBTOHOMisl, Cy0’ eKTHICTb, IU(POBA KYIBTYpa.

Jlata mepiioro HaaXxo/KeHHs cTarTi 1o Buaanus: 22.01.2026
JlaTa npuiHATTS CTaTTi 10 APYKY micis penensyBanns: 24.02.2026
Jara my6unikamii (onputtonaents) crarti: 19.05.2026



