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Abstract. The expanding presence of algorithmic systems across governance and everyday social practices was
shown to indicate a profound transformation of contemporary power relations and the rationality of governance
in digital societies. The aim of the article was to conduct a philosophical analysis of the transition from disciplinary
power to algorithmic power and to clarify how this shift redefined the conditions of subject formation in the
twenty-first century. The study was based on a combination of hermeneutic interpretation, critical theory, and
conceptual analysis, which were applied to reconstruct disciplinary models of power, examine transitional forms
of control, and analyse contemporary regimes of algorithmic governance as socio-technical configurations. It was
established that algorithmic power functioned through automated decision-making and predictive modelling,
thereby transforming the epistemic foundations of governance and rearticulating the relationship between power,
knowledge, and subjectivity. It was demonstrated that, unlike disciplinary power relying on institutional visibility
and normalisation, algorithmic power operated in a decentralised and opaque manner and was embedded in
digital infrastructures mediating everyday practices. It was analysed that algorithmic governance introduced
an anticipatory temporal logic, whereby future behaviour rather than past action became the primary object of
regulation. It was also shown that responsibility became diffused across distributed socio-technical systems,
complicating classical ethical and political models. The results of the study could be applied in social philosophy,
digital governance research, and the ethics of artificial intelligence to support the development of normative
approaches to transparency and possibilities of critique and resistance in algorithmically mediated societies
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Introduction

The transformation of power in the digital age had be-
come one of the central themes in social philosophy, phi-
losophy of technology, and interdisciplinary studies of
algorithms. At the global level, scholars had increasing-
ly conceptualised algorithmic governance not merely
as a technical development, but as a distinct configura-
tion of power operating through digital infrastructures,
automated decision-making, and predictive modelling.

Recent research had examined the legitimacy of algo-
rithmic governance and its normative implications for
public administration. M. Veale & F.Z. Borgesius (2021)
investigated how legal systems are responding to the
development of artificial intelligence, particularly in
the context of regulating algorithmic decisions. They
demonstrated that traditional legal mechanisms, based
on transparency and cause-and-effect relationships,
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are ill-suited to algorithms that operate on the basis
of probabilities and complex models. The authors an-
alysed European regulatory approaches, including the
GDPR, and identified gaps in ensuring accountability.
In conclusion, they argue that new legal instruments
are needed that take into account the specific nature of
algorithmic opacity and the collective nature of harm.
M. Wieringa (2020) focused on mechanisms of algorith-
mic accountability and their practical effectiveness. In
her study, she analysed cases of the implementation of
audits, explainability and algorithm control procedures
in the public sector. The author demonstrated that
most such mechanisms remain formalistic, as the sys-
tems themselves are not designed with the possibility
of their comprehensible explanation to users in mind.
Ultimately, the researcher concluded that account-
ability requires not only external control tools, but
also a rethinking of the design of algorithmic systems.
R. Kitchin (2019) investigated the epistemological im-
plications of algorithmic governance, in particular the
shift in decision-making logic. The author demonstrat-
ed that algorithmic systems foster so-called “predictive
rationality”, where decisions are made on the basis of
predictions of future behaviour. It was demonstrated
that algorithmic systems give rise to what is known as
“predictive rationality”, where decisions are made on
the basis of predictions of future behaviour. This signi-
fies a shift from traditional retrospective evaluation to-
wards proactive intervention. In conclusion, researcher
emphasised that such a transformation alters the very
nature of power, making it more preventative and less
accountable. T. Gillespie (2024) investigated the role
of algorithms in the functioning of digital platforms,
particularly in the context of content moderation and
visibility. The researcher demonstrated that algorithms
effectively perform the functions of regulators, deter-
mining which content becomes visible and which is
marginalised. The research was based on an analysis of
platform practices and policies, as well as their impact
on public discourse. N. Couldry & U. Mejias (2022) ar-
gued that resistance had to confront the colonial logic
of data extraction.

Taken together, these recent studies demonstrated
that algorithmic governance had emerged as a trans-
formative regime of power with profound implica-
tions for subjectivity, autonomy, and social regulation.
However, despite extensive empirical and normative
research, there remained an insufficiently developed
philosophical comparison between disciplinary and
algorithmic forms of power, particularly with regard
to the ontological transformation of the subject. This
gap provided the conceptual motivation for the present
study. The aim of this article was to provide a philosoph-
ical analysis of the transition from disciplinary power
to algorithmic power and to elucidate its implications
for the constitution of the subject in the twenty-first
century. To achieve this aim, the study addressed the

following tasks: to identify the specific characteristics
of disciplinary and algorithmic power and their infra-
structural conditions; to examine transformations of
subjectivity under algorithmic classification and pre-
dictive regimes; and to clarify the implications for au-
tonomy, agency, responsibility, and the possibilities of
critique and resistance.

Materials and Methods
The methodological approach of this study was ground-
ed in contemporary social philosophy and critical digi-
tal studies. Given the complexity of algorithmic power
as both a technological and socio-political phenome-
non, the research adopted a pluralistic methodology
combining hermeneutic interpretation, critical theory,
and conceptual analysis. Hermeneutic interpretation
was employed to reconstruct classical theories of pow-
er and subject formation, with particular attention to
disciplinary mechanisms and their philosophical im-
plications. This method allowed for a careful reading
of foundational texts, focusing on how concepts such
as normalisation, surveillance, and self-regulation were
theorised in relation to modern institutions. Rather
than treating these theories as historically closed, the
study approached them as conceptual resources for
analysing contemporary transformations of power.

Critical theory provided the tools for examining
algorithmic power as a form of domination embedded
in technological infrastructures. This perspective em-
phasised the role of economic interests, political ra-
tionalities, and asymmetries of knowledge in shaping
algorithmic systems. Algorithms were not understood
as neutral or purely technical instruments but as so-
cio-technical assemblages that reflected specific values
and priorities. By situating algorithms within broader
relations of power, critical analysis avoided technolog-
ical determinism and highlighted the normative stakes
of algorithmic governance. Conceptual analysis played
a central role in clarifying key categories such as “dis-
ciplinary power”, “control”, “algorithmic power”, and
“subjectivity”. These terms were often used ambigu-
ously in interdisciplinary debates, leading to conceptu-
al confusion. The present study sought to define them
with precision in order to distinguish between differ-
ent modes of governance and their respective effects on
subject formation. Comparative analysis was then used
to trace continuities and ruptures between disciplinary,
control-based, and algorithmic forms of power. In con-
trast to an empirical investigation of specific policy doc-
uments or regulatory frameworks, the study addressed
algorithmic governance primarily at a conceptual and
philosophical level, interpreting it as a distinct epis-
temic regime grounded in correlation, prediction, and
uncertainty rather than causal explanation (Leonel-
li, 2016; Wieringa, 2020).

Accordingly, the research did not undertake a sys-
tematic empirical analysis of governmental documents,
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laws, or institutional strategies. Instead, the discursive
dimension of algorithmic governance was examined at
a theoretical level as part of the broader conceptual in-
terpretation of contemporary debates on digital power.
This methodological orientation was informed by es-
tablished approaches in the philosophy of power and
critical studies of digital governance. Hermeneutic re-
construction followed the analytical strategy developed
in studies of disciplinary rationalities, where power
was examined through its techniques, dispositifs, and
modes of subject formation (Foucault, 1995). The criti-
cal analysis of algorithmic systems drew on contempo-
rary research that conceptualised digital governance
as a normative and legal challenge rather than a purely
technical development. Conceptual clarification and
comparative analysis were further supported by critical
investigations of algorithmic knowledge and data-driv-
en reasoning, which emphasised correlation, predic-
tion, and uncertainty as defining epistemic features of
algorithmic power (Kitchin, 2016; Amoore, 2020).

To further strengthen the methodological frame-
work, the study incorporated several complementary
analytical perspectives that allowed for a more com-
prehensive examination of algorithmic power as a
historically situated and epistemically specific form
of governance. The analysis drew on a genealogical
approach to situate algorithmic power within a broad-
er historical trajectory of modern governance. Rather
than treating algorithmic systems as a radical rupture,
genealogical analysis examined how contemporary
modes of data-driven regulation reconfigured earli-
er techniques of surveillance, classification, and nor-
malisation. This approach enabled the identification
of continuities and discontinuities between discipli-
nary, control-based, and algorithmic forms of power,
particularly with regard to temporality, visibility, and
mechanisms of intervention. In this study, the genea-
logical perspective was applied as a conceptual recon-
struction of transformations in modes of governance
rather than as an empirical historical investigation of
specific regulatory institutions.

An epistemological analysis was employed to exam-
ine the forms of knowledge that underpinned algorith-
mic governance. This perspective focused on the shift
from interpretive and explanatory modes of reasoning
towards correlation-based, probabilistic, and predic-
tive forms of knowledge. By analysing how algorith-
mic systems produced, validated, and operationalised
knowledge at a conceptual level, the study addressed
the transformation of epistemic authority and its impli-
cations for decision-making, accountability, and legiti-
macy. In addition to the interpretative and conceptual
approaches described above, the study incorporated a
political-economic perspective in order to analyse the
role of data extraction, attention monetisation, and
value generation in contemporary algorithmic govern-
ance. Drawing on insights from critical studies of digital
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capitalism, this perspective examined how algorithmic
infrastructures operate within broader economic log-
ics of platform economies and surveillance-based data
accumulation. Rather than conducting a quantitative
economic analysis, the study employed a critical polit-
ical-economic interpretation to understand how eco-
nomic imperatives shape the design and deployment of
algorithmic systems and influence the forms of subjec-
tivity they produce.

The study included a conceptual analysis of gen-
erative artificial intelligence as a specific technologi-
cal development within algorithmic governance. This
analysis focused on the capacity of generative models
to produce language, images, and symbolic content,
thereby extending algorithmic power from classifica-
tion and prediction towards the production of mean-
ing. Generative systems were therefore examined not
as technical artefacts in isolation but as socio-techni-
cal mechanisms that transform the conditions under
which communication, interpretation, and subject
formation occur in digitally mediated environments.
Together, these additional perspectives allowed the
study to integrate philosophical, epistemological, and
political-economic interpretations of algorithmic gov-
ernance while maintaining the primarily conceptual
character of the research. The study adopted an infra-
structural perspective interpreted in analytical rather
than empirical terms. Instead of conducting a detailed
technical analysis of particular platforms, standards,
or computational architectures, the study examined
infrastructures as conceptual sites where political ra-
tionalities were embedded and enacted. Thus, data
infrastructures and classification systems were ana-
lysed as theoretical categories that help explain how
algorithmic governance operates through distributed
socio-technical arrangements, rather than as concrete
technical systems subjected to empirical investigation.

Finally, elements of critical discourse analysis were
incorporated as an interpretative framework rather
than a systematic corpus-based method. Instead of
analysing a defined body of policy documents or insti-
tutional strategies, the study examined how algorith-
mic governance was framed within broader academic
and theoretical debates. This perspective allowed the
analysis to consider how notions such as efficiency, ob-
jectivity, and innovation functioned discursively to le-
gitimise algorithmic authority and to marginalise alter-
native forms of critique. The conclusion regarding the
ontological transformation of the subject was reached
through a comparative conceptual analysis, supported
by genealogical and epistemological approaches. By
comparing the implicit models of subjectivity presup-
posed by disciplinary and algorithmic regimes of power,
the study showed that algorithmic governance required
a different mode of subject existence - one based on
probabilistic profiling and predictive assessment rath-
er than reflexive norm internalisation. This shift in the
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conditions of knowing and governing the subject justi-
fied interpreting algorithmic subjectivity as an ontolog-
ical transformation not merely in an epistemic sense,
but in relation to the mode of being attributed to the
subject. Under disciplinary regimes, the subject was
constituted as a reflexive and norm-responsive agent
whose identity was grounded in intentionality, self-rela-
tion, and moral accountability. By contrast, algorithmic
governance presupposed a subject defined primarily
through probabilistic modelling, behavioural regular-
ities, and data-driven classification. What was altered
was not simply the way the subject was described or
evaluated, but the structural conditions under which
agency, responsibility, and self-understanding were
possible. In this sense, the ontological shift concerned
the transformation of the subject from a bearer of in-
tentional action to a statistically inferred entity whose
existence within governance was mediated by correla-
tion and optimisation rather than interpretation and
deliberation. Taken together, these methodological per-
spectives complemented the hermeneutic, critical, and
conceptual approaches outlined above. They enabled a
multi-dimensional analysis that captured algorithmic
power as simultaneously historical, epistemic, infra-
structural, and discursive, thereby strengthening the
analytical rigour and explanatory scope of the study.

Results and Discussion

Disciplinary power is interpreted as a historical re-
sponse to the increasing administrative complexity
of modern societies, in which sovereign mechanisms
alone proved insufficient for regulating populations.
[ts primary objective was not punishment but normal-
isation. Through techniques such as surveillance, ex-
amination, and hierarchical observation, disciplinary
power sought to produce individuals who conformed
to established standards of behaviour and productivi-
ty. Power became effective not by repressing individu-
als but by shaping their conduct in advance. A defining
feature of disciplinary power is its spatial organisa-
tion. Institutions such as schools, prisons, and facto-
ries functioned as enclosed environments in which
individuals were subjected to continuous observation
and evaluation. These spaces allow power to oper-
ate through visibility. Individuals became objects of
knowledge, were measured, compared, and classified
according to predefined norms. Through these pro-
cesses, discipline produces subjects who were both
individualised and standardised.

Disciplinary power also operates through the regu-
lation of time. Daily schedules, timetables, and routines
structured activity and imposed rhythms that shape
bodily conduct. Time becomes a medium of control,
ensuring efficiency, predictability, and productivity.
The disciplined subject learned to align its actions with
institutional expectations, internalising the temporal
logic of power.

One of the most significant effects of disciplinary
power was the internalisation of norms. Rather than
relying on external force, discipline encouraged indi-
viduals to monitor and regulate themselves. Surveil-
lance became internalised as self-surveillance. The
subject anticipated evaluation and adjusted behaviour
accordingly, often without conscious awareness of the
governing norms.

This internalisation gave rise to a paradoxical
form of autonomy. On the one hand, the disciplined
subject appeared self-governing, capable of rational
choice and moral responsibility. On the other hand,
this autonomy was structured by norms that were not
freely chosen but socially imposed. Freedom and con-
trol became intertwined.

Despite its pervasive influence, disciplinary power
remained relatively transparent. Its mechanisms were
institutionalised and identifiable. Schools, prisons, and
factories could be named, criticised, and reformed. This
visibility provided the conditions for resistance and po-
litical contestation. Subjects could recognise the sourc-
es of power and articulate forms of opposition.

While disciplinary power provided an effective
framework for understanding modern forms of gov-
ernance, its explanatory capacity became limited
when applied to contemporary digital societies. Dis-
ciplinary institutions presupposed enclosed spaces,
relatively stable norms, and subjects whose behaviour
could be corrected through observation and normal-
isation. However, late modern societies were charac-
terised by mobility, fragmentation, and the erosion of
institutional boundaries.

As social life increasingly unfolded across networks
rather than within institutions, power could no longer
rely solely on spatial enclosure. Individuals moved be-
tween physical and digital environments, interacting
through platforms that transcended traditional institu-
tional frameworks. In this context, disciplinary mech-
anisms persisted but lost their central organising role.
They were supplemented by more flexible and continu-
ous forms of control.

This transformation signalled not the disappear-
ance of discipline but its integration into broader re-
gimes of governance. Disciplinary techniques remained
operative in workplaces, educational systems, and bu-
reaucratic organisations, yet they were increasingly
intertwined with digital monitoring, performance met-
rics, and automated evaluation systems. The result was
a hybrid landscape in which classical discipline coexist-
ed with emerging forms of algorithmic regulation.

The concept of control marked an important tran-
sitional moment between disciplinary and algorith-
mic power. Unlike discipline, which operated through
fixed norms and enclosed spaces, control functioned
through continuous modulation. Power no longer
sought to confine individuals but to track, assess, and
influence them across multiple contexts.
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Control operated in real time. Rather than cor-
recting deviations after they occurred, it continuous-
ly adjusted the parameters within which behaviour
unfolded. Access was granted or restricted, opportu-
nities were opened or closed, and permissions were
updated dynamically. The subject was no longer eval-
uated at discrete moments but was subjected to ongo-
ing assessment.

This shift had significant implications for subjec-
tivity. Under regimes of control, individuals were not
addressed as stable identities but as variable profiles.
Subjectivity became fluid, composed of changing attrib-
utes that were constantly recalibrated. The subject was
no longer disciplined into a fixed norm but was modu-
lated according to situational demands.

Early theoretical accounts of control emphasised
the erosion of disciplinary enclosures and the emer-
gence of more flexible, mobile forms of power. Control
was conceptualised as a mode of governance based on
continuous variation rather than fixed norms, in which
institutional confinement gave way to open-ended
processes of modulation (Deleuze, 1992). Subsequent
analyses highlighted that such forms of power were
inseparable from broader transformations of capital-
ism, governance, and social acceleration, in which reg-
ulation increasingly occurred through flows, networks,
and real-time feedback rather than stable institutional
frameworks (Lash, 2007).

From an economic perspective, algorithmic pow-
er was also understood as embedded in profit-driven
models of digital capitalism, particularly those de-
scribed as surveillance capitalism. In this context, the
logic of data extraction, prediction, and behavioural
modulation was not incidental but structurally linked
to value production, as algorithms were optimised to
maximise engagement, retention, and monetisable at-
tention rather than epistemic accuracy or social fair-
ness. This economic orientation shaped not only how
algorithms operated, but also which forms of subjec-
tivity became valuable, governable, and visible with-
in algorithmic systems. This economic configuration
corresponded to what S. Zuboff (2019) described as
surveillance capitalism, in which behavioural data
were extracted, analysed, and commodified in order
to predict and shape future action. In this framework,
algorithmic systems were not merely tools of govern-
ance but central instruments of value production, link-
ing economic imperatives directly to the modulation
of subjectivity. Consequently, algorithmic governance
could not be adequately analysed without accounting
for the economic imperatives that actively configured
algorithmic rationality. From this perspective, control
was understood as a transitional configuration that an-
ticipated algorithmic governance by privileging adapt-
ability, circulation, and ongoing assessment over nor-
malisation, while remaining structurally connected to
earlier disciplinary logics. Algorithmic knowledge did
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not misunderstand the subject; it simply had no place
for misunderstanding at all.

Algorithmic power was characterised as a distinct
mode of governance defined by automation, predic-
tion, and data-driven decision-making. Unlike disci-
plinary power, which relied on visible institutions and
explicit norms, algorithmic power operated through
computational processes that were often opaque to
those affected by them. Algorithms analysed large vol-
umes of data to identify patterns, generated predic-
tions, and guided action.

Rather than imposing rules directly, algorithmic
systems structured the environment in which decisions
were made. Recommendation algorithms, ranking sys-
tems, and scoring mechanisms prioritised certain op-
tions while rendering others less visible or less accessi-
ble. Power thus operated indirectly, shaping behaviour
without issuing commands. This indirectness contrib-
uted to the perception that algorithmic governance was
neutral, objective, or merely technical.

A defining feature of algorithmic power was its an-
ticipatory orientation. By modelling future behaviour
on the basis of past data, algorithmic systems sought to
manage potential outcomes before they occurred. The
future became an object of governance. This temporal
shift distinguished algorithmic power from disciplinary
correction, which responded to deviations after the fact.
Prediction was central to the functioning of algorithmic
power. Predictive models estimated the likelihood of
future actions, risks, or outcomes, enabling institutions
to intervene in advance. In domains such as finance, po-
licing, healthcare, and employment, predictive analytics
increasingly shaped decision-making processes.

Optimisation complemented prediction by de-
fining desired outcomes and adjusting behaviour to-
wards them. Algorithmic systems did not merely de-
scribe reality; they actively shaped it by promoting
efficiency, engagement, or security according to pre-
defined criteria. These criteria were rarely neutral.
They reflected economic, political, and institutional
priorities that remained largely invisible to affected
subjects. Algorithmic social regulation thus differed
fundamentally from disciplinary normalisation. In-
stead of enforcing conformity to stable norms, it op-
erated through continuous adjustment and feedback.
Individuals were governed not according to who they
were, but according to what they were likely to do. The
subject became a statistical entity defined by proba-
bilities rather than intentions.

At the core of algorithmic power lay a fundamen-
tal transformation of subjectivity. Individuals were
increasingly constituted as data subjects - entities
defined by the continuous production, circulation,
and analysis of data. This datafication of the self al-
tered how subjectivity was understood and governed.
Rather than being grounded in consciousness, inten-
tion, or narrative identity, the subject was increasingly

Philosophy, Economics and Law Review. 2026. Vol. 6, No. 1



Philosophy | From disciplinary power to algorithmic power...

represented as a set of behavioural patterns and
measurable indicators. Subjectivity became legible to
systems that operated through statistical correlation
rather than interpretation or meaning. Datafication
introduced a quantitative logic into the constitution
of the subject. Qualitative aspects of experience - am-
bivalence, uncertainty, desire - were translated into
numerical values that could be compared, ranked,
and optimised. While this translation enabled algo-
rithmic governance, it also reduced the complexity of
human life. The subject was simplified in order to be
governed efficiently.

Importantly, datafication was not a passive process
imposed from outside. Individuals actively participated
in it through their everyday use of digital technologies.
However, this participation was asymmetrical. While
subjects generated data, they had limited access to the
models and criteria through which that data was inter-
preted. Algorithmic subjectivity thus emerged through
a relationship of dependence and dispossession. Algo-
rithmic subjectivity was characterised by a shift from
stable identity to predictive classification. Rather than
defining individuals by fixed attributes, algorithmic
systems constructed identities dynamically, based on
probabilities derived from past behaviour. Identity
became something that was continuously recalculat-
ed and updated. This predictive logic had far-reaching
social consequences. Algorithmic classifications deter-
mined access to opportunities, resources, and forms
of recognition. Credit scores, risk assessments, and
recommendation systems shaped life chances in ways
that were often opaque and difficult to contest. Unlike
disciplinary classifications, which were linked to explic-
it norms and institutional rules, algorithmic classifica-
tions operated through hidden criteria embedded in
technical systems.

Predictive identity also introduced a temporal
displacement in subject formation. Individuals were
governed according to what they were expected to
do rather than what they had done. The subject was
treated as a future risk or opportunity. This anticipa-
tory orientation challenged traditional ethical frame-
works that tied responsibility to past actions and
conscious intention. Moreover, predictive classifica-
tion tended to reinforce existing patterns. Because
algorithmic models relied on historical data, they
reproduced past inequalities and biases. The subject
was caught in a feedback loop in which prior behav-
iour constrained future possibilities. Transformation
and self-determination became increasingly difficult.
The emergence of algorithmic subjectivity raised
fundamental philosophical questions about autono-
my and agency. Classical accounts of autonomy pre-
supposed a subject capable of rational reflection and
self-legislation. Algorithmic governance complicated
this picture by shaping the conditions under which
choices were made.

Agency was similarly transformed. In algorithmic
systems, action was distributed across human and
non-human actors. Decisions emerged from interac-
tions between individuals, data, algorithms, and insti-
tutional objectives. This distributed agency challenged
models of responsibility that relied on individual in-
tentionality. This situation generated a theoretical par-
adox that required further clarification: if algorithmic
governance constituted the subject as probabilistic
and structurally dependent, the question arose as to
who could act as the bearer of collective subjectivity
capable of resistance. The analysis suggested that al-
gorithmic power did not eliminate subjectivity as such,
but displaced intentional agency from the individual
level to relational and collective configurations. While
algorithmic systems operated by reducing individuals
to profiles and behavioural probabilities, practices of
resistance emerged not from isolated intentional sub-
jects, but from coordinated forms of action situated at
the level of infrastructures, data practices, and institu-
tional arrangements. Conscious resistance was there-
fore grounded not in the restoration of a sovereign,
fully intentional subject, but in a reconfiguration of
agency as distributed, reflexive, and collectively articu-
lated. On this basis, resistance remained philosophical-
ly possible precisely because algorithmic power pre-
supposed relational environments in which subjects
could recognise, contest, and reorganise the conditions
of their own governability.

The results obtained in this study were consistent
with a growing body of international research that in-
terpreted algorithmic governance as a distinct config-
uration of power rather than a neutral technological
development. Recent studies in critical data studies
and political economy demonstrated that algorithmic
systems increasingly functioned as infrastructures of
governance that organised social behaviour through
data extraction, prediction, and optimisation (Birch et
al., 2021; Crawford, 2022). These findings supported
the present analysis, which showed that algorithmic
power reshaped subjectivity by operating through
anticipatory and probabilistic logics rather than nor-
mative judgement.

Several contemporary scholars focused on the
epistemic transformation introduced by algorithmic
systems. M. Wieringa (2020) demonstrated that algo-
rithmic accountability frameworks often failed because
algorithmic systems were not designed to be intelligi-
ble to the subjects they governed. These conclusions
confirmed the results of the present study, which es-
tablished that algorithmic knowledge displaced inter-
pretative understanding with correlation-based assess-
ment, thereby altering the epistemic conditions under
which subjects were rendered governable.

Research on datafication and subjectivity fur-
ther corroborated the findings of this article. D. Lup-
ton (2019) analysed how data practices reconfigured
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selfhood by translating lived experience into measur-
able indicators, while M. Fourcade & K. Healy (2017)
showed that algorithmic classifications increasingly
determined social worth through reputational and
risk-based metrics. In contrast to these sociological ac-
counts, the present study extended the analysis by ar-
guing that such transformations should be understood
as ontological rather than merely functional, since al-
gorithmic governance presupposed a fundamentally
different mode of subject existence.

Economic analyses of digital capitalism also aligned
with the results presented here. Studies of platform
capitalism demonstrated that algorithmic systems were
structurally shaped by profit imperatives that priori-
tised engagement, predictability, and behavioural mod-
ulation (Srnicek, 2016; Birch et al.,, 2021). While these
works focused primarily on economic mechanisms, the
present study contributed a philosophical dimension
by showing how economic rationalities were translated
into modes of subject formation and governance.

At the same time, certain divergences between
existing research and the present findings were not-
ed. Empirical studies of algorithmic governance in
public administration often framed algorithmic deci-
sion-making as a problem of regulation or ethics (Eu-
banks, 2018; Benjamin, 2019). While these analyses
were valuable, the present study argued that such ap-
proaches remained insufficient unless they addressed
the deeper transformation of subjectivity presupposed
by algorithmic governance.

Finally, recent work on resistance and collective
agency emphasised the limits of traditional politi-
cal action in algorithmically mediated environments.
S. Milan & E. Treré (2019) demonstrated that data
activism increasingly targeted infrastructures rather
than institutions, while M. Ziewitz (2015) proposed
an interpretation of algorithms as forms of governance
that are not necessarily based on explanation or trans-
parency. The author examined how algorithmic sys-
tems operate through procedures and rules that sta-
bilise uncertainty in complex social contexts. Drawing
on a socio-legal analysis, researcher demonstrated that
algorithms create order through repetitive practices
rather than through the rational justification of each
decision. Ultimately, the author concluded that algo-
rithmic governance should be understood as a proce-
dural form of power, rather than merely as a technical
tool. These perspectives supported the conclusions of
this study, which showed that critique and resistance
were reconfigured under algorithmic power and re-
quired infrastructural and collective forms rather than
individual opposition.

Overall, the comparison with recent international
research demonstrated that the findings of this study
both confirmed and extended existing debates. By inte-
grating philosophical analysis with contemporary em-
pirical and theoretical literature, the article contributed
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a systematic account of algorithmic power as a regime
that transformed not only governance practices but the
very conditions of subjectivity, responsibility, and cri-
tique. The preceding analysis allowed algorithmic pow-
er to be understood not merely as a technological ex-
tension of disciplinary and control-based mechanisms,
but as a qualitative reconfiguration of the logic through
which power related to subjectivity. While disciplinary
power operated through the internalisation of norms
within relatively stable institutional frameworks, and
control regimes introduced flexibility through contin-
uous modulation, algorithmic governance transformed
the very conditions under which subjects were ren-
dered knowable, governable, and responsible.

One of the central implications of this transforma-
tion concerned the ontological status of the subject. In
disciplinary regimes, subjectivity presupposed a reflex-
ive agent capable of recognising norms and adjusting
behaviour accordingly. Algorithmic power, by contrast,
increasingly addressed the subject as a probabilistic
construct whose significance lay not in intentionality
or self-understanding, but in behavioural regularities
extracted from data. This shift suggested a move from
a normatively grounded subject towards a computa-
tionally produced subject-position, where agency was
inferred rather than exercised.

At the same time, algorithmic power introduced
a new form of asymmetry between knowledge and
self-knowledge. While disciplinary power relied on
forms of visibility that allowed subjects to recognise,
contest, or internalise norms, algorithmic systems op-
erated through opaque processes that remained largely
inaccessible to those they governed. As a result, sub-
jects were subjected to evaluations and classifications
they could not fully comprehend, challenge, or reinter-
pret. This epistemic asymmetry undermined classical
models of autonomy grounded in transparency and ra-
tional deliberation.

The analysis also revealed a transformation in
the temporality of governance. Whereas disciplinary
mechanisms operated retrospectively by correcting de-
viations from established norms, and control regimes
modulated behaviour in real time, algorithmic govern-
ance was fundamentally oriented towards the future.
By acting on predictions rather than actions, algorith-
mic systems governed subjects in advance, effectively
pre-structuring the space of possible conduct. This an-
ticipatory logic raised critical ethical questions regard-
ing responsibility, as individuals could be sanctioned,
restricted, or categorised based on projected behaviour
rather than actual decisions. This anticipatory orienta-
tion of algorithmic governance reflected broader trans-
formations in the temporal logic of power, where future
behaviour became the primary object of regulation
(Kitchin, 2019; Amoore, 2020).

Furthermore, algorithmic power complicated tra-
ditional distinctions between coercion and consent.
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Because algorithmic governance frequently operated
through convenience, personalisation, and optimisa-
tion, power was experienced not as an external con-
straint but as facilitation. This blurring of domination
and enablement made algorithmic power particularly
resistant to critique, as subjects could actively partic-
ipate in systems that simultaneously empowered and
constrained them. The result was a form of govern-
ance that was internalised not through discipline, but
through habitual reliance on algorithmic mediation.

The analysis of algorithmic governance also ex-
tended to recent developments in generative artificial
intelligence, which introduced a further transforma-
tion in the mode of algorithmic power. Whereas ear-
lier algorithmic systems primarily operated through
classification, ranking, and prediction of behaviour,
generative models were shown to produce language,
images, and symbolic content that actively shaped
communicative environments. In this sense, algorith-
mic power no longer functioned solely by evaluating
subjects, but by participating in the production of dis-
cursive reality itself.

Generative artificial intelligence altered the rela-
tionship between governance and meaning by inter-
vening directly in processes of representation, interpre-
tation, and communication. Rather than merely sorting
pre-existing data, generative systems contributed to
the formation of narratives, categories, and semantic
frames within which subjects understood themselves
and others. This shift intensified the epistemic trans-
formation already identified in the study: governance
increasingly relied not on interpretative engagement
with intentional agents, but on probabilistic generation
and optimisation of communicative outputs.

As a consequence, subjectivity was not only clas-
sified and predicted but also co-produced within al-
gorithmically mediated discursive environments. The
subject encountered algorithmic outputs not merely as
external evaluations, but as elements participating in
the shaping of social reality. This development suggest-
ed a transition from algorithmic assessment of behav-
iour to algorithmic participation in the constitution of
meaning, thereby deepening the ontological transfor-
mation previously described.

Importantly, the emergence of algorithmic subjec-
tivity did not imply the disappearance of resistance
or agency, but it did require their reconceptualisation.
Resistance could no longer be understood solely as op-
position to identifiable institutions or explicit norms.
Instead, it had to address infrastructural arrangements,
data practices, and algorithmic logics that shaped social
reality indirectly. This suggested a shift from individual
acts of resistance towards collective and infrastructural
forms of critique that engaged with the conditions of
algorithmic governance itself.

Finally, the analysis highlighted the methodolog-
ical implications for philosophy. If power increasingly

operated through computational systems rather than
discursive or institutional forms, philosophical cri-
tique had to extend beyond interpretation to include
engagement with technical, infrastructural, and epis-
temic dimensions of governance. Philosophy was thus
confronted with the task of rethinking its own tools and
categories in order to remain capable of critical inter-
vention in algorithmically mediated societies.

In this sense, algorithmic power did not mere-
ly transform subjectivity, it transformed the condi-
tions under which critique, responsibility, and polit-
ical agency could be articulated. Understanding this
transformation was essential for developing ethical
and political frameworks capable of responding to the
challenges posed by algorithmic governance in the
contemporary world.

Conclusions

The transition from disciplinary power to algorithmic
power was shown to mark a profound transformation
in the governance of contemporary societies. Algorith-
mic power did not replace disciplinary mechanisms,
but reconfigured them through datafication, predic-
tion, and automation, thereby reshaping subjectivity
and producing a form of algorithmic subject character-
ised by personalisation, classification, and anticipatory
control. The analysis demonstrated that algorithmic
governance challenged classical philosophical assump-
tions about autonomy, agency, and responsibility, as
subjects appeared formally autonomous while becom-
ing structurally dependent on algorithmic infrastruc-
tures. Beyond these general conclusions, the study
allowed for several further conceptual clarifications.
First, algorithmic governance was interpreted as a
transformation of the rationality of governance itself, in
which power increasingly operated through probabil-
istic assessment and anticipatory intervention rather
than normative judgement or retrospective correction.
Second, the findings suggested that algorithmic subjec-
tivity emerged through a dual process of individuation
and abstraction, undermining traditional notions of a
coherent and stable subject and replacing them with
continuously recalibrated profiles and risk-based rep-
resentations. From a forward-looking philosophical
perspective, the analysis indicated that the emergence
of generative artificial intelligence further shifted al-
gorithmic power from the classification of behaviour
towards the production of language, images, and mean-
ing. This development suggested the formation of a
hybrid subjectivity, in which human and machine-gen-
erated expressions became increasingly entangled,
complicating distinctions between authorship, agency,
and responsibility.

The study also articulated a normative dimension of
algorithmic governance. It was argued that ethical and
political responses could not be limited to transparen-
cy alone, but required the development of algorithmic
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literacy, a right to opacity, and practices of counter-al-
gorithmic design capable of contesting dominant modes
of data-driven control. These developments also raised
the question of whether meaningful forms of resistance
remained possible within algorithmically mediated
systems of governance. At the same time, the possibil-
ity of resistance within algorithmic governance was
interpreted in a more limited and relational sense. Be-
cause algorithmic power frequently operated through
anticipatory regulation and behavioural modulation,
opportunities for reflexive agency did not arise solely
at the level of individual decision-making. Rather, they
emerged at points where algorithmic infrastructures
became visible through institutional rules, interface in-
teractions, or collective practices of critique. In such sit-
uations, subjects were able to recognise the conditions
under which algorithmic classifications and predictions
operated, thereby opening limited spaces for contesta-
tion and reinterpretation. At the epistemological level,

Skyrtach & Martynov

the findings underscored that algorithmic power sig-
nalled the decline of a regime of understanding in fa-
vour of regimes of correlation and optimisation, thereby
destabilising the status of the human subject as a mor-
al and interpretive agent. Future research was identi-
fied as focusing on the development of normative and
political frameworks capable of addressing the ethical
and social challenges posed by algorithmic governance,
taking seriously the distributed nature of agency and
the infrastructural conditions of contemporary power.

Acknowledgements
None.

Funding
None.

Conflict of Interest
None.

References

[1] Amoore, L. (2020). Cloud ethics: Algorithms and the attributes of ourselves and others. London: Duke University
Press. doi: 10.1215/9781478009276.

[2] Benjamin, R. (2019). Race after technology: Abolitionist tools for the new Jim Code. Cambridge: Polity Press.

[3] Birch, K., Cochrane, D., & Ward, C. (2021). Data as asset? The measurement, governance, and valuation
of digital personal data by Big Tech. Big Data & Society, 8(1), 1-15. doi: 10.1177/20539517211017308.

[4] Couldry, N., & Mejias, U. (2022). The costs of connection: How data is colonizing human life. London: Bloomsbury
Publishing.

[5] Crawford, K. (2022). Atlas of Al: Power, politics, and the planetary costs of artificial intelligence. New Haven:
Yale University Press.

[6] Deleuze, G. (1992). Postscript on the societies of control. October, 59, 3-7.

[7] Eubanks, V. (2018). Automating inequality: How high-tech tools profile, police, and punish the poor. New York:
St. Martin’s Press.

[8] Foucault, M. (1995). Discipline and punish: The birth of the prison. New York: Random House, Inc.

[9] Fourcade, M., & Healy, K. (2017). Seeing like a market. Socio-Economic Review, 15(1), 9-29. doi: 10.1093/ser/
mww033.

[10] Gillespie, T. (2024). Generative Al and the politics of visibility. Big Data & Society, 11(2), 1-14.
doi: 10.1177/20539517241252131.

[11] Kitchin, R. (2016). Thinking critically about and researching algorithms. Information, Communication &
Society, 20(1), 14-29. doi: 10.1080/1369118X.2016.1154087.

[12] Kitchin, R. (2019). The timescape of algorithmic governance. Annals of the American Association of Geographers,
109(3), 775-790. doi: 10.1080/24694452.2018.1497475.

[13] Lash,S.(2007).Powerafterhegemony. Theory, Culture&Society,24(3),55-78.d0i:10.1177/0263276407075956.

[14] Leonelli, S. (2016). Data-centric biology. A philosophical study. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
doi: 10.7208/chicago/9780226416502.001.0001.

[15] Lupton, D. (2019). Data selves: More-than-human perspectives. Cambridge: Polity Press.

[16] Milan, S., & Treré, E. (2019). Big data from the South(s): Beyond data universalism. Television & New Media,
20(4),319-335.doi: 10.1177/1527476419837739.

[17] Srnicek, N. (2016). Platform capitalism. Cambridge: Polity Press.

[18] Veale, M., & Borgesius, F.Z. (2021). Demystifying the draft EU artificial intelligence Act. Computer Law Review
International, 22(4), 97-112. doi: 10.9785/cri-2021-220402.

[19] Wieringa, M. (2020). What to account for when accounting for algorithms. In FAT* 20: Proceedings
of the 2020 conference on fairness, accountability, and transparency (pp. 1-18). New York: ACM.
doi: 10.1145/3351095.3372833.

[20] Ziewitz, M. (2015). Governing algorithms: myth, mess, and methods. Science, Technology, & Human Values,
41(1), 3-16.doi: 10.1177/0162243915608948.

[21] Zuboff, S. (2019). The age of surveillance capitalism. New York: PublicAffairs.

Philosophy, Economics and Law Review. 2026. Vol. 6, No. 1


https://doi.org/10.1215/9781478009276
https://www.politybooks.com/bookdetail?book_slug=race-after-technology-abolitionist-tools-for-the-new-jim-code--9781509526390
https://doi.org/10.1177/20539517211017308
https://books.google.com.ua/books/about/The_Costs_Of_Connection.html?id=6EqaEAAAQBAJ&redir_esc=y
https://books.google.com.ua/books/about/Atlas_of_AI.html?id=G2iUzgEACAAJ&redir_esc=y
https://www.jstor.org/stable/778828
https://www.amazon.com/Automating-Inequality-High-Tech-Profile-Police/dp/1250074312
https://monoskop.org/images/4/43/Foucault_Michel_Discipline_and_Punish_The_Birth_of_the_Prison_1977_1995.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1093/ser/mww033
https://doi.org/10.1093/ser/mww033
https://doi.org/10.1177/20539517241252131
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2016.1154087
https://doi.org/10.1080/24694452.2018.1497475
https://doi.org/10.1177/0263276407075956
http://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226416502.001.0001
https://www.politybooks.com/bookdetail?book_slug=data-selves-more-than-human-perspectives--9781509536412
https://doi.org/10.1177/1527476419837739
https://www.politybooks.com/bookdetail?book_slug=platform-capitalism--9781509504862
https://doi.org/10.9785/cri-2021-220402
https://doi.org/10.1145/3351095.3372833
https://doi.org/10.1177/0162243915608948
https://www.publicaffairsbooks.com/titles/shoshana-zuboff/the-age-of-surveillance-capitalism/9781610395694/

Philosophy | From disciplinary power to algorithmic power...

Big aMcuunaiHapHoOI BJlaau A0 aJITOPUTMIYHOI:
dinocodin cyb’ekta y XXI cronirTi

Bioneta CkupTtau

JokTop disnocodii, foueHT

J3BO0 «/loHGacbKUH epKaBHUM MeJarorivHui yHiBepCUTET»
49000, Bys1. HaykoBa, 13, m. IHinpo, Ykpaina
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9726-8553

PomaH MapTuHoOB

JlokTop ¢inocodii, JoreHT

J3BO «/loHGacbKUH AepKaBHUM MeJarorivHui yHiBepCUTET»
49000, Bys1. HaykoBa, 13, m. IHinpo, Ykpaina
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5328-5666

AHoOTaUiA. 3pocTaHHs NPUCYTHOCTI aJFOPUTMIYHUX CHCTEM B YIPaB/iHHI Ta MOBCAKJEHHUX COLa/bHUX
MpaKTUKaX BKa3ye Ha IMIMO0KY TpaHchOopMaIlilo CyYacHUX BJAJHHUX BiJHOCUH Ta palioOHa/JbHICTb yIpaBJIiHHS
B IMPPOBUX CycCIiJbcTBaX. MeToo cTaTTi 6y/10 poBecTH disocodchbKkuit aHaIi3 nepexoay BiJ AUCHUILIIHAPHOT
BJIAJIY /10 QJITOPUTMIYHOI Ta 3’ICYyBaTH, AK Ljel 3CYB NepeoCcMHUCIUB yMOBU GopMyBaHHS cy6’ekTa y XXI cToMTTI.
JocnipxeHHs 6a3yBasiocsl HaIOEAHAHHI repMeHeBTUYHOI iHTeprpeTalii, KpUTUIHOI Teopii Ta KOHIIENTYaJIbHOTO
aHaJi3y, gKi O6y/JM 3aCTOCOBaHi A/ PEKOHCTPYKLUIl AUCUUIIIHAPHUX MoOJesied BJaJH, BUBYEHHS MepexigHux
dOpM KOHTPOJIFO Ta aHaMi3y Cy4yacHHUX PEXHUMIB aJlrOpUTMIYHOrO YNPaBJiHHSA SK COI[iaJIbHO-TEXHIYHUX
koH}irypaniii. BcraHoB/ieHO, 1m0 anropuTMiyHa Bjaja (YHKIiOHYe 4yepe3 aBTOMATH30BaHe NPUHHSATTSA
pilleHb Ta NPOTHO3HEe MOJIeJI0BAaHHS, THUM CaMHM TpaHCPOpPMYylO4YH emicTeMiuyHi OCHOBM ympaBJ/iHHA Ta
[IepeOCMUCIIOI0YM B3aEMO3B’SI30K MIiXK BJIaJI0O0, 3HAHHSAMMU Ta Cy6ekTuBHicTo. [IpojeMoHCcTpoBaHO, 110,
Ha BigMiHy Bij AucuunuiiHapHol BJIaJM, L0 COMpaJjacid Ha IHCTUTYLiIMHY BUAUMICTb Ta HOpMaJisalilo,
aJropuTMivyHa BJaJia QYHKIIIOHYE JlelleHTpasi30BaHO Ta HeNpo30po Ta BOyjoBaHa B iudpoBi iHdpacTpyKTypH,
1110 ONOCePeKOBYIOTh NMOBCAKAEHHI NpaKTUKU. [IpoaHaizoBaHo, 1[0 aJITOPUTMidYHe yIIpaBJIiHHA 3aIPOBAKYE
BUIlEpe/KaTbHY YaCOBY JIOTiKY, 3Ti/IHO 3 KO MalOyTHs MOBeJiHKA, a He MUHYJI Ail, CTa€E OCHOBHUM 00’€KTOM
perysntoBaHHs. OGI'PYHTOBAHO, 1[0 Cy4acHA Cy6'€KTHICTD Ae/jasi 6i/iblile KOHCTUTYIETHCS Yepes3 airOPUTMIdHY
kJacrudikariito Ta BUnepe/pKajbHe peryJoBaHHs, 1[0 NOPO/PKYE NapaoKcaJbHUN CTaH MOEAHAHHS GOopMaibHOI
aBTOHOMII 31 CTPYKTYpHOIO 3aJIEKHICTIO Bij a/IrOpUTMidYHUX Mejianii. Takox MoKa3aHo, 110 BiZIOBiAaJbHICTh
po3nopounaacd M0 PO3NOJAIIEHUX COLaJIbHO-TEXHIYHUX CUCTeMaX, YCKJAJHIOKYU KJAaCHU4YHI eTHYHi Ta
nosiTuyHi Moziesi. PesynbTaTu focaipkeHHS MOXKYTh 6y TH 3aCTOCOBaHI y conianbHil ¢inocodii, focaimxeHHAX
nudpoBoro yrnpasJiHHA Ta €TULi IITYYHOrO iHTEJEKTY AJs NiJTPUMKH PO3BUTKY HOPMAaTUBHUX MiAXOAIB J10
MPO30POCTi, a TAKOXK MOXKJIUBOCTEN KPUTHUKHU Ta ONOPY B aJIFTOPUTMIYHO ONIOCEPEAKOBAHUX CYCIIJIbCTBAX

Knto4yoBi cnioBa: riudppoBe BpsiIyBaHHs; COliaibHE PEry/II0BaHHS; aBTOHOMIsT; Cy6'€KTHICTb; BJAaAHI BiJHOCUHU
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