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Abstract

This paper explores the distinction between human consciousness and me-
chanical “thought” in the contemporary networked world. It argues that artifi-
cial intelligence, despite its capacity for complex data processing and language
generation, lacks lived experience, temporality, mortality, and existential anxie-
ty; elements that ground human meaning, moral responsibility, and freedom
of will. Ethics is presented as a creative and experiential practice rooted in
relationship, responsibility, and inner struggle, and therefore irreducible to
algorithmic rules. The study further examines the digital condition as a new
anthropological environment in which identity, memory, and judgment are
increasingly shaped through technological mediation. The central challenge is
not to reject technology, but to preserve human autonomy, critical reflection,
and moral accountability within a reality where existence becomes progressive-
ly networked, technologically extended, and shaped by forms of digital
posthumanism.

Keywords: Artificial intelligence, digital technologies, free will, mechanisms,
technological mediations

! This work benefited from the use of Al-assisted language tools (specifical-
ly ChatGPT) for purposes of linguistic refinement and improvement of clarity
and readability. The author remains fully responsible for the final intellectual
content and its integrity.
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A. Thought and mechanical consciousness

Artificial intelligence commonly appears in both public and
scientific discourse as a tool: a neutral mechanism for cal-
culation, optimization, and prediction, or even as the culmination
of a technological trajectory promising etficiency and control. Be-
neath this seemingly straightforward description, however, lies a
deeper - and at times unsettling- existential question: what does
it mean for something to think without living, to articulate lan-
guage without having experienced silence, loss, or anticipation,
and to generate meaning without ever having been exposed to
temporality, decay, or the anxiety of finitude? Cognitive compu-
ting does not exist as a being in the world, but as a function op-
erating upon the world; it does not dwell in time, but processes
it; it does not confront death, but registers it as a biological end-
point. For this very reason, its presence compels us not merely to
redefine the limits of intelligence or consciousness, but to turn
once more toward the human being. Reflected against a form of
mechanical “thought” that neither suffers nor hopes nor fears its
own end, the human being is revealed anew as a fragile and
tragic existence, rooted in experience, uncertainty, and the cease-
less effort to confer meaning upon a life known to be temporary.

Uncertainty and the unending human effort to render life
meaningful mark a fundamental divide between human con-
sciousness and technical “thought.” We do not think solely in
order to solve practical problems, but in order to bear the weight
of existence. Human thinking is not merely instrumental but ex-
istential, shaped by questions that admit no definitive answers.
We inhabit doubt, not as a defect of knowledge but as a structur-
al feature of consciousness itself: we are aware that we do not
fully know, and that every meaning we construct is provisional,
vulnerable, and open to collapse. Human consciousness is orient-
ed less toward certainty than toward significance; it does not
seek final closure, but the possibility of meaning in a world that
guarantees none.

By contrast, technical “thought” does not experience uncertain-
ty as an existential condition, but as an informational deficit to be
resolved. It does not encounter anguish before the void of mean-
ing, nor does it stand before the absurd. It operates within a
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predefined framework in which every question presupposes the
availability of an answer. Data processing, however complex, is
not an act of self-interpretation; it entails no existential risk, nor
any participation in the erosive flow of time. Still less does it un-
dergo the ordeal of confronting a world resistant to meaning.
Where the human being thinks out of doubt about their very be-
ing, the machine calculates without ever placing itself into ques-
tion.

The difference between consciousness and technical presence,
therefore, lies not simply in the degree of complexity or speed of
thought, but in existential depth. Human consciousness is formed
through anxiety, waiting, rupture, and the awareness that mean-
ing is not given but must be sought. Artificial intelligence may
generate discourse about meaning, but it cannot stand experien-
tially before it. It is precisely in this incapacity - to coexist with
indeterminacy without guarantees - that the boundary between
calculating “thought” and existing consciousness becomes visible.

The outputs of artificial intelligence, as framed in contempo-
rary discourse, tend to produce a form of “ethics” detached from
obligation and from the social emotions that shape collective life.
This is an ethics grounded in algorithmic rules of computational
neutrality, where values are translated into parameters and prob-
abilities, without any lived experience of responsibility, guilt, or
solidarity. As a result, the “ethics” of artificial intelligence func-
tions more as a technical framework for decision-making than as
a lived relation to others. The dimension of social commitment
and shared meaning - arising through coexistence, conflict, and
mutual recognition - is either dissolved or significantly weak-
ened.

Ethics, understood as a creative evolution of human thought
and action, cannot be reduced to mechanical or algorithmic cal-
culation. At its core, ethics emerges through encounter with oth-
ers, through conflict, ambiguity, and the open-ended choices that
characterize lived experience. Its development is neither linear
nor rule-bound; rather, it is a continuous process of transfor-
mation and re-examination of values, in which responsibility, sol-
idarity, and creative imagination intertwine in shaping a life that
is simultaneously personal and collective. Ethics is not merely a
tool for adaptation; it is an expression of existence itself - of
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thinking freely and assuming responsibility for the world we co -
create.

To say that ethics is not a tool of adaptation is to insist that it
cannot be reduced to a strategy for securing social acceptance,
personal safety, or survival within a given environment. Instead,
ethics is an active and creative process unfolding through free
judgment, the assumption of responsibility, and coexistence with
others. When ethics is treated merely as a mechanism of adapta-
tion, it becomes a system of compliance-rules followed to avoid
conflict or maximize personal benefit - and loses its character as
an extension of human freedom and conscious choice. In this
sense, ethics belongs to the realm of praxis rather than mere
utility, aligning with what classical philosophy described as the
cultivation of character and the pursuit of the good life. Planting
turnips for example, is not a practice; farming is. So are the en-
quiries of physics, chemistry and biology, and so is the work of
the historian, and so are painting and music (MacIntyre, 1981:
187; Sioufa 2024).

For Alasdair MacIntyre, the key distinction is that practice
(praxis) is a socially established, cooperative activity in which
participants aim at internal goods - such as excellence, under-
standing, and the cultivation of virtues - while production (poie-
sis) is an activity aimed at generating an external product or out-
come, whose value lies primarily in the finished result rather
than in the activity itself. In this framework, digital action involv-
ing Al typically falls on the side of production. Al systems gen-
erate outputs, and their success is measured by the quality,
speed, or usefulness of those outputs, not by any internal moral
goods or character-forming engagement. They simulate produc-
tion, but do not intend or participate in it in a human sense.

Seen from this perspective, genuine ethics transcends immedi-
ate motives and rewards. It does not simply aim to “function”
smoothly within a social system, but challenges individuals to re-
flect on their values, to examine the coherence of their actions,
and to cultivate relationships not defined solely by exchange. It is
a creative and often demanding process, because it places life
under constant scrutiny and revision. Ethics does not remain at
the level of social conventions; it penetrates to the core of exist-
ence, where freedom, responsibility, and virtue converge to shape
the substance of a meaningtul life.
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Finally, the virtuous life admits no simple gradations and can-
not be assessed through measurable indicators. Virtue is not a
static moral level attained once and preserved indefinitely, but an
ongoing process of deepening and reconfiguring our relationship
with ourselves, with others, and with the common good. Every
choice and every action contains the possibility for virtue either
to be expressed or betrayed. What distinguishes the virtuous life
is this continuous vigilance and creative self-restraint that sustain
its vitality and significance.

Ethics thus becomes a form of the art of living, in which val-
ue is not measured on scales but experienced as a dynamic rela-
tionship with the world. At this point, it is important to empha-
size that moral excellence is not a quantity to be calculated, nor
an achievement that can be accumulated or diminished. It is an
indivisible mode of being-continuous and integral-manifested
through conscious choice and commitment to the good. Each re-
sponsible act bears its value in full and cannot be averaged with
others to yield a composite moral score. The virtuous life exists
only through our complete participation in an ongoing process of
self-knowledge, self-restraint, and creative, reflective action. It
admits no gradations, because its worth is not determined by ex-
ternal comparison or measurable criteria, but by the uninterrupt-
ed and conscious orientation of the human being toward the
good, the just, and the common good.

The claim that the impact of our actions upon the whole of
society functions as a predicate for a universal law of goodness
and beauty presupposes an ethical foundation that transcends the
individual and is inscribed within the field of relation and
wholeness. Action, in this sense, is not understood as a private
event or a means of personal advantage, but as an occurrence
that diffuses through the social fabric, shaping forms of coexist-
ence and the ways in which collective experience is interpreted
and lived. Its social repercussions thus become a criterion of
moral validity: an action reveals its worth not only through in-
tention, but through its contribution to the preservation, harmo-
ny, and flourishing of shared life.

Within this framework, the good and the beautiful are not
merely abstract evaluative categories, but manifestations of an
underlying order disclosed through the relation, form, and coher-
ence of our actions within the living world. The good appears as
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an ethical relation that sustains and advances life, while the
beautiful emerges as harmony between universal measure and
particular act- a form of aesthetic meaning that renders the world
livable and participable. Machine cognition, by contrast, may re-
produce rules and generate desirable outcomes, yet it does not
participate in this disclosure of the good and the beautiful, be-
cause it lacks a lived relation to life and responsibility. While it
may imitate moral structures or externally serve social purposes,
it cannot ground a universal law of intrinsic value; that remains
the prerogative of human action, in which ethics and aesthetics
intertwine as expressions of conscious participation in a shared
world.

From this perspective, what may be termed the existential in-
stinct emerges as a reflective awareness of the human being’s
participation in a shared, living world of meaning, where each
action situates the person within an ethical and aesthetic order
that surpasses them. This is not a biological mechanism or a cal-
culable impulse, but an inner orientation born of lived relation to
life, responsibility, and finitude. The existential instinct expresses
the subject’s need to bring their actions into accord with the
good as a form of cosmic harmony - to act not merely effectively,
but meaningfully, while assuming responsibility for their pres-
ence in the world.

In contrast to computational intelligence, which operates
through external rules and functional equilibria without any ex-
perience of existence, the existential instinct presupposes the em-
bodied and temporal involvement of the human being in the
world. It arises where action is not neutral but exposed to re-
sponsibility. The subject recognizes that life acquires form, gravi-
ty, and meaning only through relation to others and to the uni-
versality of life itself. In this sense, the existential instinct func-
tions as a silent yet decisive principle of moral orientation: an in-
ner sense of measure that is neither taught nor programmed, but
cultivated through lived experience of responsibility and coexist-
ence.

At this juncture, it becomes necessary to address the freedom
of individual will as a fundamental condition of human exist-
ence. Human willing is not exhausted by selecting among prede-
termined alternatives; it includes the capacity for self - determi-
nation, transcendence, and the assumption of responsibility to-
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ward oneself and others. This freedom is both existential and
moral: the human being can act otherwise, question what is giv-
en, and transform their stance even in opposition to interests,
habits, or deterministic pressures.

Contrarily, artificial intelligence lacks individual will in any
substantive sense. Its “choices” do not arise from inner intention
or existential involvement, but from predefined architectures,
programmed functions, and training data. Even when it appears
autonomous or creative, its freedom is derivative and heterono-
mously structured; it bears no commitment, experiences no con-
cern, and cannot engage in moral self - reflection. The contrast
thus reveals that human freedom is not a matter of computation-
al capacity, but of lived existence, where will, responsibility, and
meaning form a unified ontological horizon. The present of our
technology has been inspired by the past of philosophy. In that
sense philosophy is responsible for the ontological study of tech-
nological universe it has created. (Hatjivasiliou, 2023: 95)

The observation that such systems are not bearers of moral in-
itiative rests on the fact that moral action presupposes the exist-
ence of a subject. Ethics is not merely the outcome of a correct
choice or a functionally successful decision, but an act originating
from a being capable of self - representation, reflection upon its
actions, and awareness of their consequences. Without an inner
horizon of consciousness, without a sense of selfhood, and with-
out temporal awareness of mortality, there can be no moral initi-
ative; only the execution of procedures that mimic the outward
form of moral action.

A heteronomous mode of cognitive functioning lacks precisely
these existential dimensions: it possesses no self - reference as a
unity of memory, expectation, and identity; no affective depth
that confers weight and significance upon decisions; no will ca-
pable of grounding responsibility. Its operations are externally
determined and derivative, reducible to input data, predesigned
objectives, and prior human decisions. Even when such a system
produces outcomes that appear “moral,” these are not expres-
sions of self - activity but reflections of human values without
inner experience. Ethics, as an act of freedom, consciousness, and
will, remains inseparably bound to the human person and cannot
be transferred to mechanisms, however complex.
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If, from an alternative perspective, instinct was regarded - al-
beit somewhat reductively - as the seed of moral consciousness,
as a permanent and inalienable endowment of nature, then ethics
would be removed from the sphere of existential depth and rein-
terpreted in naturalistic terms. Moral obligation would then de-
rive its authority not from transcendence or from a dialogical re-
lation with others, but from the inherent tendency of life to pre-
serve, reproduce, and stabilize the conditions of its own existence.
Duty would thus appear as the expression of an inescapable nat-
ural law: we act “morally” insofar as we serve biological purpos-
iveness, namely the survival and cohesion of the species.

This grounding, however, opens the way to a plurality of rela-
tivisms. If ethics is reduced to instincts that vary across historical,
cultural, and evolutionary contexts, then no single universal mor-
al order remains; only multiple, functionally equivalent versions
of the “good,” each adapted to specific environments and needs.
Relativism thus emerges not as deliberate groundlessness, but as
a natural consequence of biological grounding: what sustains life
in one context may undermine it in another. Ethics thereby loses
its claim to absoluteness and becomes a fluid system of norms,
where duty is justified retrospectively by its functionality rather
than by reference to a universal value. The plurality of relativism
ultimately reveals both the strength and the limitation of this ap-
proach: ethics is explained as a natural phenomenon, yet it ceases
to be grounded as a binding truth beyond utility.

If moral obligation arises from innate biological tendencies and
the imperative of species survival, ethics risks becoming purely
functional and context-dependent. At this point, a superficial
analogy with artificial intelligence may appear. Al systems like-
wise operate on the basis of predefined data, algorithms, and ex-
ternally determined objectives oriented toward efficiency. Just as
instinct-based ethics can be described as adaptive and plastic, ar-
tificial intelligence follows rule-governed procedures that serve
utility without intrinsic freedom or self-revision.

This similarity, however, is only superficial. Instinct, even
when understood as the basis of a relative ethics, remains insepa-
rable from living existence, experience, revision, and finitude;
conditions that make possible initiative, self-criticism, and re-
sponsibility. Artificial intelligence, by contrast, remains heterono-
mously determined: it neither lives nor reflects, nor can it trans-
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cend the limits of its programming. Its functionality may imitate
the external form of ethical behavior, but it does not generate
moral meaning or spontaneous action.

In summary, although the biological grounding of ethics and
artificial intelligence display a superficial functional analogy -
namely, normative subordination to purposes within a given ref-
erence system - their essential difference remains decisive. The
former is marked by existential and moral depth; the latter by
axiological shallowness. Artificial intelligence cannot become a
bearer of moral initiative. At most, it resembles an allegory of bi-
ological purposiveness, without participating in the lived experi-
ence that gives such finality meaning. However, sooner or later
the term “Infosphere” will be replaced by the term “Hyper - In-
fosphere” or the term “Info - Hypersphere” (Zapsa, 2024: 335).
“Infosphere” is the total environment of information where as
“Hyper-Infosphere” stands for an enhanced or intensified “in-
fosphere” (more complicated data, faster and multidimensional)

A crucial yet often overlooked issue in discussions of artificial
intelligence concerns the absence of what might be called the
pedagogy of collective life. Moral and social formation do not
arise from the mere application of rules, but through the pro-
longed process of coexistence: conflict, negotiation, error, for-
giveness, and the gradual cultivation of measure. Collective life
educates the individual precisely by exposing them to relation-
ships of responsibility, interdependence, and mutual recogni-
tion—situations in which meaning emerges not from efficiency,
but from participation.

Algorithmic intelligence operates outside this pedagogical hori-
zon. It is not socialized, does not learn through lived coexistence,
and does not develop ethos through friction with others or en-
gagement with the common good. Its “learning” remains cumula-
tive and computational rather than experiential and normatively
formative in the moral sense. Even when it incorporates social
data or reproduces collective patterns, it does not participate in
the pedagogy of shared life, because the subject capable of being
transformed by such a process is absent. It may replicate behav-
ioral regularities, but it cannot cultivate character; it stands out-
side the process through which societies form their members and
renew their values.
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Our critical position toward artificial intelligence is grounded
neither in technophobic rejection nor in uncritical technological
enthusiasm, but in a principled distinction between functional
efficiency and the human horizon of meaning. We acknowledge
that artificial intelligence can enhance cognitive processes, broad-
en access to knowledge, and assist in complex decision-making.
Nevertheless, it is not a bearer of understanding, responsibility, or
moral judgment in the strict sense. Its use must therefore remain
embedded within frameworks of social oversight, democratic ac-
countability, and value orientation rooted in human agency.

The central critical task is not to attribute subject-like qualities
to artificial intelligence, but to prevent the displacement of nor-
mative and political decision-making into opaque technical pro-
cesses that evade responsibility. Our position may thus be sum-
marized as a principle of prudent integration: technological in-
corporation without anthropological confusion and without trans-
ferring moral-political responsibility away from human subjects.

B. From autonomy to mediation: moral will in the digital an-
thropological condition

The freedom of the will, understood as the human capacity for
self-determination within a web of relationships, norms, and
meanings, is not an abstract metaphysical property but a founda-
tional condition of moral life. In the contemporary situation -
where choices are increasingly mediated by technological systems,
programmatic suggestions, and often opaque structures of influ-
ence - freedom cannot be reduced to a mere multiplicity of op-
tions. Rather, it must be conceived as the capacity to take critical
distance from the very frameworks that generate those options.
Moral life presupposes subjects capable of reflecting on their de-
sires, assuming responsibility for their actions, and situating
themselves in relation to value commitments that are not ex-
hausted by individual preference. In this sense, freedom of the
will is inseparably linked to forms of self-limitation: the ability to
bind oneself to norms, relationships, and obligations that render
coexistence possible.

Today, the challenge to moral life lies not only in the overt
restriction of freedom but also in its subtle erosion through
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mechanisms of prediction and behavioral guidance that tend to
transform the will into a predictable unit of consumption, reac-
tion, or compliance. As our desires are increasingly shaped by
environments designed to steer attention and decision-making,
moral autonomy requires conscious exercise, education, and col-
lective institutions capable of safeguarding the space of judgment.
Freedom of the will is therefore not a given psychological fact
but a cultural and political achievement. It is cultivated through
practices of dialogue, accountability, and participation, in which
individuals learn to understand themselves not as isolated
sources of choices, but as bearers of responsibility within a
shared world.

The relationship between freedom and forms of moral life is
thus reciprocal. Without a minimal degree of freedom, moral
evaluation becomes impossible; yet without institutions, values,
education, and communities of meaning, freedom itself degener-
ates into random or easily manipulated preference. In our time,
the defense of free will does not consist in liberation from all
constraints, but in shaping the conditions under which our com-
mitments can be conscious, reflective, and open to shared negoti-
ation. Such conditions make possible not merely isolated choices,
but a coherent biography of action that can be recognized as
morally responsible.

Artificial intelligence may process vast quantities of data, iden-
tify patterns, and generate responses that appear thoughtful or
even compassionate, yet it does not experience the inner conflict
that characterizes human moral life. Moral struggle is not simply
a rational comparison of options; it is an existential involvement,
a tension among desires, fears, values, guilt, and responsibility.
Human beings are often called to act against their immediate in-
terest, to overcome fear or pain, and to endure uncertainty and
the consequences of their actions. This inner turbulence - the
lived sense that one could choose what is easy yet instead choos-
es what is right- lies at the heart of moral action.

Artificial intelligence, by contrast, possesses neither conscious-
ness nor self-awareness nor lived experience. It has no conflicting
desires to resolve, no fears to overcome, and no sense of respon-
sibility for the consequences of its outputs. It operates through
computational processes that optimize goals on the basis of data
and rules established by human designers. Even when it “choos-
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2

es” an action with beneficial social consequences, this does not
arise from an internal moral standpoint but from calculations in-
volving probabilities, statistical correlations, and predefined crite-
ria. As has been argued in contemporary discussions of machine
ethics, the attribution of moral agency presupposes forms of sub-
jectivity and responsibility that artificial systems do not possess.
This happens despite the fact that we are increasingly surround-
ed by Al systems that use neural machine learning methods to
perform various sorts of classifications. (Cappelen & Dever, 2021:
13)

Moreover, moral achievements are inseparable from intention
and responsibility. When a human being sacrifices for another or
defends justice at personal cost, we recognize moral greatness be-
cause there was a genuine possibility of acting otherwise and an
awareness of what was at stake. Artificial intelligence has no
such existential freedom: it risks nothing, loses nothing, fears
nothing, and hopes for nothing. Thus, even when its behavior
aligns with moral norms or produces beneficial outcomes, we
cannot speak of moral virtue or moral achievement, but only of
the functional performance of a system. The difference lies not
only in what is done, but in how and by whom the act is lived.
Morality belongs to the domains of consciousness, responsibility,
and inner struggle - domains in which artificial intelligence,
however sophisticated, remains a tool rather than a moral sub-
ject.

At this point, the problem of scientism becomes relevant. In
the context of artificial intelligence, scientism manifests when the
success of computational and technical models fosters the belief
that such models suffice to explain the human being and reality
in their entirety. The human person then risks being reduced to
an information-processing system, while consciousness, lived ex-
perience, freedom, and moral responsibility are marginalized be-
cause they resist quantification. Decisions mediated by Al sys-
tems acquire an aura of “objectivity,” obscuring the human
agents who determine goals, criteria, and interpretations. The ca-
pacity to predict and explain behavior is mistaken for an under-
standing of its meaning, and quantitative description is treated as
a complete interpretation of phenomena that possess existential
and moral depth. In this way, artificial intelligence becomes a
field in which the scientific method, from being a powerful tool
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of knowledge, is tacitly elevated into the exclusive criterion of
truth, narrowing human experience to what can be measured
and calculated.

From a Kantian perspective, the categorical imperative cannot
be attributed to artificial intelligence. The categorical imperative
expresses the autonomy of the rational person: the subject gives
the moral law to itself and acts from duty rather than mere con-
formity to external rules or pursuit of outcomes. For this to be
meaningful, three elements are required: consciousness, freedom
of will, and the capacity to recognize oneself and others as ends
in themselves.

Artificial intelligence systems possess none of these in the lit-
eral sense. They lack self-awareness, do not legislate moral law
for themselves, and cannot act “out of respect for the law.” They
follow procedures designed by humans and optimize objectives
defined by human purposes. Even if their behavior externally
corresponds to what the categorical imperative would demand -
such as refraining from deception or harm - this remains compli-
ance with programmed rules, not moral action in the Kantian
sense.

There is, however, an important derivative sense in which the
categorical imperative applies in relation to artificial intelligence:
not as a property of the machine, but as a principle binding those
who design and deploy it. Designers and users of Al systems
bear the responsibility to ensure that such systems are created
and implemented in ways that could be universalized without
contradiction and that respect every person as an end rather than
merely as a means; for example, by avoiding manipulation,
opaque data exploitation, or systems that sacrifice rights for effi-
ciency.

In this respect, artificial intelligence is not a moral subject but
a domain to which moral principles must be applied. The moral
law does not reside in the system itself or in the manner in
which an algorithm “thinks,” but in the human agents who de-
sign, regulate, and determine its role in the social world. Respon-
sibility thus lies not with the machine, but with those who bring
it into operation and define its place within human life.

Finally, digital technologies are not merely tools that humans
use; they are environments within which humans live, relate, and
come to understand themselves. As such, they shape not only
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what we do but how we exist. The relationship between humans
and technology increasingly takes the form of mutual co-
formation. Digital technologies transform our experience of time
and attention: the continuous stream of notifications, information,
and images fosters a state of perpetual presentness in which eve-
rything happens “now” and demands immediate response.

Time ceases to be lived as duration that allows depth and re-
flection, and instead becomes a sequence of instantaneous stimuli.
Technology thus does not simply occupy our time; it reshapes
the very manner in which we experience the flow of life. At the
same time, the notion of personal identity is reconfigured. In dig-
ital environments, the self is presented, curated, and displayed.
Profiles, posts, images, and data traces constitute a “second self”
that is at once personal and public, constructed through ongoing
interaction between individual expression and the structuring
logics of digital platforms.

Identity in digital environments becomes more fluid, yet also
more dependent on the recognition of others, expressed through
preferences, comments, and visibility metrics. Self-perception is
thus shaped not only from within, but also through algorithmic
filters that determine what is rendered visible and what remains
marginal. Digital technologies likewise restructure social relations.
Proximity is no longer primarily spatial but networked. Individ-
uals may remain in contact with many others simultaneously, yet
often in more fragmented and episodic ways. Friendship, com-
munity, and public discourse increasingly unfold within social
networking platforms governed by their own logics of visibility,
speed, and emotional intensity. As a result, the way we relate to
one another is shaped not only by intention, but also by the ar-
chitectures of the digital environments in which those intentions
are expressed.

At a deeper level, digital technologies externalize functions
that were once internal to human cognition. Memory is stored in
digital archives and cloud infrastructures; spatial orientation is
delegated to maps and GPS systems; choices are increasingly
guided by recommendation algorithms. Human beings do not
cease to think, but think in conjunction with technical systems.
Cognition becomes distributed: part resides in embodied con-
sciousness, and part in the surrounding technological networks.
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This shift gradually transforms what it means to “know,” to “re-
member,” and to “decide.”

Digital technologies also shape the horizon of the possible.
Desires, expectations, and life goals are influenced by what ap-
pears feasible within digital environments: models of success,
styles of life, and modes of expression. Technology does not di-
rectly dictate what individuals should want, but it frames the im-
agination by defining what seems normal, desirable, or attainable.
In this sense, digital systems co-shape human lives not as exter-
nal forces acting upon a stable subject, but as conditions within
which experience, identity, relationships, and aspirations are
formed. Human existence thus becomes increasingly networked,
no less human, but differently mediated.

The status of being a “user” of digital technologies does not in
itself abolish the status of the reflective thinker, yet it can erode it
when the relationship to technology remains passive and unex-
amined. The very term “user” is revealing: it denotes someone
operating within an environment designed by others, structured
through predefined paths, options, and rhythms. The reflective
thinker, by contrast, is capable of distance, delay, questioning,
and refraining from immediate response. The problem, therefore,
is not technology as such, but the fact that digital environments
are optimized for speed, interaction, and continuous stimulation,
whereas reflective thought requires pause, duration, and silence.
A wise person once said that the biggest problem with Al is that
we do not know what is artificial and what is intelligence.
(Krzanowski & Marcinow, 2024: 5)

When individuals become accustomed to functioning primarily
as “users’-consuming streams of information, reacting through
instantaneous choices, and moving rapidly from one stimulus to
another - attention tends to become dispersed and fragmented.
Without sustained attention, thought struggles to achieve depth.
The capacity for reflection is not eliminated, but the space for its
exercise is narrowed. Human beings remain thinking entities, yet
they live under conditions that privilege reaction over contempla-
tion.

At the same time, digital technologies can serve as powerful
tools for reflection: they offer access to knowledge, enable writing
and dialogue, foster creativity, and open engagement with diverse
perspectives. The decisive difference lies in whether one remains
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merely a “user” or becomes a conscious agent—whether one em-
ploys technological mediations deliberately or allows oneself to be
absorbed by them. The core issue is not whether technology can-
cels reflection, but whether individuals can maintain inner dis-
tance from the continuous flow of stimuli in which they are im-
mersed. The reflective person is not defined by the absence of
tools, but by the ability not to identify entirely with them. In this
sense, the status of “user” does not abolish the status of the
thinking person—it places it under strain.

A mode of existence is thus emerging in which human beings
remain conscious and responsible persons while living within a
dense web of technological mediations that continuously shape
attention, memory, relationships, and self-understanding. Life no
longer unfolds solely through direct engagement with the physi-
cal world and others, but also through digital spaces in which
thought, communication, and action are extended through tech-
nical systems. Human existence becomes increasingly net-
worked—a form of life in which the physical and the digital are
interwoven into a unified everyday experience.

Digital systems no longer merely transform everyday practices;
they introduce a new anthropological condition in which exist-
ence is experienced as permanently interconnected and techno-
logically mediated. Human beings are no longer easily conceived
as self-sufficient units, but as nodes within networks of relation-
ships, information, and influence. Memory, knowledge, and
judgment are progressively distributed between individual con-
sciousness and the technical systems that supplement it. Identity
is lived not only as inner continuity, but also as ongoing perfor-
mance and presence within digital spaces, where self-image is
shaped through the attention and recognition of others.

Simultaneously, experience of the world becomes increasingly
mediated, as filters, data flows, and algorithmic selections inter-
vene to prestructure what appears significant. In such a condi-
tion, human freedom is not abolished, but it is placed under new
forms of pressure, as immediate reaction often displaces reflective
distance. A form of existence emerges that is networked, cogni-
tively extended, and technologically mediated, where the physical
and the digital intersect in a unified experiential field. The cen-
tral philosophical question thus becomes how human beings can
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sustain freedom and responsibility within these dense technologi-
cal networks.

This leads to the question of whether the contemporary digital
sphere might be described as a “forbidden territory.” Taken liter-
ally, this description is misleading: digital space is highly accessi-
ble and, in many respects, nearly unavoidable in everyday life.
Metaphorically, however, the expression can be illuminating, pro-
vided it does not suggest prohibition but opacity. Digital envi-
ronments often lack clear boundaries and stable points of orien-
tation; heightened visibility does not necessarily entail under-
standing, and the structures that govern information, attention,
and behavior frequently operate beyond users’ awareness. In this
sense, digital space is not forbidden but existentially and cogni-
tively uncharted. Human beings navigate it without full insight
into the forces shaping their perceptions and actions, which
makes a critical and reflective stance toward technological media-
tion not optional, but necessary.

Digital posthumanism emerges as a new anthropological con-
dition in which human existence is no longer confined to its
purely biological dimension but is extended and reshaped
through digital systems that function as extensions of thought,
memory, and sociality. Human beings are no longer merely “us-
ers”’ of technologies; they become nodes within networks of con-
nection in which knowledge, relationships, and self-perception
are distributed and mediated through algorithmic filters, regimes
of visibility, and digital interaction.

The identity of the “user” thus becomes performative and flu-
id. Experience of the world passes through digital mediations,
while knowledge, judgment, and will are continuously formed in
dialogue with technological structures that often remain opaque.
Within this existentially and cognitively regulated condition, hu-
man life encounters new forms of uncertainty, yet also new pos-
sibilities of enrichment. Individuals are called to remain con-
scious, responsible, and self-aware persons in a world where the
physical and the digital are inseparably intertwined. When we
speak of the identity of the user, therefore, we refer not only to a
digital profile but to the hybrid existence of a human being who
moves simultaneously through physical and digital domains,
where technological mediations reshape self-understanding,
knowledge, relationships, and presence.
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At the same time, profound philosophical and ethical ques-
tions arise concerning freedom, responsibility, and existential au-
tonomy, as the possibility of transcending natural limitations
brings with it the challenge of remaining a conscious and self-
aware person in a world where the physical and the technologi-
cal can no longer be clearly separated. Also, there are fears of Al
becoming conscious and more intelligent than humans, and even
jeopardizing humanity as a species (Stahl, 2021: 2) The so-called
“phenomenotechnical” perspective underscores the mediated
character of experience: phenomena do not simply appear as they
are, but are co-shaped by technical means. In the age of digital
systems, this insight gains particular relevance. Perception of the
world, of others, and of oneself is no longer immediate, but pass-
es through algorithmic configurations, digital networks, and user
interfaces that organize what becomes visible and how it is inter-
preted. The “phenomenotechnical” approach thus highlights that
the appearance of things in consciousness is never neutral, but
actively structured by technological tools. Experience becomes at
once subjective and technologically mediated, with significant im-
plications for self-perception, social relations, and our under-
standing of reality.

The existential configuration of this new reality can therefore
be described as a mode of being that is simultaneously biological,
technologically extended, and networked. Experience of the
world, relationships, and identity converge within digital and al-
gorithmic systems. Human beings no longer live solely through
immediate sensation and internal reflection, but through a phe-
nomenotechnical lens in which phenomena appear as already
shaped by technical infrastructures and networked arrangements.
Existence becomes synthetic and continuously renegotiable: self-
perception is influenced by interaction with other “users” and by
the forms of visibility enabled by digital environments, while
human freedom and will are tested in unprecedented ways. Eve-
ryday experience is filtered through mechanisms of selection and
mediation that largely remain unseen. What emerges is a hybrid,
interconnected, and fluid form of life in which the physical and
the technological intertwine and human experience is reshaped
through constant engagement with the digital world.

It is important to stress that digital or technological progress is
not synonymous with inhumanity. Philosophically, the concept
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does not imply the disappearance of the human, but the recon-
figuration of human existence through technological mediation.
Consciousness, will, moral responsibility, and sociality remain
central, even as their modes of expression, knowledge, and rela-
tionality are expanded and represented through digital systems.
Technological advancement may thus be understood as an op-
portunity for the deepening and expansion of human existence,
provided that technology is used in a conscious and ethically re-
sponsible manner.

The decisive issue is not technology as such, but whether hu-
man beings can preserve personal integrity, judgment, and re-
sponsibility in a world where physical and digital dimensions are
inseparably linked. Digital breakthrough may introduce existen-
tial uncertainties and new risks, but it does not entail the loss of
humanity. Rather, by living and thinking in new ways, human
beings are prompted to reexamine themselves, transform their
self-understanding, and potentially attain a more mature and in-
tegrated form of personhood.

C. Conclusion

The foregoing analysis has sought to show that free will is not
an abstract metaphysical hypothesis but a fundamental condition
of moral life and human self-consciousness. Freedom is not ex-
hausted by the mere multiplicity of options, nor is it identical
with the absence of constraints. It is essentially tied to the sub-
ject’s capacity to take critical distance from the frameworks that
shape desires and decisions, to assume responsibility, and to
commit consciously to shared and value-laden horizons. Moral
life therefore presupposes forms of self-limitation and institution-
al conditions that enable the coexistence of free and responsible
persons.

Within the contemporary digital environment, free will is not
abolished but subjected to new and complex pressures. Techno-
logical mediations, algorithmic systems, and mechanisms of pre-
diction and behavioral guidance increasingly influence attention,
desire, and choice. The threat lies not only in the overt restriction
of freedom, but in its subtle erosion through environments de-
signed to steer thought and action without this influence being
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immediately perceptible. Moral autonomy thus becomes an
achievement that requires conscious practice, education, institu-
tional safeguards, and collective vigilance.

In this context, it becomes clear that artificial intelligence, how-
ever advanced, cannot be regarded as a moral subject. Lacking
consciousness, self-awareness, lived experience, intention, and ex-
istential responsibility, its “actions” cannot be understood as
moral achievements but only as functional outputs of computa-
tional processes. The moral dimension lies not within the system
itself but with the human beings who design, regulate, and em-
ploy it. Even principles such as the categorical imperative cannot
meaningfully be ascribed to artificial intelligence as a bearer of
moral law; rather, they bind those who determine the aims and
limits of technological development and use. Research into and
development of artificial neural networks brought a prominent
different approach to artificial intelligence. A neural network is
an attempt to simulate a brain based on the biological neurons of
the human brain. (Cycleback 2018: 14)

At the same time, digital technologies no longer function
merely as tools, but as environments of existence. They reshape
the experience of time, attention, memory, identity, and social re-
lations, giving rise to a condition in which human life becomes
increasingly networked, mediated, and cognitively extended.
Knowledge, judgment, and self-understanding are no longer
formed exclusively within the individual, but through constant
interaction with technical systems and algorithmic filters that
structure the horizon of what is visible and possible.

This situation may be described as a new anthropological con-
dition, often discussed under the heading of digital transhuman-
ism. Yet this transhumanism does not coincide with dehumaniza-
tion. Human consciousness, moral responsibility, and the capacity
for self-reflection remain the defining features of personhood.
The central issue is not the replacement of humanity, but the
preservation of freedom and responsibility under conditions in
which the physical and the digital are deeply intertwined.

Technologically mediated life renders freedom less self-
evident and more demanding. Moral autonomy can no longer be
taken for granted as a stable human trait; it must be cultivated
through education, institutions, dialogue, and critical awareness.
In an algorithmically structured world, defending human free-
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dom means preserving spaces for thought, responsibility, and col-
lective meaning-making. It is within these spaces that it will be
determined whether human beings remain agents who use tech-
nology or are reduced to passive nodes within the networks they
themselves have created.

As Heidegger puts it: “The coming to presence of technology
threatens revealing, threatens it with the possibility that all re-
vealing will be consumed in ordering and that everything will
present itself only in the unconcealesness of standing-reserve.
Human activity can never directly counter this danger. Human
achievement alone can never banish it. But human reflection can
ponder the fact that all saving power must be of a higher essence
than what is endangered, though at the same time kindred to it.”
(Heidegger, 1977: 13; Dafov, 2025; Sakizli, 2025). This passage
from Martin Heidegger articulates the deepest danger of modern
technology: not merely its practical effects, but its power to mo-
nopolize the way reality is disclosed. Heidegger argues that tech-
nological “revealing” tends to reduce all beings to standing-
reserve, meaning that everything appears only as a resource to be
ordered, used, and stored. In such a framework, alternative
modes of revealing - such as poetic, artistic, or contemplative dis-
closure - are threatened with disappearance. Crucially, the Ger-
man philosopher insists that this danger cannot be overcome
through technical solutions or increased human control, since it
originates at a more fundamental ontological level. Instead, what
is required is a reflective openness to a “saving power” that is
both related to and yet exceeds technological revealing, suggest-
ing that genuine responsibility lies in preserving a space where
other, non-instrumental truths can emerge.

Beyond institutional and educational measures, a deeper exis-
tential responsibility of the individual also comes into view.
Freedom in the digital age is threatened not only by external
mechanisms of influence, but also by the internal tendency to re-
linquish attention, judgment, and will to ready-made frameworks
of guidance. Moral autonomy now requires a form of inner dis-
cipline: the ability to delay reaction, to endure uncertainty, and to
preserve silence amid constant connectivity. Freedom becomes an
ongoing practice of vigilance toward the forces that incessantly
claim our attention.
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Existential instinct is that inner push that keeps us going -
the urge to exist, to choose, to keep moving forward - while cos-
mic harmony suggests there’s a larger order beyond us that we
are part of. Human life, then, can feel like a pull between these
two: on one side, the need to assert ourselves, and on the other, a
quieter sense that we belong to something bigger. Meaning
doesn’t come from picking one over the other, but from bringing
them together, when our personal drive starts to fall into rhythm
with the wider world, turning simple survival into something
more conscious and connected. Seen this way, being authentic
isn’t about pushing only your own will, nor about simply giving
in to the flow of things. It’s about finding a thoughtful balance
between the two. The challenge is to shape your instincts with
awareness, so they connect with a broader sense of order without
losing what makes you uniquely yourself. In the end, life isn’t
really a problem to solve, but something to live through as a
kind of shifting balance.

Technological development, however, is never neutral with re-
spect to the forms of life it promotes. Every digital architecture
embodies implicit assumptions about what should be accelerated,
measured, prioritized, or ignored. For this reason, debates about
artificial intelligence and digital environments are not merely
technical, but deeply political and cultural. They concern the
kinds of human beings we are becoming and the forms of collec-
tive life that take shape through technological infrastructures.

The defense of human freedom therefore cannot be limited to
individual strategies of self-protection. It calls for collective reflec-
tion on the limits, aims, and directions of technological develop-
ment. Democratic accountability, algorithmic transparency, and
citizen participation in shaping the digital conditions of life be-
come essential for a society that does not simply replace human
judgment with technical automation. Ultimately, this new an-
thropological condition does not render the classical philosophi-
cal question “What is the human being?” obsolete; it makes it
more urgent.

Human beings are challenged to redefine their identity not in
opposition to nature, but within environments of artificial struc-
tures of their own making. The task is not to withdraw from
these structures, but to learn how to inhabit them without losing
critical distance, moral responsibility, and existential self-
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awareness. In this effort, it will be decided whether the digitally
extended human remains a bearer of meaning or becomes a
functional component within systems they no longer understand.

The discussion of artificial intelligence and digital transhu-
manism thus returns us to the point of departure: the need to
safeguard the human capacity for reflection, responsibility, and
moral commitment. As technologies evolve, humanity itself be-
comes less a self-evident given and more a task. An ongoing
work of cultivation that cannot be delegated to algorithm, but
remains the inalienable responsibility of human beings.

In this horizon, the question of rational autonomy becomes in-
separable from the question of attention: to what we allow to
guide us, to shape our desires, and to mediate our understanding
of the world. The preservation of human freedom in the age of
artificial intelligence will depend less on resisting technology than
on cultivating forms of life in which reflection, dialogue, and re-
sponsible judgment remain possible. Volition endures not as an
isolated inner power, but as a lived practice sustained within
communities, institutions, and cultures that value truth, dignity,
and the shared search for meaning. However, the main contested
question in current discussions of free will is not, as one might
expect, whether we have free will. It is whether free will is com-
patible with determinism. (Van Inwagen, 1983:55)

This requires vigilance, education, and collective engagement,
as well as the courage to question not only external influences
but also our own habitual patterns of thought and behavior.
Human freedom in the digital era is exercised through conscious
choice, critical attention, and the ongoing negotiation of values in
relation to others. It is in this deliberate and reflective engage-
ment that moral responsibility finds its home, and where the
human being - though technically extended and socially mediat-
ed - remains the ultimate author of meaning, capable of shaping
both their own life and the shared world they inhabit.
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