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Abstract — The concept of “digital” economy is becoming one 

of the most common terms used to refer to economic processes and 

activities in the economic sphere of the information society. 

However, its meaning is ambiguous. The scientific, economic and 

regulatory literature has developed different approaches to its 

interpretation. Understanding the essence of the digital economy as 

a phenomenon is especially important for regulatory documents, as 

they serve as a guide to action. It is in them, as studies show, that 

inaccuracies and ambiguities in the definition of the digital 

economy in our country are allowed. Turning to scientific research 

in the field of economics shows that scientists point out possible 

negative consequences of an inaccurate understanding of the 

essence of the phenomenon, which is the basis of the quality of life 

of the country's population. To mitigate these consequences, it is 

necessary to conduct systematic studies of the phenomenon of the 

digital economy with a complex of sciences, such as philosophy, 

sociology, economics and social management. 

Keywords — digital economy, information economy, economic 

activity, knowledge economy. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Categorical analysis is an integral part of scientific 
research. As it is known, any scientific knowledge has five 
main criteria. Subjectology – the definition and development 
of the subject of research. Terminology – the development of 
their own categorical apparatus. Methodology – the definition 
and justification of the research methodology. Nomology – the 
study of laws and principles. Finally, praxeology is the way to 
practice [11]. The digital economy today claims the right to 
self-determination as an independent branch of knowledge. 
Like any scientific field, it experiences difficulties, first of all, 
in determining its own terminological apparatus and subject 
field. On the one hand, it is necessary to find out whether the 

digital economy is a specific branch of economic knowledge. 
On the other hand, in the era of the development of the 
information society, the entire economy should switch to 
digital technologies, and then we should speak of a qualitative 
leap in the change of economic knowledge and the economy 
as a branch of the national economy. 

The discussions on this subject today are being conducted 
on the pages of not only publications on economics, but also in 
the works of social and humanitarian knowledge. The most 
pressing issue that researchers are interested in is the question 
of the concept and essence of the digital economy. Developed 
and applied programs for its development will depend on an 
understanding of the specifics of this phenomenon, its nature. 
Therefore, the subject of this article is a discussion about 
understanding the digital economy in legal acts and scientific 
knowledge. 

II. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

As the main research methods in the work we used the 
method of analytical research of regulatory documents and 
scientific papers, the principles of dialectics, the method of 
analysis, comparison and generalization. 

A. Interpretation of the concept of “digital economy” in the 

regulatory documents of Russia. 

The concept of “digital economy” is often used not only in 
scientific publications, but also in regulatory documents. 
However, the definition of this concept has not yet received a 
single understanding and interpretation. 

To begin with, we turn to official documents, which are the 
source of new terms and concepts in the field of the digital 
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economy. For example, in the national program of Russia, the 
following definition is given: “... the digital economy is an 
economic activity, the key production factor of which is digital 
data” [33]. 

The document “Development Strategy of the Information 
Society in the Russian Federation for 2017–2030”, which is 
the basis for the national program for the development of the 
digital economy, gives a broader definition of this 
phenomenon: “... the digital economy is an economic activity 
in which the key production factor is digital form, the 
processing of large volumes and the use of analysis results 
which compared with traditional forms of management can 
significantly increase the efficiency of different all types of 
production, technologies, equipment, storage, sale, delivery of 
goods and services” [7]. 

B. Definition of "digital economy" in the scientific and 

economic literature. 

Now consider the content of the concept of "digital 
economy" in the scientific and economic literature. In our 
discussion, we will precede from the grounds, or rather the 
reasons for the emergence of the concept of the digital 
economy. One of them we consider the concept of post-
industrial society. It is sufficiently capaciously disclosed in the 
works of both foreign and domestic authors. Of course, the 
primacy in this matter belongs to foreign scientists. Here we 
should mention the works of M. Castells [6], M. McLuhan 
[21], E. Toffler [35], D. Bell [5] and others. Among the 
Russian scientists, these are the works of N.N. Moiseev [22], 
A.I. Rakitov [29], R.F. Abdeev [1] and others. 

The term “digital economy” was introduced by 
N. Negroponte in 1995 and had the following meaning: in the 
new economy there will be a transition from paper to 
electronic media (Negroponte, 1996). In the future, this 
concept acquires several interpretations: “... the digital 
economy is “the economy based on digital technologies is 
exclusively the field of electronic goods and services” such as 
telemedicine, distance learning, and the sale of media content” 
[20]. According to the second approach: “the digital economy 
is an economic production using digital technologies”, 
including the creation of the Internet of things, Industry 4.0, a 
smart factory etc. [20]. In the framework of these definitions, 
the digital economy is a sector of the economy that uses 
information technology. 

The question arises: can there be any other economy in the 
information society? If we are still talking about the state, and 
not about personal subsidiary plots, then it is unlikely. Then it 
is fair to name a new type of information economy [12, 32]. In 
this case, we are not talking about the economic sector, but 
about the fact that the whole economy should go digital, 
otherwise economic relations will not be able to exist and 
develop in the conditions of informatisation and globalization. 

The category “information economy” is found in the works 
of the late 20th century, for example, in the works of M. Porat. 
In particular, he understands it as “the economy of information 
benefits and information and communication technologies” 
[27]. In this case, we are still talking about the priority 
importance of information and knowledge in managing the 

economy in the information age, and not about highlighting a 
special digital sector of the economy. Another thing is that the 
isolation of such a sector was nevertheless predicted, and a 
completely different role was assigned to it. As we know, this 
phenomenon was given another name – the fourth sector of the 
economy, along with the areas of production, agriculture and 
services. One way or another, it was about “trading” 
information and knowledge in the information society, the 
capitalization of these phenomena [16]. 

Thus, another version of the interpretation of the “digital 
economy” has become widespread – the knowledge economy 
[28, 31]). Initially, the knowledge economy was defined as an 
independent sector of the information society economy 
responsible for the production, reproduction, and 
dissemination of knowledge and information (Machlup, 1962). 
In modern publications, this interpretation is found, which 
allows a slight change in terminology, but retains its original 
meaning [9, 30]. 

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

A. Analysis of the concept of "digital economy" in the 

national programs and projects of Russia 

Let's try to understand the essence of the definition of the 
digital economy in the regulatory legal acts of Russia [33]. 
The key to these documents is the fact that the digital 
economy uses digital data. The question arises: didn’t the 
economy operate in numbers in an industrial society? It seems 
to us that economic activity is based on working with 
numbers. Without this, it is impossible even to maintain a 
personal economy, not to mention the country's economy. The 
second point that we should pay attention to is the phrase 
"processing large volumes." Perhaps it was meant that the 
digital economy allows the processing of large amounts of 
data, compared with the traditional economy. However, this 
opportunity is not provided by the digital economy as such, 
but by the information technologies that it uses. 

The third very important, in our opinion, point that should 
be paid attention to is the fact that only the production process 
is present in the definition of the digital economy. The 
question is, where did the other components of the economy, 
such as exchange, distribution, consumption, disappear from 
economic activity? It turns out that the digital economy is only 
production, while the other elements of economic activity 
remain not digitalized. But this is impossible even by virtue of 
the laws of dialectics. Such a one-sided economy is doomed to 
failure. The unity of the four economic processes disappears, 
and, consequently, the economy as a whole. 

There is also doubt in the peremptory indication in the 
program that digital data is a key factor in the production of 
various kinds of goods. But isn’t the proven truth that people 
are the key factor in the economy. Suppose that this statement 
is true only for an economy in which the means of labor and 
all other elements of economic activity are material or spiritual 
in nature. Yes, in this case, without the subject of activity, the 
activity itself is impossible. However, is it possible in a digital 
economy without a human being? Who will create information 
support for such an activity? And again, let us say that we are 
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talking about the complete automation of information 
processing in the digital economy. But this is just as absurd as 
believing that artificial intelligence will completely replace 
humans in the future. He can free him from routine labor that 
does not require creativity and spirituality. Turning to the 
principles and laws of dialectics, we can see that the essence 
of man is revealed through his generic qualities i.e. those of its 
properties that no creature or device claims to be humanized. 
This is, first of all, consciousness, language, communication 
and activity. No artificial intelligence system can reproduce 
them. This phenomenon has its own essence and its generic 
characteristics. 

Thus, for example, P.S. Gurevich notes that if we do not 
take into account the generic qualities of man, which 
distinguish him from all other creatures on Earth, then the 
creation of artificial intelligence can be considered a reality 
[13]. 

In the literature on the philosophical problems of 
cybernetics and artificial intelligence, a consideration of the 
relationship between human thinking and the capabilities of 
computers is often replaced by the question – do machines 
think? Such a formulation of the problem leads to endless 
discussions about the capabilities of artificial intelligence 
[2, 3, 17]. 

Before taking this or that position on this issue, it is 
necessary to determine the initial methodological guidelines. 
The most important element here is the concept of the subject, 
which is considered to be a person in the scientific literature 
and the various communities that he creates. 

The violation of accepted principles in the methodology of 
subject-object relations leads researchers of artificial 
intelligence to the opinion that the technical device is capable 
of being a subject, i.e. to be equated with a person. J. Moore, 
for example, believes that the computer can be seen as the 
subject of decision-making [23]. It is likely that the search for 
the answer to the question: “Is an intelligent machine a 
subject” leads to two opposing points of view, each of which 
is difficult to prove or refute. 

Turning to the methodology for determining the concept of 
the subject, one can see that in philosophy the subject and 
object are sometimes not interpreted in the strict sense. It is a 
matter of the fact that, as a subject, it is not himself that can be 
understood as being, but only the roles, functions that he 
performs [15]. 

Probably, the question should be formulated differently: 
"Can the artificial intelligence system play the role of the 
subject?" In other words, such an understanding of the role 
and place of intelligent machines in human social life leads to 
the need to introduce the concept of “quasi-subject”. In this 
case, we remove the controversial points, because we do not 
put an equal sign between natural and artificial intelligence, 
but point out the possibility of increasing the roles of the 
machine, which it can fulfill as technological progress 
develops and in humans’ decreases as the socialization is 
mechanized. Thus, the question remains about the limiting 
boundaries of human transmission of these roles to intellectual 
technology. 

The study and modeling of human neural processes is 
today one of the urgent problems in the research of such areas 
as cognitive psychology, artificial intelligence, etc. [4]. 

It turns out that when adopting the national program, the 
authors did not take into account the subtleties and nuances of 
the categorical apparatus developed by scientists to determine 
the essence of the phenomena under study. They probably did 
not take into account the systematic approach, which is the 
fundamental basis of the methodology for developing any 
activity program, especially when it comes to the scale of the 
state. 

B. Analysis of the concept of "digital economy" in scientific 

publications 

Before using this or that category in real activity or social 
management, it is necessary to carefully study all aspects and 
boundaries of its application. Economics and social 
management are the very areas of real life that at the present 
stage cannot function effectively without strict rules and clear 
definitions. An economy that uses a categorical apparatus, 
formulated not within the framework of science, but at the 
level of everyday consciousness, is doomed to constant 
failures and crisis states. It turns out that when making 
decisions, management entities at all levels of the federal, 
regional and municipal do not have in their hands a tool for 
formalizing decisions in a scientific language. The absence of 
a strictly established terminology in the scientific revolution 
leads to a distortion of the meaning and essence of the 
phenomenon, and therefore of the decisions made. 

A study of publications devoted to the analysis and 
comparison of different interpretations of the concepts of the 
digital economy and those close to it showed that, for 
example, the main difference in the concept of “knowledge 
economy” is as follows: “The main factor in the formation and 
development of the knowledge economy is human capital. At 
the same time, a sufficiently high level of development of 
social capital is needed. Maybe the last phrase is the key to the 
answer – the knowledge economy in one way or another 
requires the development of a person and society [26]. Now 
it’s clear that scientists, introducing the term “knowledge 
economy”, did not identify it with the concept of “digital 
economy”. These are two different phenomena, but they are 
identified in regulatory documents. 

There is still no common understanding in the scientific 
literature regarding the breeding of the concepts of “digital 
economy” and “information economy”. Most often, on the 
pages of publications, an opinion is expressed that the digital 
economy is still not a separate sector of it, but an economic 
activity based on information technology. One way or another, 
the terms “information economy”, “digital economy” and 
“knowledge economy” require correlation. If we are talking 
about the role of information technology in developing the 
competitiveness of the economy as a phenomenon of human 
social life, then the concepts of “information economy” and 
“digital economy” become identical. 

In modern publications, there are increasingly common 
positions according to which the digital economy is the only 
type of economic detail that can exist in the era of information 
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civilization. So, A.A. Myakishev identifies the following 
features of the digital economy, which, in his opinion, is the 
future: “... the widespread use of artificial intelligence; lack of 
need for unskilled labor; cars will operate without direct 
control of people (including cars without drivers; already 
today such trucks are used in the European Union and China) 
[24]. 

Indeed, this position reflects a completely different 
meaning of the concept of “digital economy”. As we can see, 
here we are talking about the fact that informatisation of the 
economic sphere leads to the transformation of the entire 
economy into an information economy, when artificial 
intelligence works along with natural intelligence. In this 
regard, other questions arise and the term “digital economy” 
can be filled with different meanings. If we take this position, 
then in normative documents and programs for action it is 
necessary to indicate the types of subjects and their roles for 
which these programs are intended. 

To understand the essence of the phenomenon of the 
digital economy, scientists conduct comprehensive research 
and build concepts and models of new economic relations. 
One of the effective methods in this case is the comparison 
method. So, in scientific publications, scientists conduct 
studies containing a comparative analysis of the material 
economy and the digital one. For example, B. Titov provides 
the following data for comparison. Apple's electronics and 
information technology company capitalizes at $ 904.6 billion; 
Alphabet Inc. (Google) Internet services, applications, 
YouTube video hosting this figure is $782.7 billion; Microsoft 
(Software Production) capitalization – $ 681.6 billion, etc. The 
last lines in the table are Exxon Mobil – Oil production and 
refining – $ 368.5 billion and General Electric – Production of 
electrical, energy, medical equipment, household appliances; 
transport engineering $157.9 billion [34]. 

When comparing the data, it can be seen that material 
production is being supplanted by the digital economy sector. 
According to experts, it becomes the basis for the development 
of the economy as a whole, having a strong impact on 
industries that can develop in modern conditions only through 
informatisation. First of all, these are financial and banking 
activities, trade, healthcare, education, etc. [10, 18]. 

If we follow this logic in understanding and determining 
the meaning of the concept of “digital economy”, then this 
term should be defined precisely as the sector of the economy 
responsible for translating economic relations into the 
“figure”. It is no coincidence (OEDС) – the Organization for 
Economic Development and Cooperation that interprets the 
concept of "digital economy" as economic relations 
implemented on the basis of information technology. These 
relations are actualized in the trade in information products 
and services, for example, via the Internet [14]. 

The main problem of integrating the digital economy into 
traditional economic relations, which subsequently undergo 
informatisation and digitalization, is personnel issues. 

The difficulty is caused not so much by the processes of 
informatisation of a particular field of activity, but by the 
solution of personnel issues. The control problem can be 

automated; the problem of informatisation can also be solved. 
Experience shows that equipping even the most up-to-date 
equipment, information systems of an organization or even a 
complex of organizations will not have positive dynamics, if 
the main task is not solved, the personnel are not trained i.e. 
People able to competently participate in the processes of the 
digital economy. For example, sociological studies show that 
Russia ranks 41st out of 139 countries in terms of the 
development of informatisation institutions, the main task of 
which is to increase the competitiveness of the economy, as 
well as the quality and standard of living of the population [8]. 

Today, the United States and the United Kingdom are 
leaders in the digital economy. The digital economy in these 
countries occupies more than 30 % of GDP [8]. 

Such a strong lag of Russia from world leaders in the 
development of the digital economy is initially seen in the 
legislative and regulatory documents regulating this area of 
economic activity. We mentioned above the main problems in 
them regarding terminological confusion. However the 
problems do not end there. Researchers also name a number of 
critical points in the national programs, which, in their 
opinion, lead to deadlocks in decision-making on the 
development of the digital economy in the country. 
V.V. Ivanov and G.G. Malinetskiy, note that the goals 
formulated in the program are not specified, their wording is 
vague and ambiguous [14]. This corollary is understandable. If 
ambiguous instructions are given when developing a program 
that is designed for an automaton or artificial intelligence 
system, the task will never be completed. No matter how 
advanced artificial intelligence, natural intelligence will 
always be behind it. And if vague goals are set for natural 
intelligence, then it is able to interpret them because of its 
subjectivity and make decisions that, as a result, may not 
correspond to the originally set goals. Thus it turns out that 
projects and programs aimed at developing the economy in the 
information society are carried out ambiguously, leading to 
serious crisis situations. 

The main reason for problem situations in the 
implementation of the program is the lack of support for 
serious scientific research during its development. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

The study showed that as a result of the lack of 
fundamental scientific research on the phenomenon of the 
digital economy in our country, a number of assumptions have 
developed in the field of economic and managerial activity, 
which have become a guide to action, which have been refuted 
by time and reality: 

Assumption 1. The information economy and the digital 
economy are identical concepts. 

The study showed that information technology is a tool 
that without a person means nothing. The digital economy 
involves the development of new models of business and 
entrepreneurship. Therefore, we are talking about completely 
different phenomena that are interpreted differently in the 
national program and other regulatory documents. 
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Assumption 2. Digital economy can improve productivity. 

In practice, it turns out that the introduction of the most 
advanced technologies in production becomes ineffective if 
there is no corresponding management system headed by a 
person. 

Assumption 3. Digitalization solves the problem of lacking 
of qualified personnel. 

But this is absurd, because intellectualization, automation 
and robotics, as well as digitalization, require even more 
highly qualified personnel to service and support such 
technologies. 

The adoption of national programs based on an unworked 
categorical apparatus, without taking into account the possible 
negative social consequences of the introduction of artificial 
intelligence systems and information technologies, which 
scientists warn about, leads to serious problems in the 
economic development of the country. Concerted action is 
needed in the field of economics and management based on 
scientific research. 
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