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AMAKUTAAIZALILS IK BUKAUK SATAABHOMY IMTPOUBITAHHIO: .
VIIOIMYKAX AABTEPHATUBHUX ITIAXOAIB AO IHTEPIIPETALII HUOPOBOI HEPIBHOCTI

" The study of the relationship between the concepts of "d-igitaf economy” and "shared prosperity” is
driven by the need to understand how digital transformation can contribute to or hinder the achievement
of building amore just and inclusive society. The purpose of the article is to develop an alternative approach
to the study of digital inequality from the perspective of threats to shared prosperity in the context of
digital transformations. The concept of shared prosperity focuses on the fair distribution of economic
benefits, reducing inequality, expanding opportunities for all segments of the population, and ensuring
inclusive growth. From the perspective of the challenges of inequality, the substantive components of
the concept of "shared prosperity” as a multidimensional concept that encompasses economic, social,
and environmental aspects of social development are examined.

Different approaches to interpreting the common good as a concept that synthesizes development
(common prosperity) and distribution (shared prosperity) are analyzed, which contrasts with approaches
that consider either growth or equalityin isolation from each other. The substantive features of the "shared
prosperity” policy in the PRC are noted. The influence of the concept of "sharing” on solving the problem
of inequality is emphasized: it is neither an extreme manifestation of egalitarianism nor an extreme
manifestation of polarization, becoming a differentiated and rational form of coexistence. Achieving
shared prosperity does not involve simple redistribution, but instead focuses on the process of collective
development, where everyone participates in development and shared prosperity. The theoretical basis
of shared prosperity is built on three consensus basic principles: egalitarian poverty is not shared
prosperity; polarized prosperity is not shared prosperity; common welfare does not require the
simultaneous enrichment of everyone to the same level. Applying the concept of common welfare to global
inequality made it possible to establish important patterns. The channels of influence of the digital
economy on income inequality were established. The mechanisms of influence of the digital economy on
inequality were identified. The channels of interdependence between digital development (development
of processes of digitalization of the economy, digitization of the economy), technological development,
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infrastructure development, regional development, digital inclusion and human development were
established, which made it possible to determine the negative consequences for general prosperity. Based
on the analysis of theoretical approaches, the relationship between the development ofthe financial sector
and income inequality was analyzed.

It is concluded that digital financial inclusion will contribute to economic growth and social justice,
affecting general prosperity. Itis substantiated that the concept of general prosperity is the basis for the
formation of regulatory initiatives and policy recommendations to address global inequality. It is concluded
that the normative benchmark established at the level of international organizations for assessing socio-
economic progress in the form of the human development index, guaranteed access to basic services,
accessibility of social mobility, life satisfaction and subjective perception of well-being should be
supplemented by digital accessibility, digital literacy and readiness for change in the context of
digitalization. The channels of influence of digital transformation on general prosperity and global
inequality include: productivity and economic growth; labor market transformation; access to goods and
services; lowering barriers to entrepreneurship; expanding opportunities for participation.

HocnigpkeHHs B3aeMO3B 13Ky M KOHUenyiamMmu "UngpoBa eKoHoMIKa" i "3aranbHe npouUBIiTaHHs" 3y-
MOBJ/1I€HO HeoBXigHICTIO PO3YMIHHS TOrO0, K UMgpoBa TpaHcpopmMaLis MoXxe cnpusaty abo nepeLukogxa-
TU JOCSrHeHHI0 po306y[oBu 6inbLU cripaBe 4NIMBOro Ta iHK/IIO3MBHOro cycninbctea. Mera crarrinonsrae y
dopmyBaHHI anbTepHaTUBHOIO NigxoA4y 4o AOCAiAXeHHS UuppoBoi HepiBHOCTI 2 No3uLil 3arpo3 3arab-
HOMY npouBIiTaHHIO B yMOBax UngpoBux tpaHcopmadiii. KoHuenyisi rmo6anbHoOro rpouBiTaHHs aKkLeH-
TYE yBary Ha cripaBe/IMBOMY pPO3Mogini eKOHOMIYHUX 61ar, 3aMeHLeHHi HepiBHOCTI, po3LIMpeHHI MOXIIN-
BoOcCTel And BCiX BepcTB Hace/leHHs Ta 3abe3neyYeHHi iHK/TI03UMBHOIo 3poCTaHHA. 3 No3ULiif BUK/TUKIB He-
PiBHOCTI pO3rnsIHYTO 3MICTOBHI CKNagoRBi KOHUenLUii "3arafibHoro rpoLuBiTaHHs" sk 6aratoBUMIpPHOT KOH-
yenuyii, Lo OXOMN/0Ee eKOHOMIYHI, colianbHIi Ta eKonori4Hi acnekTu cycninsHoro po3suTky. MpoaxHaniso-
BaHoO pi3Hi nigxoan fo iHTepnpertayii 3aranbHoro 4o6po0byTy sIK NOHATTS, WO CUHTe3ye B cob6i pO3BUTOK
(32aranbHe npouBiTaHHA) Ta poanofin (cninsHe NPoUBITaHHSA), O KOHTPACTYE i2 nigxogaMu, siKi po3risi-
AaawTb abo 3pocTaHHs, abo piBHICTB i30/1bOBaHO ofHe Big ogHoro. Big3Ha4yeHo 3MicTOBHI 03HaKu MoaiTH-
ku "cniinbHoro npougitaHHa” y KHP. AKyeHToBaHO BNINB KOHLUeNTy "criflbHe BUKOPUCTaHHS " Ha BUPILLIeH-
HSl Ipo6sie MU HEePIBHOCTI: BOHO € aHi KpaiiHiM nposiBoOM eranitapuamy, aHikpaiHiM nposBoM nonspu3aauyir,
nocraroyu gudepeHyiifiopaHoro Ta payioHanbHoo popMoro criBicHyBaHHS. [JOoCArHeHHs cninsHoOro npo-
uBiTaHHA He Nnepegba4yae NPoOCTOro Nnepepo3noainy, a HaToMicTb 30cepenXyeTbCs Ha NMpoLeci KoNeKTuB-
HOIro po3BUTKY, Ae KoXeH 6epe y4yacTe y PO3BUTKY Ta CNiJIbHOMY npouBiTaHHi. TeopeTuyHa ocHOBa 3a-
ransHoro o6po6yTty nobygoBaHa Ha TPbOX KOHCeHCYCHUX 6a30BUX NPUHLMNAaX: eranitapHa 6igHicTe He €
3arasibHUM 4obpobyToM; NossipU30BaHe NPoLBITAHHSA He € 3arallbHUM 4o6po6yTom; 3aranbHuii Joopo-
OyT He BUMarae ogHo4YacHoro 36ara4yeHHs Bcix 40 04HaKOBOIo piBHA. 3acTocyBaHHS KOHLUenLii 3aranbHo-
ro go6pobyrty Ao rnobanbHoi HepPiBHOCTI 4O3BOANIIO BCTAHOBUTH BaX/TMBI 3aKOHOMIpHOCTI. BctaHoBIEHO
KaHanu enanBy UundpoBoi eKOHOMIKN Ha HepiBHIiCcTb foxoAie. BuokpemineHo MexaHiaMu BNAUBY Ungpo-
BOi eKOHOMIKW Ha HepIiBHICTb.

Key words: transformation, digital economy, digitalization, diversification, requlation, productivity, competition,
well-being, inequality, digital inequality, prosperity, socio-economic development, fair distribution of wealth, poverty,
income, employment, infrastructure, digital technology, digital inclusion, financial inclusion, financial market,
innovation.

KniouoBi cnoBa: mpaxcghopmauis, yughpoBa exoHoMika, dudsicumanizayis, ouBepcugpikauis, peaymnoBarHs, npo-
JykmuBHicme, KOHKYPeHYid, do6pobym, HepiBHicme, yughpoBa HepiBHIcMb, NPoYBIMaHHS, CoUiaAbHO-€KOHOMIYHUL
po3Bumok, cnpaBedauBul poznodin 6azamcmBa, 6idHicme, doxodu, 3alHamicme, iHghpacmpykmypa, yugpoBa
mexHo102i8, YughpoBa iHKA03Ig, ghiHaHcoBa IHKM03i8, biHaHcoBull puHoOK, iHHoBaLis.

INTRODUCTION

The processes of digital transformation have
actualized the revision of the somewhat utopian concept
of "common prosperity” or "common prosperity”, which
contrasts with the problem of global inequality, manifested
both within and between countries, threatening the
international community. There is an extensive system of
indices for measuring the digital economy and common
prosperity, which captures the relationship between them
in at least three dimensions — material wealth, spiritual

wealth and social exchange. Empirical experience shows
that the digital economy and inclusive finance are effective
tools for reducing the property gap between urban and
rural areas, reducing regional imbalances and promoting
common prosperity.

THE REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In the works of C. Wei, S. Zhang, T. Tamamine [37],
S. Brenner and D. Kreis [14], T. Elquier and J. Damgaard
[25], A. Ganelt, E. Piccinini, R. V. Gregory, B. Hildebrandt
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and L.M. Kolbe [27] indirectly noted the consequences of
digital transformation for the forms of manifestation of
international economic relations. The socio-economic
dimensions of digitalization and its connection with global
inequality have become the central object of research of
domestic scientists [1; 6; 8; 9; 16; 17; 33; 35; 42],
representing the leading scientific schools of Ukraine. The
social dimensions of innovative and technological
transformation processes are noted in the works of V.
E. Baker, T. P. Hughes, T. Pinch [13]. A. Rip [34], as well
as in numerous works of author teams led by the famous
researcher of digital inequality P. Di Maggio [20; 21; 22;
23]. The phenomena of inequality, inclusive growth and
shared prosperity have been the subject of research by
l. Ali and H. Song [10], R. Anand, M. Mishra and M. Peiris
[11], R. Baro [12], K. Dong [24], F. Ferreira, E. Galasso
and M. Negre [26], K. Lackner, M. Negre and E. Pridz [28],
A. Narayana, J. Saavedra-Chanduvi and S. Tiwari[32] and
experts from the World Bank [38].

THE PURPOSE OF THE ARTICLE

The purpose of the article is to develop an alternative
approach to the study of digital inequality from the
perspective of threats to common prosperity in the context
of digital transformations.

THE MAIN MATERIAL
OF THE ARTICLE

The concept of global prosperity emphasizes the fair
distribution of economic benefits, reducing inequality,
expanding opportunities for all segments of the population,
and ensuring inclusive growth. In modern scientific
literature [39; 41], the concept of "common prosperity"
from the perspective of the challenges of inequality is
considered as a multidimensional concept that encom-
passes economic, social, and environmental aspects of
social development [31].

Haiyuan Wang and Jiping Chen [36] interpret common
prosperity as a two-dimensional concept that synthesizes
development (common prosperity) and distribution (shared
prosperity). This dual focus distinguishes it from narrow
approaches that emphasize either growth or equality in
isolation. Here it is important to emphasize the meaning-
fulness of the concept of "shared prosperity" in the policy
of the PRC, in which the work of Chinese scholars will be
useful to us [29; 30; 40]. The understanding of shared
prosperity revolves around two key concepts: prosperity
and shared use, which symbolizes the potential of
prosperous shared use. "Prosperity” here reflects the
quality of people's lives, "high social welfare" is determined
by high levels of income, which determine the general well-
being and the ability of society to develop. Therefore,
"shared use" is neither an extreme manifestation of egali-
tarianism nor an extreme manifestation of polarization,
becoming a differentiated and rational form of coe-
xistence. Achieving shared prosperity means the organic
unity of development and shared use, and shared useis an
integral part of development, and development promotes
shared use. "Shared prosperity" refers to the collective
prosperity of all people. In other words, "shared
prosperity” does not mean "equal prosperity.” Achieving
shared prosperity does not involve simple redistribution,

but instead focuses on a process of collective development
where everyone participates in development and shared
prosperity.

The theoretical framework of shared prosperity is built
on three consensus-based principles: egalitarian poverty
is not shared prosperity; polarized prosperity is not shared
prosperity; shared prosperity does not require everyone
to be enriched to the same level at the same time. The
relationship between shared prosperity and shared
prosperity is characterized by incomplete substitution, not
complete complementarity. The authors empirically
demonstrate that the cost of inequality (measured as what
must be sacrificed in shared prosperity to improve
distribution) increases with income. This suggests that
high-income economies should pay more attention to
distribution, while low-income economies can prioritize
growth without sacrificing too much in terms of equality.

Applying the concept of shared well-being to global
inequality reveals several important patterns: (1) countries
with higher per capita income generally exhibit higher levels
of shared well-being, but this relationship is not linear; (2)
countries with high income and large income gaps (such
as the United States and Singapore) exhibit relatively lower
levels of shared well-being compared to countries with
similar income levels but smaller income gaps; (3)
Scandinavian countries achieve the highest levels of shared
well-being, combining high income with low inequality; (4)
low-income countries have made rapid progress in shared
well-being, largely due torising incomes, while high-income
countries have stagnated, partly due to widening income
inequality. The findings of Haiyuan Wang and Jiping Chen
suggest that the relationship between overall prosperity
and shared prosperity at the global level is complex and
depends on the specifics of the course of transformation
processes, including digital transformations. For
developing economies, focusing mostly on growth may be
justified in the early stages of development, but the
importance of redistribution increases as income levels
rise.

Researchers Nan Zhao, Hounan Chen, and Sui Xin [31],
aiming to establish the channels through which the digital
economy (DE) affects income inequality in China,
developed a comprehensive three-level DE indicator
(urban-rural VS intergenerational inequality; inequality of
opportunities VS inequality of efforts; inequality of labor
income VS inequality of non-labor income), which
synthesizes an assessment of the quality of Internet
infrastructure, the development of information resources,
and financial inclusion. They proceeded from the following
hypotheses: (1) DE has a significant impact on income
inequality, with different effects across generations and
between urban and rural areas; (2) DE has an impact
through two key mechanisms — differences between types
of income (labor and non-labor income) and inequality of
opportunities in the face of unfair efforts; (3) the economic
consequences of DE (increasing average wages, reducing
unemployment, improving capital flows due to financial
inclusion) reduce income inequality; (4) the impact of DE
on income inequality depends on regional differences, the
level of urbanization and the level of infrastructure
development. The conclusions reached by the authors are
grouped in Table 1.
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The analysis [41] allows us to identify the
following mechanisms of the impact of the
digital economy on inequality: (1) DE reduces
inequality of opportunities by reducing the

Table 1. Empirical analysis of the impact of the digital
economy on economic inequality

Channel of influence

Characteristics

Impact on different types

DE significantly reduces intergenerational income
inequality, but has no significant effect on urban-rural
income mequality.

DE reduces “mequality of opportunity” (factors beyond
individual control) but has no significant effect on
“mnequality of effort™ (factors within individual control).
DE has a stronger effect on reducing inequality in non-
labor mcome (investment income, interest) than in labor
income (Wages).

costs of information search and providing | of inequality:
development opportunities, but does not affect |intergenerational

the level of individual effort; (2) DE expands ’:”eq”agz:of"d od by
the channels of unearned income (investments, T:cf;z;g}_e“ermm ’
dividends, interest, remittances from migrant |inequality of opportunity;
workers), providing access to financial services |inequality of effort
(inclusion) and reducing information

asymmetry; (3) DE increases individual incomes gfﬁamsm ST

and provides employment opportunities,
offering low-income groups and the
unemployed the opportunity to increase their
earnings; (4) digital (mobile) payments and
innovative financial products contribute to

wages. employment;
unempl oyment ; financial
inclusion; access to
information; labor and
non-labor income

DE reduces income mequality by raising average wages,
reducing unemployment, and promoting income
generation.

DE allows more people to access financial services and
information, expanding channels for generating unearned
income.

DE mmproves the skills of certain groups, which
increases the likelihood of bridging the generation gap.

increasing financial inclusion.

The channels of interdependence we have
established between digital development
(development of processes of digitalization of
the economy, digitization of the economy),

Regional and contextual
factors

economic geography.
inclusion in global
production chains;
urbanization; availability of

The impact of DE on reducing inequality varies by
geographic location.

Cities with higher levels of urbanization show a greater
reduction in inequality compared to DE.

Cities with better infrastructure development experience
a stronger impact of DE on reducing mequality.

technological development, infrastructure |infrastructure
development, regional development, digital | The Role of Educational
Inequality

inclusion and human development allow us to
identify negative consequences for general
prosperity, which are grouped in Table 2.

When educational inequality 1s high. DE actually
increases intergenerational income inequality rather than
reducing it.

When educational inequality 1s low. DE increases urban-
rural income inequality.

This allows us to identify the digital economy
as an effective tool for promoting shared

prosperity, in particular by: (1) reducing intergenerational
inequality; (2) developing digital infrastructure and
urbanization, which are prerequisites for effectively
reducing inequality through digital channels, which is
facilitated by attracting targeted investments in less
developed regions; (3) using digital educational platforms
to reduce skills inequalities; (4) stimulating digital
development to prevent the increase in income inequality

from DE.

The harmonization of digital transformation
processes and shared prosperity will be facilitated
by the implementation of appropriate institutional
frameworks. The relationship between financial
sector development and income inequality is an
important area of economic research, with
significant implications for the development of
social and financial policies, including for the
purpose of adapting to global transformation
processes. The World Bank research work by J.
Clark, L. K. Xu and H. Zhou [15] provides valuable
empirical evidence that tests several competing
theoretical models that attempt to explain this
relationship. The paper examines three main
theoretical approaches to how financial
development affects income inequality: (1) the
linear hypothesis (proposes a negative linear
relationship between financial development and
inequality; assumes that financial market
imperfections perpetuate the initial distribution of
wealth when investments are indivisible; as financial
markets develop and imperfections decrease,
access to finance becomes more equitable,
reducing income inequality); (2) the inverted U-

Source: compiled by Oliynik K.D. based on [31; 41].

shaped hypothesis (assumes that in the early stages of
financial development, only the wealthier can afford
access to financial services, which increases inequality;
however, as financial markets mature and the cost of
access decreases, the poorer segments eventually gain
access, leading to a reduction in inequality over time);
(3) the extended Kuznets hypothesis (based on S.
Kuznets's work on sectoral transitions, this hypothesis

argues that the relationship between finance and

Table 2. Negative channels of influence of the
development of the digital economy on general

prosperity
Channel of influence Characteristics
Digital divide The digital divide has a multi-layered structure,

including mequalities in access, skills, use and outcomes.
Unequal access to digital technologies and skills can
exacerbate existing socio-economic mnequalities.

Concentration Network effects and economies of scale in the digital

of market power economy can lead to market monopolization.
The dominance of large technology platforms threatens
competition and nnovation, and can also lead to an
unfair distribution of income.

Precarization The development of the gig economy and platform

of labor employment can undermine labor standards and social
protection.
Platform capitalism can lead to the atomization of labor
and a decrease in the bargaining power of workers [3; 5;
8]

Algorithmic Algorithmic systems can embed and amplify social

discrimination inequalities through so-called «algorithms of

Oppressiomny.

Issues of privacy
and agency

The collection and use of personal data in the digital
economy raises questions of privacy, control and agency.
«Surveillance capitalism» [42] as a new logic of
accumulation that threatens the autonomy of individuals.

Source: adapted from [31; 41].

EKOHOMIYHA HAYKA




\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

.

inequality is moderated by the sectoral structure of the
economy; the inequality-reducing effects of financial
development may be weaker in countries with larger
modern (non-agricultural) sectors).

The authors' results support the linear hypothesis,
showing a persistent negative relationship between
financial sector development and the Gini coefficient
(which provides only an aggregate measure of inequality,
without revealing which segments of the population benefit
most from financial development). They found evidence in
support of the extended Kuznets hypothesis: the
interaction between financial depth and the size of the
modern sector was positive and significant, indicating that
financial development is less effective at reducing
inequality in economies with diversified technological
economic sectors. Financial sector development appears
to be an instrument that can promote both economic
growth and income inequality, avoiding the trade-off
between growth and equity. In essence, the authors' study
challenges the notion that financial development initially
increases inequality before reducing it, suggesting instead
a consistent leveling effect as financial markets develop.
This finding suggests that digital financial inclusion will
promote economic growth and social justice, impacting
overall prosperity.

The concept of shared well-being provides a
framework for shaping regulatory initiatives and policy
recommendations to address global inequality:

1. Strategies appropriate to the stage of development:
Low-income countries can prioritize economic growth
while maintaining basic approaches to social protection,
while middle— and high-income countries need more
robust redistribution mechanisms.

2. A balanced approach: Rather than viewing growth
and equality as competing goals, regulatory policies should
seek to promote both goals simultaneously, recognizing
their complementarity.

3. Global coordination: International cooperation is
needed to address the systemic causes of inequality,
including tax evasion, labor exploitation, and unequal trade
relations.

4. Context-specific measurement: The shared well-
being index provides a more nuanced way of assessing
countries’ progress than simple measures of GDP growth
or the Gini coefficient.

CONCLUSIONS

The channels of influence of digital transformation
on general prosperity and global inequality include: (1)
productivity and economic growth (digital technologies
can increase labor and capital productivity, contributing
to overall economic growth; digitalization reduces
transaction costs and stimulates innovation, creating the
potential for inclusive growth); (2) transformational
processes in the labor market (the digital economy is
changing the structure of employment; some jobs are
being automated; new employment opportunities are
being created, especially in the service sector and
creative industries); (3) access to goods and services
(digital platforms can expand access to a variety of goods
and services, including education, healthcare, and
financial services; fintech innovations contribute to

financial inclusion by providing access to banking
services to marginalized groups); (4) lowering barriers
to entrepreneurship (digital tools lower barriers to entry,
allowing small businesses to compete with large players;
digital platforms allow micro-entrepreneurs to enter the
global market with minimal initial investment); (5)
expanding opportunities for participation (digital
technologies can expand opportunities for participation
in economic, social and political life; social media and
digital platforms facilitate civic engagement).

The normative benchmark established at the level
of international organizations for assessing socio-
economic progress in the form of a human development
index, guaranteed access to basic services, availability
of social mobility, life satisfaction and subjective
perception of well-being should be complemented by
digital accessibility, digital literacy and readiness for
change in the context of digitalization. The study of the
relationship between the concepts of "digital economy”
and "shared prosperity” is driven by the need to
understand how digital transformation can contribute
to or hinder the achievement of a more just and inclusive
society. It is clear that in the context of the development
of the digital economy and taking into account the
different ambitions set for the implementation of green
initiatives that put pressure on the cost of energy
resources, shared prosperity and shared prosperity will
be polarized.
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