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Transhumanism and Digital Immortality:...

This article secks to provide a comprehensive philosophical exammation of transhumanism by achiev-
ing the followimg objectives: definmg its core paradigm; distinguishing it from the related concept of
posthumanism; analyzmg its relationship with digital ethics; and identifying the primary ethical challenges
associated with the pursuit of digital immortality. The central problem addresses the conceptual vacuum sur-
rounding the ethical and societal consequences of radical human enhancement, which requires a thorough
philosophical inquiry.

Methodology and research methods

This research is based on a qualitative analysis of philosophical, sociological, and ethical literature. The
methodological approach employs a systematic theoretical and philosophical review. The materials include
foundational texts by transhumanist thinkers, critical works on posthumanism, and contemporarygcholarly
articles on digital ethics and digital immortality from peer-reviewed journals and academic collections. The
analysis proceeds through several stages:

- Historical-Philosophical Analysis: Tracing the origms and evolution of transhumanist‘theught.

- Conceptual Analysis: Comparing and contrasting the key concepts of “transhumamismZ’ and
“posthumanism.”

- Ethical Analysis: Examining the debates between transhumanists and biocenservatives, and situating
transhumanism within the broader framework of digital ethics.

- Critical Analysis: Identifymg and systematizimg the cthical dilemmas amsing¥from the concept of digi-
tal immortality.

This multi-stage approach allows for a holistic understandimg of ganshiimanism not merely as a techno-
logical project but as a significant cultural and philosophical phenom€nons

Results and Discussion

Intellectual Foundations of the Transhumanist Project

The transhumanist worldview, like other systemig, ideelogics; did not materialize m a philosophical
vacuum but emerged from a distimct constellation of mtellectualyantecedents and philosophical assumptions.
The neologism itself is attributed to Sir Julian Huxley (1887-1975), a figure whose multidisciplinary legacy
as an English biologist, architect of the modern evelutiosary synthesis, and maugural UNESCO Director-
General positioned him uniquely to synthesize its core principles. His familial connection to writer Aldous
Huxley and Nobel laurcate neurophysiologist Andrew Huxley further situates him at an intersection of scien-
tific, literary, and philosophical thought.

Huxley’s influential essay, “Transhuwmanism,” articulates a vision of deliberate human evolution. He
proposes a state of conscious dgencys stating, ... Whether he wants to or not, whether he is aware of what he
is doing or not, man is now indeed detemmining the future direction of evolution on this planet. This is his
inescapable destiny...” [1]. BomBbuxleyy this destmy mvolved a “cosmic duty” with a dual focus: an mtemal
obligation for self-realizationgdndgan external imperative to serve the collective and future generations. He
proposed the termy “trafishumanism” to describe a state where “man remammg man, transcends himself by
realizing new possibilities,of and for his human nature...” [1], thus positioning humanity as a project of inten-
tional self-overcotung:

This conceptual, framework was prefigured by ecarlier 20th-century thinkers, includmg biologist
J.B.S Haldane physicist J.D. Bernal, and paleontologist Pierre Teilhard de Chardim [2; 246]. However, the
movement/s®¢ontcmporary articulation is largely indebted to the futurist F.M. Esfandiary (writing as FM-
2030)Quft” the ) 1970s, with subsequent intellectual contributions from figures like Robert Ettmger,
K.E. Drexlesfand Marvin Mimsky solidifymg its modern form.

A canonical definition is provided by Swedish philosopher Nick Bostrom, a leadimg contemporary ex-
ponent, who characterizes transhumanism as “an intellectual and cultural movement that affirms the possibil-
ity and desirability of fundamentally improving the human condition through applied reason,” specifically by
developmg technologies to elimmate agmg and radically enhance human capacities [3]. The mstitutionaliza-
tion of these ideas was marked by the 1998 foundimg of the World Transhumanist Association (WTA) by
Bostrom and David Pearce, an organization later rebranded as Humanity+ in 2008 to reflect a more mtegrat-
ed vision. The WTA’s advocacy for the safe and ethical application of enhancement technologies was pivotal
in establishing transhumanism as a legitimate subject of academic discourse.

The philosophical underpinnmgs of the movement are notably eclectic. Bostrom himself emphasizes its
gradual, collaborative development, noting that “Transhumanist thinkmg has been shaped gradually, thanks

Key Title: Logos (Karaganda) 15



A K. Abdina

to the contributions of many thinkers,” reflecting a scientific, rather than a smgularly philosophical, mode of
mtellectual progress [4]. This view is complemented by David Pearce’s perspective, which highlights the
movement’s diversity by drawmg mspiration from a broad range of thinkers like Bertrand Russell and Rich-
ard Dawkms, whose works, while not strictly transhumanist, contribute to its mtellectual tapestry [4].

Scholarly analyses acknowledge that while internal variations exist, transhumanists are united by the
overarching “project of human enhancement” [5, 6]. This project leverages the mterplay between nature and
culture, advocating for a suite of advanced technologies — from genetic engmeering and nanotechnology to
artificial intelligence and bram-computer mterfaces — as mstruments to abolish disease, extend the human
lifespan, and amplify cognitive and physical faculties.

This ambition is framed not as a historical anomaly but as the modem instantiation of a perennial hu-
man drive. As Bostrom observes in “A history of transhumanist thought,” “The human desire to acquire new
capacities is as ancient as our species itself,” manifesting as a persistent tendency to overcome biological and
environmental constraints [7].

The transition of transhumanism from theoretical framework to tangible pursuit is‘¢évidcneed by 1ts sig-
nificant backing from Silicon Valley. Entrepreneurial ventures such as Calico Labs (focused ompléngevity),
Altos Labs (aiming to reversec agimg), and Neuralink (developmg neural interfacg§) cxemplify this shift.
Landmarks like Synchron’s successful implantation of a brain-computer mterface mya®patient with ALS in
2022 demonstrate the progressive materialization of core transhumanist objectivési6].

In essence, these developments underscore a paradigm that is dynamieally, cvelving. The fundamental
aim of transhumanism remains the directed improvement of the human condifion itself, leveraging techno-
logical convergence to achicve enhanced bodily perfection, superior qualityof life; and the radical extension
of the human lifespan.

Transhumanism and Posthumanism: Navigating the Cenceptual Labyrinth

A central and persistently complex issue within contgmporagy futurist discourse involves the nuanced
differentiation between transhumanism and posthumanism.“Scholarly consensus acknowledges the signifi-
cant challenge i establishing clear conceptual boundaric§ybetween these terms, a difficulty that permeates
academic debate [8]. This categorical ambiguity ‘Stems from scveral factors: the shared deployment of the
“posthuman™ as a central figure, the remarkablcW@plusdlity withim both movements — encompassing
transhumanist variants like extropianism, singularitariamsm, and democratic transhumanism, alongside
posthumanist iterations such as the philogsophigal, cultural, and critical strains — and fundamentally diver-
gent interpretations of humanism’s future trajectory. The mtellectual landscape is further complicated by op-
posing viewpoints that position pogthumanism ecither as transhumanism pushed to its logical extreme, or
conversely, frame transhumani§myasimerely one constituent element withm the broader, more critical project
of posthumanism.

This inherent duality g#@Spastitely captured by philosopher B.G. Yudin, who highlighted the Janus-
faced nature of transhumanism. #le argued that its value system permits a dual interpretation: it can be
viewed as “a conginuation and, dévelopment of the traditions of humanism,” predicated on the continuity of
the human subject, or,[eenyersely, as “an overcoming of the values of humanism,” should the envisioned
new form of hunf@nity‘prove profoundly alien to our current ontological state. Yudin notes that the founda-
tional thoughts,of Julian Huxley deliberately leave this pivotal question unresolved [9; 343].

Whilgthe telentless progression of scientific and technological advancement makes humanity’s contin-
ued@yolutioffan mevitability, a critical question looms: Is Homo sapiens equipped to navigate the profound
socio-cultural and psychological challenges precipitated by a potential transformation mto a “posthuman”
state? A“aotable characteristic of many transhumanist schools of thought is their relative neglect of the
broader social, environmental, and political ramifications of such a radical metamorphosis. Within this
framework, technology is predominantly conceived as an instrumental tool for the direct augmentation and
refinement of human biology.

In stark contrast, posthumanism shifts the analytical focus from enhancement to implication. It dedi-
cates itself to a critical examination of the consequences brought about by technological mediation of the
human condition. As contemporary rescarch delmeates, the “posthuman” describes “a bemg or state of bemg
that arises from the fusion of human and machine,” a category that may include genetically or technological-
ly augmented humans, human-machine hybrids, artificial intelligences, or virtual entities. Importantly, the
term also encompasses the novel forms of subjectivity, relationality, and political structures that emerge
alongside the deconstruction of humanist ideology [10].
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The posthumanist project is fundamentally deconstructive. It actively rejects the conception of humani-
ty as a stable, transcendent essence, mstead questioning the privileged status of the human and deliberately
blurring the ontological boundaries that have traditionally separated it from the animal world, machines, and
the broader environment. Its proponents contend that evolution is an ongoing process, accelerated by our
symbiotic mteraction with technology, which is catalyzing the emergence of unprecedented modes of exist-
ence and cognition. Consequently, posthumanist inquiry is directed towards the complex mterrelationships
within the human-machine-environment relationship, seekimg to formulate new paradigms for their co-
evolution.

This philosophical reorientation is exemplified in Francesca Ferrando’s “Philosophical Posthumamsm,”
which undertakes a radical rethinkmg of the “human” by meticulously analyzmg the convergences and di-
vergences between transhumanism, anti-humanism, and posthumanism itself. Ferrando posits posthumanism
as a philosophy of mediation, one that insists on understandmg the human not as an isolated entityybut as a
node inextricably embedded within dense networks of technological and ecological systems,ghefeby\engag-
mg directly with themes of Al, bioethics, and contemporary posthuman transformation [T1]:

Further expanding this mterdisciplimary analysis, the volume “Transhumanism and“Rosthuftamsm m
the Twenty-First Century Narrative,” edited by Sonia Baelo-Allué and Monica Calgo-Pascual, surveys the
pervasive influence of posthumanist questions across modem science, literature, andifilim. The collection re-
exammes the enduring inquiry “What does it mean to be human?” whileQprobingsissues of techno-
utopianism, the critique of anthropocentric values, the decline of critical faculties, the decentralizmg impulse
of posthumanism, and the re-conceptualization of the human through the perspéctives of transhumanism and
posthumanism within the context of the Anthropocene [12].

The concept of the Anthropocene itself serves as a critical nexus, eennecting the technological aspira-
tions of transhumanism with the ecological and critical concernsfef posthumanism. As scholars Liz-Rejane
Issberner and Philippe Léna document, the term, initially preposed, by biologist Eugene F. Stoermer and
popularized by Nobel laureate Paul Crutzen, denotes a preposedigeological epoch wherein human activity
has become the dominant force driving planetary-scalé®biogeophysical change. They mark a departure from
the relative stability of the Holocene, often tragimg its omigmsdto the advent of the Industrial Revolution
around 1784, symbolized by James Watt’s refinement of the steam engme [13].

This proposed nomenclature for an era defined By, humanity’s geological agency has, however, ignited
considerable contention within the scientific @ommunity. Advocates for its formal ratification support their
argument by pomting to a relationship of pervasive global shifts: accelerated climate change, a mass extmec-
tion event and catastrophic loss of biodiversitygand extensive anthropogenic alteration of the Earth’s surface.
Conversely, skeptics advance sevefal counter-arguments: an alleged absence of definitive stratigraphic
markers in the geological recotid,glisputes gver a precise start date, and concerns regarding the term’s politi-
cization, which they argue compramiscsits scientific objectivity.

The current status of th€teémn wagdclarified in 2024 when the International Union of Geological Scienc-
es declined to formally ratifygthefAnthropocene as an official geological epoch. Notwithstanding this deci-
sion, its utility and,des@riptive,pgwer ensure its continued prevalence in both scientific and public discourse
concerning humanityis planctary impact. The very intensity of this debate underscores the profound com-
plexity inherent ifiidemarcating geological time and the need for a meticulous assessment of the human foot-
print on Earthg As Issberiier and Léna clearly observe, the central impediment surroundimg the Anthropocene
is “thegdclicate 1§sucof environmental injustice,” as the detrimental consequences of climate change are dis-
proportionateljaborne by the most vulnerable populations, a problem exacerbated by vast global mequalities
in develdopment and resources, making equitable solutions exceptionally elusive [13].

Synthesis and Discernment

In synthesizing the core distinctions, we can distill the followmg conceptual map. Transhumanism in-
cludes thinkers who aspire to surgically overcome the perceived constraints of human nature through the di-
rect application of science and technology. This trajectory, with its mtellectual roots in the Enlightenment,
conceptualizes humanity as a biological species endowed with the right to pursue self-improvement. Its em-
phasis is resolutely practical, championmmg the implementation of specific technologies like digital immor-
tality and biohacking, underpinned by a steadfast conviction in the benevolence of scientific progress and a
conscious extension of the humanistic tradition.

Posthumanism, in direct contrast, is oriented towards the systematic deconstruction of the traditional
humanist subject and a rigorous critique of anthropocentrism. It problematizes the very notion of a fixed hu-
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man essence, re-frammg the human as an mtegrated component of the biosphere, and prioritizes the critical
analysis of the consequences — intended and otherwise — of technological mtervention [8].

Thus, while both transhumanism and posthumanism grapple with the future of humanity m an age of
technological acceleration, their philosophical commitments and methodologies diverge sharply.
Transhumanism seeks to perfect the human using technology as its primary mstrument, thereby perpetuating
the humanist tradition. Posthumanism, however, launches a critique from beyond the humanist horizon, chal-
lenging its anthropocentric foundations and reconceiving human evolution as a process of ontological blur-
ring, where the demarcations between the biological and technological become mcreasmgly permeable. Ul-
timately, transhumanism is characterized by its focus on technological application, whereas posthumamsm is
defined by its commitment to critical mterrogation. Both mtellectual currents confront the formidable chal-
lenges of a digitalized world, yet neither presently offers a comprehensive framework for resolvimgghe relat-
ed ethical and social challenges. This very gap suggests the potential for an emergimg synthesis — pethaps m
the form of a “digital humanism™ that seeks to balance technological progress with humanitarian values.

The Ethical Conundrum of Human Enhancement: Transhumanism Through the Lens of Digital Ethics

The accelerating realization of transhumanist aspirations, where previously hypethetigal human-
machine integrations become tangible realities, has propelled ethical considerations ffom_speemlative philos-
ophy to public debate. This paradigm shift demands rigorous ethical scrutmy as technglogical augmentation
ceases to be abstract and enters the realm of feasible application.

At the heart of this discourse lies a fundamental schism, clearly outlmedsby, Luiga Benvenga m his work
“Transhumanism, techno-humanism and ethics” [5], which analyzes tlhie gopposmg viewpoints of
bioconservatives and transhumanists. The bioconservative stance viewsptechnological enhancement as a de-
humanizing force, positing that genetic and other modificationsgreprésentgan existential threat to social fabric
and human identity. They believe technology should be used énly“for therapeutic purposes — restoring
health rather than augmenting capability — with the pursuit ofgradical 11fe extension or superhuman capaci-
ties seen as a violation of natural order.

Conversely, transhumanists champion technological enhancenient as the logical extension of humani-
ty’s self-improvement drive. They argue that thg moral imiperative to alleviate suffering and improve well-
being does not abruptly halt at the boundary of therapy. For them, their goal is to protect and extend life,
health, cognitive capacities, and emotional well-bemglsceing enhancement as a continuation of this goal [5].
Benvenga identifies two transformative prospécts central to the transhumanist vision that are unacceptable to
bioconservatives: the emergence of beings endowed with indefinite lifespans and vastly superior mtellects,
potentially equipped with novel senses, and the,more profound possibility of attaining a “posthuman state” of
existence so advanced as to be girtually unintelligible to the contemporary human mmd [5]. The
bioconservative argument is based on the idea that such pursuits create a conflict with human nature itself,
thereby undermining societal stability.

This debate exposes the €uiticalgfault line of “therapeuticity” — the difficult criterion distinguishing
healing from enhancement; L€ td@nshumanist project thus forces a re-evaluation of the relationship between
its core tenets amd the cmerging ficld of digital cthics. While digital ethics arises as a result to
transhumanism, schelathyganalysis suggests it cannot constitute a wholly “new cthics.” Instead, its values,
norms, and principles = remains rooted in universal ethical frameworks, even as it adapts to novel contexts
[14].

This @volutienaty perspective on ethics is central to the transhumanist worldview. Proponents advocate
for @ dynamficview of human dignity, considering both the present and future. Accordingly, “the ethics of
the futufe should mclude the ethics of the present as an integral part” [15], suggestmg that values currently
beyond ourgomprehension may become normative for enhanced future generations. This is framed as an
expansion of autonomy: increased health, abilities, and talent apparently broaden an mdividual’s spectrum of
life choices. From this vantage point, to deliberately forgo enhancement and allow humans to develop with
mherent biological limitations is considered inhumane [15].

The ethical stakes are dramatically amplified by the simultancous development of the Fourth Industrial
Revolution. As analyzed in the article “Ethical and Societal Implications of Transhumanism and Technolo-
gies of the Fourth Industrial Revolution,” the transhumanist trajectory — envisioning a progression from
human through a “transhuman” hybrid to a “posthuman” end point — profoundly alters the human essence
and its place in the world [16]. These convergent technologies demand nothing less than a complete revision
of ethical norms and a restructuring of human-technology relations to steer development toward a stable,
humanistic, and sustainable future.
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The digital revolution, while offering unparalleled benefits from personalized medicine to ecological
sustamability, simultancously generates a complex landscape of cthical hazards. The pervasive mtegration of
Big Data analytics and autonomous algorithmic systems mto decision-making processes erodes human over-
sight, intensifymg dilemmas of fairmess, accountability, and the protection of fundamental rights. Mitigatmg
these risks necessitates that digital innovation be guided by a commitment to human rights and the principles
of an open, pluralistic society.

The primary objective of digital ethics is therefore to navigate a viable compromise between public ap-
prehension and regulatory frameworks, maximizing the societal and individual benefits of technology while
minimizmg its perils. This requires a holistic perspective that transcends a narrow focus on specific devices
like Al or IoT. Scholars emphasize the need for a comprehensive approach that considers the entire digital
ecosystem — the infosphere — including the technologies themselves, the practices they enabley and the
governing busmess and political structures [17].

The source of novel moral challenges is identified not m hardware alone, but m the Gempléxinterplay
between software, data, autonomous agents, and their environment. Consequently, specializedisub-fields like
“robo-ethics” are deemed insufficient to address the full scope of this paradigm shift. A Yebustymtegrative
digital ethics is required, one capable of a holistic analysis of the entire spectrum of €merging moral ques-
tions [17].

In conclusion, transhumanism, as both a philosophical paradigm and a cultiiral for¢efgenerates a pleth-
ora of moral dilemmas that interrogate the present and future of humanity. liseempellingly demonstrates that
any profound mtervention into the human condition — whether biological ofdigital — will mevitably be
accompanied by complex problems of moral choice. These challenges mustdbe nayigated withm the evolving
framework of digital ethics, all while remaining anchored to the endurngyfoundations of universal human
morality.

The Ontological Challenge of Digital Eternity: Ethicdl Dimensions of Post-Mortem Existence

Within the transhumanist project, few aspirations provoke as mich profound ethical disquiet as the pur-
suit of digital immortality. This concept represents not merelyda techmcal hurdle but a fundamental philo-
sophical challenge, positioning the achicveinent of endless digital existence as a central ideal within the
transhumanist value system. Scholarly analysis underseores that for the first time in human history, the pro-
spect of immortality is bemg systematicallygexamined through the dual lenses of scientific paradigm and
formal philosophy, necessitating a rigorous ethical appraisal. As one researcher contends, the very novelty of
this inquiry lies in its comprehensive ethicalddissection of digital immortality, an analysis that ultimately ele-
vates the discourse to the ontologicalfplané, compelling a radical re-evaluation of the definitions of “human”
and the existential status of physigcal'death [[18].

The academic focus on thisiphenemienon has mtensified markedly over the past decade, crystallizmg
around the concept of a sustaimed &9 whether active or passive — digital presence following biological
death. Breakthroughs in knowledge management, machine-to-machine communication, and artificial intelli-
gence are progressively transformg this presence from a static archive into a potentially interactive entity.
Research is now dcluimgginto the multifaceted impact — emotional, social, financial, and institutional — of
such active digitaljimmertality on the networks of the living. This raises complex questions regarding the
legal status and consequences of an autonomous digital existence that persists beyond its creator’s earthly
demisefwhile simultancously provokimg skepticism as to whether the entire concept is a substantive concemn
or mierely a%8aGphisticated technological spectacle, devoid of genume legal implication despite media sensa-
tionalism'[19],

Thetechnological underpinnings for this shift are mcreasmgly present in daily life. The proliferation of
conversational interfaces like Siri, advances in machine leammg for processmg massive datasets, and the
growimg autonomy of computational systems collectively represent significant strides in Al that directly fa-
cilitate the architecture of digital immortality [20].

A particularly ambitious trajectory within this field focuses on mmd clonmg technology. By situating
transhumanist endeavors within a comparative framework, scholars aim to deepen the understanding of the
entire project, viewmg it as a modern reconstitution of age-old existential negotiations. As one author frames
it, the transhumanist approach is most accurately conceptualized as a “quasi-contemporary attempt to recon-
struct immortality by technological means™ [21].

A robust philosophical critique of this endeavor is presented in the article “Theoretical and Practical
Paralogisms of Digital Immortality,” which observes that as transhumanism gams academic and popular
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traction, it resuscitates what the author deems “naive metaphysical ideas, such as immortality.” Abstainimg
from political or ethical judgment, the critique targets the movement’s metaphysical foundations, particularly
the conviction that Al will enable an immortal virtual self. Invokmg Kant’s “paralogisms” from the Critique
of Pure Reason—which dismantle rational proofs for the soul’s substantiality and immortality—the author
constructs a parallel argument. The article posits that the transhumanist claim for digital immortality is built
upon two flawed premises: a misunderstandimg of the essential nature of information (theoretical
paralogisms) and an unfounded belief m infimite transformability or “pure plasticity” (practical paralogisms)
[22].

Addimg a crucial sociological dimension, the study “Towards a postmortal society of virtualised ances-
tors?” laments that while research on digital immortality has proliferated, a distimctly sociological lens re-
mains rare. To address this gap, it introduces the concept of the Virtual Deceased Person (VDP) —4a specu-
lative digital artifact capable of convincingly emulating the demeanor and characteristics of the deadjthereby
enabling them to function as posthumous social actors. Grounded m anthropological and mies0=Segiological
theory, the VDP is characterized as a manifestation of post-mortem individuality. The atither argues that
such entities could sustam social bonds between the living and the dead, potentially fostering a duture
“postmortal socicty” populated by socially active, virtualized ancestors [23].

The societal debate engendered by digital immortality is therefore profound, strdddImg technological
feasibility and deep-scated worldview conflicts. For many, these notions directly contra¥ene religious and
philosophical convictions concernimg the sacred nature of life and death. A gentsal,shaunting question emerg-
es: Can consciousness truly be preserved m a technological medium, or dogs this process merely amount to a
sterile “cannmg” of personality, a data-driven simulacrum that fundamentalli£ignores the spiritual dimension
of human existence?

The social implications are equally transformative. The perpetuation of digital replicas of the deceased
could fundamentally alter the psychology of grief, fostering agpersistent tllusion of presence that potentially
impedes the natural, healthy process of accepting loss and movimgforward.

Furthermore, the prospect of digital immortality thieatcnis to ntaugurate a new and extreme form of so-
cial stratification — a “‘mortality gap”. If accesgyto thesetechnologies is govemed by economic and social
status, it could create a permanent underclass condemned to mortality, while an affluent elite secures a form
of perpetual digital existence, thereby exacerbating eXistinginequalitics to an unprecedented degree.

A further recurrent critique addresses the demographic consequences of achieving the transhwnamst
goal of drastically extended lifespans through arrested agimg, potentially exacerbating planetary overpopula-
tion and resource scarcity.

Fmally, a host of pragmatic coficern§,regarding data preservation, posthumous privacy, and the legal
status of digital entities remainfengirely unresolved, demanding extensive future study. Across all these chal-
lenges, a paramount cthical imperative€ndures: the preservation of the integral self and a respectful steward-
ship of its legacy, ensuringgfhatthelpiirsuit of digital etemity does not erase the very humanity it seeks to
perpetuate.

Conclusion

This philoséphicalyreview has systematically analyzed transhumanisin as a paradigm, delineating its
boundaries with posthumanism and exploring its profound ethical implications, particularly regarding digital
immoxtality. Thestudy concludes that transhumanism represents a direct continuation of the humanistic pro-
ject@f selfsimprovement, now pursued through technological means. However, its implementation is fraught
with chdllenges that posthumanism and digital ethics help to illummate. The core tension lies between the
drive fortechinological transcendence and the preservation of fundamental huinan values and social equity.

The fmdings suggest that the unchecked advancement of transhumanist technologies risks exacerbating
social inequalities and creating new ontological and ethical dilemmas for which socicty is unprepared. There-
fore, further philosophical and public discourse is urgently needed. The ultimate challenge is not merely to
achieve technological breakthroughs but to guide them with a robust ethical framework — a potential “digi-
tal humanism” — that can harmonize the promise of technological progress with the enduring principles of
human dignity, justice, and ecological responsibility. The future of the huinan condition may depend on our
ability to navigate this complex intersection wisely.
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A K. Abpuna

TpaHCryMaHH3M *dHe CaHJbIK 6JIMECTIK: ITHKAJBIK Heriziep MeH
00/1aIAKTaFbl KUbIHABIKTaAPAbl PUI0cOPUSIBIK TaJAay

Makanafa TpaHCTYMAaHH3MHIH TOCTTYMaHW3MMEH, ITMQPIHK STHKaMEH OHE CaHJBIK —©JIMECTIK
TYXKBIPbIM/IAMachIMeH GaillaHBICHIHA €peKIie Ha3ap ay/japa OTBHIPHIL, MOJICHH >KOHE HHTEIUICKTYaJIbIK,
KO3FalbIC peTiHje Kyiiern (mIocoQusubK koHE TEOPHSUIBIK Tajay OepinreH. 3epTTey/[iH MakcaThl —
TPAHCTYMaHU3MHIH (QUIOCOGUSIIBIK HETi3/IepiH aHBIKTay, IOCTTYMAHM3MMEH HETisrl YKCacTHIKTap MeH
afbIPMAIIBUTHIKTAP bl alfKpIH/AY, OHBIH CAHJIBIK STUKaMEH KHBUIBICYBIH 3¢PTTey OHE CaH/IBIK OIMECTiKKe
YMTBUTYMeH OaiiIaHBICTBI STHKAIBIK MocelleNep/li ChIHM TYPFBIaH Taljiay. 3aMaHayH 3eprieyiiep MeH
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dbunocopuabIK dmebueTTepre MIONY HETI3IHAE MakKalaJa TPAHCTYMAaHU3M TEXHOJIOTMS apKbUIBl ©31H-031
XKETULJIPY/IH T'YMaHHCTIK JIOCTYPIH KaFacTHIPFaHBIMEH, OI1 a/JaMHBIH TaOHFaThl, 97I€yMETTIK TEHCI3/IK XKaHe
eMip MeH eTIMHIH aHBIKTaMAachl Typasbl TEPEH 3TUKAJBIK CypaKTap TYFBI3a/IbI ACTl TYKbIPhIMAai bl Frumbvu
JKAHATHIFBL OYJT VFBIMIIAPIbI JKYHemi TYpjle CHHTe3/ley JKoHE CAaHIbIK OJIMECTIKTIH OHTONOTHIHIK, JKSHE
STUKAIBIK ~CalJlapblH  TaIJayAblH MaHBI3IBI HETI3H EHri3yMeH TYXBIpRIMAaIafbl. KOPHITBIHABLAA
TEXHOJIOTHSUIBIK  IIPOTPECTi TYPaKThl T'YMaHMCTIK KYHJIBUIBIKTApMEH OipikTipe anmaThlH JkaHa CaHABIK
TYMAaHV3MHIH KQKeTTLUIIT] aTall 6TUIeH.

Kinm ce30ep: TpaHCTYMaHW3M, TPAHCTYMAHMCTIK IapajIrma, [IOCTIYMaHW3M, aHTpPOIIOIEH, CaH/pIK 3THKA,
CaH/IBIK TEXHOIIOTHSIIAP, CAH/IBIK 6JIMECTIK, CAHIBIK I'YMAHH3M.

A K. Abnuna

Tpancrymanusm u uugposoe GeccMmepTue:
®@uyocodckuii aHAIN3 ITUYECKUX 0CHOB U OyaylLIUX BbI30BOB

B cratee mpoBojmTCcs cucTeMaTHueckuil (rutocodCcKuif M TeopeTHYecKuil aHalH3 TpaHCEyMAaHM3Ma Kak
KyJBTYPHOTO ¥ MHTEIIEKTYaJIbHOTO JBDKEHHS, YA 0c000€ BHUMAHHUE €10 B3aUMOCBSI3H C TIQGELY MAHI 3-
MoM, IMbpoBoit STUKON U KoHIemmmell 1mbpoBoro GeceMeptis. LIenb HccieaoBaHISig:—~0UepTHTH (iuTo-
cockrie OCHOBBI TPAaHCI'y MAHM3MA, BBISIBUTD KIIFOUEBbIE CXOACTBA U PA3IHULA ¢ IIOCTEYMaHU3MOMS VICCIIe0-
BaTh €ro NepeceucHuUe ¢ IUQPoBoil STUKOI ¥ KPUTHUECKU IPOaHATM3UPOBATh 3THUECKUE HPOOIeMbl, CBA3aH-
HBIE CO CTpeMIeHHeM K IudpoBoMy OecemepTiio. Ha ocHoBe 0630pa coBpeMeHHBIX MecneipBaHiit 1 ¢iio-
codckoit mUTEpaTypHl B CTaThe YTBEPKIAETCS, UTO, XOTS TPaHCTYMaHU3M IPOJfKkaél I'yMaHHCTHYECKYIO
Tpa IO CaMOCOBEPIIIEHCTBOBAHKA C IIOMOIIBIO TEXHOIOTHE, OH IT0THUMAET ITYO0KHE 3TH4YeCKHE BOIPOCH
0 IIPHPOJIE YETOBEKA, COLMAILHOM HEPABEHCTBE U CaMOM OIIpeAgieHH Jki3HI cMepTy. HayuHas HoBU3Ha
3aKIFOYAETCS B CHCTEMAaTHUECKOM CHHTE3€ 3THX KOHLIETIMIA U BBSACHUMIKPUTHHECKOH OCHOBHI ISl aHaM3a
OHTOJIOTMHECKUX U STHYECKUX MOCIIeCTBIN IdpoBoro GeceMepTrsl (B, 3aidiigteHIe 1o 4epKUBaeTcs Heol-
XOUMOCTb HOBOT'O LIM(YPOBOTO T'YMAHU3Ma, KOTOPbIt CMOKe LOOBSMIHNTL TeXHIYECKHE Nporpecc ¢ Hempe-
XOJAIMMU I'yMaHUCTHIECKUMH IIEHHOCTIMH.

Kniouesvie cnosa: TpaHCTYMaHW3M, TPAHCTYMAHMCTHYECKES MAPAMUTMA, OCTTYMAHH3M, AHTPOIIOLICH, LHd-
poBas 3THKa, I POBHIE TEXHOIOTUHY, IM(PPoBo&iGeccMepTHENIPPOBOI T'YMAHU3M.
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