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TRANSHUMANISM IN THE AGE OF ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE:
THE SOCIO-PHILOSOPHICAL DIMENSIONS OF THE DIGITAL SOCIETY

The relevance of the study. The rapid advancement of artificial intelligence, biotechnology,
and neural interfaces underscores the need for a socio-philosophical analysis of transhumanism
as a philosophical movement that advocates the possibility and desirability of technologically
enhancing human nature. As digital society takes shape, transhumanist ideas are moving beyond
academic discourse to become a driving force behind real-world social transformations, raising
fundamentally new questions about the nature of human agency, the boundaries between the natural
and the artificial, and the future social order. This article aims to examine the socio-philosophical
dimensions of transhumanism in the age of artificial intelligence through an analysis of the movement s
key conceptual foundations, its interconnection with the processes of digitalisation, and a critical
reflection on the associated risks and prospects. The study’s methodological framework is based on
its stated aim and research objectives and adopts an interdisciplinary approach drawing on social
philosophy, technology ethics, the social sciences, and media studies. The study employs comparative-
historical analysis, the phenomenological method, critical discourse analysis, and a systems approach
to investigating the social consequences of technological development. Research findings. The
intellectual origins of transhumanism have been traced, from FM-2030s futurist manifestos to
contemporary concepts of the technological singularity and superintelligence. The analysis shows that
digital society creates a distinct socio-technical environment in which transhumanist transformations
assume concrete forms and give rise to new social tensions. Three key tensions within the transhumanist
project have been identified: between individual freedom of self-improvement and its systemic
social consequences, between techno-optimistic predictions and the real risks of humanity losing
control over powerful technological systems, and between the pursuit of boundless self-improvement
and the threat posed by the erosion of essential human qualities as the foundation of moral and legal
equality. It is emphasised that a socio-philosophical understanding of transhumanism requires moving
beyond the binary opposition between techno-optimism and technophobia in favour of a balanced,
critical, and humanistically oriented approach that combines recognition of the genuine possibilities
of technological progress with responsible consideration of its limits and risks.
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posthumanism, superintelligence, networked society, infosphere, technology ethics, human
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The introduction. Humanity has always sought to transcend the limits of its own nature by over-
coming disease, extending life, and enhancing the capacities of both mind and body. Today, however,
for the first time in history, this age-old aspiration is supported by technologies capable of turning it
into reality. Contemporary civilisation is undergoing an unprecedented technological transformation
driven by rapid advances in artificial intelligence, biotechnology, nanotechnology, and neural inter-
faces. These technologies are already reshaping not only the ways people work and communicate but
also human beings themselves, affecting their bodies, memories, emotional lives, and life expectancy.
Against this background, transhumanism — a philosophical movement that advocates the possibility
and desirability of enhancing human nature through technology — has acquired new social and epis-
temological significance. Emerging in the second half of the twentieth century through the works
of thinkers such as FM-2030 and Nick Bostrom, transhumanism has evolved far beyond the boundaries
of academic debate to become an integral part of technological culture and contemporary discussions
about the future of humanity [1; 3].

Transhumanist ideas are particularly significant within the context of the emerging digital society,
in which information and communication technologies permeate virtually every sphere of human
activity and profoundly reshape social relations, identity, and subjectivity. Each new generation
of digital technologies —from smartphones and facial recognition systems to wearable health-monitor-
ing devices and neural interfaces — continues to blur the boundaries between humans and machines,
the natural and the artificial. Recent advances in generative artificial intelligence, large language mod-
els, brain-computer interfaces, and synthetic biology further challenge conventional understandings
of what distinguishes the human from the technological, the natural from the artificial, and the physical
from the digital. These developments raise a fundamental question: where is the boundary beyond
which an enhanced human ceases to be human, and does such a boundary exist at all? They also give
rise to important socio-philosophical questions concerning the future of human subjectivity, the rela-
tionship between the natural and the artificial, and the broader consequences of technological human
enhancement for societal development [2].

Importantly, these issues concern not a distant hypothetical future but technological transforma-
tions that are already taking place. Algorithms increasingly recommend doctors and life partners,
neurostimulation technologies are used to treat depression, and CRISPR-based genome editing offers
unprecedented possibilities for modifying human heredity. Technology is gradually evolving from
a mere instrument into an integral component of human existence. This transformation calls for criti-
cal reflection not only from engineers and economists but, above all, from philosophers and scholars
in the humanities. At the same time, it is essential to acknowledge the growing challenges associated
with these developments, including unequal access to advanced technologies, the expansion of mass
surveillance, the erosion of privacy, and the possibility that technological enhancement may become
the privilege of only a limited segment of society.

The aim of this article is to examine the socio-philosophical dimensions of transhumanism in
the age of artificial intelligence by analysing its principal conceptual foundations, its relationship to
the processes of digitalisation, and the risks and opportunities associated with its development. To
achieve this aim, the study pursues the following objectives: to reconstruct the historical and phil-
osophical origins of transhumanism; to analyse the relationship between transhumanist thought
and the development of digital society; to identify the major social tensions arising from technological
human enhancement; and to examine the principal critical perspectives on the transhumanist project.
Ultimately, the article seeks to address a question that concerns philosophers, sociologists, and all
members of contemporary society alike: what do we want to become, and what should we become, in
an increasingly technology-driven future?

Research methods. The socio-philosophical study of transhumanism requires an interdisciplinary
methodological framework because the phenomenon extends beyond the scope of any single academ-
ic discipline. Transhumanism simultaneously constitutes a philosophical doctrine, a technological
agenda, a cultural movement, and a social project. Accordingly, this study adopts an interdisciplinary
approach that draws upon social philosophy, technology ethics, the social sciences, and media studies.
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Such an approach makes it possible to analyse transhumanism in all its complexity while avoiding
both excessive theoretical abstraction and an overly descriptive treatment of empirical developments.

The methodological framework consists of several complementary research strategies. Compara-
tive-historical analysis is employed to trace the evolution of transhumanist ideas from their intellectual
origins to contemporary debates and to demonstrate how early futuristic visions gradually developed
into concrete technological programmes. The phenomenological method is used to investigate trans-
formations of human subjectivity in the context of technological development, examining not only
their social consequences but also the ways individuals experience changes in their bodies, identities,
and perceptions of time. Critical discourse analysis is applied to the writings of leading proponents
and critics of transhumanism in order to identify the underlying value assumptions, rhetorical strate-
gies, and ideological tensions that shape contemporary debates about humanity’s technological future.
Finally, a systems approach enables transhumanist transformations to be understood as interconnected
socio-technical processes that generate new forms of social organisation, inequality, and opportunity.

The theoretical foundation of this study is based on the works of scholars whose contributions
collectively constitute the intellectual landscape of contemporary debates on the future of humanity.
Particular attention is devoted to the pioneers of transhumanist thought, including FM-2030 (Ferey-
doun M. Esfandiary), whose futurist manifestos profoundly influenced early transhumanist thinking,
and Max More, who provided transhumanism with philosophical coherence and conceptual clarity.
Among contemporary scholars, Nick Bostrom occupies a central position owing to his systematic
reconstruction of the intellectual tradition of transhumanism and his introduction of the concept
of existential risk, which has become one of the most influential contributions to contemporary tech-
nology ethics [3]. Ray Kurzweil has enriched the discussion through detailed technological forecasts
concerning the convergence of humans and machines, many of which appear increasingly plausible in
light of recent technological developments [4]. Yuval Noah Harari has contributed a broader historical
and cultural perspective by interpreting transhumanism as perhaps the most radical stage in humanity’s
long pursuit of overcoming biological limitations [5].

Alongside transhumanist theorists, this study also draws upon the foundational works of scholars
of the information and network society, whose research explains the social environment within which
transhumanist ideas acquire practical significance. Manuel Castells analyses the internal dynamics
of the network society in which transhumanist practices emerge and evolve [6], while Jan van Dijk
examines digital inequality and the power relations embedded within networked social structures [7].
Integrating these two intellectual traditions — transhumanist philosophy and the sociology of digital
society — makes it possible to move beyond both uncritical techno-optimism and simplistic techno-
phobia. Instead, it provides the basis for a balanced socio-philosophical analysis that recognises both
the transformative potential of emerging technologies and the ethical, social, and political challenges
they inevitably create.

Research findings. The genesis of transhumanism. from utopia to a technological programme.
Humans have always been dissatisfied with themselves, and it is precisely this dissatisfaction that
has driven historical progress. From ancient myths about the immortality of the gods and alchemical
quests for the elixir of life to Enlightenment utopias and the positivist belief in the omnipotence of sci-
ence, the desire to transcend human nature appears as one of the deepest impulses of human culture.
Transhumanism as an organised intellectual movement took shape in the second half of the twentieth
century; however, its ideological roots reach back to the Enlightenment, with its conviction that reason
and progress can liberate humankind from suffering, ignorance, and death. The novelty of transhu-
manism does not lie in the aspiration to self-improvement itself, but in the fact that, for the first time
in history, this aspiration is supported by concrete technological means capable of realising it.

One of the pioneers of transhumanist thought is FM-2030 (born Fereydoun M. Esfandiari), an Ira-
nian-American futurist, athlete, and diplomat whose life story resembles a science fiction narrative.
Having rejected his surname as a protest against inherited identity and adopted a name reflecting
the year in which he hoped to still be alive, FM-2030 embodied the transhumanist project not only
intellectually but also biographically. In his trilogy Optimism One (1970), Up-Wingers: A Futurist
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Manifesto (1973), and Telespheres (1977), he outlined the basic contours of a post-human future in
which biological limitations are overcome and individuals freely construct their identities and bod-
ies [8, 9, 10]. In his best-known work, Are You a Transhuman? (1989), FM-2030 proposed practical
criteria for identifying transhumans — individuals who consciously pursue self-enhancement through
technology, ranging from the everyday use of medical innovations to a radical willingness to transform
human nature itself [1, p. 11]. This text is not merely a philosophical manifesto but also an invitational
gesture addressed to the reader: are you a transhuman?

The academic formulation of transhumanism is closely associated with Nick Bostrom, an Oxford
philosopher who accomplished the rare feat of transforming futuristic reflection into a rigorous aca-
demic discourse. In A History of Transhumanist Thought (2005), he systematically examined the in-
tellectual traditions underpinning the movement, tracing its connections to Enlightenment rationalism,
scientific humanism, and technological optimism [3, p. 6]. Equally significant is Bostrom’s articulation
of the core values of transhumanism: the reduction of unnecessary suffering, the extension of healthy
lifespan — potentially indefinitely — the enhancement of cognitive and physical capacities, and the ex-
pansion of individual freedom regarding one’s own body and mind [11, p. 4]. Importantly, these values
are not external to the humanist tradition; rather, they can be seen as its radical extension. Whereas
classical humanism defended dignity and autonomy within the limits of human nature, transhumanism
seeks to extend these very values beyond those limits.

Among theorists who have further developed transhumanist discourse, Max More and Natasha
Vita-More occupy a prominent place. Max More defines transhumanism as a «class of life philoso-
phies» aimed at improving the human condition through the application and dissemination of science
and technology [12, p. 4]. This formulation is significant because it emphasises plurality: transhuman-
ism 1is not a single doctrine but an open intellectual field characterised by internal diversity and debate.
Natasha Vita-More, in turn, advances the concept of a «regenerative paradigmy, envisioning a future
in which technology not only extends life but also qualitatively enriches it by enabling new forms
of experience, creativity, and self-expression [13, p. 364]. Francesca Ferrando introduces an important
conceptual distinction between transhumanism and posthumanism: while the former remains largely
within the humanist framework and focuses on technological enhancement of humanity, the latter
undertakes a more radical critique of the very category of the «humany, questioning anthropocentric
value hierarchies [14, p. 11]. This distinction is crucial for understanding the plurality of positions
within debates on the future of humanity.

The genealogy of transhumanist ideas cannot be fully understood without reference to two major
intellectual traditions that underpin it. The first is cybernetics, developed by Norbert Wiener, who in
his seminal work Cybernetics (1948) proposed analysing humans and machines through the shared
principles of control and feedback [15, p. 7]. This conceptual move — the idea of the human as a system
that can be optimised and reconfigured — became one of the cornerstones of transhumanist thinking.
The second tradition is media theory, particularly Marshall McLuhan’s notion that every technology is
an «extension» of the human being: the wheel extends the foot, the microphone the voice, and the com-
puter the mind [16, p. 8]. If this logic is accepted, then the difference between glasses and neural
implants, or between a book and mind uploading, becomes one of degree rather than kind. This con-
ception of the human as a technologically mediated and continuously extensible subject has become
one of the theoretical foundations of transhumanism, while also remaining one of its most contested
and debated assumptions among both proponents and critics of technological human enhancement.

The Singularity and Artificial Intelligence in Transhumanist Discourse. Imagine the moment when
a machine first surpasses the human mind — not in a single game or task, but across all domains tra-
ditionally regarded as uniquely human: creativity, intuition, scientific discovery, and emotional intel-
ligence. No one can predict with certainty what will follow. It is precisely this uncertainty — simulta-
neously fascinating and alarming — that lies at the core of the concept of the technological singularity,
a central idea in contemporary transhumanist discourse. The singularity is not merely a technological
event; it is a horizon beyond which familiar categories of human thought cease to apply and the future
becomes fundamentally unpredictable.
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Ray Kurzweil, an engineer, inventor, and arguably the most prominent populariser of technological
futurism, has devoted much of his intellectual career to mapping this horizon. As early as 1999, when
the internet was still widely perceived as a novelty, he predicted that machines would surpass human
intelligence and usher in a new era of human — and post-human — civilisation [17, p. 6]. In The Sin-
gularity Is Near (2005), Kurzweil described the singularity as the moment when artificial intelligence
surpasses the collective human intellect, triggering an exponential acceleration of technological
change that would radically transform the nature of human existence [4, p. 15]. It is noteworthy that
Kurzweil’s predictions, which in the early 2000s seemed speculative, are now taken far more seri-
ously: the emergence of systems such as GPT-4, AlphaFold, and advanced image-generation models
has forced even sceptics to revise their expectations regarding the pace of technological development.
In his more recent book The Singularity Is Nearer (2024), Kurzweil reaffirms and refines his thesis,
arguing that the merger of humans and artificial intelligence is likely to occur within the coming dec-
ades and will represent not the end of humanity, but its next stage of flourishing [18, p. 12].

However, where Kurzweil sees an inspiring future, other thinkers perceive serious grounds
for concern and equally rigorous philosophical scrutiny. In Superintelligence: Paths, Dangers,
Strategies (2014), Nick Bostrom introduced the concept of «superintelligence» into academic dis-
course — an artificial intelligence that significantly exceeds human cognitive abilities across virtually
all relevant domains. After systematically analysing possible scenarios for its emergence, Bostrom
arrives at a sobering conclusion: even Al systems pursuing seemingly benign goals may pose an ex-
istential risk to humanity if their objectives are not properly aligned with human values [19, p. 23].
In Human Compatible (2019), Stuart Russell develops this argument constructively, proposing the idea
of «human-compatible» Al systems designed from the outset to remain aligned with human values
while retaining adaptability and corrigibility [20, p. 21]. Russell argues that the Al control problem
is not merely technical but fundamentally philosophical, requiring a deeper understanding of what
human values are and how they can be meaningfully formalised. In Life 3.0, Max Tegmark offers one
of the most systematic explorations of possible futures shaped by superintelligent Al — from scenarios
of unprecedented prosperity to those of totalitarian control — emphasising that the outcome depends
not on technology itself, but on choices made in the present [21, p. 26].

While Bostrom, Russell, and Tegmark approach the issue from the perspective of Al ethics and tech-
nical governance, Yuval Noah Harari offers a historical and cultural-anthropological lens, which makes
his analysis particularly provocative. In Homo Deus (2015), he examines the pursuit of immortality,
happiness, and «god-like» capabilities as the new grand projects of the twenty-first century, replacing
the traditional struggle against hunger, disease, and war, and raises the unsettling question of whether
humanity may lose itself in the process of striving for divinity [5, p. 26]. Harari does not offer definitive
answers; instead, he exposes contradictions and tensions. In 2/ Lessons for the 21st Century (2018),
he translates this analysis into practical concerns, emphasising the need for new educational models
and social institutions capable of preserving human agency, critical thinking, and psychological resil-
ience under conditions of rapid technological transformation [22, p. 35]. For Harari, the central risk
is not that machines will become more intelligent than humans, but that humans may lose the ability
to understand themselves and their desires, becoming increasingly governed by algorithms that know
them better than they know themselves.

These global debates also resonate within Ukrainian academic thought. O. Kivliuk and O. Gon-
charova analyse transhumanism through an original conceptual framework, interpreting it as the idea
of «immanent physical immortality» and as the basis for a fundamentally new temporal paradigm
[23, p. 269]. If death has traditionally functioned as the horizon that gives human existence structure,
meaning, and urgency, then the prospect of radically extended or unlimited longevity fundamentally
reconfigures human understandings of time, mortality, and continuity — and, consequently, the or-
ganisation of both personal and social life [23, p. 271]. This perspective serves as a reminder that
the question of the singularity and artificial intelligence is not only technological but also existential:
it concerns what it means to be human in time, and whether humanity is prepared to relinquish its
temporal finitude in exchange for the promise of immortality.
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The digital society as an environment for transhumanist transformations. Transhumanist transfor-
mations do not take place in a vacuum, nor in a laboratory isolated from the wider world. They are
unfolding here and now — in the everyday lives of millions of people who wear smartwatches that
monitor their heart rate, interact with algorithms that know their preferences better than their closest
friends, and rely on Al systems to select music, suggest partners, and even support medical diagnoses.
The environment in which the transhumanist project is emerging and being realised is digital society,
and without an understanding of its nature, logic, and contradictions, any discussion of technological
enhancement of humankind remains abstract.

Manuel Castells was among the first to propose a conceptual framework for understanding this new
social environment. He described contemporary society as «networked» — a society in which network
structures organising social relations and information flows dominate over the hierarchical systems
of the industrial era [6, p. 23]. In such a society, power is concentrated not in control over the means
of production, but in control over network nodes and flows: information, algorithms, and platforms.
This implies that human technological development does not occur in a neutral space of equal op-
portunity, but within a deeply structured environment in which some actors possess incomparably
greater resources and influence than others. Jan van Dijk developed this perspective further, showing
that the networked organisation of society generates new forms of inequality, most notably the «dig-
ital divide» between those who have access to digital technologies and networks and those who do
not [7, p. 25]. While today this divide primarily refers to access to the internet and digital devices, in
the future it may extend to access to cognitive and physical enhancement technologies, with far more
profound social consequences.

Luciano Floridi offers an even more radical interpretation of the digital environment. His concept
of the «infosphere» — a comprehensive digital ecosystem encompassing all informational processes
and interactions — redefines the very conditions of human existence [24, p. 27]. Within this framework,
the human being becomes an «inforganismy»: a subject whose identity, relations, and experiences
are inseparable from digital flows and informational structures. According to Floridi, the Fourth
Revolution consists in the fact that digital technologies are, for the first time, transforming not only
how humans live, but what humans are, blurring the boundary between online and offline, the virtual
and the physical. We no longer merely «go online»; we exist continuously within it, and our digital
selves become no less real than our physical embodiment. Recognising the risks of this transformation,
Floridi in The Ethics of Artificial Intelligence (2023) emphasises the urgent need for a robust ethical
framework for Al development — one that prioritises human autonomy, dignity, and well-being over
the mere efficiency and profitability of technological systems [25, p. 38].

Social media culture represents another crucial and often underestimated dimension of the digital
environment in which transhumanist discourse evolves and new practices of self-optimisation emerge.
José van Dijck analyses the «culture of connectivity» as a specific mode of social interaction in which
human relationships are increasingly mediated by platforms, while self-presentation, identity, and even
self-esteem are shaped by algorithmic infrastructures [26, p. 19]. It is significant that social media
has become one of the main arenas in which transhumanist ideas reach mass audiences: communities
of biohackers, proponents of the «quantified self», and life-extension advocates are growing online far
more rapidly than within academic institutions. As early as 1973, Daniel Bell predicted the emergence
of a post-industrial society in which knowledge and information would become central productive
forces [27, p. 44]. Today, this prediction has been realised, but in a far more radical form than originally
anticipated: we are no longer dealing merely with a knowledge society, but with a condition in which
human cognitive and physical capacities themselves become objects of technological enhancement,
and the boundary between «knowing» and «being» increasingly dissolves.

Of particular importance in this context is the question of how the integration of artificial intelli-
gence is transforming not only what humans do, but also who they are — above all as creative, thinking,
and authorial subjects. The integration of Al into socio-cultural life, and especially into human creative
activity, is attracting growing scholarly attention. Whereas only a few years ago the question of ma-
chine creativity seemed purely theoretical, today it has become a practical reality: algorithms compose
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poetry, generate visual art, produce music, and even assist in writing scientific texts. As S. Kutsepal
notes, the combination of artificial intelligence and technical creativity in digital society is forming
fundamentally new continuums of human activity that require a rethinking of core concepts such as
creativity, authorship, and intellectual contribution [2, p. 87]. This observation is crucial: transhumanist
transformations affect not only the body and cognition, but also what has traditionally been considered
the most distinctly «human» domain — the capacity for unique creative self-expression. It is precisely
for this reason that the question «What is digital society?» is simultaneously the question «Who do
we want to become within it?».

Critical perspectives: inequality, surveillance and the loss of humanity. Every major idea gener-
ates not only supporters but also critics — and it is precisely in this tension that its resilience is tested.
Transhumanism is no exception. The more compelling the technological possibilities for human en-
hancement become, the more intensive the criticism grows. It is essential to approach these critiques
not as expressions of fear or conservatism, but as a necessary corrective without which any ambitious
project risks losing its grounding in reality. Critics of transhumanism — philosophers, sociologists,
and political theorists — raise questions to which there are no simple answers: who will have access
to enhancement technologies? Who will control them, and in whose interests will they operate? And
what, ultimately, might we lose alongside what we hope to gain?

The most fundamental of these issues concerns equality. Throughout human history, inequality in
access to resources has generated social injustice, yet there has always been one shared denominator that
rendered all individuals equal: their common human nature. Rich and poor, educated and uneducated
alike were born, aged, and died according to the same biological laws. Transhumanist technologies,
however, threaten to disrupt even this last form of equality. Access to enhancement technologies will in-
evitably be uneven — at least in the initial stages — which may lead to new and potentially insurmountable
forms of social stratification between the «enhanced» and the «unenhanced». This is no longer merely
inequality of income or opportunity, but a potential inequality of nature itself — of intelligence, lifespan,
and quality of life. In Our Posthuman Future (2002), Francis Fukuyama articulates this concern with
philosophical seriousness: a departure from a shared human nature risks undermining the very foundation
of moral and legal equality on which modern liberal democracy rests [28, p. 31]. If human beings are no
longer equal by nature, on what grounds can they remain equal before the law or in moral terms? There
is no simple answer to this question, which is precisely why it is so consequential.

Alongside the threat of inequality lies the equally serious threat of surveillance and the erosion
of privacy — a paradoxical development, since it grows in parallel with technologies that prom-
ise human «liberation». In The Age of Surveillance Capitalism (2019), Shoshana Zuboff exposes
the mechanisms through which technology corporations systematically transform human experience
and behaviour into raw material for prediction and behavioural manipulation [29, p. 52]. What began
as convenient online searching has gradually evolved into the comprehensive extraction of data about
our desires, fears, habits, and relationships — and this process continues to accelerate. Within this con-
text, transhumanist technologies — particularly neural interfaces and biometric monitoring systems —
carry the risk not only of «enhancing» human capacities, but also of radically expanding surveillance
and control capabilities. If today corporations know our clicks and purchases, tomorrow they may
know our thoughts, emotions, and neural patterns. The question of who will access and use this data
thus acquires an existential dimension. Zygmunt Bauman and David Lyon, in Liquid Surveillance
(2013), describe this condition as a form of «liquid surveillance»: a diffuse, mobile, and increasingly
voluntary system of monitoring, in which individuals themselves actively participate [30, p. 26]. We
upload our data, wear fitness trackers, and connect smart devices — and it is precisely this voluntar-
iness that constitutes the most subtle trap: surveillance, once experienced as a service, is no longer
perceived as surveillance.

However, perhaps the deepest and most unsettling critique of transhumanism concerns not its social
consequences, but the very logic of technological development and its relationship to human freedom.
As early as 1964, in The Technological Society (1964) — long before the advent of the internet, smart-
phones, or artificial intelligence — Jacques Ellul warned of the rise of the «technological phenomenon»:
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the tendency of technology to develop according to its own autonomous logic, gradually subordinating
all other spheres of human life — economy, politics, culture, and morality [31, p. 42]. According to
Ellul, technology is not a neutral instrument in human hands; it possesses its own internal dynamics
and imperatives, and ultimately it is human beings who adapt to technology rather than the reverse.
This insight has acquired particular relevance in the age of artificial intelligence, where algorithmic
systems increasingly do not merely serve human goals but actively shape them, influencing decisions,
preferences, and behaviour. This raises a profound question posed by critics of transhumanism: is
the transhumanist project truly an expression of human freedom and self-directed improvement, or is
it instead the most advanced manifestation of technological determinism, within which humans merely
believe they are acting freely?

This is not a rhetorical question. If individuals choose technological enhancement not through
autonomous reflection but under the influence of social pressure, market incentives, and algorithmic
environments that progressively narrow alternatives, can this still be considered freedom? And if, in
the process of overcoming biological limitations, we also abandon the qualities that make us vulner-
able, mortal, and interdependent, do we risk losing the very foundations of solidarity, compassion,
and meaning? Critical perspectives on transhumanism do not necessarily call for a halt to technolog-
ical development; rather, they demand something more complex and more demanding: a conscious,
democratic, and humanistically grounded determination of the direction in which such development
should proceed, and the interests it should ultimately serve.

Discussion. When all strands of the analysis are brought together, the resulting picture is both fascinat-
ing and unsettling, and it is precisely this ambivalence that may be considered the most honest conclusion
of any serious study of transhumanism. The discourse on technological enhancement of humankind fits
neither within the framework of uncritical optimism nor that of apocalyptic pessimism. It unfolds within
a field of genuine contradictions — between freedom and control, progress and justice, and boundless pos-
sibilities and very real risks. It is precisely these tensions that merit the most careful analytical attention.

One of the most acute tensions running through the transhumanist discourse is the contradiction be-
tween individual freedom of self-enhancement and its inevitable social consequences. Transhumanism,
in its classical form, is a profoundly liberal project: it emphasises the right of individuals to determine
the direction of their own development and to choose the nature of their bodies, minds, and lifespans.
This appeal to individual autonomy is compelling, but only insofar as self-enhancement is treated as
a private matter. However, once technological enhancement becomes a mass phenomenon, this liberal
logic begins to break down: the individual decisions of millions collectively generate systemic social
transformations that no one has explicitly chosen. The potential polarisation between the «enhanced»
and the «unenhanced», along with profound changes in work, education, leisure, and social interac-
tion, are not merely private consequences of private choices, but societal phenomena requiring public
reflection and regulation. L. Floridi emphasises that, in the context of the «fourth revolutiony, it is
no longer sufficient to protect individual rights; it is necessary to rethink the very concept of human
identity and formulate new ethical principles capable of safeguarding human dignity within the con-
ditions of large-scale digital transformation [24, p. 31]. This implies that transhumanism requires not
only a philosophy of individual self-improvement, but also a philosophy of collective responsibility.

Equally significant is the gap between the compelling promises of transhumanist forecasts
and the real risks associated with the development of powerful technologies. R. Kurzweil and N. Bo-
strom, despite differences in style and emphasis, share a fundamentally optimistic view of the pros-
pects for human — Al convergence, although both acknowledge that this process requires extremely
careful governance [19, p. 42]. Their optimism rests on the belief that technological progress is, by
its nature, an ally of humankind and merely requires proper guidance. Critics, however, most nota-
bly Sh. Zuboff and S. Russell, argue that the very logic of contemporary technological development
already undermines human autonomy and privacy, and that there is no guarantee that more advanced
future technologies will behave differently [20, p. 33]. This tension between optimists and sceptics is
not merely theoretical: the actual trajectory of humanity’s technological future will depend on which
of these positions prevails in public discourse and regulatory policy in the coming decades.
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Behind all specific debates about inequality, surveillance, and the risks of Al lies a more funda-
mental — and ultimately more existential — question: what is essentially human, and what might we
lose in the process of «enhancement»? This question divides thinkers more deeply than any other.
Francesca Ferrando is convinced that the very concept of the «human» requires radical rethinking, not
only through technological possibilities but also through the recognition of non-human and more-than-
human forms of subjectivity, thereby overcoming anthropocentric hierarchies that have shaped human
self-understanding for centuries [14, p. 40]. From this perspective, transhumanism is not the loss
of the human, but its liberation from artificially imposed constraints. Francis Fukuyama, by contrast,
cautions that it is precisely those specifically human qualities — vulnerability, mortality, interdepend-
ence, and the capacity for compassion and forgiveness — that are not weaknesses to be eliminated, but
the very foundations of moral and legal equality [28, p. 38]. Both positions are intellectually serious,
and neither can be dismissed without substantive reflection.

The temporal dimension of the transhumanist project requires separate and particularly profound
consideration — a dimension often overshadowed by more «practical» discussions of technology and its
consequences. O. Kivlyuk and O. Goncharova demonstrate that transhumanism, as an idea of physical
immortality, shapes a fundamentally new temporal paradigm in which traditional notions of human
finitude — central to cultural and existential self-understanding — are radically reconfigured [23, p. 272].
Indeed, death is not merely a biological fact; it is a structural principle of human culture, morality,
and meaning-making. It is precisely awareness of finitude that compels individuals to value time,
build relationships, transmit knowledge and values across generations, and strive to leave something
meaningful behind. What, then, becomes of these practices and meanings if death is postponed indef-
initely or effectively eliminated? How will individuals and societies adapt to the reality of potentially
unlimited lifespans, and might such adaptation prove more psychologically and socially complex than
any technological modification of body or mind? There are no definitive answers to these questions,
but their very openness demonstrates how deeply the transhumanist project penetrates the foundations
of human existence.

Conclusions. This study of the socio-philosophical dimensions of transhumanism in the age
of artificial intelligence does not claim to offer exhaustive answers — the subject itself is too dynamic
and multifaceted, and the technological context in which these questions emerge is changing too rapid-
ly. Nevertheless, it allows for the identification of several key conclusions that may serve as guideposts
for further reflection on one of the most pressing intellectual and practical challenges of our time.

First and foremost, transhumanism is neither a marginal intellectual phenomenon nor an exotic
subculture of technology enthusiasts, but a philosophical movement deeply rooted in the tradition
of rationalist optimism and technological progressivism, which has gained renewed momentum in
the context of rapid advances in digital technologies and artificial intelligence. From the provocative
utopian manifestos of FM-2030, which challenged the very foundations of traditional identity, to
the academically rigorous and conceptually sophisticated works of Nick Bostrom and the techno-opti-
mistic projections of Ray Kurzweil, transhumanism develops diverse and sometimes contradictory vi-
sions of an «enhanced» humanity, united by a shared and profound impulse: the aspiration to overcome
the biological limitations of Homo sapiens and to open new horizons for human existence [3, 8, 18].
It is no longer possible to dismiss this movement as science fiction: transhumanist ideas are shaping
the research agendas of leading universities and technology corporations, influencing regulatory
frameworks and public debate, and resonating with millions of people who make everyday decisions
about how to engage with technology in their own lives.

Equally important is the recognition that digital society creates a specific socio-technical environ-
ment in which transhumanist transformations take on concrete forms, moving beyond philosophical
discourse and laboratory experimentation into everyday reality. The networked organisation of soci-
ety, the «infosphere», the culture of connectivity, and the algorithmic governance of social processes
constitute the context in which technological enhancement of humankind is no longer a utopian vision
of the distant future, but a practical project with tangible and already observable social consequenc-
es. For this reason, transhumanism is not a question of what will happen «sometime in the future»:
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it concerns decisions being made today — in laboratories, parliaments, corporate boardrooms, and in
the everyday lives of individuals. This, in turn, underscores the urgent need to develop new ethical
frameworks and social institutions capable of governing technological transformation in ways that
ensure respect for fundamental values such as dignity, equality, and freedom — values that must not be
sacrificed to technological progress [25, p. 50].

At the same time, it would be intellectually irresponsible to ignore the serious social contradictions
and risks generated by the transhumanist project. The widening of inequality through unequal access
to enhancement technologies, the expansion of surveillance and control capacities, and the gradual
erosion of human agency and autonomy under conditions of increasing dependence on algorithmic
systems are not hypothetical scenarios, but already observable trends within today’s digital environ-
ment. Alongside these, there are profound existential questions concerning the meaning and nature
of human existence in the context of potential immortality and human—AlI integration — questions to
which contemporary culture and philosophy have yet to provide convincing answers [29, 28, 30].
Acknowledging these risks is not a rejection of transhumanism, but a necessary condition for a re-
sponsible engagement with the real possibilities it opens.

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, a socio-philosophical analysis of transhumanism in the age
of artificial intelligence clearly indicates the need to move beyond familiar binary oppositions — «for»
and «against» technological progress, «optimists» and «pessimistsy», «transhumanists» and «biocon-
servatives». These oppositions oversimplify reality and limit the possibilities of meaningful reflection.
What is required instead is a more nuanced, differentiated, and intellectually courageous approach —
one capable of holding within a single analytical framework a critical assessment of risks, an openness
to genuine possibilities for improving human conditions, and respect for diverse responses to these
challenges. Such an approach implies the active involvement of the broader public — not only techno-
logical elites and academic experts — in deliberations about the future of technological development,
the design of democratic and transparent governance mechanisms, and the construction of new nar-
ratives of human identity that are sufficiently flexible and inclusive to accommodate a digital and po-
tentially transhuman future without being either absorbed by it or retreating from it. It is precisely in
this direction that further interdisciplinary research should develop, at the intersection of philosophy,
sociology, technological ethics, and cultural studies — research whose relevance will only increase
alongside the accelerating pace of technological change [2].

Information on the use of artificial intelligence. The authors of this manuscript explicitly ac-
knowledge the use of generative artificial intelligence (Al) in the preparation of this manuscript.
In accordance with the Taxonomy of Task Delegation to Generative Artificial Intelligence (GAIDeT,
2025), the following tasks were delegated under full human supervision:

— linguistic and stylistic editing;

— correction of grammatical and spelling errors;

— refinement of the academic writing style;

— literature search;

— formatting of bibliographic references in accordance with the journal’s requirements;

— verification of the manuscript’s logical structure and consistency.

ChatGPT-5 (OpenAl, June 2025 version) was used for this purpose. All results obtained using this
tool were thoroughly reviewed, edited, and approved by the authors, who bear full responsibility for
the content and conclusions of the publication.
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TPAHCI'YMAHI3M Y JOBY WITYYHOT' O IHTEJIEKTY:
COIOPINIOCOPCBHKI BUMIPU UDPPOBOI'O CYCIIIJIBCTBA

Axmyanvhicmo 0ocniodcenus. CmpiMKutl po36Umox wniyyHo20 iHmeneKkmy, OiomexHoNoz2il ma Hetpo-
inmepgeticie akmyanizye HeoOXiOHICMb COYIOPINOCODCHKO20 OCMUCTEHHA MPAHCSYMAHIZMY 5K (inocogh-
CbKOI meuii, ujo 00CmMoIe MONCIUBICMY [ DANCAHICID MEXHON0CIUHO20 B00CKOHANEHHSL TTIOOCHLKOI NPUPOOU.
B ymoeax ¢popmysanms yugposozo cycninecmea mpanceymaHicmuHi ioei 6uxo0simy 3a Mexci akademiy-
HO20 OUCKYPCY | CMaroms YUHHUKOM PeanbHUX CYCRITbHUX MPAHCGHOpMayiti, nOpoOICYIOUU NPUHYUNOBO
HOGI 3anumanHsi 000 NPUpooU TH0OCHLKOL €y EKMHOCTII, MENC MINC NPUPOOHUM | WITYYHUM MA Matioym-
Hb020 COYIANbHO20 NOPsOKY. Memoto cmammi € 00CHi0NCeHHS COYIOPDINOCOPCLKUX BUMIDIE MPaHC2)-
MAHizMy 6 000y WMy4HO20 IHMeNeKmy yepe3 aHali3 KI0408UX KOHYEeNnMyanbHUX 3acdo Ybo2o Pyxy, Uo2o
83A€MO036 A3K) 3 Npoyecamu yugposizayii cycninbcmea ma KpUmMu4HO20 OCMUCTEHHS NO8 A3AHUX 3 HUM PU-
3uKi6 i nepcnekmug. Memooonoziuna 0cHo8a 00CIIOHCEHHA 3yYMOGIIEHA NOCMABILEHOI0 MEMOIO I 3a60aHHS1-
MU pOOOMU MA XapaAKmepu3yemvcs 3aCMOCY8AHHAM MIHCOUCYUNTIIHAPHO2O NIOX00Y, W0 NOEOHYE MEMOOU
coyianbHol (hinocogii, mexHonoeiuHOi emuKu, HayKu npo Cycnitbemeo ma meoiacmyoitl. ¥ pobomi suxopuc-
MAHO NOPIBHANLHO-ICIOPUYHULL AHANI3, (DEHOMEHON02IUHULL MEMOO, KPUMUYHULL OUCKYPC-AHANI3, d ma-
KOIC cucmeMHull nioxio 00 00CAIONHCEHHS COYIANbHUX HACTIOKI8 MeXHON02IYH020 po3eumKy. Pezynomamu
oocnioxcenns. PekoHcmpyliosano iHmenekmyaibty 2eHe3y mpanceyMaHizmy 6i0 ¢hymypucmudHux Maui-
gecmie FM-2030 0o cyuacHux KoHyenyiu mexHoi02iyHOT CuHZy]Z}lpHOC‘mi ma Haoposymy. Bemarnoaneno,
Wo yugpose cycninbcmeo Gopmye cheyugiune coyiomexniune cepeéoeuu;e 6 AKOMY MPAHCYMAHICIUYHI
mpchqbopMaml Habysaroms KOHKPEMHUX Gopm i nopodofcyiomb HOGI coyianvhi cynepeunocmi. Busgneno
MpU KIIOY08I Hanpy2u MpanceyMaHiCMu4HO20 NPOEKMY: MidC iHOUBIOYATbHOIO 80600010 B00CKOHAIEHHS
i tl020 cucmeMHUMU COYIANbHUMU HACTIOKAMU, MIXHC MEXHOONMUMICMUYHUMU NPOCHO3AMU | PealbHUMU
PUBUKaMU 6MPamu 1100CbKO20 KOHMPOIIO HAO NOMYHCHUMU MEXHONOTUHUMU CUCIEMAMU; MIXC npae-
HEeHHAM 00 Oe3MeNCHO20 B0OCKOHANIEHHSL T 3A2P03010 8MpPamu CymMHICHO JHOOCLKUX SIKOCMell 51K NIOBATIUH
MopanbHoi ma npaeosoi pisnocmi. Hazonouyemucs, wo coyioghinocoghcoke ocMucientss mpancayMamizmy
BUMALAE BUXOOY 30 MENCT DIHAPHUX ONO3UYTLL MEXHOONMUMIZMY [ MeXHOPOOIi Ha KOPUCTb BUBANHCEHO2O,
KPUMU4HO20 i 2YMAHICMUYHO OPIEHMOBAHO20 NIOX00Y, 30AMHO20 NOEOHAMU BUSHAHHS PEAIbHUX MONMCIIU-
socmell MmexHON02IUH020 Npocpecy 3 GI0N0BGIOANbHUM OCMUCTIEHHIM 1020 MeJXC I PUBUKIE.

Knrwuosi cnosa: mpanceymaniam, wmyunuil inmenexm, yughpose cycniibCmeo, mexHolo2iuHa CUH-
2YIAPHICIb, NOCM2YMAHI3M, HAOPO3YM, Mepedicee CYCNilbCmao, ingochepa, mexnonroiuna emuxa,
800CKOHANIEHHS TIOOUHU.
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