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Abstract

Both sustainable development and transhumanism are based on forecasting, meaning making judgments about
what the future will be like, and they are made according to the results of scientific research.

Sustainable development is an already implemented concept, yet transhumanism is still far from a similar degree
of implementation. However, it is worth reflecting on their coexistence, as they already have their place in the
scientific discourse. The element connecting sustainable development with transhumanism seems to be an enlight-
enment vision of human development. The aim of the article is to show the similarities and differences in these
approaches to future generations.
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Streszczenie

Zaréwno zrownowazony rozwdj, jak i transhumanizm bazuja na prognozowaniu, czyli na sadach odnoszacych sig¢
do przysztosci, sformutowanych pod wptywem wynikow pozyskanych z badan naukowych.

Zréwnowazony rozwoj jest koncepcja juz realizowana, a do podobnego stopnia realizacji daleko jeszcze transhu-
manizmowi. Warto jednak podja¢ refleksje¢ nad ich koegzystencja, gdyz posiadaja juz swoje miejsce w dyskursie
naukowym. Elementem tgczacym zrownowazony rozwoj z transhumanizmem wydaje si¢ by¢ o§wieceniowa wizja
rozwoju ludzkos$ci. Celem artykutu jest pokazanie podobienstw i roznic w ich podejsciu do przysztych pokolen.

Stowa kluczowe: zréwnowazony rozwoj, transhumanizm, o$wiecenie, przyszite pokolenia

Introduction

Predicting the future, or rather being able to accu-
rately assess what might happen, is a characteristic
trait of all people living in every historical period.
Initially, it was not very rational, mostly intuitive,
and commonsensical at best. It had a very low degree
of certainty. Currently, attempts to predict the future
are becoming more and more rational; they are not
only based on common sense, but direct scientific
observations (Rolbiecki, 1970; Becht and Filipkow-
ski, 2018). This way of predicting the future by using

strictly rational, scientific methods can be defined as
forecasting. It allows us to formulate fairly objective
judgments about the possible sequence of future
events, processes, trends, etc. These judgments re-
main uncertain but verifiable, and therefore largely
acceptable.

Forecasts provide information about a studied phe-
nomenon (informational function), presenting the
premises leading to rational decisions (preparatory
function) and then stimulate the realization of a fa-
vorable forecast or counteracting an unfavorable one
(activating function). In the light of the above, it
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should be emphasized that the concepts of sustaina-
ble development (hereinafter abbreviated SD) and
transhumanism (abbreviated H+) also apply to the
human future. While SD is the implementation of
previous forecasts, H+ provides new information
about the future of humanity, and this has already
found its place in the scientific discourse, now quite
difficult to ignore. Therefore, it is worth reflecting
on the possible confrontation between SD and H+, at
least in the context of the approach to future genera-
tions of people, namely their future condition, devel-
opment opportunities, or even conditions for surviv-
ing. The mentioned type of reflection will be the
main goal of the publication.

A general outline of SD and H+

The Encyclopedia Britannica provides the following
definition of SD by Federico Cheever and Celia
Campbell-Mohn: Sustainable development is an ap-
proach to economic planning that attempts to foster
economic growth while preserving the quality of the
environment for future generations (Cheever F.,
Campbell-Mohn C. 1., 2002). It should be noted,
however, that the first and most general definition of
SD was developed by the World Commission for En-
vironment and Development summoned by Gro Har-
lem Brundtland. In the opinion of the same Commis-
sion: sustainable development is development that
meets the needs of the present without compromising
the ability of future generations to meet their own
needs (Brundtland, 1983, p. 41). According to
Monika Stanna and Adam Czarnecki (2011, p. 15),
this definition emphasized the concept of intergener-
ational justice and the ability to forward intergener-
ational thinking. The main emphasis was placed on
the permanent intergenerational dimension of meet-
ing people’s needs. Such issues as, for example, so-
cio-economic development or environmental protec-
tion appeared later.

Ewa Rokicka and Wojciech Wozniak (2016, p. 98-
123) illustrate the multitude of existing definitions of
SD. These authors distinguished, inter alia, official
international definitions emphasizing the goals of
SD, definitions focusing on indicators measuring
SD, definitions referring to the basic values of SD
and definitions referring to practicing SD. Therefore,
taking into account all the above-mentioned defini-
tions, it should be concluded that SD consists in
seeking a compromise between social, economic and
ecological reasons for keeping in mind the future
generations of people. Moreover, the problem of the
lack of one definitive, an unambiguous definition of
SD, is closely related to the multidimensional issue
of SD, since it takes into account, for example, the
spatial, institutional, and even moral dimensions,
and additionally tries to place all this into an inter-
generational perspective.

In the case of H+, the Encyclopedia Britannica pre-
sents the following definition by Sean Hays: Trans-

humanism, social and philosophical movement de-
voted to promoting the research and development of
robust human-enhancement technologies (Hays,
2014). In turn, Max More, a leading transhumanist,
formulated a definition of H+ accepted by almost all
environments related to H+ and available on the of-
ficial H+ website. In his opinion, Transhumanism is
a class of philosophies of life that seek the continua-
tion and acceleration of the evolution of intelligent
life beyond its currently human form and human lim-
itations by means of science and technology, guided
by life-promoting principles and values (More,
1990).

H+, as the movement's official website re-
ports, analyzes the dynamic interaction between hu-
manity and the acceleration of technology. It uses an
interdisciplinary approach to do so, aiming to ethi-
cally use currently available and other hypothetical
technologies. The interests of H+ focus, for example,
on both human and posthuman topics, issues related
to singularity, the risk of extinction and mind trans-
fer, whole brain emulation, substrate-independent
minds, etc. (More, 2013). As in the case of SD, also
in relation to H+ one can speak of a multitude of def-
initions. Generally speaking, H+ looks for common
elements located in the process of human develop-
ment and in the accelerating development of technol-
ogy, taking into account the various social, economic
and environmental implications (Bardzinski, 2015;
Rutkowska, 2017).

Similarities and differences in the approach to fu-
ture generations

Taking into account the above approaches to SD and
H+ and the remarks concerning them, one can notice
significant similarities and differences between
them. Both SD and H+ relate to future generations
and take into account various issues, such as eco-
nomic, ecological, etc. Both orientations are, there-
fore, characterized by an interdisciplinary approach.
More precisely, SD focuses on achieving stability in
meeting human needs, while H+ focuses on achiev-
ing stable human enhancement technology.

The difference between SD and H+ revealed above
is most likely already present in the inspirations that
the representatives of SD and H+ draw from the En-
lightenment era. John Harlow (2011) mentions Fran-
cis Bacon, Adam Smith and Jean-Jacques Rousseau
among the precursors of SD. The views expressed by
these authors meant that, according to Andrzej
Papuzinski (2017, p. 310), SD drew the following
theses from the Enlightenment: (1) recognizing
global problems as social problems that begin with
the problems of individual people, (2) the belief that
all social problems are solvable as problems born
within social practice, (3) the concept of the possi-
bility of solving global problems in a political way.
Nick Bostrom (2005, p. 2-4) indicated that the pre-
cursors to H+ include Francis Bacon, Isaac Newton,
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Thomas Hobbes, John Locke, Immanuel Kant, Nico-
las de Condorcet, Julien de la Mettri, Benjamin
Franklin and Friedrich Nietzsche. According to
Bostrom, the work of these researchers meant that
H+ adopted the Enlightenment conviction of human-
ism: (1) concerning humanity’s continuous improve-
ment (2) with the use of technology (reason).

In terms of generations, SD focuses on solving prob-
lems that developing humanity must face. H+ pre-
sents new perspectives for future generations related
to the development of technology. Thus, it can be ar-
gued that the problem of SD seems to be wider and
somehow includes the issues related with H+. The
source of differences seems to be the following.
Lech Gawor (2007, p. 25) points out that in SD, hu-
man rationality is related to the degree of coexistence
of the human world with the world of nature.

A destructive economy using natural goods worsens
the quality of human life. Therefore, taking into ac-
count the development of civilization, one should in-
clude values, human needs and the possibility of sat-
isfying them, keeping in mind that there are limited
natural resources. This approach also takes into ac-
count technological development as presented by
Zbigniew Hull (2007, p. 50), one of the three main
threats to humanity undertaken by SD. The time
needed to become aware of the effects of new tech-
nologies is longer than the timeline of their imple-
mentation, and sometimes their effects are not even
analyzed at all. New technologies are being intro-
duced into ecosystems and incorporated into bioge-
ochemical cycles. In addition, worth mentioning
here is the World Report (Rashid et al., 2018) issued
by the United Nations Economic and Social Council
devoted to pioneering technologies that herald hope
for humanity.

The difference between SD and H+ is also visible in
the concepts of the changeability vs. stability of hu-
man nature present during the Enlightenment era, as
assumed by SD and H+. Stawomir Raube mentions
the sources of this dichotomy in the Enlightenment
(2015, p. 23, 25). In his opinion, during the Enlight-
enment, ideas for reforming the world were sought
primarily in man. On the one hand, thinkers such as
Voltaire, Montesquieu or Diderot mostly empha-
sized the primacy of reason. From the point of view
of reason, man naturally possessed some extremely
important equipment, meaning laws that had to be
explored. On the other hand, David Hume, Adam
Smith, Francis Hutcheson, Adam Ferguson and oth-
ers diminished the importance of reason, emphasiz-
ing feelings.

It is difficult to find any permanent natural disposi-
tion in man in this kind of orientation; man is who he
is at the present moment. In view of the above dis-
tinction presented by Raube, both SD and H+ em-
phasize the idea of human development through rea-
son, and this develops man’s world. Yet, SD seems
to accept the stability of human nature, whereas H+
states the opposite: human nature is changeable in its

foundations, thus susceptible to change, and should
be changed by technology. This conclusion can be
reached by looking at both previous and current pub-
lications on SD and H+. In the case of SD, it is diffi-
cult to find publications reflecting on human nature,
while many publications on H+ include it (Hotub,
2015). Moreover, Bostrom (2005, p. 2-4) empha-
sizes that H+ shares the Enlightenment belief about
humanism and man’s continuous improvement
through the use of technology, even to the extent that
it allows radically changing human nature.

Taking into account the aforementioned differences
between SD and H+, it should come as no surprise
that these orientations differ in their approach to fu-
ture generations. At this point, worth highlighting
are Edith Brown Weiss’ thoughts (1992, p. 22-23) on
honesty towards future generations. The author has
distinguished three normative principles of intergen-
erational equality. The first is the principle of main-
taining the freedom to choose development options,
presupposing the need to protect the diversity of the
natural and cultural resource base in such a way that
each generation does not excessively limit the possi-
bilities of solving problems and satisfying the per-
sonal values of future generations. The second is the
principle of maintaining quality, according to which
each generation should hand over the planet in a state
no worse than the condition in which it was received,
because maintaining diversity does not necessarily
mean maintaining quality. The third point is the prin-
ciple of protecting access to available resources. It
should be flexible enough for the next generation to
achieve their goals according to their value system.
There is no doubt that in SD, a generation is under-
stood as humanity living in a similar period and hav-
ing specific values, and therefore analyzed from a
demographic and economic perspective. In H+, the
above perspectives are also taken into account, but
limited in time, only until a human being is under-
stood as information unions present on the medium
of a human body in the basic version (body version
1.0) or partially improved (body version 2.0). This
perspective changes if you have a convertible body
(body version 3.0).

Grzegorz Hotub (2015, p. 87-93) draws attention to
the problems related to the concept of the human per-
son understood in this way, a person having an inter-
changeable body as presented by Raymond Kur-
zweil. One of the main problems seems to be the is-
sue of the principle of what constitutes a person,
what it means to deal with a person. The fact is that
naturalists do not accept the existence of a constitu-
tive principle that is qualitatively superior, supernat-
ural. For naturalists, the constitutive principle is re-
lated to the collocation or combination of natural (bi-
ological, psychological, social, cultural, etc.) ele-
ments that make up a person.

Unfortunately, according to Kurzweil, in the near fu-
ture, this part will be able to be modified and pro-
cessed, so such patterns cannot comprise a principle
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constituting a person. Another problem mentioned
by Hotub is the question of the identity of the person
recorded on a new (e.g. extra-biological, electronic)
medium. Kurzweil himself points out that such a per-
son is not the same. The copy merely personifies the
copied human person. Also, the inner world of the
copied person will be different because the medium
is different. The problems presented by Hotub lead
to further issues. The creation of a new person will
not be related with the biological growth of their
body. This will force us to draw a new borderline be-
tween one generation and the next, and perhaps even
redefine the concept of a generation. It will also be
difficult to define common values that will guide a
given generation in their development.

Final remarks

It is possible that SD and H+ will have to coexist
with each other. SD already exists and, as an idea or
program of action, has entered into many areas of
human life. It has become the subject of academic
research and university analyses. SD has found its
place in legislation, government policy, as well as
social and local government projects. In turn, the en-
tire H+ philosophical worldview, along with its po-
litical and social movement, is now centralized
around the Humanity + organization. It has offices
around the world, an official website, an internet
magazine, and organizes meetings and conferences.
H+ is also present in politics. In the USA, it is pro-
moted by such political parties as the U.S. Transhu-
manist Party and in the UK the Transhumanist Party
as well. It is also known in Russia (Sykulski, 2013).
A narrow group of respondents who participated in
Anna Czajkowska’s research (2018, p. 182) is con-
vinced of the mentioned coexistence of SD and H+.
People who have some knowledge about H+ see po-
tential in this concept and a chance for humanity.
However, they emphasized the need to take into ac-
count SD as a kind of guarantor of creating condi-
tions that will not endanger human life. Such inte-
gration is also being considered by Vyacheslav Man-
tatov and Vitaly Tutubalin (2018, p. 722-723). Ac-
cording to them, this integration, even in the event of
technological singularity, can become an existential
opportunity for human existence if we look at man’s
development from a cosmocentric perspective.

Under the new environmental conditions, technical
measures will enable unlimited expansion of con-
sciousness, strengthening one’s cognitive abilities
and human bodily parameters. This will allow hu-
manity to develop in an unlimited and sustainable
way. The problem is that, according to Michat
Klichowski (2014, p. 145), technologically improv-
ing a human being (cyborgization) means preferring
efficiency, standardization and homogeneity instead
of individuality, diversity and otherness. In other
words, striving to attain the status of a post-human
being means striving towards an identical being, so

it is de facto dehumanized, deindividualized. It is a
journey towards a world of perfect clones, a neutral-
ized, universal world that can be called an identity
hell.

In conclusion, despite differences in the approaches
to understanding future generations, integrating SD
and H+ is possible. Raymond Kurzweil presented an
extreme H+ position, unfortunately most often
quoted in scientific studies. However, one should
also take into account moderate transhumanists who
do not want to free man from his corporeality nor
make him immortal, but only extend his biological
life as long as possible. Following the division pre-
sented by Marcin Garbowski (2015, p. 35-36), such
H+ trends as technogaianism or immortalism are
worth taking into consideration. Technogaianism is
a combination of transhumanism and ecology. It
calls for using non-invasive technology to restore the
natural ecosystem and bring about the harmonious
coexistence of humans and the natural environment.
Technological progress is the main factor that will
allow people to responsibly use natural resources
and stop environmental destruction. Immortalism, in
turn, is a trend that promotes the idea of radically ex-
tending human life through the use of genetic engi-
neering, stem cells and nanotechnology. Key figures
in this orientation are biogerontologists Aubrey de
Gray and Marios Kyriazis.

It should be noted at this point that the immortalist
approach to future generations of humans, people
with only partially perfected bodies, agrees with the
approach proposed by SD, as it only extends the du-
ration of a generation. On the other hand, in the case
of generations that can exchange bodies, important
questions and doubts arise regarding this immortal-
istic orientation. Some of them are worth pointing
out. For example, as the evolutionary basis of con-
sciousness, meaning the biological body, becomes
irrelevant, should the environment from which it
evolved be cared for? Besides, how are we to distin-
guish in an information system between a conscious-
ness uploaded from a biological human and a con-
sciousness created artificially?

Wouldn’t it be better to generate awareness pro-
grams right now, thus creating future generations of
new people, instead of working on new vehicles for
those born biologically? How are we to think about
the next generations of people, since in current evo-
lutionary computer programs, entire generations of
objects pass us by in a second? In the light of the
above remarks, it seems reasonable for Klichowski
(2014, p. 145-147) to state that the real technical and
technological possibilities of improving both an in-
dividual person and entire future generations does
not mean the necessity to implement them. Not eve-
rything that is possible is worth pursuing. The price
that can be pre-estimated now, and that humanity
will have to pay in the future, may turn out to be
simply too high.
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