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Abstract
This paper reconstructs the explicit value system of transhumanism from the perspective of 
virtue ethics. It argues that transhumanism is not a value-neutral technological program but a 
movement bearing an implicit set of values defined by the Extropian principles, the proaction-
ary approach, the vision of technological singularity, and eupraxsophy. Drawing on Alasdair 
MacIntyre’s conceptual framework, the paper demonstrates that the transhumanist value set 
operates primarily at the level of functional excellence – reviving the archaic Greek concept of 
areté – while remaining indebted to the insights of the Aristotelian turn: the understanding of 
virtue as a settled character disposition (hexis), formed through communal practices, narrative 
coherence, and orientation toward a telos. The analysis reveals that transhumanist “virtues” 
maximise external goods (power, capability, performance) without reflexively accounting for 
the internal goods accessible only through participation in communal practices.
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Technology, Ethics, and the Question of Human 
Excellence
The technological developments of recent decades – particularly the accelerating transforma-
tion of the 2020s – have elevated a whole series of formerly remote thought experiments to 
the level of immediate experience, thereby placing the questions of technological ethics from 
the domain of abstract speculation onto the agenda of public life and political decision-mak-
ing. The emergence of large language models from the end of 2022 constitutes not merely 
a technological innovation but compels a fundamental reconsideration of the relationship 
between human cognition and action,1 and the dilemmas that transhumanism has raised in 
connection with superintelligence – the boundaries between machine decision-making and 
human responsibility, the existential risk of loss of control – now manifest in the everyday 
practice of technological development.2 Since the appearance of CRISPR-Cas9 gene-editing 
technology,3 modification of the human genome is no longer hypothetical but a technological-
ly attainable possibility; the 2018 He Jiankui affair – in which a Chinese researcher produced 
the world’s first gene-edited children – offered not merely a scientific scandal but a dramatic 
illustration of questions concerning technological hubris, the absence of humility, and inter-
generational justice.4 The digital systems embedded in our daily lives – from smartphones 
through algorithmic decision-making to behavioural prediction systems – are not merely con-
venience tools but shapers of the framework conditions of human action: in the recognition of 
postphenomenology, they are active mediators between human beings and the world, shaping 
our experience, our thinking, and our conduct.5 These three dimensions – artificial intelli-
gence, biotechnology, and digital identity – each raise serious ethical questions in their own 
right, yet taken together they point to a deeper problem: the insufficiency of traditional ethical 
frameworks in the technological age.

Any investigation of the relationship between technology and ethics requires the insight of 
the philosophy of technology that modern technology is not an instrument but a constitutive di-
mension of human existence. Ernst Kapp recognised this connection as early as 1877, at the very 
founding of the philosophy of technology, when he described technical artefacts as projections 
1	  For an overview of the ethics of artificial intelligence, see Tilesch – Hatamleh 2020; Vallor 2022.
2	  Bostrom 2014. Bostrom argues that the emergence of superintelligence poses an existential risk, and that this risk 

follows from the internal logic of transhumanism: if technological progress is exponential, loss of control is not an 
accident but an immanent danger of the system.

3	  Jinek – Chylinski – Fonfara – Hauer – Doudna  – Charpentier 2012. 816–821. For a comprehensive treatment of the 
ethical implications of CRISPR-Cas9 technology, see Greely 2021.

4	  Cohen 2019.
5	  IHDE 2010; Verbeek 2011. On the ontological status of digital identity: Floridi 2013.
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of human organs (Organprojektion).6 Bernard Stiegler radicalised this insight further: for him, 
technology is not merely a “prosthesis” that supplements the human being but a constitutive 
element of human temporal experience – an external memory upon which the knowledge of 
both the individual and of humanity rests.7 In Bruno Latour’s approach, nature and society 
are not two mutually independent poles but aspects of the same “collective” that shape each 
other, and technology is an integral constituent of this collective.8 If technology is embedded 
in the structure of human existence to this extent, then – as Hans Jonas was among the first to 
recognise – the ethical question can no longer concern merely whether we use individual tools 
“well” or “badly”: modern technology creates a new form of human action whose effects far ex-
ceed in space and time the horizon of traditional ethical frameworks.9 This recognition acquires 
particular urgency where technological intervention is directed at the transformation of human 
nature itself – genetic editing, neural implants, cognitive enhancement, and the development 
of artificial intelligence offer not simply new tools but promise, or threaten, a rewriting of the 
conditions of human existence.

It was in this intellectual space that transhumanism took shape in the second half of the 
twentieth century: a philosophical movement and intellectual tradition that sees in technological 
progress the possibility of radically transcending the human condition.10 Transhumanism is not 
simply technological optimism; it is a more philosophical and ambitious undertaking. Its propo-
nents conceive of human enhancement not as an accidental by-product but as a deliberate civili-
sational programme whose three pillars are customarily designated – following David Pearce’s 
formulation – as superlongevity, superhappiness, and superintelligence.11 These three pillars are, 
in fact, technological reformulations of three ancient philosophical questions: superlongevity is 
the question of mortality, superhappiness is the question of the good life, and superintelligence 
is the question of knowledge and wisdom. Taken together, they point to a deeper problem: 
transhumanism implicitly presupposes that the improvement of the human condition is in itself 
good – that the enhancement of capabilities, the reduction of suffering, and the extension of 
lifespan are values upon which a technological programme can be founded. Yet this very pre-
supposition is not technological but ethical. When transhumanism proclaims human perfection 
as a programme, it tacitly takes a stance on what constitutes human excellence, what makes life 
good, and which virtues are indispensable to human flourishing. These questions belong not to 
the domain of technology but to that of virtue ethics.

The conceptual history of virtue delineates the conceptual framework for this virtue-eth-
ical inquiry – the ancient Greek areté (ἀρετή). In the Homeric and archaic context, areté is 
designated above all functional excellence: the areté of a knife is the sharpness of its cut, 
the areté of a horse is its strength and obedience, the areté of a hero is martial courage and 
6	  Kapp 1877. Kapp was the first to use the expression “philosophy of technology” in a book title.
7	  Stiegler 1998. 56–70, 134–179. Stiegler’s concept of the pharmakon — according to which every technology is 

simultaneously cure and poison – resonates surprisingly well with the virtue-ethical concept of the mean (mesotēs).
8	  Latour 1993. 144.
9	  Jonas 1984. 1–25. Jonas’s “heuristics of fear” – the principle that in ethical deliberation the worst possible outcome 

must receive priority – is the direct antipode of the transhumanist proactionary principle.
10	  More 2013a. 3–17. For a historical summary of transhumanism: Bostrom 2005a. 1–25.
11	  The “three supers” formulation follows Pearce 2007. For the broader philosophical framework of transhumanism: MORE 

2013a. 3–17; for a comprehensive treatment of the concept of human enhancement: Savulescu – Bostrom 2009.
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conduct befitting his rank.12 This functional interpretation underwent a decisive transforma-
tion in classical Greek thought, where areté was converted from mere excellence into a mor-
al-philosophical category: virtue was no longer a given but a task, not an innate quality but 
an acquired disposition, a hexis (settled state of character), which is the result of habituation, 
experience, and communal formation.13 Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics establishes upon this 
insight one of the decisive turning points in the history of European ethics: the virtuous life 
is neither a gift of nature nor mere rule-following but a unified framework encompassing 
questions of character formation, the practice of the virtues, and the arrangement of the com-
munity, in which the goal – eudaimonia, the flourishing of the complete life14 – is not a state 
to be possessed but an activity realised in virtuous action. The transhumanist programme of 
human enhancement essentially revives the archaic concept of areté – it sets as its goal the 
optimisation of the performance, capabilities, and functionality of the human being, without 
reckoning with this decisive transformation. According to MacIntyre’s diagnosis, the moral 
crisis of modernity stems precisely from the loss of the telos,15 and transhumanism – the most 
radical heir to the Enlightenment project – despite this diagnosis, implicitly seeks answers to 
the very questions that, in MacIntyre’s view, only the tradition of virtue ethics can treat within 
a coherent framework.

The present study examines the explicitly articulated values and virtue-concepts of tran-
shumanism – the Extropian principles, the proactionary approach, the vision of singularity, 
and eupraxsophy – and attempts to demonstrate the extent to which these reflect the archaic 
ideal of functional excellence, and the respects in which they remain indebted to the insights 
of the Aristotelian turn. The conceptual framework of the analysis is provided principally 
by the conceptual apparatus of Alasdair MacIntyre’s After Virtue – the distinction between 
internal goods and external goods, and the concepts of practice, narrative unity, and telos. 
The evaluation follows from the chosen virtue-ethical standpoint; a utilitarian or libertari-
an framework would presumably reach different conclusions. Shannon Vallor’s Technology 
and the Virtues develops a comprehensive framework of “technomoral virtues” — including 
humility, justice, courage, empathy, and flexibility of mind — that are cultivated through 
communal practice and oriented toward human flourishing in technological environments.16 
Vallor’s work demonstrates that the MacIntyrean categories of practice, narrative, and telos 
can be rendered productive for the ethical assessment of emerging technologies. The present 
study shares this conviction but takes a different path: rather than constructing a positive 
catalogue of technomoral virtues, it interrogates the extent to which the transhumanist move-
ment’s own explicit values already contain – or fail to contain – the structural features that 
virtue ethics demands.

12	  On the conceptual history of areté and the transition from the Homeric ideal of excellence to the Socratic concept of 
virtue, see Mogyoródi 2012. 15–48.

13	  Aristotle 1999. II.1, 1103a14–b25. On the concept of virtue as hexis (habitus) in the Thomistic tradition, see 
Sanford 2015. 65–89. The pre-Socratic thinkers had not yet isolated virtue as an independent ethical category: 
Mogyoródi 2015. 7–15.

14	  Eudaimonia is not used in the modern, subjective sense of “happiness”: it designates not momentary contentment but 
the well-orderedness and flourishing of the complete life. Nussbaum 1993. 242–269.

15	  Macintyre 2007. 1–5, 19.
16	  Vallor 2016. 1–12, 55–95.
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The extropian value system
The most systematic formulation of the transhumanist value system is provided by Max More’s 
Principles of Extropy17, a text revised on several occasions that serves as the founding docu-
ment of Extropianism – the movement immediately preceding transhumanism, more oriented 
towards philosophical dialogue and conceptual grounding. The concept of extropy appears as 
the opposite of entropy (the tendency of systems towards deterioration and disintegration), bor-
rowed from the natural sciences: it designates not a static state but an open-ended direction of 
development. More defines it as a measure of a living or organisational system’s intelligence, 
functional order, vitality, and its capacity and drive for improvement.18 It is already striking in 
this definition that the concept operates with fundamentally functional categories – intelligence, 
order, vitality, capacity – that pertain not to the moral quality of human character but to the 
system’s performance.

More organises the principles of extropy into seven groups, which together delineate a co-
herent value system.19 Perpetual Progress proclaims the imperative of constant improvement 
at every level of human existence, from the biological to the social. Self-Transformation en-
compasses the reflexive questioning and modification of one’s physical and mental condition, 
extending, in extreme cases, to technological augmentation. Practical Optimism is not a naïve 
expectation but an active, experimental attitude. Intelligent Technology demands the target-
ed application of scientific results to overcome biological limitations. Open Society – which 
is more explicitly grounded in the Popperian tradition – signifies freedom of expression, the 
free flow of knowledge, and the rejection of technocratic elitism. Self-Direction carries for-
ward the Enlightenment ideal of self-governance: the freedom of the individual in thought, in 
the assumption of responsibility, and in the disposal over oneself. Finally, Rational Thinking 
articulates the rejection of dogma, the imperative of constant questioning, and the primacy of 
empirical experimentation.

These seven principles together constitute a value system that links technological self-trans-
formation with rationality, libertarian ideals of freedom, and faith in progress. From the concep-
tual framework of virtue ethics, however, the one-sidedness of this system becomes apparent. 
The Extropian “virtues” – if we may call them virtues – at first approximation answer exclusive-
ly the question of what is to be developed (intelligence, capabilities, freedom, rationality), while 
remaining silent on the question of who is to develop and how. This diagnosis, however, requires 
refinement. Among the seven Extropian principles, there are some – Practical Optimism, Open 
Society, and Self-Direction – that pertain not merely to capabilities but to the agent’s attitude: to 
an active, experimental disposition, to the rejection of dogma, to responsible self-governance. 
These move in the neighbourhood of the Aristotelian concept of hexis – the settled disposition 
of character – and thus point beyond mere functionality. The decisive difference, however, is not 
that these principles fail to touch upon character traits – they do – but that they do not reckon 
with the three constitutive conditions of virtue ethics: that virtue is formed in communal prac-
tices (it is not the result of individual decision), that it presupposes narrative coherence (it is not 

17	  More 2003. On the history of Extropianism and its relationship to transhumanism, see Manzocco 2019. 69–83.
18	  More 2003. The earlier version 3.0: More 1998.
19	  More emphasises in his exposition of the individual principles that these are not closed dogmas but parts of an 

“evolving framework” — a feature itself characteristic of the self-reflexivity of transhumanist thought. More 2003.
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a context-independent attitude), and that it rests upon the concept of telos (it is not development 
in an arbitrary direction). “Practical Optimism” as a disposition stands closer to virtue than mere 
cognitive enhancement – but it is not a virtue in the Aristotelian sense so long as it does not 
ask in which community, as part of which life-narrative, and towards which ultimate end it is 
directed. Expressed in MacIntyre’s conceptual apparatus: the Extropian values aim at the maxi-
misation of external goods (power, capability, performance) without reflexively reckoning with 
the question of internal goods – that is, those values to which we can gain access only through 
participation in communal practices, and which become attainable through the formation of 
character, not through the enhancement of performance.20 From the perspective of MacIntyre’s 
framework, therefore, the Extropian “self-transformation” essentially revives in modern guise 
the archaic areté – the concept of functional excellence – set out in the introduction: it treats the 
human being primarily as a system whose parameters can be optimised, rather than as a moral 
agent whose character is formed by action, by community, and by narrative coherence. 

The proactionary principle
This one-sidedness is conspicuous in the case of a central concept of transhumanist bio-
ethics: the proactionary principle. Proactivity, in transhumanism’s own self-understanding, 
is a central virtue: it signifies, beyond passive acceptance of technology, conscious, active 
intervention to improve the human condition.21 The proactionary principle – which More for-
mulated in opposition to the precautionary principle22 – converts this proactivity into a deci-
sion-making guideline: it defends the freedom of technological innovation and demands that 
risks be managed not by preventing development but by correcting them within development. 
From the standpoint of virtue ethics, however, the evaluation of this approach requires more 
differentiated attention than the bare opposition of “calculation versus phronēsis” suggests. 
More does not expound the proactionary principle solely as a risk calculus: in his 2013 study, 
he grasps proactivity as a virtue of moral readiness for action – an attitude that evokes the 
structure of Aristotelian courage (andreia), since it proclaims not passivity but the primacy 
of well-founded action. The proactionary principle, therefore, does not lack every dimension 
of character. What is nonetheless absent from the standpoint of virtue ethics is not the dispo-
sitional attitude towards action but its embeddedness: Aristotelian andreia stands under the 
governance of phronēsis – courageous action is a virtue only if practical wisdom determines 
when, against whom, and to what degree one must be courageous. The proactionary principle, 
however, formalises the disposition towards action independently of phronēsis, as a deci-
sion-making guideline: it demands not the deliberation of the agent’s character and the moral 
complexity of the given situation but the prior estimation of outcomes. The deficiency, there-
fore, lies not in the proactionary principle’s failure to be a character-proximate concept – it 
20	  On the MacIntyrean distinction between internal goods and external goods, see Macintyre 2007. 187–203, 

esp. 187–189. Internal goods — which are accessible only through participation in the given practice — are not 
acquisitive goods (power, money, prestige) but excellences of the activity itself.

21	  More 2013b. 258–267.
22	  On the relationship between the precautionary principle and the proactionary principle, see Rechnitzer n.d. The 

essence of the precautionary principle is that in the case of potentially dangerous technologies, the burden of proof 
lies with the innovator: until safety is demonstrated, the introduction of the technology is impermissible. The proac-
tionary principle reverses this: technological development is desirable by default, and it is its restriction that requires 
justification.
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is one – but in its severing of courageous action from that practical wisdom which, in virtue 
ethics, is the condition for the application of all other virtues.

Technological singularity as telos
A further element of the transhumanist value system is the vision of the technological singula-
rity – the idea that the exponential acceleration of technological development leads to a point 
beyond which human existence is fundamentally and irreversibly transformed.23 The singularity 
in transhumanist thought is not simply a prophecy but an orientation point: a horizon by which 
technological and ethical decisions made in the present acquire their meaning. In this sense, the 
singularity – although the transhumanist discourse rarely names it thus – functions as a telos: 
it occupies the position of the ultimate end and direction of human history. Two important qua-
lifications are necessary. The first: this analogy is metaphorical, not structural. The Aristotelian 
telos – eudaimonia – is the unfolding of the immanent potentialities of human nature (physis): 
it is contained within what we are. The singularity, by contrast, is an extrapolation of technolo-
gical development: it follows not from what we are but from what we build. Between the two, 
the qualifier “functional” marks precisely this difference – the singularity occupies the position 
of a telos in transhumanist thought, but not its ontological structure. The second: the singularity 
is not universally accepted within transhumanism. Bostrom – one of the movement’s most sig-
nificant thinkers – analyses superintelligence not as a teleological promise but as an existential 
risk; Hughes’s democratic transhumanism regards social justice, not the singularity, as its point 
of orientation. The telos-analogy is therefore valid primarily for singularitarianism (Kurzweil, 
Vinge) and the Extropian tradition, not for transhumanism as a whole. This recognition is no-
teworthy because it illuminates a paradoxical situation. As noted above, MacIntyre traces the 
moral crisis of modernity to the loss of the telos. Transhumanism – the most radical heir to the 
Enlightenment project – appears, despite this diagnosis, to smuggle a telos back in, but in tech-
nological rather than moral form. The singularity as telos is not eudaimonia – not flourishing 
in virtuous action – but the unlimited extension of human capabilities. The question is whether 
such a technological telos is capable of fulfilling the role of moral orientation that eudaimo-
nia occupies in the Aristotelian tradition – or whether it is merely the projection of functional 
optimisation into infinity, which specifies the direction of “better” but leaves the nature of the 
“good” undefined.

Eupraxsophy
The fourth pillar of the transhumanist value system is eupraxsophy – a concept coined by Paul 
Kurtz24 designating a non-religious, rational life philosophy that proclaims the unity of the joy 
of living and ethical action. In the transhumanist context, eupraxsophy is situated within the 
framework of self-realisation, creativity, and the conscious use of technology, and of all the 
movement’s values, it stands closest to the concept of eudaimonia in the philosophical tradition 
– placing the question of the goodness of human life, of meaningful and happy conduct of life, 
at its centre. The resemblance, however, is instructive precisely because it also illuminates the 

23	  On the concept of the technological singularity and its transhumanist significance: Kurzweil 2005. For a critical 
treatment of the concept: Bostrom 2005b. 3–14.

24	  Kurtz 1989
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decisive difference. Aristotelian eudaimonia is not simply the sum of “the joy of living” and “ra-
tionality”: flourishing is an activity realised in virtuous action, which presupposes the formation 
of a hexis – a settled disposition of character –, participation in communal practices, and the 
maintenance of the narrative unity of a life.25 Eupraxsophy, by contrast, is a result-category – a 
description of the state of the good life – but it gives no account of the process through which a 
person becomes virtuous, nor of the communal framework in which the practice of the virtues 
acquires its meaning. Just as the Extropian values answer the question of what at the expense of 
the questions of how and who, so eupraxsophy formulates the question of whither– towards a 
meaningful, rational, joyful life – but leaves open the questions of whence and by what means.

Conclusion
From all of the foregoing, it is apparent that transhumanism is not a value-neutral technological 
programme but the bearer of a value system jointly defined by the Extropian principles, the 
proactionary approach, the vision of singularity, and eupraxsophy. This system possesses re-
markable intellectual coherence and raises serious questions about the future of the human con-
dition. At the same time, from the standpoint of virtue ethics, it displays a distinctive one-sided-
ness. Expressed in MacIntyre’s conceptual apparatus: the Extropian “virtues” are values of the 
functional optimisation of human capabilities, not virtues of the formation of human character; 
the proactionary principle is calculation, not phronēsis; the singularity is a technological telos, 
not a moral one; eupraxsophy is a description of the good life, not a theory of the formation 
of virtuous character. These characterisations follow from the categories of the virtue-ethical 
framework – not from transhumanism’s own self-understanding; the stakes are precisely what 
insights the confrontation of the two conceptual sets may yield. The conclusion of this study 
confirms the diagnosis set out in the introduction: the transhumanist value system – in the light 
of the distinction between archaic and Aristotelian areté – operates at the level of functional 
excellence, and remains indebted to the insights of the Aristotelian turn – virtue as character, 
as habituation, as communal formation. Yet the relationship is not merely critical. If virtue eth-
ics can diagnose what transhumanism lacks – the communal formation of character, narrative 
coherence, the orientation toward a substantive telos – it can also indicate what the movement 
stands to gain: a conceptual vocabulary in which the question of human enhancement ceases to 
be merely technical and becomes, as it was for Aristotle, a question about the kind of life worth 
living and the kind of person worth becoming. This deficit calls into question not the intellectual 
coherence of transhumanism but its ethical grounding, and draws attention to the fact that the 
programme of technological enhancement – if it truly aims to serve human flourishing – cannot 
dispense with the kind of virtue-ethical reflection that places alongside the question, “What shall 
we enhance?” the question, “Who shall we become?”

25	  On the interconnection of eudaimonia, practice, narrative unity, and tradition in MacIntyre’s system: Macintyre 
2007. 187–243.



201Studies2026. 1. 

Bibliography
Aristotle (1999): Nicomachean Ethics. Trans. Terence Irwin. Indianapolis, Hackett.

Bostrom, Nick (2005a): A History of Transhumanist Thought. Journal of Evolution and 
Technology vol. 14. no. 1. 1–25.

Bostrom, Nick (2005b): Transhumanist Values. Journal of Philosophical Research vol.  30, 
Supplement. 3–14.

Bostrom, Nick (2014): Superintelligence: Paths, Dangers, Strategies. Oxford, Oxford 
University Press.

Cohen, Jon (2019): The Untold Story of the ‘Circle of Trust’ Behind the World’s First Gene-
Edited Babies. Science 1 August 2019.

Jinek, Martin  –  Chylinski, Krzysztof –  Fonfara, Ines –  Hauer, Michael –  Doudna, 
Jennifer A. – Charpentier, Emmanuelle (2012): A Programmable Dual-RNA-Guided DNA 
Endonuclease in Adaptive Bacterial Immunity. Science vol. 337. no. 6096. 816–821. https://doi.
org/10.1126/science.1225829

Floridi, Luciano (2013): The Ethics of Information. Oxford, Oxford University Press.

Greely, Henry T. (2021): CRISPR People: The Science and Ethics of Editing Humans. 
Cambridge, MA, MIT Press.

Ihde, Don (2010): Heidegger’s Technologies: Postphenomenological Perspectives. New York, 
Fordham University Press.

Jonas, Hans (1984): The Imperative of Responsibility: In Search of an Ethics for the 
Technological Age. Chicago, University of Chicago Press.

Kapp, Ernst (1877): Grundlinien einer Philosophie der Technik: Zur Entstehungsgeschichte 
der Cultur aus neuen Gesichtspunkten. Braunschweig, Westermann.

Kurzweil, Ray (2005): The Singularity Is Near: When Humans Transcend Biology. London, 
Viking Penguin.

Kurtz, Paul (1989): Eupraxsophy: Living without Religion. Amherst, NY, Prometheus Books.

Latour, Bruno (1993): We Have Never Been Modern. Trans. Catherine Porter. Cambridge, 
MA, Harvard University Press.

Macintyre, Alasdair (2007): After Virtue: A Study in Moral Theory. 3rd ed. Notre Dame, IN, 
University of Notre Dame Press.

Manzocco, Roberto (2019): Transhumanism – Engineering the Human Condition: History, 
Philosophy and Current Status. Cham, Springer Praxis Books.

Mogyoródi, Emese (2012): Akhilleusz és Szókratész: Morálpszichológia és politikafilozófia a 
görög archaikus és klasszikus korban. Budapest, Gondolat Kiadó.

Mogyoródi, Emese (2015): A preszókratikus filozófia mint életmód. Korunk vol. 26. no. 2. 7–15.

More, Max (1998): The Extropian Principles 3.0: A Transhumanist Declaration. Extropy 
Institute.



202 Studies 2026. 1.

More, Max (2003): Principles of Extropy, Version 3.11: An Evolving Framework of Values and 
Standards for Continuously Improving the Human Condition. Extropy Institute.

More, Max (2013a): The Philosophy of Transhumanism. In More, Max – Vita-More, Natasha 
(eds.): The Transhumanist Reader: Classical and Contemporary Essays on the Science, 
Technology, and Philosophy of the Human Future. Chichester, Wiley-Blackwell. 3–17.

More, Max (2013b): The Proactionary Principle. In More, Max – Vita-More, Natasha (eds.): 
The Transhumanist Reader: Classical and Contemporary Essays on the Science, Technology, 
and Philosophy of the Human Future. Chichester, Wiley-Blackwell. 258–267.

Nussbaum, Martha C. (1993): Non-Relative Virtues: An Aristotelian Approach. In Nussbaum, 
Martha C. – Sen, Amartya (eds.): The Quality of Life. Oxford, Clarendon Press. 242–269.

Pearce, David (2007): The Hedonistic Imperative. https://www.hedweb.com/ Accessed: 26 
April 2025.

Rechnitzer, Tanja (n.d.): Precautionary Principles. Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy. 
ISSN 2161-0002. https://iep.utm.edu/pre-caut/ Accessed: 18 January 2026.

Sanford, Jonathan J. (2015): Before Virtue: Assessing Contemporary Virtue Ethics. 
Washington, D.C., The Catholic University of America Press.

Savulescu, Julian – Bostrom, Nick (eds.)  (2009): Human Enhancement. Oxford, Oxford 
University Press.

Stiegler, Bernard (1998): Technics and Time, 1: The Fault of Epimetheus. Stanford, CA, 
Stanford University Press.

Tilesch, György – Hatamleh, Omar (2020): BetweenBrains: Taking Back Our AI Future. 
Washington, D.C., Paragon House.

Vallor, Shannon (2016): Technology and the Virtues: A Philosophical Guide to a Future 
Worth Wanting. New York, Oxford University Press.

Vallor, Shannon (ed.) (2022): The Oxford Handbook of Philosophy of Technology. Oxford, 
Oxford University Press.

Verbeek, Peter-Paul (2011): Moralizing Technology: Understanding and Designing the 
Morality of Things. Chicago, University of Chicago Press.

Vinge, Vernor (1993): The Coming Technological Singularity: How to Survive in the Post-
Human Era. Whole Earth Review. 88–95.

https://www.hedweb.com/

	_Hlk225604267
	_Hlk225688299
	_Hlk215819810
	_Hlk215820017
	_Hlk215820074
	_Hlk215820096
	_Hlk215820263
	_Hlk215820360
	_Hlk219628832
	_Hlk223783670
	_Hlk223783926
	_Hlk223783311
	i.-bevezetés
	Xd66f0c24815231b3aacdc64d5dbafe0ee74d4a3
	hivatkozások-1
	Xbac996a78a578294a93433dd7d0c63eec48233e
	iii.3.-visszatérő-alkalmak-és-ünnepek-1
	Xaee5f07d8572436a04dad807356013ff2c2a205
	X9b96179b58ccfada483395d61aaf595c90ba43b
	X8ce5a93763e96725315c879d39b0e28fff50b1a
	X376319f030073c48d793930a2c3a72edaea6e5b
	X1a1abada82090c6fb69cb02539d96945c3f295d
	X41a8b5bb14e175a9b1436c3be38f2ebf481e4eb
	Xa4bc57ac9e9a683f6676afd8604f33394c52cd2
	iv.7.-a-modell-összegzése
	Xe9ec72054a09691acd9f3e7f8883043396d0271
	Prof. Dr. Tamáska, Máté DSc
	Historical changes in the mirror of storefront portals
	Case Study of Košice
	DOI 10.14232/belv.2026.1.1
	Sógor, Árpád 
	International Clergy Career Research – A Summary Review
	DOI 10.14232/belv.2026.1.2
	Kiss Dénes PhD
	Religious Affiliation in Post-Communist Romania: Evidence from Census Data, 1991–2021
	DOI 10.14232/belv.2026.1.3
	Solymoskövi, Luca
	Church-Based Organisations in the Transforming Welfare State
	DOI 10.14232/belv.2026.1.4
	Veress, Ilka PhD
	Expanding Circles of Belonging: Shifting Identity Scales from Local Roots to Transnational Horizons
	DOI 10.14232/belv.2026.1.5
	Rácz, Attila PhD. 
	War, Ethics, and Education: The Historical Evolution of Military Thought and Training
	DOI 10.14232/belv.2026.1.6
	Balogh, Péter PhD
	Resource transfers in armed conflicts – investigating the case of the Russo-Ukrainian conflict from a political capitalism perspective
	DOI 10.14232/belv.2026.1.7
	Nagy, Terézia PhD
	Mihálka, Mária PhD
	Jancsák, Csaba, PhD. Habil.
	Uncertainty in Career Development
	DOI 10.14232/belv.2026.1.8
	Prof. h.c. Dr. Kothencz, János
	Factors Influencing The Decision to Become a Foster Parent: A Representative Survey of Hungarian Foster Carers
	DOI 10.14232/belv.2026.1.9
	Zhang Yu, Carolyn
	Dudok, Fanni PhD
	Culture Shock as a Liminal Experience
	Philosophical, Sociological and Pedagogical Perspectives on Intercultural Challenges in Education
	DOI 10.14232/belv.2026.1.10
	Vincze, Anikó
	Health Risks Among Older Adults Living Alone: Evidence from the European Social Survey
	DOI 10.14232/belv.2026.1.11
	Dombrádi, Krisztián PhD
	Székely, András 
	A Sociological-Theoretical Description of the Bio-Psycho-Social Background Factors of Health
	DOI 10.14232/belv.2026.1.12
	Függ, Zsolt Péter
	Redefining Progress: Moving Beyond GDP to Measure Sustainable Well-Being
	DOI 10.14232/belv.2026.1.13
	Nagy, Attila
	Szilágyi, Tamás PhD
	A Virtue Ethics Reconstruction of the Transhumanist Value Set
	DOI 10.14232/belv.2026.1.14
	Dani-Ördög Dalma 
	From practice to heritage: The transformation of peasant work culture in school gardens
	DOI 10.14232/belv.2026.1.15
	Nagy, Gábor Dániel Phd., Habil
	Nemeskéri, Zsolt Phd., Habil
	Kornai, Capabilities, and a Livable Society in Hungary
	Reconciling Budgetary Discipline with Human Well-Being
	DOI 10.14232/belv.2026.1.16
	Dominek Dalma Lilla PhD, habil.
	Adaptive Learning and Competency Development in a Digital Society
	DOI 10.14232/belv.2026.1.17
	Nagy, Terézia PhD
	The Sociology of Nothing
	DOI 10.14232/belv.2026.1.18
	Losoncz, Alpár
	Liberalism and What Comes After. Review
	DOI 10.14232/belv.2026.1.19



