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Introduction

– Who wants to live forever?

I want to die. Not that I am suicidal, but I would not want to live for ever either. And it’s not 
that I don’t like living, it is just that I feel living requires reckoning with death as well. But 
according to authors such as Hans Movarec and theorists such as Nick Bostrom, death is by no 
means integral to human existence. The transhuman ideal that these authors advocate regards 
death as a consequence of our current physical state; the fact that bodies are mortal should have 
no consequence for the existence of the mind. And according to transhumanism, technology will 
enable us to overcome the restraints of our biological bodies, such as aging, disease, and 
ultimately death itself. Philosopher and transhumanist of the first hour Max More defines 
transhumanism as follows: 

‘Transhumanism  is  a  class  of  philosophies  that  seek  to  guide  us  towards  a 
posthuman  condition.  Transhumanism  shares  many  elements  of  humanism, 
including a respect for reason and science, a commitment to progress, and a 
valuing of human (or transhuman) existence in this life’ (More, 1990*). 

As this definition suggests, transhumanism is situated in close proximity of concepts of 
posthumanism and humanism. The Transhumanist FAQ speaks of posthumans as ‘future beings 
whose basic capacities so radically exceed those of present humans as to be no longer 
unambiguously human by our current standards’ (Bostrom, 2003, p.5). But the conflation 
between posthumanism and transhumanism is, as I will argue, a false one, for the central issue in 
posthuman thought questions the very notion of the unambiguity in the current state and in the 
history of human existence. And while transhumanism is preoccupied with the state of humanity 
in the close future, according to posthumanist thought ‘we have always been posthuman’ 
(Hayles, 1999, p.279). 

This essay will aim to delineate the way in which the transhumanist ideal of the 
abolishment of death and the body is informed by both the rational humanism of the 
Enlightenment and posthumanism in the form of Cyborg theory. Arguing that Haraway’s 
Cyborg is a political and analytical tool rather than a starting point for techno-optimistic utopias, 
the mind-body problem will be situated at the heart of the transhumanist ideal. This essay will 
discuss the relevance of the body and of death to human existence. For the abolishment of death 
and the body will arguably not lead us to an era of transhumanity, but rather to a point past life 
itself. 

The first chapter discusses transhumanism through a selection of contributors, such as 
Hans Movarec and Nick Bostrom. The focus will be on the way in which the mind/body dualism 
is approached in transhuman thought. This chapter also focuses on the relation between 
transhumanism and the rational humanism of the Enlightenment. In the second chapter 
posthumanism will be discussed through Donna Haraway’s cyborg, and here also the 
relationship with humanism will be discussed. In the third and final chapter death’s relevance to 
human existence will be approached through Heidegger’s Dasein. Heidegger’s thinking will be 
introduced as a critique on the dualism of the self and the world. 
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1 Transhumanism and The World of Tomorrow

– Man is something that shall be overcome. What have you done to overcome him?

Transhumanism can be understood as an umbrella term for a variety of theories and 
organisations such as the World Transhumanist Association and the Transhumanist’s Extropy Institute. 
According to Natasha Vita-More, the transhumanist movement is primarily informed by the 
writings of FM-2030, a pseudonym for F.M. Esfandiary, who extrapolated the philosophy of 
transhumanism in his futuristic trilogy Optimism One (1970), Up-wingers (1973), and Telespheres 
(1977) (More, 1997). Philosopher Jos de Mul offers a concise overview of the different 
transhumanist organisations in which he identifies a number of key players. Famous followers of 
the transhuman ideal are robotics specialist Hans Movarec, the researcher in artificial 
intelligence Marvin Minsky, and one of the founders of nanotechnology Erik Drexler (De Mul, 
2002, p.276). This list can be supplemented with one of the co-authors of The Transhuman  
Declaration and philosopher of transhumanism Nick Bostrom. As becomes clear from this list, 
transhumanism has a strong interest in technologies such as artificial intelligence and 
nanotechnology. The Dutch Transhumanist Society Transcedo also shows its preoccupation with 
technology in their definition of transhumanism: 

‘Transhumanism is the philosophy or belief that it is good to improve oneself, 
physically and mentally, and that it is good not to accept the existing biological 
and social  limits,  and that  these  limits  can  be  overcome through  the  use  of 
rational methods like technology and science’ (website Transcedo1). 

One of the basic premises found in this definition is the idea that the current state of the human 
is not one that is to be desired. This idea is also the basic premise in Movarecs book Mind  
Children: The Future of Robot and Human Intelligence (1988), in which he states that man is a flawed 
species in many respects. Our bodies are very vulnerable to outside forces such as accidents, 
poisonous substances or bad diets. We are also not particularly strong or fast compared to many 
other animals. To compensate this relative inadequacy man has long been reliant on tools and 
machines. With regards to our mental abilities, Movarec remarks that our lack of sound memory 
and reliable reason has been supplemented by tools such as writing and computing. The extend 
to which Movarec regards biology’s shortcomings as problematic is expressed in his disbelieve in 
technologies such as genetic engineering. 

The solution presented by Movarec in Mind Children is to download the human mind into 
an artificial body freed from the restraints of a biological body. To Movarec, the mind is a 
product of the body, only due to a certain level of complexity. The identity of the mind is 
confined in the structure and the processes of the mind rather than in the material of the brain. 
At this point we can already identify the way in which the mind/body dualism is played out in 
transhumanist thought; it is overcome by the hierarchy it inherited from Descartes and Plato 
onwards: mind over body. In his book The Day You Discard Your Body (2005) Marshall Brian 
explains: 

‘We take our bodies  completely for granted. We consider our bodies  to be 
essential  –  so  essential  that,  even  in  our  most  imaginative  and  far-reaching 
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science fiction stories, we cannot envision our lives without human bodies. But 
that is a primitive way of thinking. In the near future you will discard your body 
– you will literally throw it in the trash – because you will neither want it nor 
need it. You will discard your biological body gladly, like you would discard an 
old pair of shoes today. You will be quite grateful to be rid of it’ (Brian, 2005*). 

In the transhumanist utopia we will be liberated from all restraints by use of technology, and it is 
this principle of liberation that makes us want to discard our body, for who doesn’t want to be 
liberated? This principle of liberation is, as Bostrom suggests, inherited from the rational 
humanism of the Enlightenment, ‘which proposes a scientific methodology based on empirical 
investigation rather than a priori reasoning […] using science to achieve mastery over nature in 
order to improve the living condition of human beings’ (Bostrom, 2005, p.2). According to 
Movarec these possibilities of liberation through ‘upgrading’ may well lead us not only away 
from our human bodies, but from being human beings altogether: 

‘Our speculations ends in a supercivilization, the synthesis of all  solar-system 
life, constantly improving and extending itself, spreading outward from the sun, 
converting nonlife in mind. Just possibly there are other such bubbles expanding 
from elsewhere. What happens if we meet one? This process, possibly occurring 
now elsewhere, might convert  the entire universe into an extended thinking 
entity, a prelude to even greater things’ (Movarec, 1988, p.116). 

As is apparent from the works of Movarec and Brian, transhumanism is well rooted in 
futurology2 as both authors elaborate and reflect upon possibilities and situations long to come. 
But transhumanist thought is nevertheless to a large extent based on currently existing 
technologies such as cryogenics, artificial intelligence, and nanotechnology. Movarec and Brian 
can be regarded as the more radical advocators of the transhuman ideal (De Mul, 2002, p.279), 
as not everyone is ready to discard the human body entirely. Transhumanism does however 
envision the enhancement of this body. 

According to Drexler, molecular nanotechnology would enable us to transform coal into 
diamonds, sand into supercomputers, and to remove pollution from the air and tumours from 
healthy tissue. In its mature form, it could help us abolish most disease and aging or make 
possible the reanimation of cryonics patients. But other nanoscientists are willing to take the 
transhuman ideal just that step further by not just going beyond the restraints of our biological 
body, but by abolishing death altogether. In a lecture, aptly titled Death is an Outrage, researcher 
of nanomedicine Robert J. Freitas takes an overtly transhumanist stance on death as he speaks of 
‘the human holocaust that we call “natural death”’ (Freitas, 2002*). In this view, death becomes 
the most powerful exponent of the limitations of our physical existence. According to Freitas, 
‘[w]e can only conclude that natural death is measurably the greatest catastrophe humankind has 
ever faced’ (Freitas, 2002*). 

Turning to one of the central issues in this essay, the dualisms in transhumanist thought are easily 
distinguishable: the mind and the body, and life and death. With regards to the mind/body 
dualism it was remarked that transhumanism treats them in a way similar to classical 
metaphysics. In Plato’s Theory of Forms the material world as it seems to us is not the real 
world, but a mere shadow of the real world. The material objects that inhabit our world – 
including our bodies – are but copies of the original Forms. Plato favours mind over body as he 

2 ‘Futurology is the act of trying to predict what is going to happen, on the basis of fact about what happening now’ (Sinclair, 
2001, p.642). 
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states that true knowledge is knowledge of the Forms, which can only be attained through pure 
thought. 

The prevalence of the mind over the body in transhumanist thought can, as Bostrom 
suggests, be traced to the rational humanism of the Enlightenment and more specifically to one 
of the founders of rational humanism, René Descartes. As founder of the algebra, Descartes can 
be regarded a key figure in the scientific revolution of the Enlightenment. In his Meditationes de  
prima philosophia (1641) Descartes sets out to delineate a scientific method for finding 
knowledge, by which he discards all a priori knowledge and perception of the world, leaving 
him nothing but thought. To Descartes, all of the world might be nonexistent, except for the 
one that thinks, leading him to conclude ‘I think, therefore I am’. Descartes then goes on to 
disconnect this thinking substance from the body, effectively splitting the mind and the body: 

‘Accordingly this “I” – that is, the soul by which I am what I am – is completely 
distinct from the body, and indeed is easier to know than the body, and would 
not fail to be whatever it is, even if the body did not exist’ (Descartes, 2005, 
p.63). 

It is clear to see how the ideas held by Movarec and Brian aim towards the completion of this 
Cartesian dualism by use of modern technology. However, even in the transhumanists utopia the 
mind/body problem is not truly resolved; the biological body is really only replaced by a 
mechanical one, or a computer. The problematic of the mind/body problem is then overcome 
by the assumption that the mind’s I is the result of systems of due complexity, denying both the 
flesh and the circuitry a constitutive role. 

On the dualism between life and death Descartes resorts to the principle of 
transcendence, the same principal that lets him disconnect the mind from the body. And even 
though Descartes does not overtly discuss issues of immortality, his concept of transcendence is 
closely related to the transcendence of the soul to heaven in Christian theology (Collingwood, 
1960, p.6-7). In this respect, the transhumanist aim can be regarded as an attempt to create our 
own heaven, in which we are freed of earthly troubles such as pain, disease, or death3. Only in 
the transhumanist ideal this transcendence is pursued through the use of technology and reason 
rather than divine power. And ever since the scientific revolution of the Enlightenment, reason 
has been invested in both science and the technologies it produces. In this fashion the echoes of 
rational humanism sound throughout the transhuman ideal, for it is technology endowed with 
reason that will lead us to a realm beyond our bodies and beyond death. 

2 A Cyborg’s Guide to Posthumanism

– We have always been posthuman. 

Katherine Hayles

Envisioning the transhuman creatures of Movarec and Brian – or, what a transhumanist would 
call posthuman creatures (Bostrom, 2003, p.5-7) –, the image of the cyborg, the half man half 
machine as it is found in popular culture, is one that comes to mind. And while the image of the 
cyborg functions as a rather literal representation of the future possibilities in transhuman 

3 ‘Much of what the Transhumanists long for is already available to Christians: eternal life and freedom from pain, suffering, 
and the burden of a frail body’ (Mitchel & Kilner, 2003*). 
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thought, it takes on a more pervasive role in posthumanism. Were transhumanism foresees a 
blurring of the boundaries between the human and technology in the future, posthumanism 
takes the concept of the cyborg as a means to rethink those same boundaries in present times as 
well as in history. 

The cyborg, a creature of independent cybernetics and organic elements, was introduced 
by Donna Haraway to the academic community as an attempt to argue ‘for pleasure in the 
confusion of boundaries and for responsibility in their construction’ (Haraway, 1991, p.150). 
The boundaries Haraway is referring to are the dualisms used in the humanist tradition, the 
perceivably strict dichotomies used to conceptualise human existence from the Enlightenment 
onwards. To Haraway, ‘cyborg imagery can suggest a way out of the maze of dualism in which 
we have explained our bodies and our tools to ourselves’ (Haraway, 1991, p.181). For the 
cyborg is never human or machine; never male or female; and never mind or body: 

‘As a hybrid, or body-machine, the cyborg […] is a connection-making entity; a 
figure  of  interrelationality,  receptivity  and  global  communication  that 
deliberately blurs categorical distinctions’ (Braidotti, 2006, p.5). 

The cyborg can thus become a tool to reconfigure the history of our relationship with 
technology, and the political implications subsequently revealed. Because in this view, the rigid 
nature of humanisms dualisms and their ontological status are revealed as constructs developed 
under a certain politics, rather than unalienatable truths; the essence of the cyborg cannot be 
expressed through categorical distinctions such as male/female, human/machine, 
nature/culture, or mind/body. In this sense, the Cartesian dualism of mind and body might be 
regarded a scientific program rather than a (problematic) ontological postulate (De Mul, 2002, 
p.280, footnote 4).

Haraway’s cyborg functions as a metaphor to illustrate how, in Hayles’ words; we have 
always been posthuman, or cyborg4. For in Haraway’s conception of the cyborg, a bird building 
a nest out of sticks and twigs is just as much a cyborg as the first ape-man to use a straw to catch 
ants. In other words: the categorical distinctions of the humanist tradition were never self-
evident: 

‘High-tech culture challenges these dualisms in intriguing ways. It is not clear 
who makes and who is made in the relation between human and machine. It is 
not  clear  what  is  mind and what  body  in  machines  that  resolve  into  coding 
practices. In so far as we know ourselves in both formal discourse (for example, 
biology)  and  in  daily  practice  (for  example,  the  homework  economy in  the 
integrated circuit), we find ourselves to be cyborgs, hybrids, mosaics, chimeras. 
Biological organisms have become biotic systems, communications devices like 
others.  There  is  no  fundamental,  ontological  separation  in  our  formal 
knowledge of machine and organism, of technical and organic’ (Haraway, 1991, 
p.177-8). 

The cyborg approach to posthumanism thus deprives the dualisms of rational humanism of their 
ontological status; in the cyborg world there is no natural telos or order. Rather than dualism, 
Haraway takes the cyborg itself to be our ontology (Haraway, 1991, p.150). The cyborg – as a 
metaphor for the connections between human and machine, nature and culture, and body and 
mind – advocates an ontology of the process behind the strict dualisms of the Enlightenment, or, 

4 ‘By the late twentieth century, our time, a mythic time, we are all chimeras, theorized and fabricated hybrids of machine 
and organism; in short, we are cyborgs. This cyborg is our ontology; it gives us our politics’ (Haraway, 1991, p.150). 
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what Briadotti calls a process ontology. ‘Thinking is a nomadic activity, which takes place in the 
transitions between potentially contradictory positions’ (Braidotti, 2006, p.4). 

Other than in transhumanist thought, cyborg theory does not mean to overcome the 
problematic of the mind/body problem; no simple, unifying or magical explanation of 
complexity enters posthumanist thought. Moreover, cyborg theory embraces complexity and 
embodiment in a more fundamental manner: 

‘Cyborgs  remind  us  that  we  are  always  embodied,  but  that  ways  we  are 
embodied  aren’t  simple  […]  cyborg  technologies  are  everywhere,  affecting 
millions of people every day. Some of us may feel like ‘cogs’ in machine, but we 
are really bodies hooked into machines and bodies linked to other bodies by 
machines […] there is no one ‘cyborg’ and no one benefit or drawback or evil; 
every person will respond differently to different ways technology invades or 
caresses the body. Cyborgs are ‘situated knowledges’ with embodiment’ (Gray, 
et al., 1997, p.7). 

For if the mind’s I is – just as the transhumanist would have it – constituted by complexity, then 
it is overtly simplistic to assume that this complexity is confined to the structure and the 
processes of the mind. Moreover, cyborg theory not only embraces complexity but also the 
body as a constitutive attribute in the conceptualisation of human existence. And as such, 
postmodernism does not need to abolish or abandon the body – be it momentary or 
permanently. ‘The posthuman does not necessitate the obsolescence of the human; it does not 
represent an evolution or devolution of the human. Rather it participates in redistributions of 
difference and identity’ (Halberstam & Livingstone, 1995, p.10). 

So here we find the fundamental difference between posthumanism and transhumanism, 
which is their opposed positions towards the rational humanism of the Enlightenment. 
Transhumanism takes the rationale of humanism to be its foundation, pledging allegiance to 
strict notions of for instance human and technology or mind and body. Posthumanism on the 
other hand takes issue with this same rationale, it does not seek to overcome the dualisms of 
humanism, but it is rather aimed towards a deconstruction and re-appropriation of these 
dualisms. The posthuman in posthumanism functions as means to rethink the human. Haraway 
herself expresses her disdain for the future-talk of transhumanists as Movarec, whose work 
embodies a notion of posthumanism that is located in the realm of radical futures rather than 
socio-cultural reform. For Haraway, this interpretation of posthumanism is antithetical to the 
work she had intended for her cyborgian world – she is more interested to understand ‘how we 
became posthumanist’ (Haraway, in Haraway & Gane, 2006, p.140) rather than ‘posthuman’. 

3 But Life is Death

– There is no cure for birth and death save to enjoy the interval. 

George Santayana

From the vantage point of the reconfiguration of ontology in the face of human existence, we 
might turn to the work of philosopher Martin Heidegger. In his main work Being and Time 
(1927) Heidegger sets out to reformulate the traditional ontology of classical metaphysics. 
According to Heidegger, traditional ontology oversees the conflation between being and beings. 
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‘Being is not something like a being’ (Heidegger, 1962, p.4). To Heidegger, ontology must 
incorporate the difference between the individual beings that exist independently of the human 
experience in which they occur – such as rocks, trees, cats, humans, computers or gods – and 
their being, which exists only within the human understanding of these beings (Heidegger, 1962, 
p.183). As such, the beings have a meaning to being, as they are part of a meaningful whole: the 
world. In opposition to Descartes’ being, that is located in the realm of non-materiality, 
Heidegger’s being is always physically and caringly preoccupied with the world5. Being should 
thus always be conceptualised as a being-there, a being-in-the-world or Dasein. And while 
Heidegger’s work at times can be obscured by his language – which is endowed with a large 
amount of neologisms –, Anthony Rudd offers a comprehensible (and perhaps less 
Heideggerian) interpretation of Dasein: 

‘I am Dasein – that is a being existing in a world. That I am surrounded by 
things is immediately given to me; my consciousness of my self is not detached 
from my consciousness of the objects around me’ (Rudd, 2003, p.59). 

The world in this sense is not an object opposed to the human subject, but a structural moment 
of Dasein. In a similar way other people are also a part of being-in-the-world. Dasein is always 
also Mitsein (Heidegger, 1962, p.120). 

Dasein, in other words, is not an isolated ego, as it is with Descartes, but is for its 
conceptualisation always depends on existence in the world. This approach then reveals some 
irregularities in the Cartesian view of being. For even thought Descartes manages to abolish all 
materiality by disconnecting the thinking subject from its body, he does need materiality – and 
by that the world – to come to this point. Put briefly: by denying all knowledge and perceptions 
of the world Descartes acknowledges that very world; one simply cannot deny that which one 
does not first acknowledge. 

As a conceptualisation of human existence, Dasein reveals a similar sensitivity to 
connectivity and interrelationality (Braidotti, 2006, p.5) as the image of the cyborg does: 

‘The thing does not relate to a cognitive faculty interior to the subject; instead, 
the cognitive faculty itself and with it this subject are structured intentionally in 
their ontological constitution. The cognitive faculty is not the terminal member of the  
relation  between the external  thing and the internal  subject;  rather,  its  essence is  the  
relating itself, and indeed in such a way that the intentional Dasein which thus 
relates itself as an existent is always already immediately dwelling among things. 
For the Dasein there is  no outside, for which reason it  is also absurd to talk 
about an inside’ (Heidegger, 1982, p.66, my emphasis). 

As Dasein is “the relating itself”, so the ‘cyborgs are ether, quintessence’ (Haraway, 1962, 
p.153). Both Dasein and the cyborg arise from the blurred boundaries between the self and the 
world or the mind and the body. In this respect, both Heidegger and Haraway are advocating a 
need to embrace complexity in critically reflecting on human existence. But more importantly, 
Dasein, as well as the cyborg, underlines the constitutive role of materialism – and as such of the 
body – to human existence. 

As the title of his book suggests, Heidegger goes on to connect his concept of Dasein to 
temporality. In opposition to the classical conception of time – in which time occurs to us as an 
isolated “now”, preceeded by “nows” that are no more and thus no longer important, and 
5 According to Heidegger, the disgrace of philosophy was not the lack of proof for the world’s existence, but the fact that 
philosophy was still in pursuit of this proof (Heidegger, 1962, p. 205). 
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followed by a series of “nows” that is yet to be isolated which are therefore not yet of 
importance (Bor, 2003, p.430) – not the “now” as the actual moment is central to Heideggers 
notion of time, but the future, that for its coming into being is always dependent on what has 
already past. According to Heidegger’s analysis of the Dasein, time can not be perceived as a 
series of consecutive “nows”, but should be understood as a relationship between that what has 
occurred and that which is yet to happen. 

With Heidegger’s conception of time we come to second central issue in this essay, 
namely the issue of mortality. For Heidegger, Dasein – as a being-in-the-world – is preoccupied 
with the future, due to its inclination to recon with the world. In other words, Dasein is not 
indifferent towards the world. More so, Dasein is not so much constituted by the perception and 
the representation of the world and the things around us; it is the practical interactions with 
these things and being-in-the-world that constitute human existence (Vasterling in Doorman & 
Pott, 2004, p.25). As such, Dasein is attuned to possibility. ‘The Being-possible which is 
essential for Dasein, pertains to its ways of solicitude for Others, and of its concern with the 
world’ (Heidegger, 1962, p.144). The ultimate possibility Dasein has to recon with however, is 
its own death (Heidegger, 1962, p.294). 

We have seen how transhumanism takes a decisive stand on the dualism of live and death 
as death is regarded a hinderous horde on the way to becoming posthuman. And we have also 
seen how posthumanism reveals the decisive nature to the transhumanists stance as a construct 
based in a socio-political discourse rather than in an ontological postulate. Heidegger in turn 
regards death as an integral part of the Dasein; in death Dasein finds its completion: 

‘Death is a possibility-of-Being which Dasein itself has to take over in every case. 
With Death, Dasein stand for itself in its ownmost potentiality-for-Being. This is 
a possibility in which the issue is nothing less than Dasein’s Being-in-the-world. 
Its  death  is  the  possibility  of  no  longer  being-able-to-be-there  [Nicht-mehr-
Dasein-könnens]. If  Dasein stands before itself as this possibility, it has no resort 
other than to its ownmost ability to be’ (Heidegger, 1962, p.294). 

As such, this ultimate possibility creates a primordial time, one which precedes other orders of 
time, such as the natural time of day and night, or the mathematical time of the clock. 
Heidegger was however unclear on the exact meaning of time to Dasein, since this part of his 
philosophical project was to be developed in the never completed continuation of his project: 

‘Is there a way leading from primordial time to the meaning of being? Does time 
itself reveal itself as the horizon of being?’ (Heidegger, 1962, p.437). 

More importantly however is the way in which this notion of primordial time ensures the 
caring-being-in-the-world of the Dasein. Dasein is attuned towards the possibilities of the-world-
in-the-future, and as such Dasein cares about both the world and the future (Heidegger, 1962, 
p.225). It is then a notion of finitude that underlies the attitude of care. It is also a notion of 
finitude that makes Dasein want to assign meaning as an expression of care towards the world. 
For in infinity anything can mean anything and there would be no grounds for care. Why would 
you get up in de morning to eat breakfast if you live forever? Why get out of bed at all? There’s 
always tomorrow. Or tomorrow. Or Tomorrow… 
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Conclusions

This paper discussed the transhumanist ideal of the abolishment of the body, and its relation to 
both humanism and posthumanism. And while the ideals of transhumanism are firmly connected 
to those of the rational humanism of the Enlightenment – such as believe in ratio and scientific 
progress – posthumanism seeks to critique those same humanist ideals. And while 
transhumanism will have humanity transformed into beyond the human, posthumanism tries to 
understand the human as it is, or perhaps better, as it functions: 

‘[T]he  ‘post’  of  posthumanism  need  not  imply  the  absence  of  humanity  or 
moving  beyond  it  in  some  biological  or  evolutionary  manner.  Rather,  the 
starting point should be an attempt to understand what has been omitted from 
an anthropocentric worldview, which includes coming to terms with how the 
Enlightenment centring of  humanity has  been revealed as  inadequate’  (Miah, 
2007, p. 2). 

Other than with the singular thinking subject of Descartes, the body is of constitutive 
importance to posthumanism, as we are always embodied. In a similar way Heidegger maintains 
the importance for the beings around us in the conceptualisation of human existence. Both the 
cyborg and the Dasein are creatures of interrelationality as they are both multiple; there is no 
single cyborg just as there is no single Dasein. And when it comes to the transhuman ideal of the 
abolishment of death, Heidegger reminds us that death is paramount to life. For without death, 
there would be no sense of time, and no sense of care for the things not yet unfolded.
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