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Abstract 

Humanity is not yet perfect; it is still in becoming. Both transhumanists and 

Christians agree that in order to reach its destined goal, humanity needs a radical 

transformation of its present conditions. However, they have quite different ideas 

than Christians of what constitutes the perfect fulfillment of humanity as its 

ultimate destiny, what kind of transformation is required to attain it, and how 

human beings can help bring about it. In the following I’ll focus on the up-to-date 

arguments circulating within Humanity Plus, one of the leading worldwide 

transhumanist organizations today. My thesis is that transhumanist vision of the 

trans-/post-human future is grounded upon unrealistic assumptions of human 

perfection, human nature, and human power. Comparison and contrast between 

transhumanist vision and Christian hope for the resurrection of the body, I hope, 

will help illuminate this point. In the end, I’ll suggest a proleptic approach to 

technological development as an alternative to that of transhumanists and as a 

complementary to that of relinquishment. 
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Introduction 

Humanity is not yet perfect; it is still in becoming. Both transhumanists and 

Christians agree that in order to reach its destined goal, humanity needs a radical 

transformation of its present conditions. Transhumanists believe that the present 

biological limitations of human beings can and must be overcome with the help of 

advanced technology. As ardently as transhumanists Christians also wait for the 

redemption of their bodies (Romans 8:23). It is not true that Christians believe 

humanity in its present form marks the final stage of God’s creative activity. They 

believe that God is still working for the final consummation of creation, including 

humanity, and that in this process of continuous creation they are called to be “co-

creators” who anticipate the “true humanity” as their eschatological destiny.   

Then, Christians’ reservation about transhumanism does not concern that 

they are “playing God,” but primarily, as I’ll discuss in this presentation, that they 

have quite different ideas than Christians of what constitutes the perfect fulfillment 

of humanity as its ultimate destiny, what kind of transformation is required to 

attain it, and how human beings can help bring about it. In the following I’ll focus 

on the up-to-date arguments circulating within Humanity Plus, one of the leading 

worldwide transhumanist organizations today. My thesis is that transhumanist 

vision of the trans-/post-human future is grounded upon unrealistic assumptions of 

human perfection, human nature, and human power. Comparison and contrast 

between transhumanist vision and Christian hope for the resurrection of the body, 
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I hope, will help illuminate this point. In the end, I’ll suggest a proleptic approach 

to technological development as an alternative to that of transhumanists and as a 

complementary to that of relinquishment. 

 

Transhumanist vision of immortality 

“Transhumanism is,” according to Heidi Campbell, “a philosophical 

movement that is re-contextualising humanity in terms of its technology” 

(Campbell 2006, 61). Nick Bostrom, the founder of World Transhumanist 

Association, defines transhumanism as “the intellectual and cultural movement that 

affirms the possibility and desirability of fundamentally improving the human 

condition through applied reason” (Bostrom 2003, 4). To make explicit the 

transhumanist goal, I may redefine it as an emerging cultural-intellectual 

movement that affirms the feasibility and desirability of the technological 

transformation of the present human biological conditions for the sake of 

immensely expanded transhuman or even posthuman modes of being.  

To be more precise, it is necessary to distinguish between the definitions of 

transhumanism, transhumanist, and transhuman (Bostrom 2003). Transhumanist 

refers simply to someone who accepts or advocates transhumanism as defined 

above. Transhuman, meanwhile, denotes “an intermediary form between the 

human and the posthuman,” or “moderately enhanced humans, whose capacities 

would be somewhere between those of unaugmented humans and full-blown 
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posthumans.” (In this sense, one may say that to some degree many of us are 

already transhuman, if not transhumanist: e.g. those with eyeglasses.) It might be 

helpful to know that the futurist F.M. Estfandiary first introduced the term 

“transhuman” as shorthand for “transitional human” (Bostrom 2005, 13-14) Thus, 

transhuman does not mean the same with posthuman, which refers to “possible 

future beings whose basic capacities so radically exceed those of present humans 

as to be no longer unambiguously human by our current standards.” Among the 

transhumanists, however, there is no consensus yet about what it would be like to 

be a posthuman person, although they imagine several possible ways: e.g. 

completely synthetic artificial intelligence, enhanced uploads, or the result of 

making many smaller but cumulatively profound augmentations to a biological 

human, etc.  

Brief history. It is quite remarkable that the currently leading transhumanist 

organization Humanity Plus, formerly World Transhumanist Association, puts at its 

front webpage the words from a modern French philosopher Marquis de Condorcet 

(1743-1794):1 “Nature has set no term to the perfection of human faculties; that 

the perfectibility of man is truly indefinite; and that the progress of this 

perfectibility, from now onwards independent of any power that might wish to halt 

it, has no other limit than the duration of the globe upon which nature has cast 

us.” This passage contains modern faith in the irreversible progress of history by 

means of infinite development of naturally given human faculties. Humanity Plus’ 
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explicit appeal to Condorcet illustrates that both faith in progress and faith in 

human faculties, especially reason, underlies the transhumanist confidence in the 

technological progress. Many of transhumanists even go beyond Condorcet by 

envisioning “space colonization” as a way of overcoming what Condorcet regarded 

as the only limit to human progress.   

In addition to belief in technological progress, there is another pillar that 

builds transhumanism: theory of evolution. In 1859 the publication of Charles 

Darwin’s Origin of Species made it plausible to suspect that the present human 

race, itself a product of the evolutionary history, may not represent the final stage, 

rather the relatively early stage of the history of biological evolution—particularly 

given the scientific prognostication that there are still several billion years to go 

even before the anticipated death of the Sun. (Homo sapiens is thought to have 

appeared on earth only about 200,000 years ago.) It is a short step from the idea 

of evolution to imagine a post-human species which will eventually supersede our 

human species, though the coming evolution to posthuman is expected to depend 

more on human self-conscious determination, than on natural selection.   

Hence, it is no wonder that technology and evolution became two most 

important pillars for transhumanism. It is also no coincidence that for the past 

several years World Transhumanist Association published Journal of Evolution and 

Technology. In this regard, Julian Huxley, a distinguished biologist and the first 

director-general of UNESCO, may count the precursor of modern transhumanism.2 
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In Religion Without Revelation (1927), Huxley wrote: “The human species can, if it 

wishes, transcend itself—not just sporadically, an individual here in one way, an 

individual there in another way—but in its entirety, as humanity. We need a name 

for this new belief. Perhaps transhumanism will serve: man remaining man, but 

transcending himself, by realizing new possibilities of and for his human nature.”3 

Since the second World War, unprecedented developments in science and 

technology—in particular, artificial intelligence, robotics, molecular nanotechnology, 

and information technology—encouraged some futurist intellectuals to embrace 

transhumanism: Ray Kurzweil, Hans Moravec, and Simon Young, to name only a 

few. Also, several institutions were organized with the explicit purpose to promote 

the transhumanist vision: for instance, Foresight Institute (Eric Drexler, 1986-

present), Extropy Institute (Max More and Tom Morrow, 1992-2006), and World 

Transhumanist Association, then Humanity Plus (Nick Bostrom and David Pearce, 

1998-present). Today transhumanism is attracting a growing number of people all 

around the world as well as a great amount of capital investment, which means 

that this is the right time for Christians to give response to transhumanists, both 

current and prospect.  

Basic tenets. The first article of the Transhumanist Declaration contains the 

most fundamental conviction of many of transhumanists (Humanit Plus 2009a): 

“Humanity stands to be profoundly affected by science and technology in the 

future. We envision the possibility of broadening human potential by overcoming 
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aging, cognitive shortcomings, involuntary suffering, and our confinement to 

planet Earth.” Of those four specified limitations, it seems that the first problem of 

the inevitability of aging and death is often regarded as the ultimate limitation to 

be overcome. This explains the reason immortality is often identified as the 

transhumanist goal. 

Transhumanists believe that it is not only feasible, but only desirable to 

overcome those limitations by enhancing or transforming present human biological 

conditions through technology, a product of human reason. Hence, they put their 

core value in exploring the posthuman realm, or a much broader “space of possible 

modes of being” than present humans’, as far as it is permitted by the physical 

constraints of the universe (Source of the following table: Humanity Plus 2009b). 

 

In the final analysis, as for the current transhumanist movement exemplified 

by Humanity Plus, I discern three fundamental assumptions: (1) the trans/post-
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humanity, especially in the form of biological or cybernetic immortality, is the best 

possible, most desirable goal of humanity; (2) the greatest obstacle to this goal is 

only, or primarily, humans’ biological limitations; (3) finally, such limitations can be 

overcome by the application of advanced technologies.  

 

Christian hope for resurrection of the body 

In all these points, the transhumanist vision stands in striking contrast to 

the Christian hope for the eschatological consummation of present humanity in the 

form of the resurrection from the dead, which they believe has been prefigured in 

the event of the resurrection of Jesus Christ.  

(1) In light of Christian hope for redemption of our bodies through 

resurrection, in my judgment, the transhumanist vision of immortality is not the 

most desirable, even if it is possible, goal of humanity; for it envisions no more 

than an indefinite or infinite extension of our unredeemed humanity. That is, the 

technological transformation of human biological conditions into trans- or post-

human conditions is still bound to the physical fabric of this universe characterized 

by transience of irreversible time. The post-human life may be an everlasting life in 

the old creation, but falls far short of an eternal life in the new creation where God 

will be all in all. Compared with Christians, transhumanists are not radical enough 

to envision the transformation of the physical fabric of this universe itself, which is 

inextricably connected with the reality of evil and suffering in the world.  
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My point is that in itself immortality, either biological or cybernetic, cannot 

properly represent human fulfillment, without redemption of the structure of 

immortal life. Christian tradition provides us with hope for a much more fulfilling 

future than transhumanists. Resurrection entails not only unending life, but also 

fulfilled life or abundant life (John 10:10). That is, the resurrected life enjoys the 

whole of life free from transience or brokenness; it is also free from sin, suffering, 

and all kinds of evil; moreover, it is a glorified life in the blissful fellowship with 

God. All these splendors of human perfection are unthinkable by transhumanists.  

(2) With the much richer eschatological vision of human fulfillment in mind, 

Christians see the problem of human condition in a more fundamental way than 

transhumanists do; namely, the problem does not consist simply in our biological 

conditions. Formally speaking, both have in common the hopeful vision of the 

destruction of death. However, the specific content of Christian expectation is not 

everlasting extension of the present life-structure, but death of the old life followed 

by resurrection into the new life. Without the death of “the physical body,” Paul 

says, there would be no “spiritual body” (1 Corinthians 15:41-54). In this sense, 

Christian optimism is distinguished from transhumanist optimism which has no idea 

of the apocalyptic end of the present world structure.  

The death of the physical body does not mean simply the end of our life in 

transient time, but also the end of our sinful nature. The problem of human evil is 

not explicitly raised by transhumanists. While Transhumanist Declaration notes the 
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possible risks resulting from the misuse of advanced technologies, it seems to have 

a naïve expectation that those risks can be controlled by well-funded and wise 

policymaking (Humanity Plus 2009a, 3-6). I believe, Christian view of the problem 

of human condition is much more realistic than transhumanist one. 

(3) Finally, this genuine fulfillment of humanity through resurrection is 

something radically novel, made possible only by God’s new gracious act in the 

future. Resurrection does not belong to the potentialities built into the current 

human conditions, even into the power of science and technology; thus, it cannot 

be attained by the even more advanced development of present human faculties. 

Here Jürgen Moltmann’s distinction of two eschatological concepts, adventus and 

futurum helps understand the decisive difference between transhumanist vision 

and Christian hope (Moltmann 1995, 25-26). The true fulfillment of humanity is not 

to develop out of our human potentials (futurum), but is to come from God 

(adventus). What is expected from humans is not the arrogance to attain the goal, 

but the humility to wait for it, anticipating it in everyday life.  

In light of the prerogative given to divine grace, transhumanist belief in 

human power to achieve the fulfillment of humanity looks too naïve. Moreover, as 

Ted Peters rightly indicates, transhumanist faith in technological progress as 

intrinsically good is grounded upon an unrealistic anthropology which neglects 

humans’ proclivity towards evil. Also, transhumanists are less aware of the close 

connection between transhumanist progress and free market capitalism which 
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serves only the values of the bourgeois class to the detriment of both the wider 

society and the ecosystem (Peters 2008).  

 

Beyond the ethic of relinquishment to a proleptic ethic 

Through these criticisms of transhumanism, I do not intend to nullify the 

otherwise valuable transhumanist efforts to overcome our biological limitations, 

such as aging, illness, suffering, etc. My purpose is simply to warn against the 

unrealistic fanaticism of some transhumanists, who claim the ultimacy of the 

posthuman values at the expense of other equally or more precious values.  

In this regard, the ethic of relinquishment is to be more highly welcomed by 

Christians than the transhumanist ethic. In “Why the Future Doesn’t Need Us,” Bill 

Joy warns that the indiscernible development of technologies could lead to the 

extinction of human species. Reminding us of the Manhattan Project, he suggests 

that the best way to escape such a tragedy is “relinquishment,” that is, “to limit 

development of the technologies that are too dangerous, by limiting our pursuit of 

certain kinds of knowledge” (Joy 2001).   

The ethic of relinquishment, however, is not enough in itself. We need a 

more positive ethic that provides us with proper guidelines for the technological 

development. At this point Ted Peters’ proposal of a “proleptic ethic” helps us 

move forward. Peters defines proleptic ethic as “an eschatologically oriented ethic” 

(Peters 2006, 124-5). He suggests that the eschatological transformation of 
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humanity belongs to the domain of divine promise and grace; at the same time, he 

argues, we human begins are called to “engage in the much more modest work of 

transformation in order to improve human health and flourishing.” In this vein, he 

affirms that “scientific and technological transformation actually participate in the 

renewing of our world in a way that is both human and divine.” Then, the 

eschatological vision of general resurrection and new creation provides Christians 

with the necessary guidelines for the ethical engagement with technological 

development. Still, this declaration of the ethical principle does not clear all the 

ambiguities involved in the concrete issues related to specific technologies. Be that 

as it may, in my view, Peter’s proleptic ethics opens a way out of the impasse 

between unconditional rejection and unconditional affirmation of technological 

development.  
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