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Diagnosing Death in the Transhumanism
and Christian Traditions

Todd T. W. Daly

This chapter provides a Christian examination of the transhumanist goal of
defeating death from a Christian perspective. On the surface, both Christian
and transhuman perspectives of death converge at points. For instance, both
speak of death as the final enemy and look toward its eventual defeat.
Nevertheless, these shared claims arise from different conceptions of death
that become more intelligible when interpreted within their particular narra-
tives of redemption. After exploring the meanings of death within a transhu-
manist context, I will articulate a Christian interpretation of death with
particular reference to the doctrines of bodily resurrection and original sin.
I will argue that the transhumanist project of defeating death attests to the
reality of human fallenness. Moreover, drawing on Dietrich Bonhoeffer’s
analysis of the Fall, I suggest that the aspiration to overcome death through
technology is sinful if sin is understood as striving to become sicut deus, “like
God.” Finally, I conclude that because transhumanism has misdiagnosed
death by failing to account for this moral component, its technological quest
to defeat death is destined to fail.

KILLING DEATH

Once upon a time, death ruled over humanity with an iron fist. In his
“The Fable of the Dragon Tyrant,” Nick Bostrom depicts death as a foul-
smelling immortal monster covered in thick, black, impenetrable scales.
A perpetual ooze flows from this creature’s mouth, and its eyes are red with
hate.1 The great and terrible dragon had a voracious appetite for human flesh,



demanding a daily tribute of 10,000 people. To facilitate the process, the king
developed a rail system to transport the victims—usually older people who
had experienced relatively long lives—in windowless boxcars to the mountain
where the dragon lived. But over time death’s appetite merely increased, and
with it the dragon’s required daily tribute, leading to a new groundswell of
anti-dragon sentiment and threatening the king’s approval ratings.

Nevertheless, the king was determined to meet the dragon’s increased
demand and was convinced by a cadre of moralists and dragonologists who,
respectively, pointed out the blessings of finitude and confirmed that the drag-
on’s scales were indeed impenetrable. Moreover, administrators made the
king’s decision easier with their improved logistics, which made providing
the daily tribute of human lives more manageable and efficient than ever
before. Yet, in an effort to assuage the growing discontent among his people,
the king decided to hold a public meeting to discuss a recent petition put for-
ward by the anti-dragonologists, who argued that the kingdom’s resources
should fund a 10- to 15-year scientific project to develop a missile that could
penetrate the dragon’s armor, killing it once and for all. After the presenta-
tion, the king’s moralists, dragonologists, and administrators proceeded to
utter their normal platitudes until they were interrupted by a small boy, whose
grandmother had been shuttled away on the train of death before they could
make gingerbread houses together. In a fit of righteous indignation he
exclaimed, “The dragon is bad . . . I want my Granny back!” The raw pain
and honesty of the child’s testimony exposed the empty rhetoric and defeatist
attitude of the king’s men. With this one moral outburst, the king’s heart
had been changed; the anti-dragonologists’ arguments suddenly made sense.
The reason and the humanity behind their plan to kill the dragon and put
an end to death had burst through his fog of suspicion and doom like a bright
ray of sunshine.

The project of defeating the dragon was indeed ambitious, but with the
king’s support, all available resources were marshaled to develop an armor-
piercing missile. The first few years of round-the-clock activity were fraught
with failure, miscalculations, and mishaps. Several test projectiles failed to
hit their targets. One even hit a hospital, killing hundreds of patients. But a
decade of unceasing scientific effort finally paid off, when at last the anti-
dragonologists had created a missile that just might kill the awful dragon.
The people were prepared to strike at the heart of death.

On one promising evening, the hopes and fears of humanity were invested
in a single technological projectile of their own making, lighting up the night
sky as it made its way toward the dragon’s mountain. With breathless expec-
tancy, humanity stood on the precipice of a new era, the crowning moment
of human achievement for Homo faber, who by killing death would conquer
the ultimate limitation to life. The people erupted with jubilation as the mis-
sile did its work. The king, however, expressed remorse over the inestimable

84 Religion and Transhumanism



loss of human life due to his own foolish hesitation to embrace the anti-
dragonologists’ doctrine. But there was little time for either celebration or
remorse, for now that the dragon had been slain, society would need to forge
ahead in meeting the innumerable challenges that come with an unlimited
future. Although humanity had been conditioned and deformed by the men-
acing dragon, its absence uncovered a “frightening void” that must be filled
with creative activity that would enable (post?)humanity to truly flourish.

In Bostrom’s account, death itself is killed, which comes as a shocking
claim, even for a fable. Even Christian scriptures, which occasionally personify
death as a tyrant, do not point to death’s annihilation, but rather speak of
death (and Hades) being thrown into the lake of fire (Revelation 20:14).
Domesticating death appears much closer to what transhumanists want. Max
More, for instance, looks to the day when we will no longer be forced to “tol-
erate the tyranny of aging and death,” when technology will enable us each to
“decide for ourselves how long we shall live.”2 Technologist Ray Kurzweil also
envisions the day when “our mortality will be in our own hands.”3 This
desired outcome is not killing death, but rather bringing it within the realm
of human choice. Natasha Vita-More expresses precisely this sentiment in
imagining an “optional and temporary death,” where one might decide to
end existence in one platform for some period of time with the option of con-
tinuing on in the future in a different medium.4 Although it is not clear what
she means by “platform” or “medium,” she envisions putting off or reschedul-
ing death as easily we would an appointment with the dentist.

Transhumanists generally aim at choice rather than the annihilation of
death. Bostrom himself concedes this point. The transhumanist position on
death, he says, “is clear and simple: death should ideally be voluntary.”5

Bostrom is basically making a moral argument challenging attitudes inimical
to the technological conquest of death and the social structures instantiated
by them. As such, stories are generally more effective than bare propositions
in conveying the way things are or ought to be, insofar as they can arrest
uncritical lines of thinking and arouse moral outrage.

DEATH IN TRANSHUMANISM

Why do transhumanists view death as the final enemy? A brief overview of
the transhumanists’ meta-narrative of salvation helps to make sense of their
view of death. Transhumanism places a high value on challenging humanity’s
limitations—biological, intellectual, and psychological—by expanding
human capacities through new technologies. This emphasis on overcoming
human limitation is grounded in the twin values of individual freedom and
individual choice.6 The extremely high value transhumanists place on over-
coming human limitation as a way of expressing individual freedom and
choice helps one see why death is such an affront. Death is bad because it
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marks the boundary of existence, and thereby forecloses the possibility of
future development and growth through new experiences. Death represents an
absolute limit to human freedom. As such, observes John Gray, “death is a
provocation . . . because it marks the boundary beyond which the will cannot
go.”7 Because death currently marks the permanent cessation of the individ-
ual, it is the primary threat to human freedom and autonomy, for “it is only
when mortality has been vanquished that we can be truly free.”8

For transhumanists, the cause of death is the human body itself. It is our
biological limitations that make life tragic, says the transhumanist Simon
Young.9 Hope for long-term survival might come through uploading informa-
tion in the brain to a more reliable medium. In other words, transhumanists
want to develop technology to separate what nature has put together. Young
finds it an “outrage” that the mind should die with a body that is programmed
to self-destruct.10 The more immediate goal is to live longer through technol-
ogies such as genetic engineering, robotics, and nanotechnology. Our fate,
then, lies in the hands of neither God nor Darwin, but solely in ourselves.11

This posthuman ideal of having complete control over the shape of one’s
own temporality—however muddled and ontically shallow—fuels the trans-
humanists’ moral outrage, so much so that they routinely invoke religious lan-
guage. But their hatred of death is also rooted in the existential realities of the
human condition. “Death is, to me, an obscenity,” says Simon Young, when
reflecting on the death of his cancer-ridden father.12 Similar sentiments bleed
through in Bostrom’s tale when he refers to waging war against the dragon
tyrant as “striking at the heart of evil.”13 One is left wondering whether his
description of the daily shipment of human flesh in windowless railway cars
to the dragon’s mountain is not a thinly veiled allusion to the countless Jews
who were similarly transported to concentration camps. If so, Bostrom is
shrewdly drawing upon the moral currency of the Holocaust. Either way,
Bostrom insists that improving the human condition by battling aging and
death is not just a nice idea, but “an urgent, screaming moral imperative.”14

Transhumanists consider death to be the greatest enemy because it is anti-
thetical to the central values of transhumanism. These values of individual
freedom and choice, and overcoming limits, draw upon a transhumanist
meta-narrative of deliverance that is invested in a future in which salvation
is idealized as an open horizon for new modes of being and becoming, freed
from biological limits. There is nothing sacred in our biological nature that
commands respect for its inherent limits. Moreover, from an evolutionary per-
spective, it is difficult to provide a meaningful argument for resisting death
given that we are little more than finite transport vehicles useful for passing
along our genes (e.g., Tom Kirkwood’s “disposable soma” theory).15 For trans-
humanists, however, death is both natural and evil.

The determination that death is the greatest evil is a value judgment. More
than two decades ago, Mary Midgley observed how narratives of technological
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deliverance invite us to see the world as something to be conquered, glorifying
Homo sapiens as “the sole center of value in the universe” on account of our
scientifically informed intellect.16 But this stance comes at the expense of
reverence, awe, and sympathy for the natural world, and it engenders an atti-
tude of hostility toward the things about which we are enquiring, tempting us
to depict the objects of our scientific inquiry as “enemies to be conquered or as
brute objects ranged over and against us—as aliens, monsters, as victims.”17

Little wonder, then, that Bostrom chose to represent death itself as a dragon
tyrant. His fable underscores the perception of death as an enemy to be
defeated, yet Bostrom’s tale also suggests that humans remain death-defined
animals.18

DEATH IN THE CHRISTIAN TRADITION

As stated in the introduction to this chapter, both Christians and transhu-
manists describe death as an enemy. Both consider death an affront to human
existence. Both lament the loss of loved ones, who through death are cut off
from the community of the living. Christians and transhumanists share in
the moral outrage over the unnecessary loss of life, whether through accidents,
disease, or natural disasters. There is a palpable sense that things are not quite
the way they are supposed to be. Christians and transhumanists both long for a
better kind of existence where death, sickness, and disease will be truly van-
quished. There is a shared a sense of disgust over the phenomenon of death.
Beyond this shared moral outrage, however, lie divergent understandings of
death and its defeat.

Death Defeated

Christianity adopts a more prosaic stance toward death that is guided by the
narrative of the redemption and reconciliation of humankind through God’s
activity in Jesus Christ. Christianity proclaims Christ’s victory over sin and
death in his bodily resurrection and ascension. Death has been defeated
(1 Corinthians 15). This does not mean an escape from the death that comes
from being embodied, finite creatures; rather, Christians look toward their
own bodily resurrection from the dead, which has been secured by Christ’s
own mortality. Death has been relativized through the resurrection. In light
of its reality St. Paul could boldly proclaim, “to live is Christ, and to die is
gain.”19 Moreover, the communal practices of Baptism and the Eucharist
attest to Christ’s death and resurrection. Baptism speaks of our dying and ris-
ing with Christ, while in the Eucharist Christ’s death is proclaimed until
Christ returns.

Any proclamation of death must appear defeatist from a transhumanist per-
spective. However, this final victory over death does not mean that Christians
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give up battling the diseases and disorders that threaten to cut earthly life
short. The prolongation of life is desirable.20 Indeed, part of Christ’s ministry
on earth involved healing the sick, and even raising the dead (Luke 7:14–
15; John 11:43–44). Yet, Christians recognize that while all temporal victories
over death through medicine and technology should be celebrated, they are
merely a foreshadowing of the resurrection to come.

If death has been relativized by Christ’s victory over death, it is also deep-
ened by virtue of its link with sin. As Vladimir Lossky observes, Christ did
not come to kill death, but rather “to make death harmless and sin curable
by submission of God Himself to death . . . the death of Christ removes, from
between man and God, the obstacle of sin; and His Resurrection takes from
death its ‘sting.’ ”21 A Christian understanding of death must account for this
moral dimension of death, which brings us to the doctrine of original sin.

Original Sin

Western Christianity has often drawn a connection between sin and death,
which “runs like a spine through Scripture and the Christian tradition.”22

Since at least the time of St. Augustine (ca. 354–430), both Protestant and
Roman Catholic creeds have implicated sin as the cause of death. Moreover,
sin has affected the entire human race, leaving humanity in a state of moral
corruption and subject to guilt.23 This doctrine, known as original sin, speaks
of both the source of sin—derived from the account of the fall of Adam and
Eve in Genesis 3—and the consequences of this sin. Traditional biblical inter-
pretations conclude that when Adam and Eve disobeyed God by eating from
the forbidden tree of the knowledge of good and evil, they brought God’s
promised curse of death on both themselves and the rest of humankind.

As Alistair McFayden observes, the doctrine of original sin carries four car-
dinal, interrelated corollaries: that this sin is contingent, radical, communi-
cable, and universal.24 Sin’s contingency refers to the freedom Adam and
Eve enjoyed in the garden before they sinned. That is, sin was neither inevi-
table nor an aspect of human nature.25 The radical nature of original sin
means that sin describes the condition to which human individuals and
humanity as a whole are subject; sin is not just momentary or episodic, but
rather “subsists and endures as a distortion of our fundamental ways of being
in the world.”26 Sin is also communicable in that it is somehow communi-
cated to us “pre-personally,” before humans become morally culpable for per-
sonal acts. Finally, this condition is universal; it is impossible for anyone not
to sin. The doctrine of original sin speaks not only of the initiating sin of
Adam and Eve, but also of the sin of humanity as a whole.27

McFayden’s discussion of the cardinal corollaries of original sin is instruc-
tive. Considering the effects of the Fall as articulated by Dietrich Bonhoeffer
will next provide some helpful concepts that can be used to further diagnose
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the transhumanist understanding of death and draw some conclusions regard-
ing their goal to defeat it.

A Theological Account of the Fall

In Creation and Fall, Dietrich Bonhoeffer (d. 1945) provides a theological
interpretation of the events recorded in the first three chapters of Genesis.
He sought to translate the symbolic language of that “magical world” into
“the new picture language of the technical world” so as to demonstrate the sig-
nificance of the creation accounts to contemporary humanity.28 In these
opening narratives, Bonhoeffer traces the fall of humanity from being created
in God’s image (imago Dei) to a state of death, identified as being “like God,”
sicut deus. While these opening narratives depict the life of Adam and Eve
symbolically, they also attest to the human condition, shedding light on what
humanity has become through sin and how death now shapes human exis-
tence. As such, Bonhoeffer’s analysis of the Fall addresses not just the earliest
stages of human history, but also the human condition. In doing so, it provides
an interpretive lens through which to view the transhumanist understanding
of death.

Adam and Eve as Imago Dei: Free, Finite, Embodied

Bonhoeffer departs from traditional interpretations of the imago Dei by
defining it in terms of freedom, which he understands as a relational concept.
Freedom does not mean an absence of constraints; on the contrary, to be free
means “being free for.” Human freedom is an image of divine freedom,
expressed most fully in God’s freedom in the person of Jesus Christ, who freely
offered himself to God on behalf of humanity.29 This freedom is, paradoxi-
cally, a self-limiting freedom, which is grounded in God’s very being. In the
same way, the human creature is free insofar as he or she is free for another
human being, for human creatureliness actually consists of dependence on
the Other, says Bonhoeffer.30 Creaturely freedom in the imago Dei, then, is
most fully expressed when the human exists for God and the Other. Apart
from sin, the limits placed on an individual by God and other human creatures
are received as a gift of God’s grace. Creaturely freedom in the imago Dei
expresses itself as freedom for God and the other person.31

In the second creation account (Genesis 2:4b–3:24) Bonhoeffer frames the
relationship between God and humanity in the context of the two trees at the
garden’s center. The tree of life means that humanity derives life from God.
The center of human existence is not derived from the creature, but from
God. In Adam’s original state of innocence and freedom, notes Bonhoeffer,
there was no need to issue a command concerning this tree. This was not
the case, however, for the tree of the knowledge of good and evil. Attached
to this tree was a prohibition, and with it the threat of death: “for in the day
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you eat of it you shall die” (Genesis 2:17b). Yet even here, Bonhoeffer notes
that this prohibition affirms the reality of Adam’s freedom as freedom with
limits. Knowledge of this tree at the center “means knowing that the whole
of existence, human existence in every possible way that it may comport itself,
has its limit.”32 At the same time, the tree of knowledge is the tree of death,
although this prohibition with the threat of death could be understood only
“as a renewed gift, as the grace of God,” for Adam and Eve had no knowledge
of good and evil.33 According to Bonhoeffer, these two trees at the Garden’s
center tell us that God is both the boundary and the center of human exis-
tence.34 Human beings were created as free creatures for God and one
another.

Finally, Bonhoeffer stresses the goodness of embodiment as a core feature of
human existence as originally intended by God. Indeed, drawing upon Sirach
40:1, which speaks of the earth as the mother of all living things, he describes
the earth as the very womb from which God has fashioned us.35 The body is
not a prison for the soul, much less a shell or some exterior, but rather belongs
to the essence of the human creature. That is, human creatures bear the image
of God in their bodily nature.36 That God breathed his spirit into Adam’s nos-
trils signifies once again that human life comes from, and is sustained by, God.
Yet, humans remain fully human in God’s sustaining activity; upheld by God’s
spirit, there is no mixture of the divine.37 Bonhoeffer insists, that “in my
whole being, in my creatureliness, I belong wholly to this world; it bears me,
nurtures me, holds me.”38 Being created in God’s image means that human
beings are meant to draw life from God, who is the boundary and source of
existence, exercising our creaturely freedom to be for God and one another,
as finite, embodied beings. But this kind of existence would come to an end
when humanity disobeyed God’s command concerning the tree of knowledge,
bringing the promised death in its wake.

The Fall and Its Consequences

It is impossible to know how Adam and Eve, having been created in God’s
image, could have been led astray. Although their decision to reject God’s
prohibition was certainly aided by the serpent’s pious questions and partial
truths, it remains inexplicable and inexcusable. In entertaining the serpent’s
question—“Did God say . . . ?”—humanity effectively subjected God’s word
to its own judgment. Adam and Eve were prepared to accept the serpent’s
claim that this tree offered the promise of limitlessness, of being like God.39

In its pursuit of a higher form of existence that belonged to God alone,
humanity sinned against God by eating from the forbidden tree, ushering in
the death that would disrupt and distort the nature of human existence to this
day. In opting for the tree of knowledge, humanity imago Dei became human-
ity sicut deus.
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Humanity: From Imago Dei to Sicut Deus

In describing the effects of the Fall, Bonhoeffer seizes upon the serpent’s
promise that Adam and Eve will become “like God,” sicut deus (Genesis
3:5), a state that he distinguishes sharply from imago Dei. Bonhoeffer takes
the serpent’s claim with the utmost seriousness in asserting that Adam and
Eve have genuinely become sicut deus. Thus the Fall is not a mere modifica-
tion or deterioration of human creatureliness, but rather abolishment: “the fall
really makes the creature—humankind in the imago dei—into a creator-sicut-
deus.”40 But to be like God, says Bonhoeffer, is to exist in a state of death, to
be dead while still living.41 This death has nothing to do with the finitude that
comes from being embodied creatures formed out of earth, but rather speaks to
a new state of existence within creaturely finitude.42 Being in a state of death,
humanity sicut deus manifests itself in several ways, all of which constitute a
radical break from humanity imago Dei. Bonhoeffer distinguishes these two
states in a pithy sentence:

Imago dei—humankind in the image of God being for God and the neighbor, in
its original creatureliness and limitedness; sicut deus—humankind like God in
knowing out of its own self about good and evil, in having no limit and acting
out of its own resources, in its aseity [underived being], in its being alone.43

This statement requires unpacking to grasp more fully the Fall.
First, as the serpent promised, Adam and Eve’s eyes have indeed been

opened; having gained knowledge, they have become like God, knowing good
and evil. Here Bonhoeffer notes that good and evil are more than moral con-
cepts, but also involve pleasure and pain, expressing the deepest possible di-
vide in human life. Yet, having attained the knowledge of good and evil,
they are now “split apart within themselves [im Zweispalt],” disrupting their
relationship to God, to each other, and to creation itself.44 God is no longer
recognized as the source of life. Similarly, the limit placed upon the creature
by the presence of the other person, who was to make the bearing of creaturely
limits possible, is also rejected.45 The creaturely freedom that existed within
the limits graciously established by God can now only be seen as threats for
humanity sicut deus. The ultimate threat is the new knowledge that human
existence must end in death. In fact, the core feature of humanity sicut deus
is a rejection of the limits that come with being a human creature before God.

In this fallen state, humanity rejects its own creatureliness, its own depen-
dency on God and others. As Bonhoeffer observes, being sicut deus “includes
precisely its not wanting to be a creature.”46 Having rejected his creatureliness,
Adam is incapable of receiving life from God, who is both the center and the
boundary of human existence, because Adam himself now occupies that
center, living out of his own resources and his own knowledge of good and
evil.47 Life can no longer be graciously received, but instead takes the form
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of a command. Moreover, now that Adam has gained the knowledge that he
must die, he is plagued with an unquenchable thirst for life. “Adam’s obsessive
desire for life is boundless; an indescribable thirst for life seizes hold of Adam
in the state of death that being sicut deus constitutes.”48 Adam now must live.
Yet, having become his own god, Adam despairs because he must secure
life out of his own resources, out of his own isolation. When Adam seeks
God in this state of sin—that is, when Adam seeks life—Adam seeks only
himself.49

Only at this point has the tree of knowledge become a threat to the tree of
life. Moreover, now that Adam-sicut-deus refuses to recognize any such limit,
he is banished from the garden and the tree of life at its center, its entry
guarded by the sword-waving sentinels of death (Genesis 3:22–24).50 Having
been expelled from the source of life, Bonhoeffer asserts, Adam’s existence
outside the gate “is a constant attack on the kingdom from which he is shut
out . . . a desperate raging again and again against the sentinels who keep
watch.”51 The more desperately Adam seeks life, notes Bonhoeffer, the more
fully he is entangled by death. But God’s pronouncements to Adam and Eve
(Genesis 3:14–19) contain both a blessing and a curse. Although humanity
now lives in a cursed world, unable to live with God, one another, and nature,
Bonhoeffer points out that it is God’s curse. As such, the world is not wholly
forsaken, but is blessed in its enmity, pain, and work; it remains a world where
life is upheld and preserved by God.52 More significantly, God’s pronounce-
ment that the serpent’s head would be crushed (Genesis 3:15) points toward
God becoming incarnate in Jesus Christ: “Imago dei, sicut deus, agnus dei
[Lamb of God].”53 For Christ, who is fully human and fully divine, was sacri-
ficed for humanity, slaying false divinity in humankind sicut deus and restoring
the imago Dei.54 In the meantime, life is marked by struggle and temptation,
because the serpent still bites at our heels by offering false visions of
immortality.

CONCLUSION

The Genesis account of the fall, Bonhoeffer reminds us, is our story. The
doctrine of original sin bespeaks the perennial temptation to live out of the
center of our own existence, grasping at the tree of life through our own re-
sources, denying our creaturely nature. We try to avoid death and secure a
kind of immortality through our pursuits, our projects, and even our progeny.
Transhumanism can be seen as the latest attempt to mitigate creaturely limits
through technology. Nevertheless, Bonhoeffer’s articulation of sin and the
Fall suggests that the transhumanist project of defeating death not only stems
from some ideal of a deathless existence wedded to an unbridled optimism in
technology and human power, but also is fundamentally rooted in our fallen-
ness as humanity sicut deus. That is, humanity sicut deus names a particular
way of being in the world that describes the transhumanist project.
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In fact, Bostrom’s story of the dragon tyrant might be construed as one par-
ticular example of a project dear to the heart of humanity sicut deus. Insofar as
this fable depicts humankind as living solely out of its own resources in an
attempt to defeat death, it hints at humanity living sicut deus. Insofar as bat-
tling death becomes “an urgent, screaming, moral imperative,” it bespeaks
humanity sicut deus with its constant attack against the sentinels of death
guarding the tree of life.55 Insofar as those who oppose the dragon-killing
project are perceived as a threat to longer life, rather than as fellow creatures
who might ease the burdens of limited, creaturely existence, it bears witness
to humanity sicut deus. Insofar as the project of killing death is conducted
apart from a recognition of God as the source and sustainer of life, transmuting
life from a gift to a command, it reflects humanity sicut deus. Ultimately, inso-
far as transhumanism is a manifestation of humanity sicut deus, it exposes sin as
the root cause of the quest to defeat death through technology.

Both Christians and transhumanists view death as the enemy. Yet,
Christians recognize an intrinsic moral dimension to death by linking it to
sin, a dimension that transhumanists ultimately fail to recognize.
Transhumanists simply do not have this language at their disposal. Indeed,
such terminology is explicitly rejected. Any challenge to the power of the
naked will over against the human body is dismissed on the grounds that it
succumbs to the “biological fatalism” of original sin.56 Indeed, if there is a
notion of sin in transhumanism, it is a failure to live up to the ideal of progress
understood as technological mastery over our destiny. In the face of such
progress, this transgression manifests itself as sloth, inactivity, or defeatism.57

Nevertheless, without recourse to the language of sin and the Fall, transhu-
manists can only see death as a condition to be treated through technology,
rather than as a condition that has been taken up and defeated in Jesus
Christ. By rejecting this moral dimension of death, transhumanists have mis-
diagnosed the death that comes from being material creatures as the ultimate
enemy, rather than the death whose sting is sin. Moreover, the Christian con-
fession of death defeated in Christ suggests that any project that does not
account for the moral dimension of death is destined to fail, for it has not
addressed the sin that animates death and gives it its power. Although trans-
humanists may push back the boundaries of death through technology, they
will have done nothing to address their state of death as humanity sicut deus.
Transhumanists, of course, have no reason to conform their undertakings to
the Christian drama of redemption. On the contrary, they occasionally invoke
the language of one day becoming like God—sicut deus—through technology.
The irony, as Bonhoeffer would see it, is that they already have.
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