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Introduction

ranshumanism is the idea is that
technology will enhance our bodi-
ly and mental make-up so that we
one day will radically transcend what we
now take as the limits of human nature.
Transhumanists view this development as
a stage in evolutionary history: the next
phase of evolution will be realized
through the conscious and rational efforts
of human beings. For instance, the
Oxford based Swedish philosopher Nick
Bostrom writes:
Transhumanism is a way of thin-
king about the future that is based
on the premise that the human spe-

cies in its current form does not
represent the end of our develop-

ment but rather a comparatively
early phase.!

Another famous advocate of transhuma-
nism, the economist Ted Chu, goes so far
as to say “The posthuman future is not
about us per se, but it is up fo us to make
it happen.”?2

Ideas and aspirations such as these are
now also part of mainstream pop-culture.
Just think of films like The Matrix, Ava-
tar, the Swedish TV-series Real bumans
(Akta mdnniskor) and Transcendence.
These films ask probing questions about
who we are and what we might become
in light of cutting edge and future techno-
logical advances. It is safe to say that they
have an influence on, as well as being an
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expression of and catalyst for, popular ima-
gination. Parallel to mainstream culture,
there are scholars and scientists such as
Ray Kurztweil, as well as the aforemen-
tioned Nick Bostrom and Ted Chu, who
are pursuing serious research and com-
municating the transhumanist potentials
of their research to the wider world. They
are propelled by the impressive number
of scientific inventions and discoveries in
a variety of fields over the past few centu-
ries, e.g. the genome project, mind rea-
ding and “smart” technologies. In other
words, the popular and the academic side
of the matter are feeding off each other.

This future scenario is loaded with
questions about the limits of human nature.
I shall confine my inquiry to the funda-
mental question of whether there can be a
trans-human. 1 do not, however, ask
about the technological or scientific pos-
sibility but on the philosophical possibili-
ty of a transhuman nature. Although rela-
ted, they are two distinct kinds of ques-
tions. We cannot answer the philosophi-
cal question what human nature is solely
on the basis of science although our ans-
wer has to be informed by science.

I shall begin by briefly introducing
some concepts and distinctions drawn
from the Aristotelian tradition. I believe
that in general the Aristotelian tradition
provides the best framework for natural
philosophy, metaphysics and in particular
anthropology. It will, therefore, serve as
basis for my analysis of transhumanism.
In the following section I try to characte-
rize a transhuman nature. (There I make
a distinction between a transhuman natu-
re that is an extension of human nature
and a transhuman nature that exceeds
ours.) In the third section I will analyse a
most radical version of transhumanism,
which argues that the human mind will
be uploaded on the internet and thus dis-

pose of the biological body. I argue that
Nick in 2015 and when uploaded in 2050
will not be the same person. In the final
section, I argue that Nick who in 2050
aspires to be uploaded to the internet as
transhuman will have his high hopes
crushed. I ask what kind of being Nick
will be in 2050 and conclude that he will
not be more but less than a human and,
consequently, not a transhuman in the
sense that Nick had hoped to become
when he grows up.3

A Breviary of Aristotelian Essentialism

In this section T will briefly introduce
some concepts and distinctions from the
Aristotelian tradition in order facilitate
the following assessment of transhuma-
nism. (Some further details and clarifica-
tions will be introduced later on when
needed.)* Aristotelian arguments, notions
and distinctions have been commonplace
among Christian theologians. Although
my analysis here is primarily philosophi-
cal, I hope that it will in some small mea-
sure contribute to the contemporary rele-
vance of the Aristotelian tradition for
Christian theologians.

A good way to begin explaining Ari-
stotelian essentialism is by looking at the
role definitions play. An adequate defini-
tion captures the essence of an individual
in a formula. It marks off the general
domain an individual belongs to, the
genus, and the most determinate domain,
the species. An individual is characterized
by a commonality it shares with other
individuals, its generic similarities, as well
as its own unique way of being a member
of that genus, the specific difference.
Humans belong to the genus of ‘animal’
since it shares a biological sentient nature
with all animals. But humans are animals
of a special kind, they are rational ani-
mals, animals with intellectual and moral
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capacities.S An Aristotelian definition is
thus very specific as it tries to capture the
real and complete nature of a thing, and
at the same time very general as it tries to
say something about all the members of a
genus. To arrive at a definition we start
with the effects and operations of an indi-
vidual and then make inferences about
the nature of the underlying causes or for-
mal principles. This is a process that is
not easy and in many instances perhaps
practically impossible. Still it is a proper
goal of intellectual inquiry to look for the
essence of a thing. Once we arrive at a
definition (or something close to it) we
often realize that we already know a great
deal about the thing we have captured in
the formula. We may have an inarticulate
grasp of the essence through experience
of and reflection on the effects.

Can all things be captured in a defini-
tion then? Traditionally, Christian Aristo-
telians have assumed that God cannot be
captured in a definition. Still they have
generally resisted the conclusion that we
thereby have no knowledge of God. We
can know many things about God with-
out having a perfect definition (”God
spoke to Moses on Sinai”). The same goes
for created beings. For instance, I can de-
scribe human beings as “two legged, non-
furry beings who naturally tend to orga-
nize themselves in political societies and
use language”. These are central common
sense truths about humans — but they do
not capture the nature of a human. For a
definition is what ultimately allows us to
predicate certain characteristics of an
individual. Often we do this without
much conscious thought or have anything
near a definition. For instance we know
from acquaintance and common sense
reflection that predicating ’bears apples in
the summer’ of a human being is false and
perhaps nonsensical. Since we have a fair-

ly good common sense grasp of apple
trees — without having a real definition of
apple trees — we know that the this predi-
cation is better suited to them.6

A definition is a formula that gives
unity to all the effects or operations that
proceeds from an individual, based on
common sense judgements as well as
scientific investigation. The definition
tries to capture the underlying cause of
the characteristic behaviour of a certain
kind of thing. As the scholastics used to
say: The mode of operation follows from
the mode of being. (Modus operandi
sequitur modus essendi.) But definition is
not intended to put a stop to further ques-
tions about an object. On the contrary,
the function of a definition is to encoura-
ge further and a more focused investiga-
tion. For how can we further investigate
if we do not know what it is that we are
investigating? Establishing the area of
study is part of scientific investigation
and any legitimate field of scientific inqui-
ry has an area that is clearly marked off
(ideally, in a formula). In other words,
having a definition of the topic of investi-
gation provides a framework, a definite
area, for further discoveries. This view
does not preclude scientific “revolutions”
or change in “paradigms”. There are
areas of scientific inquiry in which we
have been forced to revise our definitions
in light of new facts. Improving or chan-
ging a definition is evidently a progress
and not an argument against the role of
definitions in science. For it is part and
parcel of philosophical as well as scienti-
fic inquiry to have real definitions of the
subject and basic concepts. If that is not
sought for, we open up for a ignoratio
elechni. After all, asserting, for instance,
that humans are defined as rational ani-
mals is merely to point out a particular
focus (right or wrong) in our inquiry
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about human nature. It is an invitation to
further explorations.

The next thing to note is the distinction
between substance and accidents.” A hu-
man substance is an individualized essen-
ce such as Nick. Substances such as Nick
are the carriers of certain characteristic
or, as Aristotelians say, accidents such as
being 1.80 cm tall, waling about and
being located in Oxford. Accidents are
simply the ways in which a substance can
undergo changes while remaining nume-
rically the same individual or substance-
nature. Now, the kind of accidents that a
substance can have is determined by the
kind of thing it is, that is, what its essen-
ce is. For instance, a human substance,
like Nick, whose humanity is defined as
rational animal, manifests his animality
through eating, locomotion, and sensa-
tion and his rationality for instance
through his use of language, his capacity
for moral and intellectual judgements and
(perhaps) religious devotion. It is because
Nick is a human being he can be the sub-
ject of a particular kind of accidental pre-
dications.

A final distinction is in order before we
move on. According to the scholastics, all
created entities are composed of an active
and a passive principle. For material be-
ings, the active principle is called the ‘sub-
stantial form’ or formal cause and the
passive or receptive principle the ‘materi-
al form’ or material cause. The substan-
tial form, causes the thing to be what it is,
to have an particular kind of essence and,
as I just mentioned, to have a particular
kind of accidents predicated of it. Talk of
essence and nature are, thus, referring-
expressions for the substantial form,
which is the underlying cause of the natu-
re-specific behaviours and properties.
However, a substantial form cannot exist
on its own any more than there can exist

formless matter. They are always found
together as a unity.8 The substantial form
informs or configures the matter to exist
in a particular way, to have certain
powers and capacities. Together, the sub-
stantial form and matter are said to com-
pose a substance, that is, an individuali-
zed nature such as Nick.

Armed with these concepts and dis-
tinctions, I shall now turn to the topic of
transhuman natures.

Understanding Transhuman Natures

[ begin with some terminological and
conceptual clarifications. Some use the
term ‘posthuman’ interchangeably with
‘transhuman’. Some use ‘posthumanism’
in a radical sense, claiming that a future
posthuman existence is literally not mere-
ly an extension of our human nature but
something other or more than a mere hu-
man. I shall use ’transhumanism’ to cover
both meanings although I shall qualify
my use as [ go along.

Transhumanists are perhaps not so fre-
quently outspoken metaphysical realist or
essentialists. Some might be, some not.?
Talk of ‘nature’, it seems to me, is taken
in a loose and fluid way by most of them.
One would probably prefer to talk about
“essences” instead of essences. For if one
has a sufficiently loose and fluid view of
natures the claim that our future transhu-
man natures will be “essentially” diffe-
rent from our present human natures is
not far off. One could, on such a view,
make up a rather fantastic story about the
development of the human race, moving
from the lower to the higher. In fact, one
could make up more or less whatever
story one wishes if there is nothing inhe-
rently essential to human nature to trans-
cend more than what we have through
tradition and social (most often taken as
linguistic and gendered) construction got
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used to call human.

However, an analysis of tranhumanist
claims does not have to presuppose or
agree with such a view of natures. On the
contrary, I hope to show that transhuma-
nists often presuppose a view of human
nature that can be characterized in three
points. And in characterizing such an
implicit view one is in a better position
both in attacking and defending transhu-
manism.!0 The two first points are:

(TN1) A transhuman nature is evolutio-
nary, that is, it is in a constant process of
evolving towards a more advanced state

(TN2) A transhuman nature is self-trans-
cendental, that is, it infinitely transcend
and realize itself

We may note that these two points
resemble historical positions associated
with e.g. George Wilhelm Friedrich He-
gel, Alfred North Whitehead and Pierre
Teilhard de Chardin. However, I am not
interested in transhumanism from a histo-
rical-comparative perspective but in its
emphasis on the potential of contempora-
ry and future technology to achieve
(TN1-2). Thus, we might add a distingui-
shing feature concerning its relation to
technology:

(TN3) A transhuman nature is technolo-
gized, that is, it has merged with techno-
nology so that it can be modified and
designed at will

Although each of these points could be
discussed at length, they dovetail nicely
with the brief quotes from Bostrom and
Chu at the beginning of this article and
could be supported from a number of
transhumanist sources.!! But if such a
characterization is to be a fair one, none

of the three points above should be taken
absolutely. For if x is evolutionary, self-
transendental and technologized in an abso-
lute sense then x might become anything.
However, if x can become anything, then
it might become F as well as non-F abso-
lutely. But nothing can be F and non-F
absolutely, only relatively. For instance,
an apple can be red and non-red with
regard to different parts so that we may
say that the apple’s skin is red while its
core is non-red. But to say that the apple
is both red and non-red in all its parts and
as a whole, i.e. absolutely, is contradicto-
ry. And if x it can become anything, then
one justifiably might assume that x is
nothing at all.

But the transhumanist vision of human
nature does not need to take (TN1-3)
absolutely (regardless of their view of
essential properties). A consistent trans-
humanist must therefore seek to relativize
(TN1-3). However, such a relativized ver-
sion of a transhuman nature makes it vul-
nerable to an obvious charge. For nothing
in (TN1-3) does necessarily preclude the
fact that all developments of a transhu-
man nature are simply developments of
an already underlying capacity to become
stronger, smarter and more beautiful.12
The hope is that we might one day beco-
me super-human through technological
enhancements but, arguably, a superhu-
man is still human, only a very strong and
smart human. Thus transhumanists have
not given sufficient support for the claim,
that we are one day become something
other than human.

As I mentioned earlier, such predic-
tions are possible if one has a sufficiently
loose and fluid view of nature and essen-
ce. One way to think loosely about natu-
res is to say that natures are inherently
changeable or malleable. This claim gains
support both from evolutionary biology
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as well as from some contemporary theo-
logians.13 This view could, perhaps, be
cashed out in terms of vagueness:14 since
the boundaries of natures are not clear-
cut and “eternally” determined there are
no natures. Of course, for pragmatic pur-
poses and in order to be able to apply scien-
tific methods to natural phenomena,
transhumanists allow for some sort of
‘nominal definition’ of natures with the
awareness that they are mere provisios.!s
It is easy to see how such a pragmatic
view of natures would lend itself to view-
ing natures as inherently vague.

But vagueness is not necessarily a prob-
lem. Perhaps there are some metaphysi-
cally vague objects — but then we may
object to the idea that vagueness in some
objects precludes vagueness in all objects.
It all depends on what we are talking
about. Undergirding the notion of vague-
ness, at least in some cases, are real essen-
ces or species. That is, one could not speak
of vague objects or natures unless there
was non-vague object to compare them to.
For vagueness is a comparative or relative
notion. That there are unusual indivi-
duals or individuals in some transitional
phases “between” two approximate spe-
cies do not nullify the reality of the notion
species per se. Because there are normal,
representative and fully developed indi-
viduals of a species, we have something to
compare the ones at the fringes with.

Let me at this juncture also stress the
importance of real definitions, in contrast
to mere nominal definitions. As I have
said, it is admittedly hard to get to a real
definition and one must allow for incom-
pleteness, which is an aspect that might
be taken for vagueness. But to say that
this is hard and therefore impossible to
determine a real essence is to confuse the
epistemic and the metaphysical sides of
vagueness.16

It is important to keep some rough and
ready distinction between epistemic (or
methodological) and metaphysical vague-
ness. My conception of an object might
be vague without the object itself being
vague; it might be that the process of
determining some objects are simply very
complex and open ended, and perhaps in
some cases practically impossible for fini-
te beings. Here is a case that does not, on
the surface, seem too difficult to deter-
mine. How many objects do I have in my
study? Well, there are books, bookcases,
a desk and a couple of chairs. But these
are made up of other things, like wood,
steel and paper. And these elements are
made up of physical and chemical partic-
les. And so on. Unless we want to end up
in an infinite regress, we need a notion of
what constitutes the identity of an object
numerically and in terms of species.
According to Aristotelian essentialism,
we do not have to go down the rabbit
hole since there are levels of unity in rea-
lity that can be effectively observed and
studied. The solution is common-sensical.
It distinguishes between natural and arti-
ficial substances. A book is an artificial
substance, made up of other more primi-
tive substances whereas a human being is
a natural substance because it is not made
up of other more primitive substances.!”
Protected by the distinction between
natural and artificial substances, we may
avoid the rabbit hole. A book is a sub-
stance with an externally imposed unity
whereas a human is not, it has unity
through itself (per se). Now it is of course
this very distinction between artificial and
natural that the transhumanist would
challenge — just think of (TN3). I shall
return to that shortly.

Further, we should not confuse quanti-
tative with qualitative vagueness. For
instance, there is an intuitive difference
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between the vagueness of (i) the number
of objects in my office (what constitutes
an artificial object is sometimes arbitrary
and/or vague and thus makes counting
them very difficult) and (ii) the identity of
the substances in my study (what makes
them individual members of some spe-
cies). If we have no robust distinction bet-
ween (i) and the (ii), that is between quan-
titative and qualitative vagueness, we may
be telling whatever story we like about
my study. Confusing the two, it seems to
me, is exactly what the transhumanist is
in danger of doing.

As is well known, it is (in many cases)
fallacious to argue from a quantitative
change to a qualitative change. On the
other hand, adding a new quality (often)
makes a new kind of thing. For example,
adding more stones to a heap does not
make the heap into anything else than a
heap of stones. But add the quality of a
particular artificial structure that sup-
ports some function and the heap beco-
mes a wall or a house (depending on the
imposed structure). With this in mind, I
suggest that we might distinguish betwe-
en two different transhumanists. Some
seem to commit the fallacy of thinking
that adding more of the same makes
something else while others seem to think
of human nature as a heap that can be
rearranged by adding some new quality
to it. Accordingly, we may call the former
quantitative transhumanism and the latter
qualitative transhumanism.

Quantitative transhumanism is fairly
easy to respond to, and since others have
effectively done so I shall merely briefly
indicate a type of response I think is to be
preferred.’® Quantitative transhumanist
natures are in fact nothing else than
enhbanced human natures. If they claim
anything more than that, they overstate
their case. No enhancements or “impro-

vements” — of body and mind, so that life
span, cognitive, emotional and physical
powers vastly exceed those of ours — will
not result in the emergence of a new spe-
cies. For all these enhancements will
simply be making more of what is alrea-
dy “in potency” in human nature. Thus,
a monstrous being with an enormously
developed body and super-rationality
would still count as much human as us, as
long as the body is generically animal and
the mind of a rational kind. The same
holds for some unknown alien species.
This response admittedly forces us to ex-
tend our common sense notion of huma-
nity, but it follows from the definition of
human nature as a rational animal. Since
I am not sure that this sort of argument
has much philosophical purchase on trans-
humanists, I will for dialectical purposes
keep this sort of argument short.

Instead, I would like to take issue with
the qualitative transhumanists that want
to add a new quality to human nature so
that it transcends the definition of human
nature as rational animal.

Radical transhumanism: Uploaded
Minds

A most radical version of qualitative trans-
humanism claims that the human mind
can be uploaded on a hardware and thus
effectively dispose of a biologically condi-
tioned body. The transhuman can thus
continue to exist disembodied on the
internet (or some advanced equivalent). I
take it that these claims constitute a
powerful transhumanist position that
makes a claim on a new sort of nature,
other than the “old” human. This claim
raises questions, not merely technological
or scientific but also philosophical and
theological. For instance, what would the
freedom of the will and moral as well as
intellectual virtues and vices look like in
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an uploaded mind? Can an uploaded
mind have (genuine) feelings without a
body? Can an uploaded mind be a per-
son, a carrier of the imago dei and in need
of the forgiveness of sins as Adam’s race
was? These are pressing questions that
are worth pursuing at length. More fun-
damental is the question about the identi-
ty of an uploaded mind, and this marks of
my present area of inquiry.!® I want to
begin reflect on this question by quoting
John Sullins, who claims that uploading a
human mind will result in the loss of per-
sonal identity:

Our personal identity is based on
the fact that we are embodied in a
particular way and have experien-
ced a certain, reasonably continu-
ous, spatio-temporal history with-
out which we have no identity, we
are not a person.... We will not be
able to upload our mind into a ma-
chine and still remain ourselves for
long. Even if uploading our con-
sciousness into a machine was
somehow technologically feasible,
all we would achieve is the slow
annihilation of our personality as it
melted into the functions of the ma-
chine over time. At best we would
create a new machine personality
with a new distinct individuality.20

I agree with what seems to be the com-
mon intuition behind Sullins’ analysis,
though I would like to add a more expli-
cit metaphysical dimension to it.

We should note that Sullins’ analysis
does not cohere with the intention of
uploaded mind transhumanists. For they
seem to assume that detraction of anima-
lity and continued existence in an electro-
nic environment amount to the constitu-
tion of a new species. Is that possible,
though, through adding or detracting
some property of quality? The uploaded
mind transhumanist might escape the

fallacy of arguing for a qualitative change
from a quantitative change if she argues
that the transhuman nature emerges in
part through a liberation from a limiting
and non-essential property — the (generi-
cally animal) body. However, I do not
think that uploading the mind and getting
rid of the body is the kind transmutation
hoped for. Although it escapes the imme-
diate additive quantitative fallacy it fails
because an uploaded mind has lost a qua-
lity that, consequently, makes it less than
human. We might, rather inelegantly, call
this a detractive quantitative fallacy: de-
tract a part of some thing and you get a
new and perhaps better other thing.
Instead of a trans-human what we get is a
form of infra-humanism.

Consequently, the detractive fallacy is,
in my view, a cousin to the so-called
homunculus fallacy. Traditionally, the
homunculus fallacy assumed that inside a
person’s brain there was a little person
(an ego or a consciousness) looking out
through the eyes and controlling the
body. That gives the impression that insi-
de a human person is a small person. The
problem then is that inside the ego, we
might assume that there is another smal-
ler ego looking out and controlling the
“other” ego. And so on. The problem is
not merely the implausible anthropologi-
cal model but also that we end up in an
infinite regress. Similarly, the transhuma-
nist think that there is an ego inside a per-
son that can be liberated: inside Nick,
there is little Nick who, in his own view,
is the greatest and truest Nick there ever
will be. However, inside the little Nick,
there might be yet a smaller Nick, who
thinks that he is just as great and true as
the “other” ego. And so on. Please note
that this is not intended as a pun or an ad
hominem attack. In all fairness, detrac-
ting an essential part of human nature

Theofilos vol. 9 nr. 1 2016



74 So What Will Nick be When he Grows up in 2050?

(animality), something new comes into
existence. But the problem at hand is that
when x ceases to exist, it is far from ob-
vious that whatever entity that survives, v,
is necessarily something more than x — or
any sort of thing at all. And this is contra-
ry to the intention of the transhumanist
view of human nature, which states that
the an uploaded mind minus the body is
something more than human.

Perhaps it could be argued that we are
really talking about an exchange of some
quality: from a biological to a hardware
interface for the mind. What makes this a
plausible interpretation is that transhu-
manists are materialists. Also the mind
needs a material interface. If so, we might
argue that there is some new quality
added to the human mind. However, for
reasons that will become clear, I also
object to this possibility.

In order to make progress I want to
further characterize the uploaded mind
version. It seems to presuppose that:

(UM1) the mind is a material information
pattern

(UM2) personal identity is expressed in
terms of mind-brain identity

(UM3) the organic body is not essential
to human or personal identity

(UM4) the body is constituted apart from
the mind

A few contrasting comments are in order
here. I begin from the bottom of the list.
That the body is constituted apart from
the mind — (UM4) — might sound like an
uncontroversial principle and the relevan-
ce of it will become clearer as we go
along. Suffice to say here that, according
to Aristotelian essentialism, the body is
not constituted apart from the soul but in
unity with the soul. The soul is not
“hooked up” with a body since the soul is

the “humanizing” principle of the body.
There simply is no human body unless it
is in-formed by the rational soul. Thus, to
say that the body is constituted apart
from what makes it human would be a
contradiction in metaphysical terms.
What of (UM3-1) then? Here we may
take a step back and note that Carte-
sianism and transhumanism reveal a
structural similarity since it does not mat-
ter very much if we think of psychologi-
cal identity as ‘consciousness’ or ‘infor-
mation patterns’ as it is thought that these
states are what constitute personal identi-
ty over time. To demonstrate the mistake
here one might argue from the fact that
people with a broken personal identity
(people with a brain damage or psycholo-
gical personal disorder) can nevertheless
remain the same persons numerically.
There could be a number of different
explanations to this but it seems clear
enough that Catesianism and transhuma-
nism do not have a convincing explana-
tion. As a Christian Aristotelian I think of
persons in a more fundamental sense than
what is assumed in (UM3-1), a sense that
often is disregarded in contemporary theo-
logy and philosophy. Due to the influence
of Descartes, human (and divine) persons
tend to be seen as fundamentally ‘selfs’,
‘minds’ (and lately these selfs and minds
are conceived as fundamentally ‘relatio-
nal’ and ‘social’). None of these observa-
tions about human persons are false, only
inadequate as descriptions of what a per-
son fundamentally is. Persons are, by na-
ture (indeed, it might be said to flow from
their essence as rational animals) all car-
riers of selfs and consciousness, but per-
sons will never be or develop a self or
become conscious unless they are persons
in terms of something more fundamental.
In other words, psychological attributes
are not possible unless there is a proper
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metaphysical base or structure for such
predications. I find that it better to say,
along with the scholastic tradition, that
persons are most fundamentally individu-
al substances of a rational nature (Perso-
na est rationalis naturae individua sub-
stantia).2! Thus conceived, the concept of
personhood denotes a metaphysical reali-
ty and applies mutatis mutandis to hu-
mans, angels and the persons of the god-
head alike. Take care to notice that this
concept of personhood is neither rationa-
listic nor anti-psychological or a-social
(turning a human into an “it”). It only says
that psychology (the self) is not the sole
guide to personal identity. The primary
reality of a person is metaphysical, and
because a person is of a rational nature,
she may be the subject of psychological
attributes. Thus, we may in Aristotelian
terms talk about a ‘surplus of meaning’ of
persons: a person is always more than the
sum of all her experiences, conscious sta-
tes and information patterns.

Now, (UM1) and (UM2) are perhaps
the more controversial aspects. We may
begin by noticing that the transhumanist
assume that the “old” or “traditional”
human make-up defines personal identity
in terms of mind-brain identity. Struc-
turally the “new” human or “transhu-
man” also has a mind-brain identity — the
brain is now a complex electronic hard-
ware. Think of Nick who in 2015 is iden-
tical to some particular mind-brain confi-
guration M+B and Nick in 2050 who is
identical to some mind-hardware confi-
guration M+H. Thus ‘brain’ is here taken
in a flexible sense, as a physical interface.

Some problems immediately present
themselves here. Is really M+B = M+H,
that is, is Nick the same in 2015 as he is
in 2050? If he is not, then which one is
the “real” Nick? Unless we have some
robust criteria of identity, we will not be

able to answer this and probably many
other less radical questions concerning
Nick’s identity. This is not one problem,
but two. First, it is the problem of wheth-
er Nick is a human in both 2015 and
2050. I believe that is not the case, since
no substance can survive a substantial
change. T have so far loosely talked of
substantial change as a qualitative change.
But the language of substantial change
adds a deeper view of changes. A substance
has a nature (a whatness) without which
it cannot continue to exist even if there
are remaining parts left after the destruc-
tion of the substance. (Conversely, the
coming into existence of a substance oft-
en means the destruction of some other.)
Whatever the details, Nick in 2015 is
clearly a human substance, an individual
rational animal. If Nick one day — due to
uploading his mind or death, which is
another sort of substantial change — fails
to continue gua human substance, there is
no Nick anymore.

But if Nick is not a human in 2015 as
well as in 2050, then Nick cannot be the
same — for Nick in 2015 was essentially
human. Things would have been different
if the change was accidental, a change that
the substance survives. For instance, if
Nick in 2050 has been endowed in the
way that the quantitative transhumanists
think of our future (by adding sophistica-
ted bio-technic engineering to his human
nature) it is likely that he would be sub-
stantially the same although not acciden-
tally. Moreover quantitative transhuma-
nists would also have to admit that M+B
# M+H for they have not in fact argued
that the transhuman state is literally
something more than an enhanced hu-
man.

The second problem here is that of
individuation, or more precisely the cause
of individuation.22 This is where (UM4) is
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important, the separate constitution of
the body. I have already proposed that we
should think of personhood in terms of a
basic metaphysical constituent, not iden-
tical to a mind. A human person is noth-
ing else and nothing more than a compo-
site of soul and matter. The soul is the
principle or cause of unity, making the
person to be the kind of thing it is, and
the body is the principle of diversity,
making it distinct from other human per-
sons.23 It follows from the definition of
humans as rational animals that they
should be embodied and thus located in
time and space. The human body has
quantitative dimensions and thus locate
or individuate a person in time and space.
Therefore, the physical body is the crite-
ria for the individuation of a human
being.

Nick in 20135, being a mind-brain dua-
list, does not think that the body indi-
viduates him as the person he is. Perhaps
we are allowed to think that, in 2015, it
was his brain’s quantitative dimensions
that individuated and kept Nick as Nick
over time. But there was a radical break
in the physical history of Nick somewhe-
re between 2015 and 2050. His brain is
substituted for the hardware system. Such
a rupture in his lineage seems to warrant
the conclusion that Nick is not the same
in 2015 as in 2050 at least not if we take
the B or H as the criteria of individuation.

It could be objected that an assump-
tion here is not warranted, namely, that
the break in physical history of Nick is so
radical as to assume that Nick has lost his
personal identity.24 For some would argue
that the transition could be done gradual-
ly via a series of cyborg modulations.
That is, if Nick is changed gradually from
biological existence to biological cum
technological existence to fully technolo-
gical existence the change is possible. This

objection is fair as far as it goes. However,
it rather seems to be a supposition about
the possibilities of technology, which is
not what I am arguing against here. My
questions is: if that it is technologically
possible for Nick to transition from his
2015 version to his (putatively) future
version 2050, what will Nick be in 2050?
The technological possibility of a transi-
tion does not determine the metaphysical
possibility of Nick’s survival. (It would be
the same mistake as to ask a cartographer
to make a judgement for a social scientist
about the ownership of a piece of land.)
Imagine a crafty engineer who could gra-
dually change my car into a moped via a
series of intermediate states and then
claim that my car is now a moped. Such a
conclusion seems correct on the surface,
only that my car is no more and (therefo-
re) cannot be part of anything else. There
are, perhaps, parts of my old car — or the
intermediate — that now compose my mo-
ped. But this does not warrant the con-
clusion that my car is now a moped. The
reason is that a car is one kind of thing
and a moped another kind of thing. Un-
less we would like to argue for the absurd
thesis that a car can be part of a moped
we should reject the conclusion that my
car is now a moped. No car can metaphy-
sically speaking be part of a moped.
(Please note that I am not commenting on
the limits of technology but on the metap-
hysics of cars and mopeds.) Analogically,
I argue that Nick in 2015 is one kind of
thing and in 2050 another kind of thing
(or, as will become clear, perhaps not any
kind of thing at all). Moreover, it would
be absurd to assert that Nick in 2015 is
part of Nick in 2050 for no person can be
part of another person just as a car be
part of a moped. It belongs to the logic of
substantial predicates not to be predica-
ted of each other: Peter cannot be predi-
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cated of John (unless, it is so that they
both refer to the same individual under
two names but that is not relevant to my
case). Thus, Nick in 2015 cannot be part
of Nick in 2050.

Perhaps Nick and his transhumanist
friends are more likely to adhere to Derek
Parfit’s view concerning personal identi-
ty.25 In one of his examples (almost as
radical as the uploaded mind) the brain
hemispheres of a person A are surgically
divided and put into two separate bodies,
AB and AC. Given that the surgery suc-
ceeds, the puzzle is then to answer wheth-
er A is identical to AB or AC, both AB
and AC or neither AB nor AC. Parfit
argues that A is identical to neither AB
nor AC but that A survives as AB and
AC. This is a decent answer as far as it
goes, for it tries to preserve the insight
that something important is not lost in
the change. But does it help the uploaded
mind transhumanists? Well, it seems to
me that they want to have the cake and
eat it; Nick wants to stay Nick but not be
human in 2050. So the best Parfit can
offer Nick is that he survives as Nick 2.0.
And perhaps this is all that Nick ever
wanted.

However, I have already argued that
nothing can survive a substantial change.
And my sense of ‘survive’ seems to be the
same or close enough to that of Parfit’s
sense. A flower at the top of Kilimanjaro
cannot morph (hopefully, the reader can
survive a hyle-moprhists word pun!) into,
say, a fruit tree or an insect and remain
the same individual. For the flower’s
being the individual it is, is dependent on
being the kind of thing it is.26

Perhaps there is a weaker form of sur-
vival where we may say that the parts of
a substance survive in the reconfiguration
into a new substance. Assume, then, that
the most important and identity-shaping

part, the mind, survives in a reconfigura-
tion. This assumption could support Nick
in the future. The reason seems to be that
transhumanist’s personal identity is not
dependent on any materialist principle of
individuation at all. T have so far assumed
something that could be questioned,
namely, that Nick’s mind will be the same
in 2015 as in 2050. If it is, it seems that it
needs no material principle of individua-
tion. Suppose it is the case that the mind
somehow individuates itself, perhaps
through its content and history (i.e., the
mind is not epiphenomenal). If that is so,
we should think of the mind as indepen-
dent from the brain. However, transhu-
manists tend to be reductive materialists.
Thus, independence of the mind from the
brain cannot be thought of in immaterial
terms. For they are not Cartesians belie-
ving that the mind (of a person) is an
immaterial and un-extended res cogitans.
The information patterns or the mind (of
a transhumanist person) cannot exist im-
materially and un-extended since it needs
a physical interface. Having disposed of
all biological dependencies, the transhu-
man has substituted a brain with electro-
nic hardware. By the same token, the
transhumanist mind has bound its future
existence to the new physical interface.
But it is the technological possibility of
substitution of physical interface that
seems to reveal a level of independence.
Here we may think of the mind as an
emergent phenomena, as something that
arises “naturally” from a suitable structu-
red physical interface. However once
emerged, it reaches a level of independen-
cy (i) as it begins to function on the basis
of emergent properties and causes and (ii)
it can be transferred from a biological to
a technological interface.2” Although the
mind needs some physical interface to
exist, it is a contingent matter, according
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to the transhumanist, what kind of matter
and which particular matter it is as long
as it is suitably configured. Thus, we have
a more complicated view of (UM1) and
(UM2) than we first assumed. We might
reformulate them as:

(UM1*) The human mind is information
patterns effectively convertible from bio-
logical to electronic media

(UM2%*) Personal identity is cashed out in
terms of (a) mind-physical interface iden-
tity for (b) some physical interface is
necessary but (c) it is a contingent matter
whether the interface is biological or elec-
tronic

From this the radical transhumanist
might conclude that the mind of Nick is
the same in 2015 as in 2050 due to its
conversion from biological to electronic
media. For conversion is possible since it
seems to be an integral property of the
uploaded mind to enjoy a level of physi-
cal independence. Perhaps this indepen-
dence should be understood as a sort of
supervenience. Once Nick’s mind has de-
veloped to a sufficient level (as well as the
technological advancements have reached
a sufficient level), it can supervene on a
suitable physical interface other than his
brain. And once this level of supervenien-
ce is reached, there is also a top-down
causality such that the mind can act auto-
nomously through suitable physical inter-
faces.28 Despite such a supervenience
structure on the hardware, the implica-
tion seems to be that his mind is no more
than a digital copy of what once was a
human mind. This assertion will be
examined in the next section.

However, for reasons already given, I
find it very unlikely that Nick is human in
2050 since, first of all, he seems to have

gone through a substantial change — he
has become something less than human —
and, second, he has lost the most impor-
tant physical condition for individuating
him in time and space. There is a remai-
ning question: What will Nick be When
He Grows Up in 2050?

What Will Nick be When he Grows
Up in 2050?

Imagine that Nick in 2050 will succeed to
upload his mind to a gigantic hardware
system. This is a sort of rite de passage or
a coming of age for a transhumanist. So,
what, then, will Nick become when he
grows up in 20502

We have already said that he will
neither be a human nor himself anymore.
I think that Sulivan’s observation (quoted
above) is right, that the uploaded mind is
at best “a new machine personality with
a new distinct individuality”. However, this
begs many questions. For instance, what
is “a machine personality”? T think that
my characterization at the end of the pre-
vious section as “digital copy of what
once was a human mind” is more to the
point. Personality is in the Aristotelian
tradition a term reserved for subsisting
rational natures. But it seems that the idea
of a “machine personality” is caught in
the idea of a materialist version of person-
hood as ‘consciousness’. It seems more
correct, then, to say that Nick in 2050
has lost his (metaphysical) personality
and that he, at the same time, lost the
possibility of having a human conscious-
ness.

I concede that such Aristotelian objec-
tions are not likely to gaining much terri-
tory on transhuman ground. Let pause
for a while and take stock. We know that
Nick by 2050 hopes that he has turned
into a super-intelligent being?® and that
has left his biological condition behind.
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“He” continues “his” career as informa-
tion patterns on some hardware. Inside
the hardware he can wilfully control his
emotions and thoughts and imagination
perfectly. But we should not think that
Nick is a solipsist. Nick can communica-
te meaningfully and intimately with other
“machine personalities” or “digital copies”.
And not only these, he can communicate
with the cyborgs, the half-and-half beings
who have not (yet) completely given up
on biological existence as well as with
“old” humans of flesh and blood, should
there be any left. For even if Nick now
lives his life in the hardware, he has in
this brave new world the possibility to
control (machine and biological) bodies
and thus communicate with the “exter-
nal” world.30

In order to give a more creative answer
to the question about Nick’s identity in
2050, let us turn to an alternative ontolo-
gy, one that is richer than the mere sub-
stance metaphysics that I have used so far
(although compatible with it). According
to traditional Christian creational taxo-
nomy, a disembodied intelligence, such as
Nick in 2050, is classified as an angel.
There are, of course, significant differen-
ces between an uploaded mind and an
angel. Angels are immaterial rational sub-
stances. We have at least seen that uploa-
ded minds are somehow independent of a
particular kind of physical interface and
they can use “external” bodies to make
changes in the world. For even if angels
are essentially disembodied beings, they
can at least manifest themselves in physi-
cal form and make changes in time and
space. So, although uploaded minds are
not strictly immaterial, they are suffici-
ently like disembodied rational substan-
ces to make the comparison since both
the Archangel Gabriel and Nick in 2050
enjoys (from a human perspective) an

impressive or godlike level of independen-
ce from physical matter. Having conceded
this much, and perhaps that is too much,
there is another reason for disbelieving
the comparison.

The reason concerns how Nick and
Gabriel relate to physical space and time.
On a standard scholastic analysis, angels
are not present in one place in a circum-
scriptive manner.3! To be circumscribed is
to have one’s being limited by a physical
place: the human person (body and soul)
is present in one place by being circum-
scribed by it.32 That is, a person has no
proper parts outside the boundaries of, or
detached from, the place she is in. Gran-
ted, an uploaded mind might be said to be
present in several places at the same time
— perhaps by sectioning itself up — but it
will always be present in those places in a
restricted and circumscribed fashion since
it is causally bound to a hardware matter
and operate “externally” through machi-
ne bodies. However, it is clear that the
“external” operations are made through
instruments that are not proper parts of
the uploaded mind. It seems not so diffe-
rent from me using contemporary mobile
technology to start my automatic lawn
mover and regulate temperatures in my
house simultaneously (perhaps from a
pre-programmed schedule) while at work.
It would blur the concept of ‘being pre-
sent in more than one place’ in a very
unhelpful way if I claimed that I was lite-
rally present at home having my machines
performing these things for me while at
work.

According to the scholastics, an angel
is not present in a place in this way — it is
present in a ‘definitive’ or ‘dimensive’
manner.33 Among many things, this
means that the Angel’s being is not bound
to some particular body since ‘pure intel-
lective substances’ do not depend on
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bodies to operate. Thus, the angel who
spoke to Joseph at Bethel did not form a
species-unity with the matter that neces-
sarily is in a place in the same way that
Joseph did with the particular matter we
call his body that necessarily is in a place.
Joseph simply is a rational animal, whose
rational soul is naturally united to matter
in order to form a human body. Angels
do not have the same inborn capacity to
be united with physical matter in order to
form a “metaphysical hybrid” nature
such as the human. Thus, angels are not
bound up to physical bodies and place in
the same way as humans.

Imagine that Nick in 2050 were to
cause a fire-like effect in a place where
there is a bush when staging the biblical
story of Moses to keep the myth alive to
some remnant old humans he keeps as his
pets. This is a technological parallel to
what theologians talk of as divine theo-
phanies where the God reveals himself
through an angelic ambassador. Like an
angel, Nick would not form a species-
unity with the matter of the bush. And
because Nick and angels can reveal them-
selves in matter without forming specie-
unities with that matter, the angelic ana-
logy seema plausible. But it is only so
metaphorically. An immaterial angel like
Gabriel and Nick in 2050 are radically
different and their manners of causing
(material) effects are equally different.
Gabriel causes the changes immediately
(through ‘virtual contact’, as Aquinas
would say), whereas Nick in 2050 would
have to do so in a mediated way, through
a complex series of physical causes and
effects in time and space. The differences
between the presence of an angel and
Nick in 2050 are vast, because Nick in
2050 is still much more like me control-
ling my lawn mower from a distance than
an angel being present in a place.

Recall what we have said about quali-
ty and quantity: by uploading his mind to
the hardware, Nick in 2050 has not
added a new quality, which makes him
able to be present in an angelic manner,
but, as I said, at best merely detracted a
quality (animality). Had he, for instance,
added a genuine non-technologically
based telekinetic power, a la Neo in Mat-
rix Revolutions, things might have been
different. But, since no such claims have
been launched by the radical transhuma-
nist, I shall not consider that possiblity.

So the angelic analogy is at best a com-
parison for illustrative purposes but not
for determining what kind of being Nick
in 2050 really is. And the same reason
holds, a fortiori, for the suggestion that
uploaded minds will be or be like (a) god.
Well, that holds true if we cast our nets
narrowly and only include the traditional
Christian concept(s) of God. We might
want to argue that uploaded minds are
more like the ancient Greek and Roman
deities Zeus and Hera. As far as I can tell,
such divinities were in some sense circum-
scribed by time and space in ways that
make them inferior to the (medieval)
Christian view of angels — not to mention
God almighty. Greek and Roman deities
can take on or even have some sort of
physical form, as well as use existing
bodies to effect changes in several places
at the same time. The similarities seem
less farfetched than the angelic analogy.
Thus, at best, the radical transhumanist
might in the future, unbeknownst to him-
self, be in the business of making the anci-
ent myths true. Lovers of Marvel can only
marvel about this! As an analysis about
what an uploaded mind is, however, it
leaves much to ponder.

One of the best metaphysical answers
to what Nick will be in 2050 from an
Aristotelian  perspective is perhaps
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Aquinas’ answer to the question what a
separated human soul is.34 Like Carte-
sians and Platonist, he believes that the
human soul can survive death. But the
soul’s survival seems to be an exception to
the normal course of material substances
when destroyed. (And unlike Cartesians
and Platonists, Aquinas does not identify
the human person with the soul.) Thus,
Aquinas says that the dead corpse is no
longer a human body more than in an
equivocal sense: it is an accidental unity
of chemical processes. This is a very blunt
answer, but it is nevertheless plausible. So
what then is the separated human soul?
Just as the dead corpse is no longer a hu-
man body, the separated soul is no longer
a human soul. The reason is that they are
no longer parts of a human nature. The
separated soul continues to exist without
a determinative quality and is not classifi-
able as a species. It is, as Aquinas say, a
only “this something” (hoc aliquid); a
reality or thing (res) without a determina-
tive or species limiting quality. In a simi-
lar fashion, then, we may view Nick in
2050 as a thing without a determinative
or species limiting quality. However, I
would to add that if something is not in a
species we have reason to wonder wheth-
er it really exists at all or at least in what

Notes

sense. For how could there be anything
that is not a particular kind? If that is so
then Nick in 2050 will risk being a person
only in an equivocal sense since his spe-
cies-identity is incomplete — and if in-
complete perhaps Nick will not be at all.

A final and perhaps more benign sug-
gestion is that Nick in 2050 might be view-
ed as a property (or part) of something
else, or more precisely a software proper-
ty of a gigantic hardware. For whatever
Nick is, he is at least a thing without a
species limiting quality and that resemb-
les many past and present philosophers’
way of conceptualizing properties: a pro-
perty is a reality that by its nature de-
pends on something else for its existence.
Nick might, then, be a property of some-
thing else that has an essence. But a fatal
consequence of this way of thinking
about Nick in 2050 is that he then will no
more be an agent or person in his own
right, since no person is a properties but a
carrier of properties.

In sum: if we wish Nick well, we
should at least hope that he is a “this
something” or a software property. How-
ever, both of these alternatives are a far
cry from what Nick had set his own
hopes to become by 2050.
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I do not have space in one paper to discuss this question at length. Temporal identity is often discussed in terms
of whether or not a thing has temporal parts. It seems to me that an Aristotelian’s view of substances is most
naturally characterized as ‘endurantist’: that is, a substance has no past or future temporal parts. The whole of
a substance exists now. Perduarantism, the opposite position with regard to the problem of identity over time,
has it that there are temporal past, present and future parts of a persisting object. Physical objects are like
worms stretching through time. The endurantist objects that these parts are simply fictitious locutions that are
metaphysically misleading if taken literally. Thus, an endurantist solution to the problem of Nick’s identity over
time would straightforwardly argue that Nick’s existence in 2015 is not a temporal part of Nick’s existence in
2050 since there are no temporal parts — only enduring substances. Perhaps an Aristotelian can allow tempo-
ral parts for some artificial substances since they depend on their identity on proper substances. Also homo-
genous wholes like waves, might be said to have temporal parts. However, none of these exceptions alter the
basic solution to the identity of Nick over time.

20. As quoted in Stephen Lilley, Transhumanism and Society: The Social Debate over Human Enbancment
(Heidelberg: Springer), 201

21. Boethius in Liber De Persona et Duabis Naturis Contra Euthycen et Nestorium, ch 3. in Minge Patrologia
Latina vol. 64., 1343. At: http://www.documentacatholicaomnia.cu/02m/0480-0524,_Bocthius._Severinus,
_Liber_De_Persona_Et_Duabus_Naturis_Contra_Eutychen_Et_Nestorium, MLT.pdf. (Accessed 12th October
2015).

22. See Jorge E. Garcia (ed.) Individuation in Scholasticism: The Later Middle Ages and the Counter Reformation
(1150-1650) (Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 1994).

23. See, for instance, Christopher Brown, Aquinas and the Ship of Theseus: Solving Puzzles About Material Objects
(London: Continuum, 2005). Philosophers distinguish between individuation and (diachronic) identity over
time. In my treatment I do not make such a sharp distinction since in the issue at hand as the two are intima-
tely related.

24. 1 have added this paragraph in response to an objection raised by an anonymous peer reviewer.

25. See a convenient summary at: http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/identity-time/ (Accessed 8th October 2015.)
26. Here evolution seems to constitute a case against what I have just said. But appearances are deceptive. That
a species have several ancestor species does not imply that the ancestors somehow exist in the later species. A
human is not a higher primate than its ancestors but something else. An important assumption here is to dis-
tinguish between origin and constitution. However, a taxonomy based on that distinction does not preclude
that there is an historical lincage with several transitional species or varieties of species from lower to higher
organisms.

27. There are connections to my analysis of radical transhuamanism and emergent dualism. An anonymous
reviewer suggested this comparison with emergent dualism with reference to such thinkers as William Hasker’s
The Emergent Self (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1999). I fully agree that the comparison is relevant but have
to leave the controversial parts of the topic outside of the present context as I think that it deserves an article
length discussion. From an Aristotelian point of view, Johan Haldane has summarised the central problem with
the notion emergence in the philosophy of mind. »The Mystery of Emergence”, Proceedings of the Aristotelian
Society, New Series, vol. 96 (1996), 261-7.

28. 1 have argued that naturalism is self-contradictory in the philosophy of mind ”Vad tinker naturalisten med
egentligen?” Theofilos no. 1 (2010). The same sort of argument holds against radical transhumanism also.

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

30. Here, I am not excluding the possibility of an uploaded mind controlling more than one body at the same
time.

31. See Aquinas, ST, I, qq. 50-53. See: David Keck, Angels and Angeology in the Middle Ages (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1998), 75-114; Helen S. Lang, ”Bodies and Angels: The Occupants of Place for Aristotle and
Duns Scotus”, Viator, 14 (1983), 245-66; Martin Pickavé "Henry of Ghent on Individuation” and Giorgio Pini
”Scotus on Individuation”, Proceedings of the Society for Medieval Logic and Metaphysics, Volume 5, 2005, 38-49
and 50-59; For two related discussions see also my Jerome Zanchi (1516-90) and the Analysis of Reformed
Scholastic Christology (Gottingen: Vandenhoek & Ruprecht, 2016), ch. 6 and Marilyn M. Adams, Some Later
Medieval Theories of the Eucharist: Thomas Aquinas, Giles of Rome, Duns Scotus and William Ockbam (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2010), 111-231.

32. I would argue this is true even in the putative counterexample of siamese twins who share parts of the same
continuos body.

33. See, e.g. ST, 1, q. 52, art. 1, resp: "It is befitting an angel to be in a place; yet an angel and a body are said
to be in a place in quite a different sense. A body is said to be in a place in such a way that it is applied to such
place according to the contact of dimensive quantity; but there is no such quantity in the angels, for theirs is a
virtual one. Consequently an angel is said to be in a corporeal place by application of the angelic power in any
manner whatever to any place. Accordingly there is no need for saying that an angel can be deemed commen-
surate with a place, or that he occupies a space in the continuous; for this is proper to a located body which is
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endowed with dimensive quantity. In similar fashion it is not necessary on this account for the angel to be con-
tained by a place; because an incorporeal substance virtually contains the thing with which it comes into contact,
and is not contained by it: for the soul is in the body as containing it, not as contained by it. In the same way
an angel is said to be in a place which is corporeal, not as the thing contained, but as somehow containing it.”

34.ST, 1, q. 75, art. 2 and 4.
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