
RaidersNewsUpdate
Unbeknownst to most, a technological revolution is quietly developing in which 
mankind either will soon experience utopian physical and spiritual 
transformation, or a dystopian nightmare resulting in Armageddon.
Tom Horn

This is not “preacher” talk.

The highest government and social think tanks in the world are currently focused on the 
timeframe of “2012 and beyond” as an event horizon, during which the first baby-steps in what has 
come to be known as the “Human Enhancement Revolution” will begin (behind which I see a 
demonic spirit in the form of a technocratic goddess [i.e., the acronym for “Human Enhancement 
Revolution” is “HER”]), quickly resulting in a technological, cultural, and metaphysical shift 
dominated by a new species of unrecognizably superior humans—those born of HER.

The term “transhumanism” has been given to explain how HER emerging fields of science, 
including genetics, robotics, artificial intelligence, nanotechnology, and synthetic biology, will 
radically redesign our minds, our memories, our physiology, our offspring, our physical appearance, 
and even perhaps—as Joel Garreau in his best-selling book, Radical Evolution, claims—our very 
souls.

How near is HER vision?

In their recently declassified report, “The $100 Genome: Implications for the DoD,” the 
JASONs—an elite group of scientists who advise the U.S. government on matters of science and 
technology—instructed the Department of Defense (DoD) not to wait even twenty-four months 
before placing the highest priority on enhanced-human research, which could result, they said, in 
genotype and phenotype changes (make sure you give thought to that last statement). Genotype is 
the class to which an organism belongs based on the actual DNA that is passed to it from its parents
—its INNER makeup—while phenotype refers to its physical appearance and behavioral 
characteristics such as size, shape, and pattern of movement—its EXTERIOR makeup. The 
recommendation from the JASONs to prioritize enhancement studies aimed at changing the genetic 
makeup of humans including the way we look and behave may seem, at least to the uninformed, as 
incredible for the near future. However, the JASONs understand that as HER technologies race 
toward an exponential curve, parallel to these advances will be the increasingly-sophisticated 
argument that societies must take control of human biological limitations and move the species—or 
at least some of its members—into new forms of existence. According to the JASONs, the United 
States and its military will fall “unrecoverably behind in the race for personal genomics information 
and applications” if they wait beyond 2012 to initiate this process.[i]

The most influential, most quoted, and most trusted think tank in the world, 
The Brookings Institution (http://www.brookings.edu/) in Washington, DC 
evidently agrees, and papers on the “Future of the Constitution” as it relates to 
enhanced and genetically modified humans are being drafted now for the legal 
analysis to extend constitutional protections to human-non-humans. This includes 
written arguments consisting of a variety of imperative and consensual rules 
regarding “human” rights and civil liberties such as described in the March 9, 
2011 paper, “Endowed by Their Creator?: The Future of Constitutional 
Personhood,”[ii] and the February 3, 2011 paper, “Neuroscience and the Future of 
Personhood and Responsibility.”[iii]



As a result of these and related developments, an American Academy of Religion 
consultation group issued a call for papers on aspects of “Transhumanism and Religion,” including 
eschatology, or the study of end-times events. The AAR is the world’s largest association of 
scholars in the field of religious studies, and perhaps because I am one of the most (if not the most) 
publically-recognized Christian critics of transhumanism with a belief in prophecy, I received an 
email from AAR member Calvin Mercer, Professor of Religion and Director of the 
Multidisciplinary Studies Program at East Carolina University, inviting me to submit a paper on the 
subject of transhumanism briefly highlighting some of my concerns.

As this series heats up, I have not heard whether the AAR will ask me to present my paper, 
but in order that wider audiences understand the basic issues, I will include it below and in the next 
entry.
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this paper is to address a few of the many sociological and theological implications 
surrounding transhumanism, especially in regard to its eschatological relevance within certain 
conservative Christian quarters. This paper provides a brief overview of the technologies imagined 
by transhumanists as tools of human transformation, followed by critical, ethical, and eschatological 
concerns held by conservative Christian scholars.

SUMMARY

In recent years, astonishing technological developments have pushed the frontiers of humanity 
toward far-reaching morphological transformation that promises, in the very near future, to redefine 
what it means to be human. An international, intellectual, and fast-growing cultural movement 
known as “transhumanism,” whose vision is supported by a growing list of U.S. military advisors, 
bioethicists, law professors, and academics, intends the use of genetics, robotics, artificial 
intelligence, and nanotechnology (GRIN) to create a future dominated by a new species of 
unrecognizably-superior humans. Applications (under study now) that could help make this dream a 
reality are being funded by thousands of government and private research facilities around the 
world. The issues raised by such human-transforming sciences have reached the concerns of 
conservative Christian leaders including those predisposed to faith issues of eschatological 
significance regarding the end-times.

ESCHATOLOGICAL TOOLS OF TRANSFORMATION

Brent Waters, Director of the Jerre L. and Mary Joy Stead Center for Ethics and Values has written, 



“If Christians are to help shape contemporary culture—particularly in a setting in which I fear the 
posthuman message will prove attractive, if not seductive—then they must offer an alternative and 
compelling vision; a counter theological discourse so to speak.”[iv]

Although the Vatican in 2008 issued a limited set of instructions on bioethics primarily 
dealing with in vitro fertilization and stem cell research (Dignitas Personae or “the Dignity of the 
Person”)[v] and a handful of Christian scientists, policy-makers, and conservative academics have 
hinted in public commentary on the need for a broader, manifesto-like document on the subject, the 
church as an institution has mostly failed at any concerted effort to focus on the genetics revolution, 
the government’s interest in human enhancement, the viral transhumanist philosophy in colleges 
and popular media, and the significant moral and ethical issues raised by these trends. While the 
Vatican’s Dignitas Personae fell short of addressing the greater issue of biological enhancement, its 
positional paper did provide an important bird’s-eye view on the clash now developing between 
traditional morality and what is viewed by conservatives as the contradictory adoption of 
transhumanist philosophy by some Christian apologists, who likewise have begun to question what 
it means to be human and whose competing moral vision could ultimately shape the future of 
society.

Immediately following the release of Dignitas Personae, Catholic scientist, William B. 
Neaves, in an essay for the National Catholic Reporter, reflected the new biblical exegesis, causing 
reporter Rod Dreher to describe it as clearly illustrating “the type of Christianity that is eager to 
jettison the old morality and embrace the new.” Subtleties behind Neaves’ comments included:

An alternative point of view to the Vatican’s, embraced by many 
Christians, is that personhood occurs after successful implantation in the 
mother’s uterus, when individual ontological identity is finally 
established… If one accepts the viewpoint that personhood begins after 
implantation, the moral framework guiding the development and 
application of medical technology to human reproduction and treatment 
of disease looks very different from that described in Dignitas Personae.

In the alternative moral framework, taking a pill to prevent the products 
of fertilization from implanting in a uterus is morally acceptable. Using 
ivf [in vitro fertilization] to complete the family circle of couples 
otherwise unable to have children is an unmitigated good. Encouraging 
infertile couples with defective gametes to adopt already-produced ivf 
embryos that will otherwise be discarded is a laudable objective. And 
using embryonic stem cells to seek cures becomes a worthy means of 
fulfilling the biblical mandate to heal the sick.[vi]

 
Notwithstanding that the discussion by Neaves was limited to the Vatican’s position on embryos, his 
introduction of memes involving “personhood” and “ensoulment” represents for some conservative 
Christians worrisome theological entanglement with transhumanist philosophy that could ultimately 
lead to a frightening transhuman vision of the future, such as was predicted by theologians and 
Christian apologists, George Hawkins Pember, in Earth's Earliest Ages, and C. S. Lewis, in The 
Abolition of Man...

[i] “The $100 Genome: Implications for the DoD,”declassified report from the JASONs to the 
Department of Defense (JSR-10-100, December 2010), 50, 
http://www.fas.org/irp/agency/dod/jason/hundred.pdf.

[ii] James Boyle and William Neal Reynolds, “Endowed by Their Creator?: The Future of 



Constitutional Personhood,” The Future of the Constitution Series, Number 10, The Brookings 
Institution Online, March 09, 2011, 
http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2011/0309_personhood_boyle.aspx.

[iii] Stephen J. Morse and Ferdinand Wakeman Hubbell, “Neuroscience and the Future of 
Personhood and Responsibility,” The Future of the Constitution Series, Number 9, The Brookings 
Institution Online, February 3, 2011, 
http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2011/0203_neuroscience_morse.aspx.

[iv] Brent Waters, “The Future of the Human Species (Part 1),” The Center for Bioethics & Human 
Dignity, February 26, 2010, http://cbhd.org/content/future-human-species.

[v] http://www.usccb.org/comm/Dignitaspersonae/.

[vi] Rod Dreher, “Vatican Bioethics Document and Competing Moral Visions,” BeliefNet, 
December 12, 2008, http://blog.beliefnet.com/crunchycon/2008/12/vatican-bioethics-document-
and.html (site discontinued, see alternatively: 
http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m1141/is_5_45/ai_n31187244/).

In The Abolition of Man, C. S. Lewis foresaw the day when  
transhumanist and scientific reasoning would win out,  
permanently undoing mankind through altering the species,  
ultimately reducing Homo sapiens to utilitarian products.  
Here is part of what he said:

In order to understand fully what Man’s power over Nature, and therefore 
the power of some men over other men, really means, we must picture the 
race extended in time from the date of its emergence to that of its 
extinction. Each generation exercises power over its successors: and each, 
in so far as it modifies the environment bequeathed to it and rebels against 
tradition, resists and limits the power of its predecessors. This modifies the 
picture which is sometimes painted of a progressive emancipation from 
tradition and a progressive control of natural processes resulting in a 
continual increase of human power. In reality, of course, if any one age 
really attains, by eugenics and scientific education, the power to make its 
descendants what it pleases [transhuman/posthuman], all men who live 
after it are the patients of that power. They are weaker, not stronger: for 
though we may have put wonderful machines in their hands we have pre-
ordained how they are to use them. And if, as is almost certain, the age 
which had thus attained maximum power over posterity were also the age 
most emancipated from tradition, it would be engaged in reducing the 
power of its predecessors almost as drastically as that of its successors… 
The last men, far from being the heirs of power, will be of all men most 
subject to the dead hand of the great planners and conditioners and will 
themselves exercise least power upon the future… The final stage [will 
have] come when Man by eugenics, by pre-natal conditioning, and by an 
education and propaganda based on a perfect applied psychology…shall 
have “taken the thread of life out of the hand of Clotho” [one of the Three 
Fates in mythology responsible for spinning the thread of human life] and 
be henceforth free to make our species whatever we wish it to be. The 
battle will indeed be won. But who, precisely, will have won it?[i]



 
Lewis foresaw the progressive abandonment of what conservatives would call “moral law” 

based on Judeo-Christian values giving way to “the dead hand of the great planners and 
conditioners” who would decide what men should biologically become. The term “great planners 
and conditioners” correspond with modern advocates of transhumanism who esteem their blueprint 
for the future of the species as the one that will ultimately decide the fate of man. A recent step 
toward establishing this goal occurred when the U.S. National Science Foundation (NSF) and the 
Human Enhancement Ethics Group (based at California Polytechnic State University) released its 
fifty-page report entitled, “Ethics of Human Enhancement: 25 Questions & Answers.”[ii] This 
government-funded report addressed the definitions, scenarios, anticipated societal disruptions, and 
policy and law issues that need to be considered en route to becoming posthuman. Some of the 
topics covered in the new study include:

• What are the policy implications of human enhancement?

• Is the natural-artificial distinction of human enhancement morally     
significant?

• Does human enhancement raise issues of fairness, access, and 
equity?

• Will it matter if there is an “enhanced divide” between “new” 
people classifications?

• How would such a divide make communication difficult between 
“normals” and the “enhanced”?

• How should the enhancement of children be approached?

• What kind of societal disruptions might arise from human 
enhancement?

• Should there be any limits on enhancement for military purposes?

• Might enhanced humans count as someone’s intellectual property?

• Will we need to rethink the very meaning of “ethics,” given the 
dawn of enhancement?[iii] 

The “Ethics of Human Enhancement” report was authored by the 
NSF-funded research team of Dr. Fritz Allhoff (Western Michigan 
University), Dr. Patrick Lin (California Polytechnic State University), Prof. 
James Moor (Dartmouth College), and Prof. John Weckert (Center for 
Applied Philosophy and Public Ethics/Charles Sturt University, Australia) as 
part of a three-year ethics study on human enhancement and emerging 
technologies. This came on the heels of the U.S. National Institute of Health 
granting Case Law School in Cleveland $773,000 to establish guidelines for 
setting government policy on what could be the next step in human evolution
—“genetic enhancement.” Maxwell Mehlman, Arthur E. Petersilge Professor 
of Law, director of the Law-Medicine Center at the Case Western Reserve 
University School of Law, and professor of bioethics in the Case School of Medicine, led the team 
of law professors, physicians, and bioethicists over the two-year project “to develop standards for 



tests on human subjects in research that involves the use of genetic technologies to enhance 
‘normal’ individuals.”[iv] Following the initial study, Mehlman began offering two university 
lectures: “Directed Evolution: Public Policy and Human Enhancement,” and “Transhumanism and 
the Future of Democracy,” addressing the need for society to comprehend how emerging fields of 
science will, in approaching years, alter what it means to be human, and what this means to 
democracy, individual rights, free will, eugenics, and equality. Other law schools, including 
Stanford and Oxford have hosted similar “Human Enhancement and Technology” conferences, 
where transhumanists, futurists, bioethicists, and legal scholars have conferred on the ethical, legal, 
and potentially inevitable ramifications of posthumanity.

“No matter where one is aligned on this issue, it is clear that the human enhancement debate 
is a deeply passionate and personal one, striking at the heart of what it means to be human,” 
explained Dr. Lin in the NSF report. Then, with surprising candor, he added, “Some see it as a way 
to fulfill or even transcend our potential; others see it as a darker path towards becoming 
Frankenstein’s monster.”[v]

Because any attempt at covering each potential GRIN-tech, catastrophic, Frankenstein’s 
monster possibility in a paper such as this would be impractical, I summarize below a few of the 
more important areas in which bioethicists, regulators, and conservative Christians should be 
informed and involved in public dialogue over the potential benefits and threats represented by 
these emerging fields of science:
 
SYNTHETIC BIOLOGY

Synthetic biology is one of the newest areas of biological research that seeks to design new forms of 
life and biological functions not found in nature. The concept began emerging in 1974, when Polish 
geneticist Waclaw Szybalski speculated how scientists and engineers would soon enter “the 
synthetic biology phase of research in our field. We will then devise new control elements and add 
these new modules to the existing genomes or build up wholly new genomes. This would be a field 
with the unlimited expansion [of] building new…‘synthetic’ organisms, like a ‘new better 
mouse.’”[vi] Following Szybalski’s speculation, the field of synthetic biology reached its first major 
milestone in 2010 with the announcement that researchers at the J. Craig Venter Institute (JCVI) had 
created an entirely new form of life nicknamed “Synthia” by inserting artificial genetic material, 
which had been chemically synthesized, into cells that were then able to grow. The JCVI Web site 
explains:

Genomic science has greatly enhanced our understanding of the biological 
world. It is enabling researchers to “read” the genetic code of organisms 
from all branches of life by sequencing the four letters that make up DNA. 
Sequencing genomes has now become routine, giving rise to thousands of 
genomes in the public databases. In essence, scientists are digitizing 
biology by converting the A, C, T, and G’s of the chemical makeup of 
DNA into 1’s and 0’s in a computer. But can one reverse the process and 
start with 1’s and 0’s in a computer to define the characteristics of a living 
cell? We set out to answer this question [and] now, this scientific team 
headed by Drs. Craig Venter, Hamilton Smith, and Clyde Hutchison have 
achieved the final step in their quest to create the first…synthetic genome 
[which] has been “booted up” in a cell to create the first cell controlled 
completely by a synthetic genome.[vii]

The JCVI site goes on to explain how the ability to routinely write the software of life will 
usher in a new era in science, and with it, unnatural “living” products like Szybalski’s “new better 
mouse.” Jerome C. Glenn added for the 2010 State of the Future fourteenth annual report from the 
Millennium Project, “Synthetic biologists forecast that as computer code is written to create 



software to augment human capabilities, so too genetic code will be written to create life forms to 
augment civilization.”[viii] The new better mice, dogs, horses, cows, or humans that grow from this 
science will be unlike any of the versions God made according to conservative theology. In fact, 
researchers at the University of Copenhagen may look at what Venter has accomplished as amateur 
hour compared to their posthuman plans. They’re working on a third Peptide Nucleic Acid (PNA) 
strand—a synthetic hybrid of protein and DNA—to upgrade humanity’s two existing DNA strands 
from double helix to triple. In so doing, these scientists “dream of synthesizing life that is utterly 
alien to this world—both to better understand the minimum components required for life (as part of 
the quest to uncover the essence of life and how life originated on earth) and, frankly, to see if they 
can do it. That is, they hope to put together a novel combination of molecules that can self-organize, 
metabolize (make use of an energy source), grow, reproduce and evolve.”[ix]

PATENTING NEW LIFE-FORMS

Questions are evolving now over “patenting” of transgenic seeds, animals, plants, and synthetic life-
forms by large corporations, which, at a minimum, has already begun to impact the economy of 
rural workers and farmers through such products as Monsanto’s “terminator” seeds. Patenting of 
human genes will escalate these issues, as best-selling author Michael Crichton pointed out a while 
back in a piece for the New York Times titled, “Patenting Life,”[x] in which he claimed that people 
could die in the future from not being able to afford medical treatment as a result of medicines 
owned by patent holders of specific genes related to the genetic makeup of those persons. Former 
special counsel for President Richard Nixon, Charles Colson, added, “The patenting of genes and 
other human tissue has already begun to turn human nature into property. The misuse of genetic 
information will enable insurers and employers to exercise the ultimate form of discrimination. 
Meanwhile, advances in nanotechnology and cybernetics threaten to ‘enhance’ and one day perhaps 
rival or replace human nature itself—in what some thinkers are already calling 
‘transhumanism.’”[xi]

HUMAN CLONING

The prospect of human cloning was raised in the 90s, immediately after the 
creation of the much-celebrated “Dolly,” a female domestic sheep clone. Dolly was 
the first mammal to be cloned using “somatic cell nuclear transfer,” which involves 
removing the DNA from an unfertilized egg and replacing the nucleus of it with the 
DNA that is to be cloned. Today, a version of this science is common practice in 
genetics engineering labs worldwide, where “therapeutic cloning” of human and 
human-animal embryos is employed for stem-cell harvesting (the stem cells, in 
turn, are used to generate virtually any type of specialized cell in the human body). 
This type of cloning was in the news recently when it emerged from William J. 

Clinton Presidential Center documents that the newest member of the Supreme Court, Elena Kagan, 
had opposed during the Clinton White House any effort by Congress to prevent humans from being 
cloned specifically for experimental purposes. A second form of human cloning is called 
“reproductive cloning,” and is the technology that could be used to create a person who is 
genetically identical with a current or previously existing human. While Dolly was created by this 
type of cloning technology, the American Medical Association and the American Association for the 
Advancement of Science have raised caution on using this approach to create human clones, at least 
at this stage. Government bodies including the U.S. Congress have considered legislation to ban 
mature human cloning, and though a few states have implemented restrictions, contrary to public 
perception and except where institutions receive federal funding, no federal laws exist at this time in 
the United States to prohibit the cloning of humans. The United Nations, the European Union, and 
Australia likewise considered, yet failed to approve, a comprehensive ban on human cloning 
technology, leaving the door open to perfect the science should society, government, or the military 



come to believe the technology holds intrinsic value.

REDEFINING HUMANS AND HUMAN RIGHTS

Where biotechnology is ultimately headed includes not only redefining what it means to be human, 
but redefining subsequent human rights as well. For instance, Dr. James Hughes, whom I have 
debated on his syndicated Changesurfer Radio show and who likewise has been on my radio show, 
wants transgenic chimps and great apes uplifted genetically so that they achieve “personhood.” The 
underlying goal behind this theory would be to establish that basic cognitive aptitude should equal 
“personhood” and that this “cognitive standard” and not “human-ness” should be the key to 
constitutional protections and privileges. Among other things, this would lead to nonhuman 
“persons” and “nonperson” humans, unhinging the existing argument behind intrinsic sanctity of 
human life, and paving the way for such things as harvesting organs from people like Terry Schiavo 
whenever the loss of cognitive ability equals the dispossession of “personhood.” These would be 
the first victims of transhumanism, according to Prof. Francis Fukuyama, concerning who does or 
does not qualify as fully human and is thus represented by the founding concept that “all men are 
created equal.” Most would argue that any human fits this bill, but women and blacks were not 
included in these rights in 1776 when Thomas Jefferson wrote the Declaration of Independence. So 
who is to say what protections can be automatically assumed in an age when human biology is 
altered and when personhood theory challenges what bioethicists like Wesley J. Smith champion as 
“human exceptionalism” (the idea that human beings carry special moral status in nature and special 
rights, such as the right to life, plus unique responsibilities, such as stewardship of the 
environment)? Some, but not all, believers in human exceptionalism arrive at this concept from a 
biblical worldview based on Genesis 1:26, which says, “And God said, ‘Let us make man in our 
image, after our likeness: and let them have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of 
the air, and over the cattle, and over all the earth, and over every creeping thing that creepeth upon 
the earth.’”

NANOTECHNOLOGY AND CYBERNETICS

Technology to merge human brains with machines is progressing at an accelerating pace. 
Nanotechnology—the science of engineering materials or devices on an atomic and molecular scale 
between one to one hundred nanometers (a nanometer is one billionth of a meter) in size—is poised 
to take the development between brain-machine interfaces and cybernetic devices to a whole new 
adaptive level for human modification. This will happen because, as Dr. C. Christopher Hook points 
out:

Engineering or manipulating matter and life at nanometer scale [foresees] 
that the structures of our bodies and our current tools could be 
significantly altered. In recent years, many governments around the 
world, including the United States with its National Nanotechnology 
Initiative, and scores of academic centers and corporations have 
committed increasing support for developing nanotechnology programs. 
The military, which has a significant interest in nanotechnology, has 
created the Center for Soldier Nanotechnologies (csn) [which is] 
interested in the use of such technology to help create the seamless 
interface of electronic devices with the human nervous system, 
engineering the cyborg soldier.[xii]

TRANSHUMAN EUGENICS

In the early part of the 20th Century, the study and practice of selective human breeding known as 
eugenics sought to counter dysgenic aspects within the human gene pool and to improve overall 



human “genetic qualities.” Researchers in the United States, Britain, Canada, and Germany (where, 
under Adolf Hitler, eugenics operated under the banner of “racial hygiene” and allowed Josef 
Mengele, Otmar von Verschuer, and others to perform horrific experiments on live human beings in 
concentration camps to test their genetic theories) were interested in weeding out “inferior” human 
bloodlines and used studies to insinuate heritability between certain families and illnesses such as 
schizophrenia, blindness, deafness, dwarfism, bipolar disorder, and depression. Their published 
reports fueled the eugenics movement to develop state laws in the 1800s and 1900s that forcefully 
sterilized persons considered unhealthy or mentally ill in order to prevent them from “passing on” 
their genetic inferiority to future generations. Such laws were not abolished in the U.S. until the 
mid-20th Century, leading to more than sixty thousand sterilized Americans in the meantime. 
Between 1934 and 1937, the Nazis likewise sterilized an estimated four hundred thousand people 
they deemed of inferior genetic stock while also setting forth to selectively exterminate the Jews as 
“genetic aberrations” under the same program. Transhumanist goals of using biotechnology, 
nanotechnology, mind-interfacing, and related sciences to create a superior man and thus 
classifications of persons—the enhanced and the unenhanced—opens the door for a new form of 
eugenics and social Darwinism.

GERM-LINE GENETIC ENGINEERING

Germ-line genetic engineering has the potential to actually achieve the goals of the early eugenics 
movement (which sought to create superior humans via improving genetics through selective 
breeding) through genetically modifying human genes in very early embryos, sperm, and eggs. As a 
result, germ-line engineering is considered by some conservative bioethicists to be the most 
dangerous of human enhancement technology, as it has the power to truly reassemble the very 
nature of humanity into posthuman, altering an embryo’s every cell and leading 
to inheritable modifications extending to all succeeding generations. Debate 
over germ-line engineering is therefore most critical, because as changes to 
“downline” genetic offspring are set in motion, the nature and physical makeup 
of mankind will be altered with no hope of reversal, thereby permanently 
reshaping humanity’s future. A respected proponent of germ-line technology is 
Dr. Gregory Stock, who, like cyborgist Kevin Warwick, departs from 
Kurzweil’s version of Humans 2.0 first arriving as a result of computer 
Singularity. Stock believes man can choose to transcend existing biological 
limitations in the nearer future (at or before computers reach strong artificial 
intelligence) through germ-line engineering. If we can make better humans by 
adding new genes to their DNA, he asks, why shouldn’t we? “We have spent 
billions to unravel our biology, not out of idle curiosity, but in the hope of bettering our lives. We 
are not about to turn away from this,” he says, before admitting elsewhere that this could lead to 
“clusters of genetically enhanced superhumans who will dominate if not enslave us.”[xiii] The titles 
to Stock’s books speak for themselves concerning what germ-line engineering would do to the 
human race. The name of one is Redesigning Humans: Our Inevitable Genetic Future and another 
is Metaman: The Merging of Humans and Machines into a Global Superorganism.

Besides the short list above, additional areas of attention where conservative Christians may 
find concerns include immortalism, postgenderism, cryonics, designer babies, neurohacking, and 
mind uploading.

HEAVEN AND HELL SCENARIOS

While positive advances have been developing and will continue to develop inside some of the 
science and technology fields discussed above, men like Prof. Francis Fukuyama, in his book, Our 
Posthuman Future: Consequences of the Biotechnology Revolution, warn that unintended 



consequences resulting from what mankind has now set in motion represents the most dangerous 
time in earth’s history: a period when exotic technology in the hands of transhumanist ambitions 
could forever alter what it means to be human. To those who would engineer a transhuman future, 
Fukuyama warns of a dehumanized “hell scenario” in which we “no longer struggle, aspire, love, 
feel pain, make difficult moral choices, have families, or do any of the things that we traditionally 
associate with being human.”[xiv] In this ultimate identity crisis, we would “no longer have the 
characteristics that give us human dignity” because, for one thing, “people dehumanized à la Brave 
New World…don’t know that they are dehumanized, and, what is worse, would not care if they 
knew. They are, indeed, happy slaves with a slavish happiness.”[xv] The “hell scenario” envisioned 
by Fukuyama is only a primer to what other conservatives believe could go wrong...
Too be continued...
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