
Machinehead: From 1984 to the
Brave  New  World  Order  and
Beyond
Wherever the survival of humanity is threatened we find the
work of Satan. In the previous century that was Fascism, then
Mutually Assured Destruction during the Cold War. Today, Satan
hides  behind  the  ascendancy  of  the  global  Empire  of
Technology:  assimilation  of  humanity  into  the  machine,
creating a new planetary being: the Cyborg. I believe people
best understand large conglomerates when personalized, such
as, referring to the Federal Government as “Uncle Sam,” so I
have chosen to name the Brave New World Order: Machinehead!

Post-Orwellian World
Say  good  bye  to  Orwell’s  nightmare  world  of  1984!{1}  And
welcome to Machinehead: the Brave New World Order and beyond!

Machinehead  is  what  I  call  the  technological  idol  or  the
planetary being taking shape in the convergence of human and
computer intelligence, a global cyborg. “Machine” is defined
as one global system with many subsystems.

Experts  already  recognize  the  global  system  as  a
superorganism, one life-form made of billions and billions of
individual parts or cells like an anthill or beehive, with one
mind  and  one  will.  Thus,  the  global  machine  consists  of
millions of subsystems interfacing one over-system. Mankind
acts as agent for the global machine’s ascendancy, creating a
technological god in its own image.

The suffix “head” refers to the divine essence as in “Godhead”
(Forasmuch then as we are the offspring of God, we ought not
to think that the Godhead is like unto gold, or silver, or
stone,  graven  by  art  and  man’s  device.  Acts  17:  29).
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Machinehead is the replacement of all traditional views of God
with the new Living God of the Machine, best illustrated by
the  recent  movie  Transcendence  (2014),  which  depicts  the
computer’s awaking to consciousness in one mind and will, the
Singularity!

Two prophets of modernity plead in dire warning for us to
reconsider modern faith in expansive government and escalating
technological acceleration. The first and most notable was
master  political  satirist  and  critic  George  Orwell
(1903-1950), famous for Animal Farm and 1984, and the second,
English literatus Aldous Huxley (1894-1963), author of Brave
New World (BNW).

Orwell  envisioned  the  end  of  history  in  the  all-powerful
political dictatorship of Oceania marked by perpetual war,
omnipresent government surveillance, thought control, and the
ubiquitous media projection of Big Brother.

Orwell gave us the foundation of the current age in Cold War
politics, but does not serve as guide to the future, which
belongs,  if  humanity  allows  it,  to  the  apparent  benign
technophilia of Brave New World that follows upon Orwell’s
cruel political combat boot in the face!

The Cold War Era and 1984
Orwell divided his fictional geopolitical borders into three
grids:  Oceania,  Eurasia  and  Eastasia,  shadowing  accurately
Cold War divisions between Western and Eastern Bloc countries
allied  behind  NATO  (Oceania)  and  Warsaw  pact  nations
(Eurasia), leaving the Third World (Eastasia) as pawns (proxy
wars) for interminable power battles between the two Super
Powers (Super States). Perpetual war characterized normative
relations between the super states in 1984 with the objective
to  further  consolidate  the  State’s  power  over  its  own
citizens. The threat of war inspires fear in the population
and offers government the opportunity and justification for



further largesse and control. War insures a permanent state of
crisis,  leaving  the  population  in  desperation  for  strong
leadership and centralized command and control.

The wars of 1984 were a side note to the main thrust of the
novel, omnipotent government control. The novel introduced the
world to the ominous character Big Brother. The central drama
takes place in Airstrip One, the capital of Oceania, formerly
London, England, where Winston Smith the protagonist struggles
to maintain his dignity as an individual, under the crushing
gears of Fascist government.

Popular criticism asserts that Orwell had Stalinism in the
cross hairs in his novel. However, that interpretative ruse
acts  as  an  escape  clause  for  the  West  to  disavow  any
participation  in  totalitarianism.  Most  Americans  falsely
assume that 1984 applied to the Soviet Union and not NATO.
Eurasia (the Eastern bloc) was a mere literary foil. Orwell’s
social  criticism  applies  to  all  forms  of  totalitarianism,
especially  the  subtle  power  structure  of  the  West  hidden
behind democratic rhetoric, media bias, and an acute lack of
national  self-criticism.  Oceania  was  Orwell’s  analogy  and
commentary on the future of the West after World War II. The
NATO alliance, founded in 1949 the same year Orwell published
1984,  was  the  target  of  Orwell’s  criticism&mdash;not  the
Soviet Union.

Brave New World Order in the 21st Century:
The Imperial Machine
Huxley’s novel Brave New World foresaw a techno heaven on
earth that knows nothing of wars, political parties, religion
or democracy, but caters to creature comforts, maximization of
pleasure and minimization of pain; total eradication of all
emotional and spiritual suffering through the removal of free
choice by radical conditioning from conception in the test
tube to blissful euthanasia.



Television was the controlling technology in 1984, so in BNW
control is asserted through media, education and a steady flow
of soma—the perfect drug and chemical replacement for Jesus.
“Christianity without tears” was how Mustapha Mond the World
Controller described soma. “Anybody can be virtuous now. You
can carry at least half your morality around in a [pill]
bottle.”{2}

Spiritual perfection commanded by Jesus, “Be ye perfect, even
as your heavenly father is perfect” (Matthew 5:48), will be
given to all through genetic programing, sustained through
chemical  infusion  and  mental  conditioning  (propaganda).  If
1984 was about power for the sake of power, BNW emphasizes the
kinder,  gentler  technological  dictatorship  that  does  not
promise happiness, but delivers it to all whether they want it
or
not!

Brave  New  World  Order  amounts  to  technological
totalitarianism, analogous to Huxley’s “World State” motto:
“Community, Identity, Stability.”{3}

The “imperial machine” as it has been called by political
scientists acts outside the traditional political process and
in tandem with it when needed with no central geographical
location or person or groups with any discernable hierarchical
structure that directs it; the United States, Great Britain,
United Nations, The People’s Republic of China or The European

Union are not the power brokers of 21st century Empire, but its
pawns.
Technological  Empire  rules  as  an  all-encompassing,  all-
pervasive power, shaping human destiny in its own image.

Transvaluation of Man and Machine
A titanic transvaluation (reversal in the meaning of values)
between  superstructure  (intangible  ideological  system:
beliefs, convictions, morality, myth, etc.) and infrastructure



(tangible urban development: roads, buildings, houses, cars,
machines,  etc.)  begun  with  the  Industrial  Revolution  will

finally  be  complete  some  time  during  the  21st  century.
Infrastructure replaces superstructure. Technology has become
our  belief,  religion  and  hope,  what  was  once  a  means
(technology) to an end (human progress) has replaced the end
with the means. Technology replaces humanity as the goal of
progress; technology for technology’s sake not for the good of
mankind or God’s glory.

The reversal of meaning is found everywhere in postmodern
society beginning with the death of God and unfolding in lock
step to the death of man, progress, democracy and Western
Civilization; concomitantly paired with an equal ascendency of
all  things  technological,  until  the  machine  ultimately
replaces humanity.

Marxist  regimes  were  fond  of  calling  their  systems
“democratic” or “republic” such as the People’s Republic of
China  despite  the  fact  that  the  Dictatorship  of  the
Proletariat  bears  the  opposite  meaning.  The  majestic  word
Liberal, once meant freedom from government interference and
rule by inner light of reason in the seventeenth century, had
come to be synonymous with government regulation and planning
by the twentieth century.

The cruelest irony in the transvaluation process is that the
triumph of mankind over nature and tradition in the modern
world has resulted in his replacement by the machine. Humanism
of the modern period promoted the Rational as ideal type of
Man. This ideal was already adapted to the machine as 1984 and
Brave New World illustrated through the removal of faith and
the  attenuation  of  human  nature  to  mechanical  existence.
French Intellectual Jacques Ellul argued further that “This
type  [of  man]  exists  to  support  technique  [technological
acceleration] and serve the machine, but eventually he will be
eliminated because he has become superfluous . . . the great



hope that began with the notion of human dominance over the
machine ends with human replacement by the machine.”{4}

The Devil’s Logic
What we fear will happen is already here because we fear it;
it will overtake us according to our fears; it will recede
according to our love. (1 John 2)

Human  Replacement  does  not  necessarily  mean  total  human
extinction,  a  cyborg  race  that  fundamentally  alters  human
nature  will  cause  a  pseudo-extinction—meaning  part  of
humanity, the Machine Class, those most fit for technological
evolution will ascend to the next stage, leaving the great
majority behind. The movie Elysium (2011) offers an excellent
illustration:  the  technological  elite,  who  reap  all  the
benefits from technological advance control the earth from an
orbiting space station. H. G. Wells in his famous novel The
Time Machine painted a similar picture of human evolution that
branched into two different species: the hideous
cannibalistic  Morlocks,  “the  Under-grounders,”  their  only
principle was necessity, feeding off the beautiful, yet docile
Eloi, “the Upper-worlders,” whose only emotion was fear.{5}

When fear dominates our thinking, love is absent from our
motives. To say, “It is necessary” in defense of technological
practice,  abdicates  choice,  giving  unlimited  reign  to
technological  acceleration,  i.e.  abortion,  government
surveillance, or digital conversion. “Fear” and “necessity”
are the devil’s logic. Necessity imposes itself through fear
of being left behind by “technological progress.”

Necessity is not the Mother of Invention, but the Father of
Lies!  New  technology  becomes  necessity  only  after  it  is
invented. There is no conscious need for what does not yet
exist. Technological need establishes itself through habitual
use  creating  dependence  and  finally  normalcy  in  the  next
generation  who  cannot  relate  to  a  past  devoid  of  modern



technological essentials.

“Thy will be done on earth as it is in heaven,” serves as our
mandate, if we wish to create a future of universal love and
empathy instead of universal speed and memory.

Knowledge without wisdom leads to disaster. “Where is the
wisdom lost in knowledge?”{6} Wisdom is the loving use of
knowledge.  Love  counsels  limits  to  knowledge  for  the
liberation  of  all.  Fear  dictates  limitless  necessity,
enslaving  all.

A choice faces us. Say “yes!” to God and “no!” to limitless
advance.  Otherwise  mankind  faces  replacement  by  the  new
digital god: Machinehead!
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Genetic Engineering
Dr. Michael Gleghorn argues that a biblical view of man should
both inform and limit how reproductive technology and genetic
engineering are applied to humanity.

Are We Speeding toward a Brave New World?
With ongoing advances in reproductive technology and genetic
engineering, man’s ability to make himself what he pleases is
increasingly  within  reach.  For  example,  in  a  1996  Nature
editorial  it  was  stated,  “the  growing  power  of  molecular
genetics confronts us with future prospects of being able to
change the nature of our species.”{1} This raises serious
ethical  concerns.  The  power  to  change  human  nature  says
nothing at all about whether we ought to change it. How might
we use such unprecedented power?

Both Aldous Huxley and C. S. Lewis made disturbing predictions
about man’s possible future. Both explored what might happen
if  technologies  like  genetic  engineering  and  psychological
conditioning were unwisely applied to mankind.

In Huxley’s Brave New World children are no longer born to
mothers and fathers (words considered disgusting and taboo);
rather, they are “grown” in government owned “hatcheries.”{2}
Human freedom is virtually non-existent because each person is
genetically  engineered  and  psychologically  conditioned  to
fulfill a particular social role. Society is structured into
five classes. On top are the Alphas, society’s elite. They are
the  intellectuals,  educators,  and  government  officials.  At
bottom are the Epsilons. They handle society’s most menial
tasks. In the middle are the Betas, Gammas, and Deltas, each
having responsibilities appropriate to their class.

In The Abolition of Man, C. S. Lewis argues that man’s final
conquest of nature may be his conquest of human nature. Lewis
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calls those who develop and gain such power conditioners. They
can  make  humanity  whatever  they  please.  But  what  will  it
“please” them to make?

Neither  Huxley  nor  Lewis  seem  optimistic.  Consider,  for
instance, what could happen if the man-makers of the future
abandon belief in objective moral values–the doctrine that
some things are really right and others really wrong. Would
they make humanity “better”? The idea of “better” implies a
standard of comparison that is either absolute or relative.
But these man-makers reject an absolute standard of right and
wrong. For such moral relativists then, a claim that honesty
is good and lying is evil means nearly the same as a claim
that hot chocolate is good but coffee is disgusting! Claims
about good and evil are merely matters of personal taste or
preference, nothing more.

But what if there really are objective moral values? If so,
such human conditioners could only make us better by accident,
for they have rejected the very standard by which genuine
improvement  could  ever  be  measured!  And  apart  from  this
objective  moral  standard,  “better”  means  only  what  they
themselves happen to like.

In contrast to such moral relativism, the Bible teaches that
objective  moral  values  are  real.  It  points  to  the  moral
perfection of God as the absolute standard against which all
human moral actions should be measured. Therefore, if we let a
biblical view of man and morality inform how we choose to
apply  genetic  engineering,  we  may  be  able  to  embrace  the
benefits  and  avoid  the  pitfalls  of  this  powerful  new
technology.

This Present Darkness
Aldous Huxley and C. S. Lewis feared that if we misapply
technologies like genetic engineering to ourselves we might
soon become an endangered species! I share their concerns.



Although I am not opposed to research and development in this
area, I do think it should be constrained by a biblical view
of man. Unfortunately, many researchers regard this view as
little more than an antiquated myth. The biblical view of man
has  been  rejected,  or  worse,  entirely  ignored.  That  such
researchers should feel little incentive for placing biblical
constraints on their work is therefore hardly surprising.

A good example of this mindset can be found in Lee Silver’s
1997 book, Remaking Eden: Cloning and Beyond in a Brave New
World. He endorses Huxley’s prediction about the power man
will gain over reproduction.{3} But while Huxley and Lewis
thought the state would use such power to promote its own
agenda, Silver believes parents will use it to enhance the
lives of their children. He thinks it’s inconsistent to allow
parents  to  provide  their  children  with  the  best  home
environment,  the  best  health  care,  the  best  educational
opportunities  and  cultural  experiences,  but  not  the  best
genes.{4} He predicts that if the technology to change or
enhance genes becomes available, no one will be able to stop
parents from using it.{5} Since the amount of money to be made
by such services would be staggering, “the global marketplace
will reign supreme.”{6}

So how close is the day when parents might request a genetic
upgrade for their children? Well, judge for yourself. The
successful development of in vitro fertilization in 1978 not
only allowed scientists to cure a certain type of infertility,
it also gave them access to the embryo. In principle, this
makes it possible “to observe and modify . . . its genetic
material before a pregnancy is initiated.”{7} Although such
genetic  modification  has  not  yet  taken  place,  it  is  now
“possible  to  screen  thousands  of  different  genes  within
individual embryos” to see how such potential children might
differ from one another.{8}

Still, genetic screening is not genetic engineering. No genes
are added or changed.{9} It simply allows parents to choose



from the selection of embryos generated by this procedure. But
there  is  a  problem:  it’s  currently  legal  to  destroy  the
embryos that aren’t chosen!{10} And this constitutes a serious
infringement  upon  the  rights  of  the  unborn.  Furthermore,
Silver predicts that “genetic engineering of human embryos”
will become feasible by the middle of this century.{11}

While such remarks may sound alarming, we must remember that
it’s not the technology itself, but its misapplication that’s
the problem.

What Might the Future Hold?
One of the worst consequences of contemporary reproductive
technology is the creation, and subsequent destruction, of
numerous human embryos. Since 1997, genetic screening has made
it “possible to screen thousands of different genes within
individual embryos” to see how such potential children might
differ  from  one  another.{12}  This  information  allows
prospective parents to choose the one embryo among many which
they believe will make the best child. Unfortunately, the
remaining embryos are simply destroyed! If such technology is
not constrained by a biblical view of man, this new form of
legalized eugenics may be only the beginning. In light of such
advancing technologies, what might the future hold?

The future envisioned by Lee Silver in Remaking Edenis both
fascinating and disturbing. He speculates that by the year
2350  two  very  distinct  classes  of  people  may  exist:  the
Naturals and the Gene-Enriched or GenRich. Naturals are people
like you and me, born by natural methods and not genetically
enriched. The GenRich, who may account for roughly ten percent
of the American population, are distinguished from Naturals in
that they “all carry synthetic genes . . . that were created
in the laboratory.”{13} Silver believes that over time the
genetic distance between Naturals and the GenRich will become
ever  greater.  Eventually  all  aspects  of  the  government,
economy,  media,  entertainment,  and  education  will  be



controlled by the GenRich.{14} “In contrast, Naturals [will]
work as low-paid service providers or as laborers,” and their
children will only be taught the skills needed to do the jobs
available to their class.{15}

If this social structure strikes you as loosely reminiscent of
Aldous Huxley’s Brave New World you’re not alone. In fact,
Silver subtitled his book, Cloning and Beyond in a Brave New
World. But while Silver believes wealthy parents will use
genetic engineering to enhance the lives of their children,
Huxley thought such power would be controlled by the state.
And here’s where things get tricky.

Silver predicts that society will be “controlled by . . . the
GenRich.”{16} They will be the sole governing class and the
sole controllers of all sophisticated technology, including
genetic engineering. But then what can prevent the GenRich
from passing laws that permit engineering the Naturals to be a
class  of  servants?  Would  not  the  more  powerful,  but  less
numerous,  GenRich  want  to  prevent  the  Naturals  from
entertaining revolutionary ideas? And might they not do this
through  genetic  engineering  and  psychological  conditioning?
Have we not returned to something like Huxley’s Brave New
World? How might we avoid such a future?

The biblical view of man provides an answer to this question.

The Biblical Doctrine of Man
In his book Remaking Eden, Lee Silver anticipates a future in
which we can genetically alter human nature. He predicts that
“genetic engineering of human embryos” will become feasible by
the middle of this century.{17} Suppose he is right about
this. Does it follow that we ought to genetically engineer
humans simply because we can? How we answer this question will
largely depend on our view of man.

Exactly  what  are  we,  anyway?  Are  we  merely  matter  which,



through a long, undirected evolutionary process, has finally
become self- conscious? Or are we something more? The Bible
declares that both men and women were created in the image of
God.{18}  This  doctrine  forms  the  basis  for  the  Christian
belief in both the dignity of man and the sanctity of human
life. Even after man’s fall into sin the image of God, though
marred, was not completely lost.{19}

Thus in Genesis 9:6 we read, “Whoever sheds man’s blood, by
man his blood shall be shed, for in the image of God He made
man.” When God instituted capital punishment for murder, it
was because He had created man in His image. But this verse
not only affirms that man bears the image of God, it also
implies that human life is sacred and imposes a severe penalty
for the unjustified taking of such a life. It also suggests
that man is subject to an absolute moral law which finds its
source in God. You might say it indicates that all men “are
endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable rights,”
chief of which is the right to life!

The biblical doctrine of man needs to be brought into ethical
discussions  of  reproductive  technology  and  genetic
engineering. Because man bears God’s image, certain boundaries
should  not  be  crossed.  For  example,  scientific  evidence
indicates that human life begins at conception. Therefore,
destroying human embryos clearly violates their “unalienable”
right to life. Furthermore, any attempt to genetically alter
man’s  unique  nature  as  a  rational,  emotional,  volitional,
moral agent could be viewed as an attack on the image of God
in man.{20} We must be careful how we choose to apply such
technologies–especially to ourselves!

Science  within  the  Limits  of  Biblical
Morality Alone
C. S. Lewis compared man’s attempt to conquer human nature to
“the  magician’s  bargain:  give  up  our  soul,  get  power  in



return.”{21}  But  once  we  take  the  final  step  of  reducing
humanity “to the level of mere Nature . . . the being who
stood to gain and the being who has been sacrificed are one
and the same.”{22} Lewis referred to this final step as the
abolition of man. By this he did not mean the abolition of
man’s  physical  being.  Rather,  he  was  concerned  about
potentially  detrimental  changes  to  that  unique,  immaterial
component  of  human  nature.  Although  I  have  doubts  about
whether we could actually change this aspect of human nature,
I do object to any attempt by man to alter it through genetic
engineering. Since God based capital punishment for murder on
the fact that man was made in His image, it seems that any
attempt to genetically alter human nature, fallen though it
is, may likewise be morally offensive.{23}

Still, the solution is not to abandon scientific research.
Rather, we must simply keep it within proper moral boundaries.
To make this clear, let’s consider an example of a morally
acceptable  application  of  genetic  engineering  which  also
offers great potential benefit to humanity. There has recently
been some talk of possible new AIDS vaccines. One of these, a
brainchild  of  Robert  Gallo’s  institute,  makes  use  of  the
salmonella bacteria responsible for typhoid. The bacteria are
genetically  altered  to  be  less  infectious  and  to  carry
portions  of  HIV  DNA  into  human  intestinal  cells.  Alex
Dominguez writes, “The infected intestinal cells are . . .
hijacked by the HIV and produce a part of the HIV virus, which
is not harmful but causes an immune response. Researchers hope
that will allow the body to fight off an attack by the real
HIV virus.”{24} Although at this time the vaccine is still
being  developed,  it  provides  an  example  of  how  genetic
engineering might be used in both a morally acceptable and
humanly beneficial way.

But  why  is  this  a  “morally  acceptable”  example?  Briefly,
unlike  the  scenarios  imagined  by  Aldous  Huxley  and  C.  S.
Lewis, man’s unique identity as a rational moral agent made in



the image of God is not in any way changed or compromised.
Using  genetically  altered  bacteria  as  a  potential  vaccine
against HIV does not seek to alter human nature any more than
a vaccine against rabies does.

Confining  scientific  research  within  the  limits  of  an
objective, biblical morality thus precludes neither scientific
advancement nor human benefit. Rather, it recognizes the value
of science without devaluing those who it is chiefly intended
to  serve!  But  disregarding  such  moral  standards  could
potentially lead us into the brave new worlds imagined by both
Huxley and Lewis. We must therefore hold these principles in
tension and encourage scientific research within the limits of
biblical morality alone.
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