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Introduction

Uncanny, yet familiar

We are all familiar with images of robots, cyborgsplicants, clones, and chimeras as well as
superhumanly intelligent, vast computer networkgeisce fiction literature and movies are richly
populated by such figures and creatures. Ever $itarg Shelly’'sFrankensteirthe creation of such
fictional figures has always served the purposejastioning some aspects of our interpersonal
lives, our attitudes, values and aspirations ortrhwwslamentally, the human condition itself and the
paths we may be taking. Most science fiction testifo a thoroughly naturalized understanding of
the world where scientific progress has enabledathest unbounded manipulation of biological
processes, the mechanization of intelligence ards#amless integration of the organic with the
synthetic, an exchange between the biological agithiworlds. On the other hand, science fiction
also probes the limits of this naturalization ancbanmon theme is precisely the demonstration of
some residual, yet essential element of humanhassesists technologization.

This thesis is to a great extent about a contemponatellectual movement called
transhumanisnthat holds that the science fiction of yesterdagbsut to become science proper
and embraces an utterly naturalized understandihgraan existence. The name ‘trans-humanism’
indicates that the human in its current form ismad as a transitory being, whose purpose it is to
overcome its limitations. The movements’ centraheteis that we should use our growing
technological prowess to far surpass current bioc&dgonstraints and engineer ourselves towards a
state of increased ability, intelligence, sophatimn and longevity. Although this prospect is gsea
reminiscent of familiar scenarios from the world safience fiction, the notion that it may soon
become our everyday reality strikes most peoplémgsobable, strange, alienating or uncanny.
Nevertheless, transhumanist ideas have become ywidistussed and bioethical debates in
particular can not avoid thinking earnestly abet possibility of radically modifying humans. The
termHuman Enhancement Technologies (HB@$ become the rubric under which questions of our

imminent technological self-manipulation are maidéalt with.



Convergence Towards Enhancement

Humanity has always used culture-specific methau$ @ractices to increase the capacities and
extend the limits of human biology. These methods ange from the use of substances like
caffeine or gingko, through the creation and appiin of increasingly complex tools, up to
systematic ways of disciplining and educating thedrand the body. In a certain sense the entire
process of cultural development can be underst@od aeries of attempts to overcomegural
human limitations. However, in our present age tlewer ending quest to better the human
condition seems to have reached a crucial turniamptp The convergence of the fields of
NanotechnologyBiotechnology,I nformation technology an@ognitive Science seems to enable
previously unimaginable degrees of interventioro intatter, into life processes and into human
nature. Convergence denotes the increasing coaperahethodological exchange and general
union of the mentioned four scientific disciplinés. proponents depict the convergence of sciences
and technologies as a much needed unification oWledge-seeking endeavours after many years
of disciplinary separation. Following a programroatiocument published by the U.S. National
Science Foundation in 2002 the approach has alen Habbed NBIC.It has a rather clearly
defined orientation towards enhancement, whichvidemced by the following statement: “At this
moment in the evolution of technical achievemeamiprovement of human performance through
integration of technologigsecomes possible.”

Also, recent biomedical advances are blurring thesl between therapeutic and enhancing
interventions on the human body. The best illustnadf this process is perhaps the controversial
case of Oscar Pistorius, the “fastest man on ng’léihe double-amputee athlete with prosthetic
legs, Pistorius wanted to compete in the 2008 BgiDlympics but the IAAF initially ruled him
ineligible because an independent study conclutleat ‘theetah prosthetics offer clear mechanical
advantages” over healthy individuals. This ruling was lateveesed and Pistorius could have
entered the games had he managed to run the requiieifying time, which he failed by 0.7
seconds. His case demonstrates how hard it istemgle dis-ability from super-ability in the age of
advanced prosthetics.

It is thus gradually becoming possible to use liot®logical means not just to cure diseases or

ameliorate suffering but also to improve upon ndrniealthy functioning. Some have even

! Rocco M. C., Bainbridge W.S., (eds.), ‘Convergiieghnologies for Improving Human

Performance: Nanotechnology, Biotechnology, InfararTechnology and Cognitive Science’ NSF/DOC-smred
report, 2002. URL.: http://www.wtec.org/Convergingfieologies/1/NBIC_report.pdf Last retrieved: 21 Mgy
2010

2 Oscar Pistorius - Independent Scientific studyctudies that cheetah prosthetics offer clear mechhatlvantages,
Website of the International Association of AthstiFederations, 14 January 2008
http://www.iaaf.org/news/kind=101/newsid=42896.htrakt retrieved 20 August 2010
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suggested that we are at the threshold of a nemduaal paradigm that involves a transition from
restitutio ad integrunto transformatio ad optimuras the chief medical concetrGiven the facts
that universal health insurance is not a globahpheenon yet and that millions of people die each
year of easily preventable diseases this claim treghnd grotesquely preposterous. Nevertheless
the trend towards and “enhancement medicine” a#irsg to take shape in developed Western
countries. Furthermore, a number of enhancementseiriuture are likely to be spin-offs or “side
effects” of mainstream biomedical research, as#se of Pistorius demonstrates.

Projected breakthroughs in genetics, nanotechnplstgyn cell therapy, human-computer
interfaces and psychopharmacology are currentlstigects of great hope and hype but have also
provoked significant anxieties and strong resigtamBecause the impact of these developments is
potentially profound, the turn of the 21st centbas seen the emergence of heated philosophical,
ethical® legaf and other discussions concerning the approprigefithese technologies.

Does ‘human nature’ possess some form of bindiognativity that would preclude
technological modifications aimed at improvemém®e we victims of a morally questionable
‘drive to mastery’ that needs to be overcof@®uld human enhancement lead to a new form of
eugenics, the breeding of superior people and thmdamentally upset the social and political
order? Or, to the contrary, is it perhaps the case tfemvay need to think about enhancements as
somehow levelling out the distribution of capadti€ould enhancements serve the purpose of
more, rather than less equality and fairn&ssfight we even have a moral obligation to enhafice?

In the year 2000, four leading U.S. bioethicistblmined a book under the titlerom
Chance to Choice — Genetics and Justioewhich they analyzed the challenges posed bgnie
biotechnological developments to ethical reasoaming distributive justicé’ The four wordsfrom
chance to choicgerfectly express and bring to the point a cruigalie that lies at the heart of
current technoscientific developments. One migHy evant to add a question mark at the end.

While new possibilities seem to expand the domdihuman agency and choice to fundamental

% See Wiesing, U., The History of Medical EnhancemErom Restitutio ad Integrum to Transformatio@gtimum?,
in Medical Enhancement and Posthumanity, Springghé&flands, 2009. pp. 25-37.

“ Bailley, H. W., Casey, T., K., Is Human Nature 6lese? — Genetics, Bioengineering and the FututeeofHluman
Condition, MIT Press, Cambridge, MA. 2005.

® The President’s Council on Bioethics, BeyondTthgra Biotechnology and the Pursuit of HappinessLUR
http://bioethics.georgetown.edu/pcbe/reports/betfmrdpy/beyond_therapy_final_webcorrected.pdf teisieved
20 August 2010

® Wienke, A., Eberbach, W., H., Kramer, H.J., Jarke(eds.) Die Verbesserung des Menschen — Tdiskehund
rechtliche Aspekte der wunscherfiillenden Medizjprirgyer, Heidelberg, 2009.

" Habermas, J., (2003) The Future of Human NatuktyfPress, Cambridge

8 Sandel, M., The Case against Perfection: Ethitsdérige of Genetic Engineering. Harvard Univer§itgss, 2007.

® Fukuyama, F., Our Posthuman Future: Consequeffi¢ke Biotechnology Revolution. Picador, New Yo2K02.

9Buchanan, A., Brock, D., Daniels, N., Wikler, Brom Chance to Choice — Genetics and Justice. Gagebr
University Press, Cambridge, 2000.

" Harris J., Enhancing Evolution, 2007. Princetoriversity Press.

12 Buchanan, et al. op cit.
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biological levels, they may also be seen as meamm$cribing power relations and the status quo
of social expectations and ideals ever deeperartily.

There is thus a broad spectrum of opinions comoegrtme desirability and the limitations of
new technologies. Whereas some consider them tandibing more than new and more
sophisticated means for treating and preventingadis, for others, these developments hold out the
promise of exchanging the chance of ttagural lotteryfor free human choice, thus liberating us
from the burdens of our biological determinatiomtitisiastic voices speak of radically enhanced
humans, indefinitely expanded life spans and tkeatwn of superhuman artificial intelligence. The
position of those eagerly embracing these prospamitd be callegprogressive technoeuphoric
while conservative technophobia characterized by the fear that our technolognddris might
make us lose the essence of what it means to barhum

Transhumanist thinkers are perhaps the most astdgpiorters of enhancement technologies.
They argue that emerging technologies and fututiical intelligence will allow us to greatly
extend the human lifespan and to radically alteewven transcend the human condition altogether,
possibly ushering in a post-biological éfdn their view, this emancipation from the confireesd
injustice of the natural lottery would result iretekmergence of the 'posthuman’ — a being that is
vastly superior to humans and exhibits total cdntreer its own physical, intellectual and
emotional capacities. Interestingly, the literalrgeg of man and technology, and ultimately the
replacement of humans by posthumans are consitierednifest the true unfolding and fulfilment
of human potentials, as if the purpose of being dmurhad always been self-transcendence. A
consideration of different varieties of posthumanisill be a significant part of this thesis.

Because contemporary bioethical debates revolvaundrothe forms of legitimate
intervention into life processes they unavoidabiglude making judgments about the value of
certain forms and ways of life, and ultimately abehat it means to be human, or to live a
meaningful life. These dilemmas and meditationsr avieat man can, may and should make of
himself are the most contemporary struggles withgbestion Kant considered to be the ultimate

matter of philosophy: “What is man?”

Thesis Structure / Thesis Outline

The present work addresses the question of enhamtet®chnologies in three steps. The first
chapter will give a brief overview of the history ibeas pertaining to efforts at making better
people. This historical reconstruction will alsemdify major philosophical currents and intelle¢tua

antecedents of transhumanist thought.

13 Kurzweil, R., The Singularity is Near. Penguin BepNew York, 2005.
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The second chapter Drawing on literature from bibté philosophy of technology and
science and technology studies | try to outlineitgae of the foundational assumptions this debate
rests upon. The heart of the critique is that @ttent opponents of enhancement and enthusiastic
supporters embrace an idea about the relationsttiwelen human nature and technology that is
largely untenable. Whereas some argue in favour efrict separation of human nature from a
perceived impure technological impingement othetsiljte the arrival of ,liberation biology*

Yet, both positions seem to relate to technologyf sswere something external and look at its
application to humans either with fear or joyoupeptation. Instead of this clear separation | argue
with Haraway, Hayles and others that technologypsebamediates and intimately permeates our
lives; in an especially succinct formulation ,wha¢ make and what (we think) we are co-evolve
together”*® Our relation to technologies is thus not eviderd anivocal but highly ambiguous and
ambivalent. Emerging technologies shall likely heit strip us of our ‘humanness’ nor makes us
absolute masters of our destiny but entangle es@n complexer relations.

The final chapter then attempts to sketch someifes: of this ambivalence using mainly
genetic technologies as examples. The three aspagtgyoing to discuss concern on the one hand
the undoubtedly liberating potential of these texdbgies as biology becomes more open to
intervention and choice. Yet, simultaneously theme at least two tendencies that provide reason to
be cautious. First, there is a lot that suggeststtite augmentation of human characteristics ak wel
as the possible creation of species-untypical streiay become subsumed under the logic of
perpetual performance enhancement driven by cotigretiand consumerism. Second, the
advancement of sophisticated diagnostic and mangdpols increasingly gives rise to screening,
preventive and pre-emptive measures. This sugdbkatsthe enhanced human body will be a
thoroughly monitored, surveilled and highly normmatl body. The aspired unfolding of human
potentials may thus harbour far more stratificato control than enthusiasts recognize.

Hence, the thesis starts from a description ofoms of human perfectibility, proceeds
through an analysis of the contemporary debatestglmsthumanism and ends with a consideration
of current biopolitical trends that may give usidea about likely developments in the future.

14 Bailey, R., Liberation Biology: The Scientific aibral Case for the Biotech Revolution, 2005., Petimeus Books,
New York

5 Hayles, K. N.,'Unfinished Work: From Cyborg to Gugphere’, Theory, Culture & Societyol. 23, July, 2006. p.
164.
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- Chapter 1 -

How Human Enhancement Came To Be

Chapter Outline

In this chapter | will sketch the history of idgaartaining to human enhancement understood in a
rather broad sense. It shall provide an overviewdifferent attempts at improving humans,
achieving perfection and longevity. It will recoutite story of Western philosophy's intimate
relationship with efforts aimed at improving humaris is also a fascinating story of great
ambivalence that depicts humans simultaneouslyttadyudeficient creatures who are condemned
to a life of misery, pain and a meagre existenowifig from their very nature, yet who are also
capable of endlessly changing, manipulating andepeng everything around them, including
themselves. As almost all historical reconstruiony attempt certainly makes no claim to being
exhaustive. It shall rather outline the transfoioratof the idea of manipulating and improving
humanity by different means as described in a warid genres ranging from utopian fiction
through political campaigns up to our present dagbates where Human Enhancement
Technologies have become a mainstream topic wittisiethical discourse, they feature prominently
in popular culture and often make it to the newadtiaes. In a certain sense, this chapter makes an
attempt at tracing the genealogy and intellectn&@@dents of current techno-optimistic positions,

such as transhumanism.

Forever Young — Myths and Alchemy

Mortality, the fleeting and ephemeral nature of lannexistence has prompted cultures of all times
and places to reflect upon the possibility of Iéeging life. It is certainly impossible to recount
here all the different conceptions and attitudesatds death as the spectrum of opinions is
extremely broad. It ranges from the view that dgriifie itself is merely transitory, with death
signalling the entry into an infinitely more impant eternal afterlife, through the notion that with
the death of the body life ceases altogether,aovibw that by the application of proper methods —
magical, scientific or spiritual — human life andiality can be indefinitely extended. Death can be
seen as an unavoidable fact of human existencesth@abe met with dignity or as the unacceptable
limitation of human endeavours, which must be cengd or at least contested.

Man's quest for longevity and immortality has tgat prominently in a number of myths

and mystical traditions such as the well known emicGreek parable of Tithonus whose tragic fate
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was sealed when Zeus granted him eternal life buéternal youth. The Epic of Gilgamesh is
among the oldest written records of human history a significant portion of this Mesopotamian
poem describes the pursuits of the heroic demigog Ksilgamesh as he attempts to attain
immortality by gaining hold of a special plant tlgrows at the bottom of the sea and possesses the
magical power of rejuvenation. After many misadvees Gilgamesh manages to gather the plant
but in the end it is snatched away from him by @eset leaving him mortal like all other méh.
According to the epic, this is the reason why ssedlave attained the ability to shed their skins and
live long lives. The story may be read either asgpression of man's deeply rooted longing for
eternal youth or as an allegory of the futility antgplaced nature of such attempts.

In a long chapter of his seminal woAHistory of Ideas about the Prolongation of Life
Gerald Gruman has collected stories, myths, andioas and philosophical theories that in one
way or another testify to the impossibility, undability or outright immoral nature of attempting
to overcome mortality. Gruman subsumed these atsaurder the heading ,,apologism” for they
all seek to somehow render acceptable the factsgeing, decline and death. After a detailed
description of relevant theories Gruman summariiesgrounds on which the prolongation of life
has been opposed. He uses the t@miongevity which is defined as ,the significant extension of
the length of life by human action” and lists téidwing 6 types of arguments against'it:

— Prolongevity is ruled out by inherent defects imtaun nature.
— Prolongevity is a violation of the natural order

— Prolongevity violates the divine order

— Prolongevity is ruled out by original sin

— Prolongevity is of itself undesirable

— Old age and death are desirable

Remarkable about this set of arguments is thaastriemained fairly constant over millennia albeit
there have also been some more recent additionisetdist of counterarguments. Even though
average life expectancy has witnessed tremendaursgehthe argument that adding deliberately to
the number of life years is problematic still seeroavincing to many. Arguments directed against
life extension still make recourse to the natursénand desirability of death and old age as evident
and unchanging features of Iifé.

As opposed to apologist myths and thinkers likestatle, Marcus Aurelius or Thomas
Aquinas who rejected prolongevity Gruman devotesstmaf his attention to what he calls

»-meliorist” theories. This approach does note tdlkess, ageing, decline and death as natural and

¥ Gruman, G., J., A History of Ideas about the Rrgtion of Life, Springer Publishing Company, 2003.
7 bid. p. 26-27
18 Kass, L, Life, Liberty and the Defense of Digni)04. Encounter Books
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unalterable givens but attempts to overcome thene dontemporary transhumanist movement
stands clearly in this meliorist line of thoughatltan look back at a long history even though it
would certainly be mistaken to lump together uratéhtiated all the meliorist efforts.

At about the same time when Aristotle and Epicuwese active in the West Taoism began
to burgeon in China. Compared to the Greek thinkeme had a clear apologist orientation in
relation to prolongevity the philosophy/religion dfaoism was explicitly concerned with
lengthening life. To this end it employed differenystical techniques, alchemist practices and a
general philosophy of quietism, of preserving oniéésforces by acting effortlessly and in perfect
harmony with nature. The prolongation of life artinnately immortality were thus inherent parts
of this tradition and seen as a sign of sagehaothtér centuries an institutionalized Taoist churc
even prescribed prolongevity practices to all sf mtembers. Though Taoism went into decline
following the 12" century it has played a crucial and lasting inficee on Chinese culture and its
naturalistic alchemist practices represent valugireto-scientific undertakings that have also
influenced the West through Arab transmissionAs Gruman notes, Taoism was the very first
systematic attempt to attain longevity that waseneneless greatly hindered by lack of organization
and a form of primitivism that sought return toaspgolden ag&.

In the West the first figure to stress the dediitgbof prolonging life was 13 century
philosopher and alchemist Roger Bacon who explidistanced himself from the merely health
oriented attitude of Galenic medicine and soughtemnadical means.

Alchemists were the bearers of an arcane knowléuaewith the works of Paracelsus later
evolved into scientific chemistry. They sought teate an elixir of life or what has been called the
Philosopher’s Stone that was also capable of tratisgymetals into gold. Alchemy was a highly
secretive art and its followers were men and wonvbo came from all walks of life and who
adhered to different faiths, Moslems, Christiand dews. It was a controversial activity to engage
in alchemist practices as it was sometimes toldrateeven exploited by courts and kings and at
other times pursued as a form of heresy.

One of the alchemists’ methods of obtaining theepursubstance of all was through
distillation and the separation of the pure frora tmpure. This refinement or transmutation can
take on many different meanings as it also referthe production of a perfect thing than can
bestow this perfection on everything else, thus alsninating all forms of suffering:

The theoretical foundation of alchemy was greatifluenced by Aristotelian natural

philosophy. It was believed that the world conslsbé four elements — earth, air, fire and water —

¥ Gruman, op. cit. p 80.

2 |bid.

% Moran, B., T., Distilling Knowledge — Alchemiy, @hmistry and the Scientific Revolution, Harvard Usisity Press,
2005. p. 24.
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which in turn were made up of 4 qualities: hotdcalet and dry. By manipulating the qualities it
was possible to transmute elements and thus thihgsiselved? An explicitly Aristotelian
influence was the idea expressed for example irfitstesentence of the Nichomachean Ethics that
all things aimed for perfectioff.Within alchemy this natural striving for perfeativas recognized

in the way that elements too strived for their gtiferm even if left untouched. Alchemists thought
to catalyze this otherwise very slow process otiratpurification and then confer this perfection
upon humans.

The most famous alchemists were Bacon, John of $igsa and Raymond Lidfl.Bacon
often referred to the theme of antediluvian peogt® lived for centuries. From this he concluded
that the currently reduced lifespan must not bediand unalterable but due to improper hygiene,
immorality and no knowledge of the secret art f&f #xtensiorf> Bacon had no idealistic thoughts
about growing old and falling into slow decline wever, because he was a devout Christian he did
not believe that immortality was attainable for fams. He merely sought to return to what he
considered to be the normal lifespan of humanschvhe estimated to comprise many centuries of
vitality.

Interestingly, Bacon was also a proponent of a fadegeneration theory’ that will be a
central theme when | come to a discussion of eegelacon believed that bad habits and poor
hygiene diminished one’s health and that this aeguirait was heritable such that succeeding
generations not only received bad habits but alseakened constitutiofs.

There is a remarkable similarity between the thif@gists and alchemists held to be of life
extending quality. Such things include “[...] peartxral, rosemary, aloe wood, the flesh of
serpents, ambergris, gold, [..3Based on reasoning by analogy they assumed thsé tinings
that themselves were long-lived or otherwise “petfféad the power to lend this quality to other
entities. Similarly, just as disease was known g@ocbntagious, the mere vicinity of healthy and
especially young virgin women was thought to rejuate and further healff.

Later, as the natural sciences began to burgednchemistry as a distinct approach
attempted to solidify itself alchemy became disiteetf° Figures closely associated with the rise of
natural science also held that the prolongatiorifefwas not only possible but also desirable.
Francis Bacon thought for example that technoldgicagress might enable mankind to regain

their original purity both of thought and actiorathithey possessed before the expulsion from the

2 |bid. p. 26.

2 Aristotle, Nichomachean Ethics, Batoche Books,1198. 3.

24 LLull was also important forerunner of the idear@fchanizing thought in hisrs Magna.
% Gruman op. cit. p. 107.

% |bid.

27 |bid. p. 110.

2 |bid. p. 111.

2 Moran, B., op. Cit.
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Garden of Edef’ Though this would not have meant immortality bettainly a considerably

extended lifespan.

The Birth of Eugenics in Plato

Already at the dawn of the history of Western polphy we find an elaborate depiction of a
utopian society, which is ordered according tohighest principles of Justice and the Good. In the
Republic Plato sums up his views on metaphysias,ntiture of the soul, ethics and politics and
describes an ideal form of social organization. Téetral question of the work concerns the issue
of justice and how a perfectly just society canebected. Plato considers the functioning of the
ideal state to be inseparable from the proper fonictg of the individuals who comprise it. An
analogous relationship exists between the structirghe state and the constitution of its
inhabitants. In Plato’s organicist model, justla soul is considered to consists of three parts —
reasoned, spirited and appetitive — so too doeglda state comprise three classes of citizens who
are mainly defined by the dominance of either gmait. Justice prevails if each soul part and
correspondingly each class can exhibit its spevificie and fulfil its proper role at a destinecqx
within the social fabric. Philosopher kings, whe andowed with wisdom are destined to rule for
they have gained insight into the world of idead pnssess the requisite knowledge to guide the
polis. They are supported by auxiliary guardian®sendefining characteristic is courage and their
dominant soul part is the spirited one. The lovwadass of merchants and labourers are defined by
the appetitive soul part whose destiny it is toyohders and guardians, yet the material foundation
of society depends on their work. In order to eestlms strict and static social hierarchy the
reproduction of the upper classes is carefully nowad and guided by the republic in order to
ensure superior births.

Thus Plato, drawing on metaphors of animal bregdias given a detailed account of a
state-run eugenics programme many centuries b&alt®n had systematically developed the idea.
His views on state-controlled reproduction haveicgrdated significant elements of all later
eugenics programmes, including the rhetoric of feam degeneration if reproduction remains
unchecked and state intervention to further thedssaf the most desirable and hinder those with
the least desirable traits to reproddte.

By giving such a simplified and condensed accoPlato's infinitely more complex
theory | wanted merely to highlight the peculiactfahat developing detailed accounts and

arguments in favour of controlling reproduction @cling certain societal goals has been an

% Dusek, V., Philosophy of Technology, Blackwell Rsthing, 2006.
31 Hayry, M., he Historical Idea of a Better Raced#s in Ethics, Law, and Technology, Volume 2, és$u2008. pp.
32 See for example Plato, The Rebuplic, V 459a-459b.
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imminent part of Western intellectual history ewamce its inception. In a somewhat acrimonious
paraphrase of Whitehead's famous sentence, ond engn say that the Western tradition” of
eugenics consists of a series of footnotes to Plato

Humanism and Perfectibility

Giovanni Pico Della Mirandola's 14&®ration on the Dignity Of Meserves as a central historical
reference. Mirandola can be credited for formulgatthe idea that human beings are ultimately
shapeable, without any assigned and ultimate nature

We have given you, Oh Adam, no visage proper tasglfj nor any endowment properly
your own, in order that whatever place, whatevamfowhatever gifts you may, with
premeditation, select, these same you may haveesgkss through your own judgment and
decision. The nature of all other creatures isndefiand restricted within laws which We
have laid down; you, by contrast, impeded by nchswstrictions, may, by your own free
will, to whose custody We have assigned you, tfacgourself the lineaments of your own
nature . . . We have made you a creature neith@ea¥en nor of earth, neither mortal nor
immortal, in order that you may, as the free anougrshaper of your own being, fashion
yourself in the form you may prefét.

In light of this, man appears as a creature charaed essentially by its freedom to mould itself
into whatever form it wishes. However, humans sé&etye torn between the world of low beasts on
the one hand — which can be equated with instimath, the body, or with biology — and the world
of divine intellect on the other hand. Being humaeans existing at the interface of these
overwhelming forces. As implicated by Mirandola thdy worthy path for humans to pursue is the
one, which surpasses brutish forms of life. Thislaratanding of man’s nature as unfixed and
shapeable is one of the major sources of contemptaehno-optimism coupled with the belief that
our “brutish”, animal-like life needs to be transded. This side of our existence is increasingly
equated with biological constraints in general.

About 100 years after Mirandola natural scienasgan to burgeon and make some progress
into the realization of this vision. The sciencesl lgiven rise to the idea that it was possible to
study, understand and influence nature. This lgagaBed an important transition from the formerly
highly influential Aristotelian notion that mantechnemerely imitated nature. The new idea
considered nature to be something uncharted andownrk that now lies ready to be studied and
manipulated according to man’s desité$rancis Bacon, who is often credited with being th
father of modern natural science and the developéne inductive method of reasoning held that

science held great values for society and in lopiafThe New Atlantifie depicted a community of

% Mirandola, P., d., Oration on the Dignity of MaBateway, Chicago, 1957, p. 7.
3 Wiesing, U., Zur Geschichte der Verbesserung dess¢hen, Zeitschrift fiir medizinische Ethik, 52806. pp. 323-
338.
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scientists that closely resembles modern researistensities. His ideas have greatly contributed to
the foundation of the Royal Society.

Another figure closely associated with early sceerwho considered perfectibility an
imminent possibility was Descartes. He was quitglieit on the issue establishing a link between
the prolongation of life, improving faculties anadicine in effect conceptualizing life extension as
the postponement of death, which is exactly the ewayent technoprogressives think of the issue.

[...] it would be possible to be free of innumerallleesses of both body and mind, and
perhaps even the decline of old age, if we knewughabout their causes and the remedies
with which nature has provided us. [...] For even thend depends so much on the
temperament and disposition of the organs of thay bloat, if it is possible to find some way
of making men in most cases wiser and more skitfah they have been hitherto | believe
that it is in medicine that it must be soudht.

A particularly controversial figure was the phyamriJulien Offray de La Mettrie who is most well
known for his book L’homme machine from 1748. Hitetly consistent mechanistic materialism
has earned him two exiles and an eternal famearhigtory of philosophy. He took a more radical
view than Descartes in reducing even the mind tokimgs of matter and suggesting that man
himself was a machine. He had done away with @l pghevious metaphysical assumptions that
rationalists had relied upon to guarantee truth rmwodality and La Mettrie embraced a complete
physicalism®® It would be gross exaggeration to say that suetvsiwere generally held at the time,
which is evidenced by the fact that La Mettrie panished from two countries for his views.
Rather, it signals the gradual transition towardsaturalized understanding of human nature that
also gradually transformed notions of an immates@ll into an equally mysterious but in principle
understandable mird.

Thus gradually the proper utilization of man’s lget was perceived to be the only
prerequisite for achieving a harmonious society sufoduing nature. Faith in the improvability of
the human body was perhaps most emphatically vdigatie Marquis de Condorcet, who regarded
the scope of perfectibility to be infinité.

Transhumanism considers itself to be an extensfothis tradition, and commitment to

Enlightenment values has been repeatedly expréssadcumber of authors.

Eugenic Perfection and the Rise of the Future

% Descartes, R., A Discourse on Method, Oxford Ursiieg Press, 2006. p. 51.

% Dupre, L., Enlightenment and the Intellectual Famtions of Modern Culture, Yale University Pres302.

3" Martin, R., Barresi, J., Naturalization of the $d®outledge, 2000.

3 See U Wiesing, ‘The History of Medical Enhancem&nom Restitutio ad Integrum to Transformatio gati@um?”,
in Medical Enhancement and Posthuman8pringer Netherlands, 2009. pp. 25-37.

39 See N Bostrom, ‘The Transhumanist FAQ’, HumanitysPLast Update: October 2003. viewed on 1 Jan2@6,

<http:/transhumanism.org/index.php/WTA/fag/> ddghes, Metaphysics, Suffering, Virtue and Trandeece in an
Enhanced Future’ Institute for Ethics and Emergifgchnologies, viewed on 1 January 2009,
<http://ieet.org/archive/20070326-Hughes-ASU-H+Rieln.pdf>

17



The birth of the theory of evolution in the®™@entury provided enormous impetus to the projéct o
naturalization and served as an enormous assautherself-understanding of man. Evolution
degraded the status of man to that of a mere ddanewf the animal kingdom whose nature had
been shaped by a long series of chance eventsléBedestabilizing previous understandings the
theory of evolution also provided a new way of lmgkat the future of mankind. It opened the
possibility of consciously guiding the course ofelepment.

In 1883 Francis Galton, a cousin of Charles Dareomed the wordeugenics meaning
,noble in heredity”®® The science of eugenics, which was meant to ingtbe human stock by
selectively breeding the suitable and preventirgsime to the less fit, spread quickly around the
world, with institutes being established in EuroReissia, Australia and the United States. Galton
proposed that eugenics allowed mankind to takerabof its own evolutiorf* Eugenicists in the
early 20" century were mainly concerned about the gradugemeration and impoverishment of
the human gene pool. The concept of degeneratisnahaultifaceted origin. On the one hand
Bénédict-Auguste Morel a French psychiatrist ofriid-19" century and an enthusiastic supporter
of the first form of biological psychiatry launchéte concept on its fateful trajectory. At the time
the belief was that major mental illnesses not drdg a strong genetic component, meaning that
they ran in families, but also that the illnessesgpessively got worse as they were passet on.
Thus 19" century worries of the degeneration of the popilmomed high. Degenerates — who
were often identified with the morally condemnednmusexuals, onanists and premature
ejaculatord’ - were seen as the losers and deficient figurehdnevolutionary battle for survival.
Yet, their procreation was considered a social lerab

Degeneracy is more than an individual diseass,atsocial menace: It is important to combat
it with a rigorous form of social hygiene. One must forget that the degenerate is often a
dangerous individual against whom society should arust reserve the right to protect
itself.**

Even though the notion of mental illness progresgigetting worse with succession of generations
had become largely discredited within psychiatrythoy time of the end of the First World War, as
Shorter says, “the genie was out of the bottle” @nel concept unfolded its sinister effects
elsewhere. In fact, degeneracy was not just arisgpsychiatry. This burgeoning field was merely
a prominent site were the issue came up, but deaeynevas perceived as the key to all social

problems including poverty, criminality, etc. Sodimlogy advocated by such figures as Herbert

0 See Kevles, D., J., From Eugenics to Genetic Mdafjon, in Science in the Twentieth Century, Krige Pestre, D.,
Harwood Academic Publishers, Amsterdam, 1997 pp-3L¥.
1 See Kevles op. cit.
“2 Shorter, E., A History of Psychiatry, John WileyS®ns, 1997. p. 93
43 [
Ibid.
*4Magnan quoted in Ibid. p. 96
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Spencer held that “Under the natural order of thiegciety is constantly excreting its unhealthy,
imbecile, slow, vacillating, faithless membef3”It was therefore necessary not to hinder this
natural process of purification. Interestingly, urat is elevated to a standard for society on this
account. Eugenics went a step further and advoctitat] certain measures be taken to halt
degeneration on the one hand, and improve the sindke other. However, for such authors as
Galton positive eugenics was far more superior iamgbrtant than negative. “The possibility of

improving the race of a nation depends on the p@ivarcreasing the productivity of the best stock.

This is far more important than that of repressheproductivity of the worst*®

Eugenics had reached its highpoint during theoéfdational Socialism in Germany, which
simultaneously represents the deepest abyss mahasdver descended to. It was a time when the
promotion of the breeding of certain ,races” and #xtermination of others was elevated to the
central concern of politics. As we shall see latethis chapter eugenics did not fade after the
World War II. A number of authors propagated it ahe practice continued in the form of
compulsory sterilizations up until the 3rd quaéthe 20th century in a number of developed and
democratic countrie¥.

In a certain sense the rise of the eugenics movenben already before that the notion of
degeneration had signalled an important transfaomafAs Laure Cartron observes — drawing on
Foucault — during the 18and 14' centuries the relevance of genealogy had beeriapd by that

of heredity. With this change a new dimension sekrnoe have entered life, and began to be
contemplated, namely that of th&ure. Parallel to this thehild as such emerged as an important
concern which bore the seeds of the coming sotiefhe emergence of the future as an issue is
also suggested by the fact that the first time-ateyas also published in 1771. Mercer’'s work is the
first in the genre of utopian literature that does locate the utopian society at a distinct plage

in the writer's own future thereby adding new dyismto the concepf. Also, Michel Foucault
said of Kant’'s short piece “What is Enlightenment®?’be the first philosophical work calling for a
reflection on the presef®Who are we in the present? Kant’s answer to thetipreconcerning the
Enlightenment is also one directed at the futummnely it is an ,exit” leading us out of our

immaturity.

“5 Herber Spencer quoted in Rafter, N., H., Creaiogn Criminals, University of lllinois Press, 1997.37.

“ Galton, quoted in Paul, D., B., Genetic Enginggend Eugenics: The Uses of History, in: Is Humaituke
Obsolelte? P. 127.

“"Kevles, D., In the Name of Eugenics, UniversityGaflifornia Press, 1985.

“8 Cartron, L., Degeneration and ,Alienism” in EaNyneteenth-Century France, in Rheinberger, HJ. |&tiWille, S.,
Heredity Produced: At the crossroads of biology¥itiss, and culture, 1500-1870, MIT Press, 2007. 1§b-174.

9 Koselleck, R., Begriffsgeschichten, Suhrkamp \@r2006.

*0 Foucault, M., What is Enlightenment? In, Rabinw,(ed.) The Foucault Reader, Pantheon Books, Yoeky 1984.
pp. 32-51.
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Before | continue with the discussion of utopiamjects aimed at improving mankind | want to
briefly turn to Kant’'s philosophy of history andmse of the tensions inherent to it. | believe ibfs
great relevance for the present topic.

Philosophy of History — From Kant to Cosmism

An elemental tension that permeates the philosaghimmanuel Kant is that between human
freedom and the purposiveness of nature. Fromtéimsion emerges the question concerning the
purposive progression of history. Kant attemptsettoncile the postulate of human freedom with
the idea of the necessary development of all nataacities to their natural end. The question is
whether and how it were possible to find a natprabpose in this fabric of history that is ,in the
large woven together from folly, childish vanityes from childish malice and destructivene¥s.”

In light of this natural purpose it might be podsito find some plan behind ,this idiotic course of
things human> Were we not to make this assumption, so Kant, therwould have to rectify
ourselves with the thought that the otherwise saaus ,majesty and wisdom of Creation” would
make the history of man, which contained the puepafsthe whole a ,contemptible plaything.”
Besides the problem of the freedom of man and tinegsiveness of nature, which Kant attempts to
reconcile with each other he is also at pains sgue a certain conception of man’s exceptional
position in the grand scheme of things. This positis greatly challenged by the seeming
meaninglessness of history. Kant supposes thainmthture everything is destined to reach the
fullest development of its end. In the case of nmf@es development concerns reason. Thus the
postulated natural purpose would imply that thetdnys of man by necessity lead to the full
development of reason. This will manifest itseltle establishment of a perfect civic constitution,
the rule of law and a society of world citizenshiyat is ordered according to the principles of
reason. However, as Kant notes in the second tloédiss Idea for aUniversal History from a
Cosmopolitan Point of Viewln man (as the only rational creature on edftiose natural capacities
which are directed to the use of his reason aigetéully developed only in the race, not in the
individual.”* This means that the end — in the sense of purpa$enankind can only be the result
of a long and laborious process of bringing fotthttcapacity that resides in our species. Kant then
goes on to add in the third thesis that

Nature has willed that man should, by himself, picEd everything that goes beyond the
mechanical ordering of his animal existence, asd hie should partake of no other happiness
or perfection than that which he himself, indepentiyeof instinct, has created by his own

*LKant, 1., Idea for a Universal History with a Cqsmlitan Purpose, in Kant, Political Writings (Candge Text sin the
History of Political Thought), Cambridge Universkyess, pp. 41-54.
52 i
Ibid.
%3 |bid.
* Ibid.
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reasorr.’

Kant has adopted the notion of the state of ndtora the French Enlightenment. For the Prussian
thinker the concept does not denote any histopeabd but rather a certain methodological starting
point for further reflection. Natural man possessessocial attributes. She is neither free nor
unfree, neither moral nor immoral. In a certainsgematural man for Kant is like an animal, with
one crucial difference however. Man is a transiteeing — in a sense a bridge as Nietzsche will say
later. Man bears the potential of development withimself. As Kant says man is like a crooked
timber that needs to be straightened through tbegss of civilizing and cultivating.

Developing a detailed analysis of Kant's conceptatiure would certainly exceed the scope
of this thesis. | merely want to point to certambkavalence. On the one hand it is nature that “has
willed” the development of human capacities. These&lopment constitutes the already mentioned
plan of nature according to which every capacitysithy necessity reach its natural end. However,
on the other hand nature in the form of brutisktinctive,natural existence must be overcome and
surpassed.

The above quoted passage thus points to a fundameéichotomy that became quite
constitutive of the self-conception of man in thestV Namely the opposition between the world of
nature and the world of free human affairs andaeaBy defining man aagnimal rationabileKant
has defined the essence of being human as somegttaogssual and stressed the dialectical tension
spanned between nature and being human. Man anth®al that can become rational. In this sense
being human consists in the fulfilment of the taslovercoming our internal instinctual part and
unfolding reason.

These two claims, the second and the third thesid to a grave problem of the Kantian
philosophy of history that, as we shall see alsxygudl role in biopolitical utopias later to comegeTh
problem concerns the massive injustice implicatgdhle fact that only the human race but not the
individual can achieve the fullest developmentt®fiotentials. According to Kant

It remains strange that the earlier generationgapf carry through their toilsome labour
only for the sake of the later, to prepare for theefioundation on which the later generations
could erect the higher edifice which was Naturedalgand yet that only the latest of the
generations should have the good fortune to inithbibuilding on which a long line of their
ancestors had (unintentionally) labored withounggrermitted to partake of the fortune they
had prepared’

Yet, we must find a way to cope with this injustiotherwise it would remain impossible to stick to
the assumption that “a class of rational being$ edcwhom dies while the species is immortal,

should develop their capacities to perfectiohlh order to illustrate the unfolding of the natura

*° |bid.
*® |bid.
> Ibid.
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plan inherent to history Kant reverts to a ratiméeriesting example.

marriages, births, and deaths, they seem to beduloj no rule by which the number of them
could be reckoned in advance. Yet the annual tadfldsem in the major countries prove that
they occur according to laws as stable as [thoséhefunstable weather, which we likewise
cannot determine in advance, but which, in thedangaintain the growth of plants the flow
of rivers, and other natural events in an unbrakeform course?

This example is far from accidental, because it pregisely during Kant’s lifetime that political
arithmetic and the search for laws and regularitidsig collected databases began to blossom. One
of the leading statisticians of the time with whdfant also corresponded was Johann Peter
Sussmilch. He believed that in his main wdike Divine order in the changes in the human sex
from birth, death and reproduction of the saheehad demonstrated that the purpose of the divine
creator could have been none other than that oingakan, who was endowed with reason the
ruler of the entire Eartff. He set out to show that the divine order was neahiin the arithmetic
description of the way human demographics changedtone. However, he also believed the ruler
of the state to be the earthly resident of thendivorder and as such had to intervene in processes

reproduction.

According to Dorothy Porter Stissmilch represerdgadimportant figure in the transition
from what Foucault called sovereign power to biopownd to the gradual taking hold of the
biological life of the population by the staftlt is interesting to see some connections betvileien
development and Kant’s idea that the fullest maitomaof capacities is only possible in the species
and more importantly that this development was ected to the establishment of a certain form of
state.

So while Kant supposed that history had a necggsagression he also thought that by
recognizing the end towards which it progressedas possible to contribute to it. In a certain
sense, history became something that man coulgdlzmdd partake in and “d&™.

This notion of history as something ‘doable’ by marsome sense is present in a number of
thinkers from Rousseau through Kant. However, tlodion reached its culmination in the
philosophy of Karl Marx. For Marx the focus of irigu shifted and it was no longer of prime
importance to provide philosophicalreading of the history of man as was the case &yt land
Hegel. The world had to be changed and not menegypreted? Marx presented his theories with
a strong claim to being scientific however he rigda fully naturalistic understanding of man. For

him history so far had consisted of class strugglkesveen the ruling and the oppressed classes.

%8 |bid.

9 SuRmilch, J. P. Die gottliche Ordnung in den Veginngen des menschlichen Geschlechts aus der tGeenr Tode
und der Fortpflanzung desselben, 1762. quoteddnmiit, D., Statistik und Staatlichkeit, VS Verl&f05. P. 59.

€ porter, D., Health, Civilization and the StateuRedge, 1999. p. 49.

1 Kant, op. Cit.

%2 Marx-Engels Werke, Band 3, Seite 533 ff. Dietzl&grBerlin, 1969
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Should class struggle cease with the oppressedtariat gaining hold of the means of production
we would find ourselves in a different éfarhis shift in the course of history was later ipteted
by Engels as the final exit of man from animalftyt would signal the beginning of an epoch where
the environment that has hitherto determined mahwauld come under his conscious control. As
Engels wrote:
The conditions for life, which had previously domied him, would then be placed under his
dominion; and only then would man become conscjoasd in fact the lord of nature: he
would become master of his own social organization.
Positivism, unbounded faith in progress and soara industrial turmoil of the time but such
claims can also be understood as a radicalized fWremancipatory aspirations from nature that
was present in early natural science and in Kamialosophy as well. In the famous formulation of
Engels the realization of socialism would mean mgtHess than “the ascent of man from the
kingdom of necessity to the kingdom of freed8mit was precisely this ascent that groups of
intellectuals in Russia before and during the toheevolution set out to achieve.

Russian Cosmism

The vision of final emancipation motivated the lmbical utopias in the extraordinarily creative
years shortly before and following the October Retton. This was a period when a country
devastated by civil war looked forward to a brightieture. The program of the revolution was
nothing less than to create a new and higher boéddimans. In the pointed summary of Leon
Trotsky

[...]Jman will set to work on himself, in the pestdad the retort of the chemist. For the first
time mankind will regard itself as raw material, airbest as a physical and psychic semi-
finished product. Socialism will mean a leap frone realm of necessity into the realm of
freedom in this sense also, that the man of todatyy all his contradictions and lack of
harmony, will open the road for a new and happee?®

The desired goal was to take the historical povi¢he proletariat that had finally been set fred an
submit it to systematic and scientific work andoelation. Science, technology, education and state
management were to join together and bring abaunhdw man with hitherto unknown powers to
transform the entire universe. These were amongéehgnds of two utopist groups: God-Builders
and Biocosmists. Among the members of such growgre Wwighly influential scientists, poets and
writers, such as Maxim Gorky who was one of thenfing members of the group of god-builders,

or Alexander Bogdanov whose theory of tectologyatjyeanticipated cybernetics and systems

% |bid.

 Engels, F., The Development of Socialism from ltidp Science, New York Labor News, 1892. p.34
% Engels, F., Socialism, Utopian and Scientific, Néawk Labor News Company, New York, 1901, p. 90.
% http://www.marxists.org/history/etol/newspape/ilR8/no07/trotsky2.htm
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theory. Bogdanov was also working on rejuvenatiechhologies and life extension methods. He
thought rejuvenation of the body was possible Vet transfusion from the younger to the older
generations, which was also seen as an act ofl smdiasion that strengthened the collective body
of society. He himself died during such a transfnsin 1908 Bogdanov published a utopian novel
that portrayed an idealised socialist state seMans®’ The father of Russian space travel and
rocket science, Konstantin Tsiolkovsky was alsceaoted biocosmist whose scientific work was
motivated by the desire to conquer space and cexataterrestrial colonies.
The group of biocosmistdemanded the right to immortality and interplangtiieedom.

What is more, Russian futurists envisaged a timehich the whole world, even the entire universe
would be consciously transformed by the activitedsmankind. The central demand of these
futurists was the abrogation of death. They comedi¢he unjust temporal limitations imposed on
mankind to be unacceptable. The literal annihitatd all natural differences was considered to be
the only path leading to a truly just societyhk twords of Hagemeister

There was a widespread expectation that scientearat technology, freed from the ties of
conflicting particular interests and for the fitishe functioning for the benefit of all humanity,
would take an unprecedented upswing, pave the wag fbright future,” and transcend the
final 6lé)arrier blocking the gate to the realm ofedlem - human limitations in space and
time.

Besides the obvious influence of Western thinkdmsseé visions possessed genuinely Russian
characteristics. A main source of inspiration wesvigled by a thinker called Nikolai Fedorov, the
father of Russian Cosmism who was mostly negleatetiof little influence in his lifetime. In his
Philosophy of the Common Tas&dorov voiced the necessity of resurrecting alb Wwhve died and
providing immortality to all the living® Some of Fedorov’s enthusiastic readers includediiir
Solovyov, one of the greatest figures of Russiatopbphy, and Fyodor Dostoyevsky. For Fedorov
enabling the resurrection of all the dead as welthee conquest of space were the only possible
solutions to the greatest evil imaginable, nameigtd.

Despite Fedorov's invocation of science and tedgyhlnd his emphasis on abolishing the
distinction between the learned and the unlearhedyas a special science of the Gnostic
type and there are definite parallels betweenhusight and the occult. Fedorov's "common
task" was like an alchemical Great Work in whicdmnsmutation is achieved by science rather
than the philosopher's stone. He advocated colupigpace to accommodate the increase in
population when the dead were resurrected, hamgessilar energy, controlling the climate,
and transforming nature by such means as irrigaiiradpia with icebergs hauled from the
Arctic. He predicted cloning and prosthetic orgdnet organ transplants- the resurrected
would need their organ$).

The fact that the revolutionary early Soviet ingahtsia set out to realize this grand project of

7 See Bogdanov, A., Red Star: The First Bolshevibpi#, Indiana University Press, Bloomington, 1984.

® Hagemeister, M., in The Occult in Russian and &o@ulture p. 188.

%9 See Hagemeister, M., Unser Kérper muss unser ¥ésrk in: Groys, B., Hagemeister, M., (eds.), Daubl
Menschheit, Suhrkamp Verlag, Frankfurt am Main,200

Y Rosenthal, B., G., The Occult in Russian and Sd¥idture, Cornell University Press, 1997. p. 11.
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immortalism can be viewed from a number of perspest On the one hand the devastation, the
enormous backwardness of the country and the poeerd death caused by war and civil war
demanded a higher form of justification than a megenomical one. The Marxist intelligentsia of
the time thought purely in terms of economics, heavea mere economical explanation was simply
not sufficient to justify the immense sacrificesidasses the people had endured. A fraction of the
intelligentsia endorsed a higher form of justifioat namely that of eternal lifé.

On the other hand, Marxism was directly opposedeiigion so the question of the
possibility of redemption also presented itself vanélow was individual immortality to be
guaranteed when its ontological basis had beeoldes$? A practical answer was the technological
creation of individual bodily immortalit{?

Finally, the promise of immortality can be interjge in light of the previously discussed
tension that Kant had observed. Namely, that hucagacities could only reach their natural end in
the species but not in the individual. Russian istspdid not want accept this fact and looked for a
solution. Since socialism had promised the arrnfalan infinitely just society in was deemed
necessary not only to guarantee immortality to ywedividual but also to resurrect all previous
generations such that everyman can share in thefiteerof the culmination of the historical
process?’

Thus in essence, the finitude of life has been @ddehe list of problems that the state was
expected to solve. At about the same time when iM&feidegger contemplated the existence of
man in terms of the inevitability of his being-urdeath, a few Russian thinkers demanded personal
physical immortality as their fundamental humarhtigrhis represents the realization of a form of
power that — in the words of Foucault — not onlg e right to ,’make’ live and ‘let’ di€” but one
that does not even permit death. Proponents of maism considered the complete state control
of life, this total biopower to be the necessargcpndition for transcending the limitations of
humanity and achieving freedom. Full state contnotl the abolishment of death were seen as
indispensable for the creation of a truly just cammmstic society.

The already mentioned Tsiolkovsky not only embragethortalism but also espoused a
radical program of eugenics and intended to do awily all forms of suffering in the entire
universe. Preventing the reproduction of flawechgeiwas of crucial importance to him, be they

unconscious animals, plants or humans deemed iegétfThis was a rather peculiar thing at the

" Groys, B., Unsterbliche Kérper, in: Groys, B., idatpister, M., (ed.), Die Neue Menschheit, Suhrk&emiag,
Frankfurt am Main, 2005. p. 9.

?bid. P. 11.

®bid. P. 10.

" Foucault, M., Society Must Be Defended, Picad@wNork, 2003. p. 241.

> Hagemeister, M., ,Unser Kérper muss unser Werk's&i Groys, B., Hagemeister, M., (ed.), Die Nédenschheit,
Suhrkamp Verlag, Frankfurt am Main, 2005. p. 61.
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time because the eugenics movement had only abraxy/“blossoming” in Russia and even then
such radical programs as Tsiolkovsky’s were rattigrwelcome. One of the reasons for this is that
the strong reductionism and focus on hereditarytofac that characterizes eugenics was
incompatible with some Marxist theories. This stegk namely the constitutive force of social
structures as opposed to biological determinanenck in Russia a Lamarckian version of the
theory evolution gained foot and authors streséedpossibility of acquiring new traits during
lifetime.”® This may have contributed to the justificatior‘@drrective labour camps.”

Clearly, these biopolitical utopias were embedad & broad collectivist political vision. In
1921 Yevgeny Zamyatin's dystopian nowsk articulated a devastating critique of the burgegnin
totalitarian communist regimé.Zamyatin depicted an utterly conformist societieduaccording to
scientific principles, where people are reducedntanbers and individuality is completely
suppressed by th@ne StateZamyatin’s novel has greatly influenced Geroge Qiraved probably
Aldous Huxley as well.

Some thinkers in Russia even today argue that hilegophy of cosmism has the potential
pave the way towards the next "divine stage of hudevelopment*®

British Biofuturism

In the 1920s’ England such prominent scientists@analic figures as John D. Bernal, Julian Huxley
and John B. S. Haldane have voiced visions thaé wen certain sense less radical but otherwise
very similar to the ideas of their Russian utopishtemporaries. British biofuturists have greatly
influenced transhumanism and anticipated much efqmt day debaté$.They propagated the
scientific enhancement of the evolutionary proaess put forth visions of a world where humans
had over many millennia colonized the universe mfically re-engineered themsel8ghey all
embraced eugenics as a means of improving the hgerapool even after the Second World War,
but held that it “must be free of racial and claiss.”® To different degrees they were all related to
socialist, Marxist movements of their day and thagsions had a tendency towards the kind of
collectivist utopias characteristic of Russian figis of the time.

Haldane has envisioned a future scenario whererae methods of earlier eugenics had
been supplanted by far superior technologies thatvad for the mass manufacture of perfected

% Grahan, L.,R., Science and Values: The Eugenicgelhent in Germany and Russia in the 1920s, The isarer
Historical Review, Vol. 82, No. 5 (Dec., 1977), 4d.33-1164

7 Zamyatin, J., We, Penguin Books, London, 1993.

8 Hagemeister, M., Russian Cosmism int he 1920sTaddy, in Rosenthal, B., G., The Occult in Russiad Soviet
Culture, Cornell University Press, 1997.

;z Hughes, J., Back to the Future, European Moledilalogy Organization reports, vol. 9. 2008. pp-2

Ibid.
8 Kevles op. cit. p. 310.
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individuals, thereby effectively replacing motheodo Haldane foresaw that some would be
opposed to such applications but he adhered ttharrdeterministic notion of technology and held
that our values adapted to science and not vicgafer

Huxley, Haldane and Bernal articulated the prospéche unification of mankind under a
world government run according to scientific prisies® Such visions have largely motivated
Aldous Huxley to writeBrave New Worlda dystopian novel that was meant to reveal theoh®of
dehumanization brought about by a technocraticlitatian state that used biotechnology to
manufacture its citizer$.

Haldane and Herman Muller adhered to the usua tyjpargumentation that society was
degenerating as a result of our growing medicatesges in keeping the originally unfit healthy
and procreating. They argued furthermore that pareiasingly complex world requires us to move
to higher levels of intelligence otherwise we wiltht be able to cope. This has become a central
trope of techno-progressive argumentation thableas repeated often since the last century.

J. D. Bernal went even further in his visions amdrearticulated the idea of linking massively
improved human minds together in a way that indiglcconsciousness would

vanish in a humanity that has become completelgretilized, losing the close-knit organism,
becoming masses of atoms in space communicatingathgtion, and ultimately perhaps
resolving entirely into light®

The Cyborg

The birth of cybernetics in the 1940s as a gendbry of communication and control and the
prospects opened by space travel in the 1960sgwd\a crucial image that became a central trope
of transhumanism: the cybernetic organismcylsorg Cyberneticists Nathan Kline and Manfred
Clynes coined to wordyborgin the 1960 articl&€€yborgs and Spac¢én which they also discussed
the coming era of participant evolution.
The concept of the cyborg was originally meant tesalibe the technological

supplementation of man for the purpose of spacéoeadon. The first cyborg was a laboratory rat
which Clynes and Kline fitted with an osmotic purimat could release chemicals into the animal

based on its physiological signals. The origin&gaidvas that a cybernetic organism was probably

8 paul, D., B., Genetic Engineering and Eugenicg Ukes of History, in: Is Human Nature Obsolelte?

8 Hughes, J., op. cit.

8 Huxley, A., Brave New World, Perennial ClassiceyNYork, 1998. Since its’ publication Brave New \ldohas often
been cited as a depiction of the dangers of tamgesith human nature. However, according to NigstBom
Brave New World can not be considered a critiquérarishumanist aspirations because it does notgyonuman
enhancement gone astray but rather the “tragedgabinology and social engineering being used tibeiately
cripple moral and intellectual capacities.” See NsBom, ‘In Defense of Posthuman Dignity’, Nick Basn’s
Home Pagehttp://www.nickbostrom.com/ethics/dignity.htrinast retrieve 20 August 2010

8 Bernal quoted in Paul, D., B., p. 133.
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much more likely to function well in the inhospitakenvironment of outer space. It is much easier
to change man to suit space than the other wayndraoficcording to Clynes and Kline the
cybernetic expansion of man leaves him “free tol@ep to create, to think, and to fe&f. This
liberation from the constraints of the body is dxhieved with the help of prosthetic extensions
and supplements. Cybernetics contributed greatlhéoconceptualization of man in terms of an
information processing system. Hence, Clynes andeK$aw new technological possibilities in
cybernetics that could be employed to free man foortily constraints. As Katherine Hayles points
out, despite the fact that cybernetics blurred diginction between man and machine the
underlying concept was to a great extent still i by ideas of the Enlightenment and liberal
humanism. “For Wiener, cybernetics was a meanxtiend liberal humanism, not subvert it. The
point was less to show that man was a machinetthdemonstrate that a machine could function
like a man.?” Obviously, for most cyberneticists it remained uticenl that their conceptualizations
actually framed the human in terms of a metaphue; rhetaphor of the information processing
system, which thus makes it essentially similaa tnachine.

Later developments in cybernetics have shifteddhas of attention from feedback loops to
the self-organization, cautopoiesis of living systems. The theory of autopoiesis had a great
influence on biomedicine, resulting in the abandentrof the idea of exerting external control on
the body in the form of prostheses and the likat thiere characteristic of medicine in the post
World War Il era. This change in perspective hasulted in an increased concentration on system
inherent influence and control procedures andse e¢lated to the growing successes of molecular
biology®®

Because cybernetics was basically concerned wattiattmal description of the behaviour of
systems in terms of information communication, noed to be very successful in serving as a
language, bridging gaps between different sciefitésormation got conceptualized as an entity
unbound by material substrates; as something ghat fact more fundamental than any kind of
materiality. Information came to be viewed as éssentiaform underlying all phenomena. In the
context of medicine this means that even the besblfiloses its materiality to some extent, and
becomes a carrier of extractable informatidn.

The cybernetic expansion of man as well as theequnaf information have exerted a huge

8 Clynes, M., E., Kline, N., S., Cyborgs and SpaceGray, C., H., Mentor, S., Figueroa-Sarriera, H,, The Cyborg
Handbook, Routledge, London, 1995. p31

8 Hayles, N., K., How We Became Posthuman, UnivesitChicago Press, 1999. p. 7

8 Cornelius, B., Anatomien medizinischer ErkenntBier Aktionsradius der Medizin zwischen Vermittlgskrise und
Biopolitik; in Cornelius Borck: Anatomien medizirtser Erkenntnis. Medizin Mach Molekile, Frankfurd9s.

8 For example, the development of transplantatiodiciee, which required the collaboration of a numbie
disciplines, profited greatly from the theory obeynetics. See Manzei, A., Kérper — Technik — GeanXKritische
Anthropologie am Beispiel der TransplantationsmiedizI T Verlag, Minster, 2002.

% Manzei, A., Kérper — Technik — Grenzen, Kritis¢hrthropologie am Beispiel der Transplantationsmiedlizi T
Verlag, Mlnster, 2002.
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influence on visions of technologically enhancingrfans that are faithfully depicted in familiar

science fiction scenarios.
The Ciba Symposium

Despite the fact that following the Second World rWae potentially sinister applications of
eugenics and modern technology came to light manyamed optimistic about the prospects of
future development. At a famous symposium organtzgdhe Ciba Foundation — now “Novartis
Foundation — in 1963 Huxley, Haldane and a hosenbwned scientists such as Francis Crick, a
discoverer of DNA structure and Gregory Pincus fidtbéer of the Pill pondered over the issues
raised by the growing possibilities of interfereve¢h ‘natural processes’. Out of concern for the
qguality of the human gene pool a number of paricip articulated the desirability of eugenic
interventions’*

In a summary of the symposium’s topics Julian Hux$peaks of the rise of a new
philosophy that is informed by natural sciences ks the transformation of the human species
as its target. He christians this emerging philbgofevolutionary humanism” implying that the old
idea of man’s self-driven transformation, emphdlycaoiced by Mirandola, is now combined with
an evolutionary view?? Even in the 1960s Huxley echoed the old conceahihmanity’s genetic
constitution is on the decline, so that

Eugenics will eventually have to have recourse &thods like multiple insemination by
preferred donors of high genetic quality [...] Suctpaicy will not be easy to execute.
However, | confidently look forward to a time wheuagenic improvement will become one of
the major aims of mankind.

In fact, he considered the development of a glelalutionary policy to be of prime importance, so

that all other policy domains would have to be vgive of it.

It was a time when fears about genetic degenerdtiento radiation were widespread and certainly
a time when Cold War paranoia was almost palpdb@ressing this quite frankly Lederberg a
professor of genetics at Stanford noted:

| think that most of us here believe that the pmeg®pulation of the world is not intelligent
enough to keep itself from being blown up, and veeild like to make some provision for the
future so that it will have a slightly better charaf avoiding this particular contingenty.

Of course, such technocratic views were not egtiganeral at the symposium and some more
sober voices raised the question as to the liketihof decreasing such dangers by genetic

interventions.

L Wolstenholme, G., (edMan and his FutureA Ciba Foundation Volume, London, 1963.
%2 Huxley, J., The Future of Man — Evolutionary Asgsein Wolstenholme, G., op. Cit. P. 5.
93 H

Ibid. P. 16
% Lederbeg in Discussion in Wolstenholme op. Ci288.
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It is rather interesting that the conference totdce at about the time when effective
contraceptive measures were first developed, stofhie of population control was also high on
the agenda. Crick for example raised the contraalegsiestion whether people have the right to
have children at af® He held the view that it is not at all a privatarmer but something in
which the state and community at large have a genested interest. He even proposed to

[...] encourage by financial means those people whorere socially desirable to have more
children [...] the way to do this is to tax childrdn.] it is unreasonable to take money as an
exact measure of social desirability, but at |gaesy are fairly positively correlated.

So the desirable man of the future is one with entio resources. He serves as the guarantor of the

increase in the genetic quality of mankind.

The scientists of the gathering also recognized tiwair grandiose plans were probably
difficult to carry through in an atmosphere of paldutrage. So they set out to devise careful plans
that could communicate and teach the populace altoeit importance of proper eugenic
interventions. The volume published a few yearsrdfie conference is truly a fascinating read as it
offers insight to bewildering technocratic visions.is very much like eavesdropping on a
discussion between Plato’s man-breeders contemglatie ideal composition of citizens of the
future. Remarkably, most members who champione@r@agand other interventions spoikethe
name ofhumanity and representing a form of humanism. Teés probably the last time that
scientist took it on themselves to design an igedh of progression, because soon after a new
approach to human perfectibility and self-transfation emerged in the form of transhumanism.

Transhumanism Enters the Stage

The word ‘transhumanism’ was introduced by Juliarxldy, writing in 1957 that

The human species can, if it wishes, transcentt #3®t just sporadically [...] but in
its entirety, as humanity. We need a name forribis belief. Perhaps transhumanism
will serve: man remaining man, but transcending Salfp by realizing new
possibilities of and for his human natdfe.

Whereas British biofuturists thought in terms ohtiteds and thousands of years of evolution that
still awaited mankind before it reached its fulltgmtial, second wave transhumanists such as
Fereidoun M. Esfandiary — or FM-2030 — proclaimieat the transition from human to transhuman

was already happening and could be further acdebblay actively supporting the advancement of

science’’ He wrote with unfaltering optimism and hope abaweery near future in which humanity

would be completely transformed.

% Wolstenholme, G., (edMan and his FutureA Ciba Foundation Volume, London, 1963. p. 275.

% Huxley, J., New Bottles for New Wine, Chatto & Wirs, London, 1957. p17

9 See Klerkx, G., Transhumanists as Tribe, in Bdttemans?, P Miller, J Wilsdon (eds.), Demos, Lond2006. pp.
59-66.
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We want to spread a daring new optimism crystaigZzrom the obvious fact that for the first
time in all the eons of life we are no longer blagled within this microplanet — no longer
trapped within fragile terminal bodies — that we amerging as a triumphant new species —
extraterrestrial and immort3i.

| believe the continuity between such proclamatiand those of earlier thinkers, especially the
Russian Cosmists is striking. FM-2030’s programmatork contributed greatly to the launch of
transhumanism as a movement. The bBokines of Creatiompublished by Eric Drexler in 1986
also became a central work of referefit®rexler described a potentially paradisiacal fetim
which the joint application of nanotechnology amdanced artificial intelligence would enable the
creation ofuniversal assemblerthat could manufacture literally anything, therdignishing the
problem of scarcity and enabling fantastic formshofman enhancement via integration with our
nervous system.

The central tenet of current day transhumanisthasthe present form of humanity is but a
transitory stage in the evolution of intelligend®ith the advent of sophisticated technologies
evolution by natural selection is being supersegdechnological evolution driven by humans.
There are a number of different views about thgepted endpoint of this new evolutionary
process. Ideas range from the colonization of spdu®ugh branching off into a number of
superintelligent species to the idea that we wirge our consciousness with vast non-biological
forms of intelligence thus moving beyond physiocadlity existence altogethé?

In 1990 Max More and Tom Bell founded the Extromgstitute which had a strong
libertarian orientation. The institute became defun 2006 after having accomplished its goal of
raising awareness for transhumanist issues, dewglop coherent philosophy and enabling
networking between futurists. In 1998 Nick Bostrand David Pearce founded th&orld
Transhumanist Association (WTA9n international non-governmental organizatioonpoting the
ethical use of technology to extend human capaslitin 2008 the WTA changed its name to
Humanity Plus

In 2008 even the Oxford English Dictionary addeé thord transhumanismwith the
following definition: “[a] belief that the humana can evolve beyond its current limitations, esp.
by the use of science and technoloi).”"Due to the heterogeneity of the contemporary
transhumanist movement it would be difficult todia more precise definition that simultaneously
did justice to the many streams emphasizing andracity different aspects of the human-
technology merger. In recent years Nick Bostromead of the Future of Humanity Institute at

Oxford University — has been a frequent member @hmissions and international projects

% Esfandiary, F., M., Upwing Priorities, Future Lifesue 21, June 1981, p. 73.
% See Drexler,K., E., Engines of Creation, Anchooks, New York, 1986.
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assessing the ethical issues related to human esin&nt technologies.

As a result of a broad range of online and realdiftivities such as organizing conferences,
arranging meetings, networking, etc. together wikle Institute for Ethics and Emerging
Technologies — a major transhumanist think tankarshumanism has gradually transformed itself
from a rather fringe movement in the 1980s and $9@0an extremely well organized, well
represented and omnipresent intellectual positispecially its proximity to science fiction and
popular culture has made its spread very rapid,ttamshumanist ideas are also represented in
academia and their perspective has gained enwyaimumber of top level technology assessment
and technology foresight documents both in the btBEurope?

Transhumanism represents the most current wavkeinong tradition of thought that has
embraced the prospect of technologically transfogmankind for the better. It clearly stands in
the tradition of meliorism and embraces the Enéghtent idea of liberating man from nature as
well as the humanist impetus that defines man asnaettled being who can freely chose its own

destiny.
The End of Utopia?

It becomes clear from this short historic survewttifior the most part the idea of human
perfectibility had been closely allied to broadencerns about the future of humanity. This is
especially true of 20century visionary projects such as Russian CosrisBiofuturism. Even the
scientists at the Ciba conference were worried atwi development of our species and saw the
necessity of a global solution to the challengesfaved. This is especially remarkable since their
faith in science and collective visions seems tarl@most no trace of the devastations of the
previous two world wars. In a certain sense theiatusm of perfecting humans, banishing death
and scarcity and creating a (more) blissful sodmety survived very long. Yet, by the time we come
to transhumanist aspirations we see an importaftt Btost transhumanists do not think in terms of
broad political projects that also involve the tealogical transformation of man but rather consider
enhancement as a personal issue. So despite thindady now even the popular press is full of
fantastic images of a bright future that a few aaet ago were only entertained by a select few
intellectuals, the truly transformative power ofopias as sources of contemplating political
alternatives has faded.

[...] the abandonment of the larger social projemtrects [...] personal utopianism with
political cynicism, because it is no longer thougltessary to guarantee to the collective that
which is pursued by the individual. Mass utopiacemrconsidered the logical correlate of
personal utopia, is now a rusty idea. It is beirsgarded by industrial societies along with the

192NBIC, STOA, Boosting Brainpower, ENHANCE
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earliest factories designed to delivef’it.

Instead, the prospect of technological self-peidactligns with philosophies of individualism and
capitalism as market mechanisms are deemed optorddal with enhancements. From the grand
vision of abolishing the ultimate injustice of teomgl limitations that heated Russian Cosmists we
have come to a mere affirmation of the fact thatjuwst do not want life to end because we do not
want to miss out on any opportunities. Similarhg frightening totalizing grandeur of “cultivating
humanity to a higher form” has muted into the elyyadoblematic idea that “Our bodies will be the
next fashion statement; we will design them insaltts of interesting combinations of texture,
colours, tones, and luminosity™

The reasons for this change are certainly comatek | will come to discuss one possible

interpretation in the third chapter of this thesis.

Summary

We have thus briefly traced the vision of humarfgaibility from ancient times to our present day.
Hopefully, this chapter has demonstrated that dlea is far from new and has in fact accompanied
the history of Western civilization in different rfas. There are characteristic types of
argumentation and tropes that run through theeestory, such as the commitment to a supposedly
humanist idea that man’s nature consists in haumdixed nature at all. Man is understood as a
free being who has, through the course of scientiivelopment learned to gradually rid itself of
limitations and constraints. | will now turn to thentemporary debate where precisely this issue of
modifying human nature by technological means &y@il out between proponents and opponents

of enhancement technologies.

193 Byck-Morrs, S., Dreamworld and Catastrophe, MI&S8r Cambridge Massachusetts, 2000. p. X.
194 Natasha Vita-More, cited in Brian Alexander, “DoBie, Stay Pretty: Introducing
the Ultrahuman Makeover,” Wired 8, no. 1 (Janua@9® 6.
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- Chapter 2 -

Enhancement and Posthumanity

Chapter Outline

Now that the historical reconstruction of the idgahuman perfectibility is complete | turn to a
discussion of the contemporary debate about oematis at modifying human nature. The brief
historical survey has shown that the belief in rmamture being ultimately freely formable had
been present since Humanism. Debates in the prggeta precisely about this issue, whether can
or should transform ourselves without constraints.

As | already mentioned in the Introduction currgitilosophical positions on human
enhancement can be broadly divided into two categorOn the one hand so called bio-
conservative authors such as Jurgen Habermas,i§famayama or Leon Kass argue for the strict
control or even ban of enhancements. Their argusreat met by techno-progressive thinkers like
Julian Savulescu, Nick Bostrom or Gregory Stockc@iirse, this is a rather coarse categorization
but it serves well to illustrate the highly polatz nature of the debate. It is an interesting featu
that thinkers who find themselves in the compangaxfh other as representing similar views may
otherwise show very little intellectual kinship. i$his especially true of the bioconservative
position, where the Frankfurt School giant Jirgeabéfmas may have little in common with the
neoconservative Fukuyama.

In this chapter | am going to first sketch veryefl§ the scientific breakthroughs in
molecular biology without which there would be nebdte today. Then | discuss a number of
authors, namely Habermas, Fukuyama, Stock and @odbecause their views represent some of
the most often referenced standard positions i¢bate.

My aim in this chapter is on the one hand to denrates how bioconservative positions
revert to a form of essentialism in conceptualismgnan nature. On the other hand, | intend to
show that technopogressive arguments are caugla paradoxical fantasy of liberation and
emancipation. | claim that the problems of thessitfpmns result in both cases from a separation of
the object from the subject that is characterisfiphilosophical modernity and which treats the
essence of man separable from nature and technaldgterventions. Whereas bioconservatives
believe that technologies impinge upon a sepanat@ah essence or nature, progressives hold that
by submitting nature to technological control wa edtain freedom of the subject. Instead of these
positions | argue with Hayles and Haraway for a enambiguous relationship between man and
technology and a different notion of posthumanidrat ttakes the inseparability and mutually
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constitutive nature of man and technology as distapoint.

How We Learned to Engineer Ourselves

The first major scientific breakthrough that serassthe precondition of the entire debate about
genetic enhancements was the identification oIXNA& molecule’s physical structure by James D.
Watson and Francis Crick in 1953. By unravellingvitbe four nucleotide bases adenine, cytosine,
guanine and thymine were paired to form the dotlele< structure they dissolved one great
mystery of genetics and transformed it into striivard chemistry®

The second major breakthrough came with Fred Samgéne mid 1970s who found a
method of reading long strands of DNA in an acd@ssmanner. He used different chemicals that
selectively attached to only one of the four bakeseby providing the gene sequence. Thus,
within twenty years of the discovery of the struetwof DNA science advanced to having
recombinant DNA methodologies that allowed for fipdicing and pasting of DNA sequences of
different origin, enabling the creation of hybridganisms. This was the birth of genetic
technologies and 1976 marks the foundation of tret §uch company Genentech Inc., which
brought to market the first medicinal product ceelatia recombinant DNA methodologies, namely
synthetic human insulitf®

As Rheinberger and Mdller-Wille note recombinanNA methodologies and the
implementation of molecular processes in machime® effectively engendered a new paradigm as
the basis of molecular biology. It was no longer tase that scientists needed to create optimal in
vitro conditions in order to study organisms buhea that the cellular milieu itself had become a
site of experimentation. The goal was no longer gktracellular representation of intracellular
processes, but the exploitation of biological medsras to realize extracellular proje¢télt marks
the birth of synthetic biology — something that Hmecome a catch-phrase recently — where it
becomes possible to utilize cellular processesHercreation of novel biological entities. It also
marks the convergence of biological science witlfiregering, representing in effect the ,rewriting”
of life. This paradigm shift was the preconditiohcontemporary talk of biology becoming more

,open” to intervention. David Jackson brought tlesgibilities of genetic engineering to a succinct

1% The discovery of the double-helix structure igaat one of the greatest controversies of geneisshe most crucial
pieces of data, an X-ray diffraction photographd anme calculations made by Rosalind Franklin vi@@vn to
Watson and Crick though they never disclosed #uis tintil after the early death of Franklin. Thetmen received
the Nobel Prize in 1962 without any acknowledgmadriEranklin. Ruth Hubbard notes that the most anmaispect
of this story is probably that it has not becomw@ld-shattering scandal. For more see: Hubbard SRience,
Power, Gender: How DNA Became the Book of Life, f8igVol. 28, No. 3, Gender and Science: New Issues
(Spring, 2003), pp. 791-799.

1% Rheninberger, HJ., Miller-Wille, S., TechnischeReluzierbarkeit organischer Natur — aus der P&tiyjgeeiner

o Geschichte der Molekularbiologie, in Weiss, M.(@d.) Bios und Zoé&, Suhrkamp, Frankfurt am Main®2GD17.
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point in a lecture under the revealing ti&IA: Template for an Economic Revolution

| would argue that the ability to read, write arditddNA is functionally unprecedented in
human history. All we have ever been able to dmfgeis to select among the various
combinations of genes that the mechanisms of genbktve presented to us. And, while we
have developed very powerful and sophisticatecdc8eteprocedures, selecting from among a
set of alternatives over which one has almost mtrobis fundamentally different from being
able to write and edit one’s own text. [...] the @pito write and edit DNA is the basis for a
synthetic and a creative capability in biology thas not previously existe’®

This type of language has established the metapihttre DNA as a kind of text that we are now
learning to read and may soon be able to editialsoe case of humans. The genome became the
equivalent of a code that we are increasingly position to crack.

Debates about safety issues related to genetioesgng sprung up quickly and following
serious initial concerns and doubts seemed to lcamee under control by the 1980s as actors
recognized that under careful control and adequaiety measures the possible gains far
outweighed supposed and feared ri€RsHowever, the debate is far from settled as cohstan
controversies over the use of genetically modieghnisms show.

These developments concerned mainly agriculturdlraadicinal products. The next great
source of disagreement was the arrival of “tese tiod@bies”, in-vitro fertilization. This has inflaghe
debates about the manufacturing of humans in laeea and ignited some, such as Leon Kass to
call it a war against human nature that ultimatebds to “the divorce of the generation of new
human life from human sexuality and ultimately fréime confines of the human bod}? Kass has
later changed his mind and considers IVF approp@ata treatment. However, IVF in effect is the
precondition of enhancement oriented reproducteehriologies and serves as a threshold or
Rubicon that had already been crossed. IVF invdivesreation and discarding of human embryos
SO any consistent position arguing against gemgiancements would have to be also against IVF.
In any case, it turned out that Louise Brown, tingt test-tube baby born in 1978 was also just a
normal human whose existence did not assault huynand explode values. By now IVF has
mostly been firmly established as a form of inféytitreatment what makes the case of people like
Kass quite difficult but the debate about the etlifig of the procedure still continués:

Moving on in the history of reproductive technokegiwe come to the birth of Dolly the
sheep in 1996 that is: cloning. Put very simply pnecedure of cloning by Somatic Nuclear Cell
Transfer involves taking an adult cell, transfegrits nucleus into an egg cell and then chemically

“convincing” it to become a fertilized zygote than then be implanted into the “mother.” By this

198 jackson, D., A., DNA: Template for an Economic &ation, in Chambers, D., A., (ed.) The Double Keli
Perspective and Prospective at Forty Years, New Y605, P. 364.

199 Gottweis, H., Genetic Engineering, Discourses efidency, and the New Politics of Population, ayibr, P.,
Halfon, S., Edwards, P., (eds.) Changing Life, @nsity of Minnesota Press, 1997, Minneapolis p. 70.

10| eon Kass quoted in Marantz Henig, P., PandoralsyBHoughton Mifflin, New York 2004. p. 70.

11 gee for example Warnock, M., Making Babies: Isateright to have children?, Oxford University $5,e2002.
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procedure it is possible to create belated gerbticientical twins'*? The fact that the first cloned
being was a sheep was like adding oil to fire andeadered similar reactions as IVF did two
decades earlier. It seemed like biotechnology bkimgacopies of living beings had made the mass
manufacture of humans possible. A huge debate etupter the permissibility of human cloning,
which was rejected by most scientists. Neverthelseme hoax figures have claimed to have
successfully cloned humafs. The nature of the debate changed as scientistsvéieed human
embryonic stem cells that had the capability ofedeping into any kind of somatic cell. The new
concepts of therapeutic cloning, as opposed tademtive cloning emerged.

Whereas the universally rejected reproductive dgnwould mean the creation of an
embryo with the intention of carrying it to terrhetapeutic cloning involves the creation of cloned
embryos for the purpose of extracting stem celts developing these into whatever is needed by
the patient, such as liver cells, nerve cells, silhs, etc. This prospect is the catalyst of tisgon
of regenerative medicine and prospect of radigaibyonged lives*

In the words of Gregory Stock, reproductive humiamiag — the creation of belated genetic
twins — is an uninteresting technology that beaither therapeutic nor enhancement promises and
would be profoundly dangerous and immoral to trg ¢ the dangers involvéd Dolly was the
result of hundreds of failed attempts and developeahy diseases before her early death so a
similar procedure is ruled out in the case of husn#&s regards therapeutic cloning, the debate
rages on about the moral status of the embryo lamdegitimacy of creating life for the purpose of
exploiting it'*® Unfortunately, the discussion of this debate ispmssible within the scope of this
thesis.

Finally, a huge step in the development of biosmewas the start of the Human Genome
Project, which aimed at decoding the sequence ofamuDNA. It started in 1990 and was an
international joint venture that later developetb ia competition between the publicly funded HGP
and the private initiative of Celera Inc. In orderavoid patenting parts of the human genome
massive amounts of data were published daily in dhen access database GenBHAKThe
Humane Genome Project was a research undertakitrglpfepic proportions and was driven by
the equally grand aspiration to unlock the genatite of human life. The project was fuelled by the

expectation to uncover the ,Holy Grail” of genetexsd ,promised to reveal the genetic blueprint

12 Eor a simple explanation of the procedure see Ge8eience Learning Center website of the Univgrsf Utah.
http://learn.genetics.utah.eddst retrieved 18 August 2010.

13 BBC News, 23 December 2005. S Korea cloning rebeams fakehttp://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/asia-
pacific/4554422.stnhast retrieved 20 August 2010.

14| evine, A., D., Cloning, Oneworld, Oxford, 2007

iz Stock, G., Redesigning Humans, Mariner Books 2003
Ibid.

17 5ee the GenBank homepagéip://www.ncbi.nim.nih.gov/sites/entrez?db=nuciget _ast retrieved 20 August
2010
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that tells us who we aré™ Thanks to exponential increases in computing pother project
finished ahead of schedule. The announcement dirtadraft of the human genome at the White
House in 2000 was a grandiose event where Presii#r€linton used truly elevated words to
describe this landmark achievement.

Today's announcement represents more than jusipiaamaking triumph of science and

reason. After all, when Galileo discovered he coukk the tools of mathematics and
mechanics to understand the motion of celestialdsodhe felt, in the words of one eminent
researcher, "that he had learned the languageichv@od created the universe."

Today, we are learning the language in which Gedted life. We are gaining ever more awe
for the complexity, the beauty, the wonder of Godwst divine and sacred gift. With this

profound new knowledge, humankind is on the vefggaming immense, new power to heal.
Genome science will have a real impact on all iasl-- and even more, on the lives of our
children. It will revolutionize the diagnosis, pexition and treatment of most, if not all,

human diseasés?

This insight has provoked significant anxieties ahe prospect of learning and eventually
manipulating this ,code of codes” provided impetasbroad and multi-faceted philosophical and
ethical discussions.

The Human Zoo

Turning more closely to enhancement uses of medmahnology and the transformation of
humans, a great controversy emerged following Pelaterdijk’s polemical lecture held in 1999
under the title “Rules for the Human Zoo”, whichsaaeant to be a reply to Heideggdrétter on
‘Humanism. In this lecture Sloterdijk interpreted humanisae a form of literary society held
together by long letters written by its memberséeh other. In his view humanism was nothing
less than mankind’s attempt at taming itself areenting a slide into barbarism. Yet, he views this
attempt as having failed once and for all. Heneepdses the question: “What can tame man, when
the role of humanism as the school for humanity ¢@kpsed??° How to tame the man of the
future once the classical literary society hasddrout to be ineffective? Sloterdijk considers the
growing manipulative power of genetic technologasl presents the image of a human zoo that
would transform all matters hitherto deemed pdition nature to questions about the proper
regulations of ,man-breeding”. In the future thdfdretween the literate and the illiterate that has
characterized humanism will give way to the poweucture of the breeders and the bred. After a
tour de force through the writings of Nietzsche &feidegger, Sloterdijk settles by a discussion of

Plato’s dialoguel'he Statesmarmwhich he interprets as a conversation betweephsrds about the

H8Keller, E., F., Century of the Gene, Harvard UsitiePress 2000. p. 4.

19 National Human Genome Research Institute http:ivgenome.gov/10001356

120 g|oterdijk, P., Rules for the Human Zoo: a respedosthe Letter on Humanism, Environment and Plagirsociety
and Space 2009, volume 27, p. 20.
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art of man-breeding.

Sloteridjk’s text laments over the passing of tma ef humanism’s literary society in a
sometimes melancholic and ambivalent tone, butl$w @ses very harsh words and concepts that
have a sinister past. Understandably his use df sucds as ,breed” and statements like “for the
next period of time species politics will be degisit?! or “it will become necessary in the future to
formulate a codex of anthropotechnolotfy”have caused much incomprehension and even an
outright scandal. Though Sloterdijk probably unttewvd his own text as discussing the arrival of a
post-literary and post-humanist society followitg toreakup of classical humanism he had been
taken as advocating a new program of eugenicsvétysie formulations, controversial choice of
words and the general sensitivity of the subjecGermany have given rise to a long lasting
philosophical scandal that incited some of the tgsgahinkers to voice their opinion.

Now | am going to turn to Jirgen Habermas’ majdervention in the debate, which was
partly motivated by his furore about the Sloterdgiture and developments around the Human

Genome Project he considered troubling.

Habermas and the Ethical Self-Understanding of ouBSpecies

Already at the time when genetic engineering wiisasthing of the future Robert Nozick made
some prescient remarks in his boakarchy, State and Utopia

Consider [...] the issue of genetic engineering. Mbiojogists tend to think the problem is
one of design, of specifying the best types of @essso that biologists can proceed to
produce them. Thus they worry over what sort(9erson there is to be and who will control
this process. They do not tend to think, perhagsiee it diminishes the importance of their
role, of a system in which they run a "genetic sopeket,” meeting the individual

specifications (within certain moral limits) of @mmective parents [...] This supermarket
system has the great virtue that it involves ndredimed decision fixing the future of human

type(s)*?®
The notion of a genetic supermarket and the specdntent of “certain moral limits” have been
intensely debated ever since. The fear of the gesite of eugenics in a system driven by market
forces and consumer demand has been omnipresenh d&891 Abby Lippman coined the term
"geneticization”, which she defined as a “procegswhich differences between individuals are
reduced to their DNA coded? The dystopian prospect of a world along theseslinas forcefully
depicted in the 1997 movie GATTACK®

121 |bid p. 24

122 |pid p. 24

123 Nozick, R., Anarchy, State and Utopia, Basic Bodksw York, 1974, p. 315n.

124 Abby Lippman, “Prenatal Genetic Testing and SdregrConstructing Needs and Reinforcing Inequitiésperican
Journal of Law and Medicine 17 1991: p. 19.

125 Note that the title of the film comprises only {eéters of DNA base pairs, GATC.
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Without explicitly acknowledging it Habermas hasapicked up on this line of concerns in
2001 when he published his bodke Future of Human Natureut he has developed a unique
argument. Habermas deals mainly with such practsgsre-implantation genetic diagnosis, which
is a method employed in IVF in order to screengieentual genetic diseases. The procedure allows
for the prospective parents to select only thosbrgas for implantation that are free of the genes
associated with specific diseases that might ruthénfamily. Besides this method Habermas also
considers technologies that are not presently @vailsuch as the direct manipulation of human
embryos with the aim of changing their genetic titutson. He believes it is necessary to ponder
possibilities that are perhaps distant or may nevaterialize for it is much better to contemplate
the impossible than to be caught by surprise.

He uses quite strong words to condemn certain ipesgtsuch as the “perversely-delayed
use of frozen egg cell$® and his overall tone suggests deep concern oeesubject. Habermas is
worried that the immense financial gains that asoeiated with biotechnological progress might
overrun public ethical debates and consideratibtesis mostly disturbed by the possibility that
self-instrumentalizing practices such as PID, genetgineering or stem cell technologies might
make us “swap [our] sensitivity regarding the naimeaand natural foundations of [our] existence
for the narcissistic indulgence of our own prefee=1™*?’ By this he means that we might come to
live in a society where market mechanisms are eyepl®o select or create coming generations, so
that the decision about an individual’s existendk e@me to be predicated upon the possession of
certain biological traits. Habermas likens thistegsto an initial quality control that serves as th
precondition of entering life altogether and heerpts to provide an argument against such use
before we slide into an era of liberal eugenicesehtendencies would exacerbate the “colonization
of the lifeworld” by the calculating rationality afistrumental technology. His aim is to ensure that
we stick to a “logic of healing” and use technoemywhere they are appropriate but avoid self-
instrumentalization altogeth&® The attempted solution is quite complex but axdrid to show it
fails to accomplish what it sets out to achieve.

First of all, Habermas believes that we cross aialline once we start to apply the method
of manipulation and control not only to “outer” neg¢ but also to our “inner” nature too. This step
warrants critical concern. However, he rejectsdingple approach of van Daele to moralize human
nature by artificially erecting a boundary and sgyihither but no further! Habermas recognizes
that this kind of arbitrary resacralization or s#@ation of that what science and technology have
made accessible, malleable and disenchanted itheatorrect path to pursue or one that can be

philosophically maintained. Habermas intends toakpef the moralizing of human nature in a

126 Habermas J., Future of Human Nature, Polity 2p0B5.
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rather different sense. As he says:

A quite different scenario, however, emerges if faliaing human nature" is seen as the
assertion of an ethical self-understanding of fecges which is crucial for our capacity to
see ourselves as the authors of our own life hesprand to recognize one another as
autonomous persons?

These lines contain all the key concepts and in flae essence of the entire book. Habermas
attempts to moralize human nature by showing thl&tiisstrumentalizing practices are an assault to
the ethical self-understanding of our species andldvundermine the possibility of autonomy.
Furthermore, he intends to show this in a mannarithtrue to our post-metaphysical era, that is,
without recourse to any particular faith or conceptthe Good for he recognizes that modern
pluralistic societies must generate moral coheaiwth forms of legitimation from within their own
resources. For Habermas this represents the “isiageaeflexivity of a modernity that realizes its

own limits™3°

and he locates these necessary resources in Wetterpersonal relations of mutual
respect. To be sure, this is perhaps the greatafienge, since bioethical debates are perplexsng a
they are precisely because they make judgmentst abewalue of life and certain practices and
institutions unavoidable. Finding a mutually acedyb, rational common ground in this terrain that
is not committed to any particular view of life atite Good is therefore extraordinarily difficult.
For the noted bioethicist Engelhardt consensusotslikely to emerge from bioethical debates
because

[...] parties are separated by incompatible metaghysiommitments (e.g., embryos
do or do not have an immortal soul), religious rhbeliefs (e.g., euthanasia does or
does not involve the sin of murder), and by divatgenkings of cardinal moral
concerns (e.g., the claims of security do or dotnwhp concerns for prosperity}*

In either case, Habermas attempts to articulatd sutheory in order to ensure the “right to a
genetic inheritance immune from artificial intertien”**? The first difficulties arise here, because
artificiality is not clearly defined, but Habermasost probably means interventions via genetic
technologies such as germline genetic engineefihgs would mean however, that a germline
intervention to enhance is rejectable and shouldbdéened on the grounds of being artificial,
whereas any other practice regardless of its effiedhe foetus, such as alcohol consumption — to
use an exaggerated example -, which is known tersgvimpact foetal development does not
count as an artificial intervention and can thugrimeally condemned at most, but is no assault on
the ethical self-understanding of the species.

Habermas considers instrumentalizing technologitahipulations to be assaults on human

dignity. However, in his view dignity is not a clhateristic that one can possess or lose but rdther
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is connected to a sense of relational symmetryekiats in communicative situations.

Habermas also draws on Hannah Arendt’s concepgatality, which Arendt understood as
the abysmal foundation of man’s ability to act ire tworld. As she wrote: “Because they are
initium, newcomers and beginners by virtue of hirthen take initiative, are prompted into
action.™® This served to express the idea that free acpeisons could not be traced back to any
reason or ground other than themselves, their beamg. The natality of every man by virtue of
bringing something new into the world also staratdliat individual's capability to initiate novelty

Habermas in turn argues that the unmanipulatedyoehhirth of each and every individual
regardless of class, race, gender, etc., guaratitaeshey will be free and autonomous authors of
their own life history. Even though environmentueadtion, upbringing and a range of other factors
might play a role and exert considerable influeiias still possible to take a communicate stance
towards these. For Habermas this holds true evetihéoearliest influences of upbringing, which he
sees as involving reasons and grounds on the sideeoparents, which can retrospectively be
grasped or worked upon and its effects eventuabystormed. As opposed to this kind of
relationship genetic interventions would changewés/ substrate of life and the preconditions of
all future communicative relationships in a waytteecludes the affected individual. Thus, it would
be impossible to take a communicative stance talemed genetic constitution because it is by
definition not a dialogical but a one-way procddabermas supposes that it is possible to employ
genetic technologies to completely determine futimdividuals' traits and uses the term
“programming” to describe this.

Eugenic programming of desirable traits and didpwss, however, gives rise to moral
misgivings as soon as it commits the person coecetm a specific life-project or, in any case
puts specific restriction on his freedom to choadiée of his own->*

This line of argumentation seems rather convineinfirst sight and the implied comparison of the
grown and the made, between programmed and freeidodls seems plausible. However, there
are a number of problems with Habermas’ proposal.

First of all, while he attempts to distinguish gy from enhancement he offers no clear-cut
criteria to do so. It seems quite problematic tHabermas does not reflect at all on the process of
medicalization and the social construction of dégeigself. How is it that certain conditions coroe t
be seen as diseases and which of these warranetigmtervention? If Habermas is worried about
sliding into a society that trades moral conceras the “narcissistic indulgence of our own
preferences” then it would seem necessary to teflacthe processes as a result of which any
condition turns out to be pathological. As the &g phenomena over which medicine has the

final word gradually expands there is growing conchat aspects of everyday life are gradually

133 Arendt, H., The Human Condition, University of €hgo Press, 1958. p. 177
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turned into pathologies,narrowing the range of what is considered acceptaBl This trend is
definitely on the rise and it increasingly includesch “personality traits” as sadness, shyness,
etc*® Adding to the trend of medicalization is the gemerientation towards a search for genetic
causes, which makes Habermas’ attempt to confidestpeutic interventions unproblematic highly
guestionable.

It further seems justified to say that Habermamains two somewhat conflicting notions
at the same time. On the one hand he allows fopdissibility of interventions aimed at treatment,
because these — at least supposedly — take thagidil principle of counting with the possible
consent of the other seriously. On the other hamihancing interventions are rejected outright
because they irrevocably undermine individual aomoyp So there seems to be a very strange
biologism at work here that treats the untoucheat -at most restored to “health” — state of the
genome as the precondition of autonomy. But thisenequating an unenhanced genome with the
precondition of autonomy seems to be a highpointbimlogism for it degrades humans to
completely determined creatures.

Finally, the argumentation and the claims Haberpus forth get weaker and weaker as we
progress. As we have seen, it ultimately takesfohe of a conditional sentence: “gives rise to
moral misgivingsas soon ast commits the person concerned to a specifiegifgiect™’ But it is
far from clear when and if this kind of limitatiestrue of such interventions. What started owdras
assault on human dignity, the radical transfornmatibthe ethical self-understanding of our species
and similarly bloated claims mutates towards to ehthe book to a mere supposition. Habermas
recognizes namely, that genetic technologies are pnmoblematic per se, but rather certain
applications of them are. What applications? Agtlans aimed at improvement. Why? For the
supposed reason that

Eugenic interventions aiming at enhancement redtlueal freedom insofar as they tie down
the person concerned to rejected, but irreversitdtions of third parties, barring him form
the spontaneous self-perception of being the udddsiauthor of his own life. Abilities and
skills may be easier to identify with than dispiasis, let alone properties, but the only thing
that counts for the psychical resonance of thegoer®ncerned is the intention associated
with the programming enterprise. Only in the negatiase of the prevention of extreme and
highly generalized evils may we have good reasonassume that the person concerned
would consent to the eugenic godl.

It is rather remarkable that Habermas positionssklfras an expert on the “psychical resonance” of
persons and claims that no one would ever retroispécconsent to anything other than measures

taken to avoid some “extreme and highly generaleati, whatever that could be. If we supposed
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for a moment that the urban legend were true fhtEning to Mozart during pregnancy increased
the intelligence of the child would Habermas condetime parent for her intention to enhance?
Unfortunately, we do not get any examples from Hialae for an intervention that would limit and
block the child’s open future. Would enhanced iigehce, musical talent, mathematical skill,
sports ability bar the child from an open future?ather seems that enhancing a number of traits
opens possibilities instead of blocking th&fhSo Habermas'’s fear about blocking the child’s open
future if the intervention locks him on a certaiatlp — although | am not sure what kind of
intervention could do that — seems more directedwdtat Michael Sandel has called
“hyperparenting” namely the parental intention teate children who fulfil certain goals set by the
parent, such as a career in music, sports, or wadf€ Yet, the existence of hyperparenting
practices is not in itself an argument againsttdahnology of genetic enhancement, because the
child’s’ curbed autonomy is not the result of ahealogical intervention but rather the complex
interaction between parental expectations, chitding practices andalso the technological
possibility.

Furthermore, his notion that a chance birth ersabseto become the ‘undivided autonomous
authors of our life history’ draws on an understagdf autonomy that seems unwarranted. Even
though a distinction between genetic and other $oomexerting influence, such as upbringing can
seem justified, still, the claim seems overstatieat the former undermines the possibility of
individual autonomy whereas the latter leaves tbuaohed.

The use of the term “ethical self-understanding tié human species” also seems
problematic, especially if we consider that Habesmepeatedly stressed the fact that bioethics is
characterised by conflicting views that are infodniy divergent cultural, philosophical and other
convictions. Yet, he constantly speaks of “us” dmrmg his version of the ethical self-
understanding of our species. He justifies this enaith recourse to the fact that major religions
converge on this issue of a “minimal ethical seiflerstanding of the specie$™ However, this is
quite troublesome once we recognize that in falgjioms greatly diverge on this issue. So for
example the Judaic tradition considers any teclyyotbat humansan develop as “an uncovering
of another method built into creation by G-d fornkiad to use in positive ways® In Rabbi
Barry Freundel’s view the challenge lies in usihgse technologies wisely, but he explicitly favors
life extending interventions, since ,Every hour addo someone's life comes with the possibility of
doing good deeds and repentance and is, therefane valuable in this way than all of life in the

139 Bostrom, N., In Defense of Posthuman Dignity,Bioethics, Vol. 19, No. 3, pp. 202-214
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world to come.**® As we can see, this line of reasoning dissolvesgtounds of speaking of
artificial interventions at all and leaves only iand unwise uses. Furthermore, as the prevention
of suffering counts as a chief moral concern inalsm the prevention of the birth of children with
genetic diseases can be seen as a moral dutydtainty does not lie outside the realm of the
“natural”.**

It is also worth considering how Habermas usestémn “insturmentalizing” or “self-
instrumentalizing.” It is greatly reminiscent ofetiKantian distinction between persons and things.
Whereas persons belong to the realm of moral sisbyelto are autonomous, things are determined
and manipulable. The problem with current biotedbgies is that they increasingly make our
biological life contingent on choices. So Habermraght fear that as a result we may cease to be
persons, lose our autonomy and become degradduettevel of things. This seems somewhat
problematic even if we take Habermas’ inspiratigant as our guide. As Paul Rabinow points out,
in the formulation of his ethical imperatives Kams much less categorical and exclusive as
Habermas. Kant wrote: “So act as to treat humamihgther in thine own person or in that of any
other, in every case as an end withal, never asansonly.**> As Rabinow remarks, adding the
word ,only” opens a ,crucial space of reflectiondaaction.**® The lack of this crucial space of
reflection and action is evidenced by Habermas’ ostruggles with and ultimate failure in
delineating therapy from enhancement, because fmaoh of treatment always and necessarily
treats the person also as a means in that it esph®y instrumentalizing attitude of science. In a
later section | am going to argue that we shouldbably do away with this kind of
conceptualization altogether that tries to keep dnursubjectivity, autonomy and freedom separate
and distinct from technological impingement. Iralig, it is Hannah Arendt — among others — who
brought our intertwined relationship with the myrignings of the world pointedly to expression by
saying “Whatever touches or enters into a sustamedmtionship with human life immediately
assumes the character of a condition of humanemdst™*’

All in all, Habermas’ argument relies on a veryosty concept of autonomy and a form of
biologism and genetic determinism that had beecrelisted by the very Human Genome Project
that partly motivated him to pen his thoughts oa $lubject. Habermas writes on the reductionist
assumption that it is or will be possible to essibhl clear correlation between almost all traits a

human being can possess and the genome itself\eamdlecates the source of our ethical self-
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understanding in a — more or less unmanipulatemledy. That is, he seems to suppose a straight
line leading from genotype to phenotype. | willtically engage with this assumption and describe
the paradigm shift that has taken place since thmah Genome Project’s completion in Chapter 3.

In the next section | turn to Francis Fukuyama Wwhe also played an important role in the
development of the debate also as a member of tBe Rresident’'s Council on Bioethics from
2001-2005.

Fukuyama and the Slide into Posthumanity

Francis Fukuyama first made a name for himself tgyiiag with Hegel that the global spread of
liberal democracy and the fall of Communism repméske end of history. No real contestants of
the political system of liberal democracy are ighsiand the progression of science can be seen as
one of the key drivers of this process, thus thsohical process of political advancement is
concluded-*® Certainly, this is not the place to discuss hesi, which he himself has later come to
revoke. More interesting are his reasons for abaindoit. Besides the events of 9/11 the main
reason for his change of mind was that in his viBetechnological advances posed significant
challenges to the way we think about politics. keaes of articles and books since 1999 Fukuyama
has become one of the key critiques of biotechnetognd an outspoken opponent of streams of
thought like transhumanism. In a short article @2 he even proclaimed transhumanism to be the
“world’s most dangerous ide¥®. In the following sections | am going to discuss line of
argumentation because it has greatly influencedéhate.

Already in the introduction to the aforementioneatticle Fukuyama presents
transhumanism, in a rather cynical tone, as ariggdiberation movement” united under the banner
of transcending human biological constraints, whighmight just as well reject out of hand for its
inherent absurdity. However, as he goes on, thatsin is not so straightforward if we consider
that current biomedical research often formulaieslar goals. He lists the examples of prenatal
genetic diagnosis, mood altering psychopharmaccébgiubstances and gene therapy. Certainly,
only a handful of people would want to restrict thedical and therapeutic use of such technologies
and once we consider how laborious, painful andéidhhuman life can be we might even come to
view transhumanism as an attractive and rationatageh. The danger of tranhumanism according
to Fukuyama is precisely that by receiving it imor doses, step by step we might slide over and
not notice its imminent threats and the grave mpriae we would have to pay.

In his view the first victim of transhumanism wdube political equality, which rests upon

148 Fykuyama, F., The End of History and the Last Mamn Books, New York 1992.
149 Fukuyama, F., Transhumanism, in Foreign Polic§efitember 2004.
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the belief that there is a common human essenceetire of which all humans are endowed with an
inherent value and are inviolable beings. In lightthis common human essence all eventual
differences of race, gender, intelligence, looKslites, etc. are dwarfed. The bloody and bitter
battles for political rights throughout history agradually established that this inviolability is

acknowledged simply due to our common, shared hitynarhe threat of transhumanism lies

precisely in its goal of upsetting this foundatioh political liberalism by changing the human

essence.

He asks: What sorts of rights would enhanced lseidgmand for themselves? What
consequences would such developments have foottregt countries, which would irrevocably be
left out of the business of enhancement therebpeaterg the already huge divide? If some can
perfect themselves can anyone allow to be leftrizéhi

He further criticizes transhumanists for their goged belief that it is possible to simply rid
ourselves of unwanted characteristics and traiitevgerfecting the rest. Fukuyama draws attention
to the interrelationship between our “good” anddb#raits and towards the end of his article he
warns of the perils of a dehumanized transhumdutste. | believe Fukuyama’s argumentation
consists of three basic poirtts:

1: there is something we can call “human essence”

2: only those beings or individuals who possess #sisence are endowed with inherent

value and inviolability

3: transhumanist aspirations would demolish orr dlttes essence
His conclusion that we must do everything in ouwpbto prevent such ideas from becoming
reality because they would undermine political digpdlows naturally from his premises. | will
now consider how consistent this type of argumeontas, looking first briefly at his second and
third premises and finally at the first one in arendetailed manner.

His assumption seems unfounded that only thosevesd with the mysterious human
essence can bear political rights and possessenihealue, whatever this value may mean. This
becomes clear once we ask the question whethehaman being who had been subjected to
biotechnological manipulations of the like Fukuyaf@ars would lose his/her political rights and be
stripped of moral status; or conversely, whethemweld revoke the political rights of unenhanced
human beings should radical enhancement becomeotime. Finally, if we were to encounter an
alien being who showed all signs of being capalblmaoral judgement, sentience, etc., would we
not treat it as a moral agent simply in virtuelod fact that it lacked the ‘human essence’? | selie

the answer is ‘no’ in all cases which suggests llonatan essence is not a necessary precondition of

150 In the reconstruction of Fukuyama'’s argumeaitatirely on Nick Bostrom: Transhumanism: The Wisridost
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moral status and that changes to it would not unohex moral status either. In fact by theoretically
distributing and revoking political rights on theognds that some may have a different “essence”
Fukuyama effectively continues the very line ofugbt from which he intended to save us all. The
central tenet of liberal democracies maintainiref il are equal does not refer to a literal edyali
in the sense of similarity in capacities and trhiis rather an equality of rights and obligatiohs.a
result we have no reason to suppose that any texhoal manipulation could undermine the
concept or change the distribution of politicalhtiy Supposing the opposite would mean that we
considered certain — biological — traits as indimgadble for joining the community of equal
individuals. Consequently, it can be stated thahghumanist aspirations to prolong life and
enhance cognitive and other capacities would nseupolitical rights even if they changed the
mysterious human essence.

Let us now consider the first premise concerning éxistence of a “human essence”.
Fukuyama’s article does not give us clear orieotatibout this notion but his bo@ur Posthuman
Futuredoes, even though it refrains form the use of thedwessence” but rather reverts to “human
nature”, which is used in a similar sense. Quoktingley’s Brave New WorldFukuyama writes:

The aim of this book is to argue that Huxley waght; that the most significant threat posed
by contemporary biotechnology is the possibilitgttit will alter human nature and thereby
move us into a “posthuman” stage in histéty

We may thus draw the conclusion that “human natarel “human essence” are interchangeable
concepts that have the following features: “Humature is the sum of the behaviour and
characteristics that are typical of the human ssearising from genetic rather than environmental
factors.™? Fukuyama acknowledges that this definition anceisly the word “typical” may need
further exposition so he adds: “[...] typicality istatistical artefact — it refers to something elos

the median of a distribution of behaviour or chegstics.™**

Human nature is thus none other than the statistiean of a set of traits, behaviours and
characteristics defined by the genetic constitutbmumans. There is no doubt that behavioural,
and evolutionary biology are capable of providingls a human behavioural complex but is this
enough to serve the purpose Fukuyama intends#dt itirns out that human nature/essence is not
something mysterious but the result of a serieshahce evolutionary mechanisms that has become
open to intervention by the 2XTentury. What is more, it has always been in @nisinteraction
with our companion species as well as with a hdsttieer factors ranging from bacteria to the
innumerably rich achievements we call human culttft€ukuyama also seems to fall into a kind of

biological essentialism when he supposes that s$eis of traits is somehow normative and

151 Fukuyama, F., Our Posthuman Future, 2002. Bidakss, New York p. 7
2 1pid. P. 130

153 |bid. p. 130.

1% Haraway, D., When Species Meet., University of iMisota Press, 2008.
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constitutive of political equality. His attempt‘agscuing” the concept of equality through recourse
to a human essence ultimately ends in biolodSm.

Fukuyama himself recognizes that his point doesrestt on entirely solid grounds so he
goes on to add that the ultimate basis of equatty moral worth is an indefinable “Factor X”. This
is what remains when individuals are stripped bfatidental properties and this Factor X is the
basis of human dignity. However he tries to clahfg point Fukuyama’s position seems to be an
incoherent mixture, which is further confused by imtroduction of the term Factor X and human
dignity. As the most decisiv&ncyclopedia of Bioethiceotes human dignity is a notoriously
problematic and vague term that can be employexigoe for opposing bioethical positiohi§.In
Fukuyama’s definition

Factor X cannot be reduced to the possession oélnobioice, or reason, or language, or

sociability, or sentience, or emotions, or conssi@ss or any other quality that has been put
forth as a ground for human dignity. It is all biese qualities coming together in a human
whole that make up Factor X’

This addition only makes his position more incohéfer a number of reasons. First of all, it idl sti
by far not clear why an enhanced human being cootgossess any or all of the above traits in a
(post)human whole or why such a being would nobgeize the unenhanced as a moral agent with
equal rights. Furthermore, the previously moreesslconcrete set of genetically defined traits that
Fukuyama identified as “human nature/essence” loag miraculously muted into a mixed list
under the mysterious heading “Factor X". It seemkuyama’s intention is precisely to uphold the
mystery, when he says “What this whole is and hbwame to be remains, in Searle’s word,
“mysterious”.”>® Fukuyama argues for a qualitative leap, whichyisléfinition unexplainable that
occurred in the process of evolution from prehumacestors to human beings. This leap also takes
place in the development of each human from a@lugtmolecules to a person. Fukuyama is thus
a Mysterian who seems to hold the view that it & tmysterious origin that serves as the
foundation of our ability to value someone or sdmreg and that with the possibility of providing a
certain explanation and the option of manipulatibis valuation and appreciation would cease.
The problem with Fukuyama’s position is thus tw@dfoOn the one hand, it seems to employ
biologism in order to establish species-typicait¢ras the foundation of equal rights. On the other
hand he reverts to mysterianism to argue that pticrand indefinable Factor X gives humans
dignity. Both Factor X and species-typical traite andowed with a normative binding force that

precludes biotechnological modificatiol®€.Both positions seem untenable and even incompatibl

1% Weiss, M., G., Die Auflésung der menschlichen MaituWeiss, M.,G., (ed.) Bios und Zoé&, Suhrkammrikfurt am
Main 2009.

%6 Killner, J., F., Human Dignity, in Post, S., Gndyclopedia of Bioethics, Thomson Gale, 2004. (193t1120.

157 Fykuyama op. cit. p. 171

%8 pid. P. 170.

159 Even though the focus of this thesis is not ethisant to remark that | deeply disagree with Fukama on these
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with each other.

Bioconservative concerns over the ethical and s@sjpects of human enhancement technologies
bear great importance, however, this is certairdy the point dividing the two camps. Whereas
transhumanists look for the broadest possibleetfetal use of these technologies bioconservatives
reject them in the name of protecting human natNometheless evoking naturalness as a source of
normativity is unfounded. This type of argumentatioas we have seen — results in biologism and
circumvents the most crucial question, namellgy naturalness should serve as a normative
instance.

It seems that arguments that consider enhancemeehnhdlogies to be an assault on
humanity, though they are intuitively plausible asvertheless either unable to offer an acceptable
notion of what this assault consists in and how ithifeerent value of humanness should be
conceived of, or they can not be precise enoughitath@ technologies they deem unacceptable.
Both Habermas and Fukuyama speak in quite generaist about enhancement and make
derogatory remarks about “wild fantasies” that weté some “crazy” science-fiction scientists.
Unfortunately, this level of generality in discusgi transhumanist/posthumanist aspirations is
insufficient especially when put against claims @fch great dimensions as the threat of

istrumentalization and dehumanization.

Polyvalent Human Nature

As we have seen the concept of human nature pleggcal role especially in bioconservative lines
of argumentation that seek to establish it as aceoaf normativity. Thus, human nature should
serve the role of erecting a boundary that mustb®oftcrossed by technological, manipulative

efforts. So far | have tried to argue that thedenapts ultimately fail and result in a form of

points. As Habermas writes, dignity is not a chemastic that one can possess but rather somethatds
negotiated in webs of interpersonal commitmentilltnever “turn out” or be decided whether we frplossess
those rights we attribute each other as inalienabiean rights and this is not the decisive fadtomy view what
seems to count is the act of attribution and wiithRrd Rorty | believe that there is no “objectii®wledge” that
can underlie morals, such as knowledge of “somgthimt makes us human and can thus serve asuhddtion
of obligations. It would probably serve us wellfedlow his advice and shift the focus of moral pisibphy from a
search for a rational foundation of morality ananfaun rights, to the education of sentiments in otdexpand the
initially rather limited moral circle. There is @opriori reason why this circle could not includey &ind of
modified or enhanced being or why enhanced beiraygdwnot include the unenhanced. My own preferemzeld
lie with a system that avoided biologism and toelationality and the recognition of otherness ies®if as the
cornerstones of moral philosophy. While | certairdgognize that such an approach would not nedbssalve the
problem related to the moral status of embryo®f@mple, | do believe that it is a more adequateisy point than
ruminations over an essentialistically construesham nature. By rejecting Habermas'’s biologism bkirig
seriously his approach to relationality we couldnags start a fruitful discussion of the questionaerning the
impact of biotechnological manipulations on thitienality. Certainly, one would have to be verggse in
defining the technologies in question.
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biological essentialism that is difficult if not possible to maintain. However, human nature is a
polyvalent term and it can be and has indeed begloyed to argue for the opposite position as
well, namely self-transformation. As Kurt Bayeriat@s, as opposed to animals it is characteristic of
human nature that it is not merely a product ofli@wan but is constantly changed by human action
itself. In that sense it is “artificial by naturefjhich means that any attempt to discriminate @htur
and thus legitimate from artificial, that is illéighate forms of manipulation must faf®*** One
might even say that it belongs to our nature tangkaour nature, which is an often repeated idea
since the birth of humanism.

Also, ever since Aristotle famously defined manaa§ational animal” the relationship of
the two concepts rationality and animality has beenentral topic in the history of Western
philosophy. As already noted in the first chapfer Aristotle, striving for perfection was a defng
element of all things and activities. Yet, he alsought of ‘nature’ as eternally fixed and human
activities as parts of this nature that could bragut that what nature would by mimicking it. So
the capacity of self-perfection that resides in homis directed at unfolding that, which is inhéren
in human nature itself. It is this inheraetosthat humans ought to bring about and because the
differentia specifica of humans consists in thatianality or reason, perfection is importantly
related to our contemplative faculty.

Later, especially in the Y&entury a rather different relationship betweetureaand reason
emerged that is most vividly evidenced by Kantfommulation of Aristotle’s definition. As we
have already seen in the previous chapter man wdsnger animal rationale but rather animal
rationaile. Here being human is understood as the taskfofding reason and becoming that what
we — in a sense — already are. Yet as David Hetekrthis task has to be understood as directed in
some sense against nature, since that realm isvde&zl and guided by laws whereas humans are
characterized by freedom. The reasons Heyd givethie are firstly an increasingly mechanistic
and scientific understanding of nature and secodératuralized understanding of reason as the
uniquely human faculty and the seat of freedom.éxample, Heyd quotes Rousseau, who was also
a major inspiration for Kant.

According to Rousseau, the philosophical basigHerpolar distinction between “the will” and “th
senses” lies in the fact that while “physics eaipls in some way the mechanism of the senses and th
formation of ideas,” the power of free will or dice is found in “purely spiritual acts about whitie
laws of mechanics explain nothintj®

The uniqueness of humans consists in them beindeast partly — free from natural determination

180 Bayertz, K., Hat der Mensch eine Natur? Und istveértvoll? in Weiss, M., G., (ed.) Bios und Zo&h&amp,
Frankfurt am Main 2009. p. 204.

81 Helmuth Plessner has also made the law of naamiifitiality as the first principle of his philopbical
anthropology.

162 Rousseau, 1964, pp. 113-114 quoted in Heyd, DmatuNature: An Oxymoron? Journal of Medicine and
Philosophy, 2003, Vol. 28, No. 2, p. 153
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in virtue of their transcendental reas8hSo, the task of human perfectibility consists iriolding
human freedom and reason in opposition to the m@ted world of nature. A similar conflict takes
shape in Kantian ethics in the form of the tendi@tween animal-like natural inclinations and
moral duty. This line of thought is a central saumf reference for thinkers who argue that
biotechnologies, by making nature malleable fingdhpvide us with the means to rid ourselves
from the shackles of determination and unfold foeed

In the next sections | will discuss relevant teclpnogressive authors who argue along
similar lines and then | will try to show why usisgience to overcome nature and unfold human

freedom ultimately results in an irresolvable pasad

Destined for Redesign

At about the same time when Francis Fukuyama cdetpleis bookOur Posthuman Future
Gregory Stock, the director of UCLA’s Program on dwéne, Technology and Society also
published his thoughts on our imminent technoldgisalf-transformation under the title
Redesigning Humang he two authors also went on a rather combatetute tour to propagate
their books and have often encountered one anathgublic discussions that embodied the
polarized debate between proponents and opponkntsiy view a rather striking difference
between the two approaches is that Fukuyama atsempgtowever unsuccessfully — to provide
reasoned arguments for his case and pleas forsthefuegal and political means to take a different
course. On the other hand Stock’s book, whichllisdfiwith technical details and prospected paths
of future development nicely illustrates what afBaylis and Roberts we can call the inevitability
thesis. In their articl&’he Inevitability of Genetic Enhancement Techn@eBaylis and Roberts
outline a number of arguments that speak agaiestise enhancement technologies. They list ones
similar to those | have concerned under Habermdg~akuyama, but also others like the problem
of unjust distribution, cutting back on funding fother important research, further individualizing
disease instead of focusing on social factors,Té¢tey conclude that

There is no evidence as yet, however, that theganants in particular, or any other
argumentshowever welldeveloped, will suffice to stop the refinement arsg of genetic
enhancement technologies. As it happens, contempditestern democracies have no
experience with permanently halting the developmant use of any enhancement
technology on ethical ground$?

153 Heyd op. cit.
184 Baylis, F., Jason, S., R., The Inevitability of@dc Enhancement Technologies, Bioethics, Volu&lamber 1
2004
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The most crucial reason that Baylis and Robertg v this likely trend is their assumption that
.=the essential characteristics of humanness pandectibility and the biosocial drive to pursue

perfection™®®

make it impossible to stop.

Gregory Stock uses a very similar rhetoric to ardae the inescapable arrival of
enhancement. In particular he stresses two pokitsily that enhancement technologies are
inseparable from mainstream biomedical researchatgd by almost everyone. As he says:

The coming possibilities will be the inadverteningf of mainstream research that virtually
everyone supports. Infertility, for example, isauice of deep pain for millions of couples.
Researchers and clinicians working on in vitroiliegtion (IVF) don't think much about the
future of human evolution, but nonetheless aredmngl a foundation of expertise in
conceiving, handling, testing and implanting hunggnbryos, and this will one day be the
basis for the manipulation of the human spetiés.

In this respect his position is consistent, forplo@nts out that all future reproductive technolsgie
are predicated on the use of IVF, hence the retebanndaries have already been crossed.
Interestingly, he even admits and says out louddhmnclusions that other authors either try to
conceal or present in the form of a positive argum8tock is very straightforward about stating
the reasons most likely to drive enhancements.

The possibility of altering the genes of our pragpe children is not some isolated spinoff of
molecular biology but an integral part of the adsiag technologies that culminate a century
of progress in the biological sciences. We havatsp#lions to unravel our biology, not out
of iclIGe7 curiosity, but in the hope of bettering dives. We are not about to turn away from
this:

So he does not strike any utopian chords or indulggld fantasies but attempts to present the case
of human enhancement as the logical and unavoidettesequence of modern science and
biomedicine. Enhancement is a further expressionsaéntific progress and it is simply
unimaginable and impossible that wet seize this opportunity; especially given the fdwttwe
have made considerable financial investments.

It must be acknowledged that Stock has a valid tppmthe issue of continuity between
mainstream research and enhancement. A numberrehttherapeutic developments and research
projects under way can easily transform into enbarent. A simple example again is that of
prosthetic limbs that over time as biomimetics ammechanics progress are likely to become far
superior to human extremities. Cochlear implantsads for the seeing-impaired may also one day
surpass the sensitivity of the human ear and &ys. siriking conclusion is even true if we consider
one of the most far-fetched visions of human augatem, namely the uploading to or recreation
of human consciousness in artificial systems. Guirday applications in deep brain stimulation as
well as research in the field of artificial neursgtworks are predicated on the assumption that

15 |bid. p. 25.
186 stock op cit. p. 5.
%7 1bid p. 13.
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conscious phenomena are the results of brain gctivhich consists of neural mechanisms, that is:
information processing. Once brain activity is séerterms of information processing it can in
principle be simulated in computer systelffsAlready today there are massive research projects
underway that want to create artificial versionsanfmal cortical columrt&® and many scientists
are busy trying to create chip replacements oedbfiit brain regions. The first major breakthrough
in this area came with the development of an amrifihippocampus, an area of the brain that plays
an important role in the mediation of long-term noeies’® These chips differ from earlier
implants in that they don’'t merely stimulate thaibrbut replace the function of damaged tissues.
This means that the idea of “consciousness inosiids a part of neuroscience and not an
extrapolation of science fiction enthusiasts. Femtfore, it also means that enhancement is also an
immanent possibility as computer systems are masédyemodifiable than brain cells. Stock is also
aware of these possibilities but on the issue ofal@mplants and brain-computer interfaces he is
far more sober and committed to the complexitieBesh and tissues than some other visionaries,
like Ray Kurzweil. Stock is more focused on usingtéchnologies to prolong life and germ line
technologies to eliminate disease and enhance htynan

Besides claiming that enhancements will be spinaffi;mainstream research Stock’s second
interesting point is his belief that the inevitdlilof enhancements is due to anability to do
anything against them. So he radically downplagsrédevance of all our possible instruments of
influencing technological development.

Our technology is evolving so rapidly that by timed we begin to adjust to one development,
another is already surpassing it. The answer weeatin to be to slow down and devise the
best course in advance, but that notion is a mir@pange is accelerating, not slowing, and
even if we could agree on what to aim for, the gealld probably be unrealistt¢!

So the crux of his argument is that it is impossiol do anything in advance. He seems to construe
technological development as an autonomous systatrhais come to implicate the transformation
of humans as well and it would be naive to third the can halt or control this process in any way.
He rejects the possibility of global consensusagulatory questions, considers the development to
be too fast to keep up with and believes that angllregulation would only move application and
research somewhere else. This understanding afidéayy as an autonomous system holds that in
effect no one is in control and no onan be in control because of the immense complexities

involved. On this view of technology, despite tlaetfthe humans create the technology once it is

188 Bear, M., Connors, B., W., Paradiso, M., A., Nesgience: Exploring the Brain, Lippincott Williams&ilkins 2007.

189 See the homepage of the Blue Brain Project at the  Ecole Polytechnique in Lausanitp://bluebrain.epfl.ch/
Last retrieved 20 August 2010

170 Graham-Rowe, D., World's first brain prosthesigsded, New Scientist 12 March 2003.
http://www.newscientist.com/article/dn3488-worldisst-brain-prosthesis-revealed.html Last retrie28dAugust
2010

" stock op. cit. p 11
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available and extant it has a life of its own. Eaclor, governing body or organization has insight
into only a fragment of the entire process thatetteys independentf/?

However, while Stock rejects the possibility of might and control he is nevertheless more
specific about some of the forces he sees as drivie developments. These are consumer desire
on the one hand and economic competition on therothis favoured example evokes a kind of
cultural clash between Western countries and Ch8tack echoes the currently widespread
predicament that China is probably on the ascend@nicecome the next major global power.

If the manipulation of human genetics seems a isacgsstep along that path, Western
sensitivities and policies are unlikely to standthe way. And once a single major nation
embraces so foundational a development as thisysthiould soon have to follow, however
reluctantly, to avoid being left behirié

Here again, Stock may have a point as it is a atelflied phenomenon that Chinese population
policy since the 1970s has heralded the twin gbatducing quantity while increasing quality and
they have not refrained from eugenic counselliracfices that would be unimaginable in the West
today’* The Chinese approach has even been dubbed “aatiati Transhumanisnt?*® However,
the philosophically relevant issue is not whethe&rck is right in his predictions and justified in
lumping “the West” in one bloc and pitting it agstin“China”, but rather that he considers
technology to be completely beyond human contrdlsraped by economic competition.

But Stock’s position is far more intriguing, orashd | say confusing than this. Towards the
end of his book he strikes a different tone thabes many of the utopian disciples of enhancement
| have discussed in the first chapter. Here, heswaf man is that of a creature constantly remaking
itself. For Stock our journey of self-transformatics not merely a physical but also a deeply
spiritual endeavour. Our time is a historic timet@nsition; one in which we may ,be able to
transform ourselves into something ,othet**Rejecting this magnificent opportunity would irs hi
view be tantamount to denying our essential naaceprobably failing our destiny.

Ultimately, such a retreat might deaden the humpgiit sof exploration, taming and
diminishing us. [...] Exploring human biology and ifag the truths we uncover in the process
will be the most gripping adventure in all our bist and it has already begun. What emerges
from this penetration into our inner space will mha us aff’”

There are many striking features to this depictkeor. one, the use of the word ,tame” is interesting
if we contrast it with that of Sloterdijk who thodugof humanism and, in a provocative manner,

2 puysek, V., Philosophy of Technology, Blackwell Rsiing 2006. pp. 105-110.

3 Stock op. cit. p. 164.

74 See for example Greenhalgh, S., Winckler, E., @umng China’s Population, Stanford University Pre&isnford,
2003.

5 Hughes J., quoted in European Technology AssegsBrenp, Technology Asssessment on Converging
Technologies, 2006. p 8Bttp://www.europarl.europa.eu/stoa/publicationglss/stoal83_en.pdfast retrieved 20
August 2010

178 stock op. cit. p170.
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biotechnologies as taming the bestiality and babamherent to human nature. As opposed to this
Stock sees human nature as essentially curioudprakpe and ready for adventure such that
uncovering the mysteries of human biology is likikrte a great exploration where we face
countless dangers but eventually emerge triumplaastjred in the comforting feeling that we have
overcome yet another barrier. He often revertartages of this kind comparing biotechnological
research to previous exploratory adventures. Itlvdlous be a crippling of human nature not to
penetrateinto its own core. This is also a rather pecuiraage that immediately calls to mind
Francis Bacon’s famous lines about the natureiehsiic research.

But if any man there be who, not content to resind use the knowledge which has already
been discovered, aspires to penetrate furtheryéocome, not an adversary in argument, but
nature in action; to seek, not pretty and probablejectures, but certain and demonstrable
knowledge;—I invite all such to join themselves,tage sons of knowledge, with me, that

passing by the outer courts of nature, which nusmb@ve trodden, we may find a way at

length into her inner chambéf$

The masculinist orientation of science and thetifleation of nature with a woman who has to be
conquered has been a prominent topic in the fetrénisque of science. Sandra Harding has argued
for example that such metaphors are not merely dbetements of scientific reasoning that serve
the psychological function of making communicatieasier without affecting the theory. Rather
such metaphors of dominating women are constitutdeenents of the theory and can only be
explanatory because they depict some shared aspéoe interpersonal world. Such metaphors
feed upon and strengthen the hierarchical relatipnbetween men and womé&f. Of course,
reproductive technologies are highly ambivalent bedr great liberatory potential especially for
women, but Stock’s use of the notion of ,penetrdtim relation to reprogenetics is still somewhat
perplexing.

Penetrating into our inner space is curious fatlaer reason. It suggests that we can almost
take an external position in relation to ,who welle are” — which is understood in biological
terms — and behold it as an object. Aimost awefwere somehow different from that what we
behold as ourselves. Who we really are, our hunmsmtieus becomesur object of study and
manipulation. However, Stock is quite ambiguoustlois issue as he also stresses that we will
necessarily change so it might be hasty about diggaonclusions.

[Redesigning ourselves] is neither an invasion h&f inhuman, threatening that which is
human within us, nor a transcendence of our hunmaitsl Remaking ourselves is the
ultimate expression and realization of our humarjity] Adaptable as we are, to remain at
home in the world we are forming, we will have tiust ourselves to cope with*f’

178 Francis Bacon quoted in Hattaway, M., Bacon anddidledge Broken": Limits for Scientific Method, Yoal of
the History of Ideas, Vol. 39, No. 2 1978 p. 193.

¥ Harding, S., 1986, The Science Question in FemminMilton Keynes, Open University Press

180 stock op. cit. p. 198.
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Despite the fact that he explicitly rejects thewithat we shall transcend human limitations he
believes that once sophisticated technologies aadahle most people will not want to remain
“natural” and that those who do shall become tlkesliof “relics from an abandoned human

past. 18!

Until we get there we should employ market mechasisand above all try to keep
governmental interventions out of the businesseasfngnal choice. As Stock says, we should fear
totalitarianism, nationalism and government, antemhancement technologies. Thus his position
is a strange mixture of technological determinisnarket triumphalism and an understanding of
human nature as essentially characterized by tls&redéo overcome itself. | now turn to a
discussion of Nick Bostrom and transhumanism maosety to illustrate an even more radicalized
stance and the position furthest away from biocodrre authors.

From Enhancement to Posthumanity

| have already briefly introduced Nick Bostrom hetend of the first chapter. He is currently
Professor of philosophy at Oxford University andaHeof the Future of Humanity Institute. His

work has greatly contributed to transhumanism beéegna respected or at least unavoidable
position in relevant debates. He also belongsaddhnders of institutionalized transhumanism.

The two concepts transhumanism/posthumanism areetsoes used interchangeably
though they can have very divergent meanings. f@mntoment | can say that transhumanism — as
mentioned in Chapter One — is the belief that hutpanirrently represents a transitory stage in the
evolutionary process and that we can and shouldted®ologies to hasten our developméht.
The term posthuman is closely linked to this idess@ame transhumanists hold that technological
progress will enable a step change beyond humématyis going to be so profound as to move us
beyond the current form of the human altogethea, wery literal sense.

Besides “promoting rational thinking, freedom, talece, democracy, and concern for our
fellow human beings®® the central occupation of transhumanism is to erage the application of
technology in order to transcend our current litiotass. The aim is to achieve technological
mastery over our own nature thereby attaining a-posan state of existence. This would consist

in possessing “intellectual heights as far aboweamrent human genius as humans are above other

181 H
Ibid. 199.

182 Bostrom, N., ‘The Transhumanist FAQ’, World Transtanist Association, October 2003,
http://www.transhumanism.org/resources/faq.htmbtlratrieved 20 August 2010
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primates.*®* Posthumans would be

[rlesistant to disease and impervious to agingy[tieuld have] unlimited youth and vigor
[and could] exercise control over their own desirasods, and mental states [as well as] be
able to avoid feeling tired, hateful, or irritatabout petty things®

There are many paths that might take us to posthilynand Bostrom has published intensely on
almost all of them. Just as Gregory Stock he aldms@ibes to the idea that all our projected
enhancements are in perfect accord with currenglg Iscientific views about the nature of the
universe.

Bostrom, along with other transhumanists consideeth itself to be the most severe limitation of
human flourishing. In his popul&able of the Dragon TyrarBostrom likens death to an eternally

hungry monster to whom a human city has to makeegsacrifices every year until their ruler is

finally convinced to construct a powerful weaporki the beast?® Bostrom uses the context of

the fable to ridicule bioconservative positionst uiggue against life extension.

Spiritual men sought to comfort those who wereidfcd being eaten by the dragon (which
included almost everyone, although many denied fublic) by promising another life after
death, a life that would be free from the dragoousge. Other orators argued that the dragon
has its place in the natural order and a moratlt fighoe fed. They said that it was part of the
very meaning of being human to end up in the dragstomach. Others still maintained that
the dragon was good for the human species beciakeptithe population size down. To what
extent these arguments convinced the worried gsuist known. Most people tried to cope
by not thinking about the grim end that awaitednt&’

This argument suggests that we do should do evegytim our power to fend off death, and

concentrate our efforts at scientific research thaald specifically aim at life extension. One such
researcher who is active in the field of biogertydy and fights a rather lonely crusade for funding
for life extension is Cambridge scientist AubreyGiey. In his words

Aging of the body, just like aging of a car or auke, is merely a maintenance problem. And
of course, we have hundred-year-old cars and [..dushnd-year-old buildings still
functioning as well as when they were built [...] he very least, the precedent of cars and
houses gives cause for cautious optimism that ageng be postponed indefinitely by
sufficiently thorough and frequent maintenante.

Of course, de Grey adds that this is likely to tekeremely long as the complexities and unforeseen
difficulties involved can not be compared to thostated to a vintage car. But he sticks to the
principle and in conclusion of his book states tih&timportant thing is the gradual postponement

of death. He calls thi®ngevity escape velocjtwhich is the ,threshold rate of biomedical prage
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that will allow us to stave off aging indefinitely®® The idea is that we would always have to live
just a bit longer, so that we are still in time fbe next life extension breakthrough.

It is truly remarkable that transhumanists in tlaglye21™ century are articulating visions
that almost literally resemble those of RussiancBsmists from a century ago. Yet there are also
crucial differences. Whereas Biocosmists saw tpedject as a part of a broad undertaking to
remedy the injustice of temporal limitations ancgantee that all human beings could share in the
coming communist society, current transhumaniststwarsonal immortality simply to stay young,
healthy and beautiful forever. Their definitiontbe posthuman also echoes a commitment to this
ideal of a life without any form of constraint, dirance or conflict and a devotion to a battle agfain
the ephemeral nature of life. ,Perhaps an extreefieation of the California desire to remain
forever young in the suf™® Also, immortality is no longer the business oftesabut of individuals
and companies specialised in providing life extemservices.

Another especially important topic is the developtma information technologies, which in
one sense are the catalysts of progress in othmaids as well. Transhumanists often make
reference to a trend observed by Gordon Moorerradbchairman of the world’s largest microchip
manufacturing company Intel. Moore observed in1B&0s that the number of integrated circuits
on computer chips doubled about every two yeasslitg) to an exponential increase in processing
speed. The trend itself has now accelerated andlidgutime is about 18 month. The way the
average person encounters this trend is that cargpleep getting smaller and smaller with their
performance increasing while their price remaingerar less constant. This has come to be known
as Moore’s Law™ Even though it is at best a trend transhumanéfes tto it as a rock-solid fact
and base their predictions and assumptions ondhenced validity of Moore’s Law. If it holds
true artificial intelligence is expected to achieweagnificent levels in the coming years. Some
critics would remark, that Al promises have alreallyrocketed during the 60s when human level
computers and HAL-9000 were “just around the cdtner

Despite scepticism from a number of circles sonmmiment researchers still stick to the
idea of creating artificial general intelligeri¢eeven though the approach may have shifted from a
simple representationalist view of cognition thahsidered linguistic competence as the hallmark
of intelligence to a different conceptidf. Thus transhumanists still count with the posiibthat
sophisticated robots will one day pass an extendesion of the Turing-Test that not only includes
the ability to lead an intelligent conversation blgo every other form of interaction with the vabrl
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This prospect involves complex philosophical isssigsh as the problem of “grounding”. That is:
even if complex motor and sensory capabilitiessateed how is it that the artificial system comes
to generate “meaning”? What will ground the meanaigsymbols in a computer/robot to the
world?*** In general transhumanists ultimately revert totetwtic of “eventually”, meaning that they
delegate the solution of complex conceptual problémtechnological advancement and increase in
complexity:®> Hence, one way of creating posthuman entitiessleédough Al and involves
completely artificial beings. As a result the quasiof the legal and moral status of such beings is
an intensely debated topic among transhumahis.

With the advancement of computer science in tandéth neuroscience it might also
become possible to upload human consciousness congputer systems and achieve cyber-
immortality. Once individual human identity is peeged — so the argument goes — we can live
eternal lives and transfer ourselves into varioiffereént substrates, such as advanced robotic
bodies. The feasibility of this procedure is onetloed most highly discussed issues within the
transhumanist community. The prospect of this faymtranscending biology is linked to the
guestion of the multiple realizability of consciostates. This issue had been introduced by the
functionalist philosophy of mind of Hilary Putnamthe 1960s°’ | have already stated earlier that
multiple realizability — which essentially treatseetmind as a software and the brain, computer or
other physical substrate as the hardware — isri@e s&xtent inherent in contemporary neuroscience,
as evidenced by reverse-engineering and modellitegnats. However, multiple realizability and
the question of copying an individual’s mind aréedent issues because the process of reading the
brain and “setting it to motion” in a different aranment are both conceptually and technologically
unresolved issues and we only have educated gusstesmoment?®

Nanotechnology also plays a key role and has fosidwvay into visions of human
enhancement. Ray Kurzweil often describes a saemanvhich hordes of nano-scale robots travel
through the human body healing cells and linkingaty to our nervous system. In this scenario
the man-machine merger is literally complete, sipeeception, action and vital functions are all
mediated through the technological system proviodano-bots. For Kurzwell, this technology
also represents a possible path towards life ity faimersive virtual environments. In his vision,
we could switch between different virtual locaticarsd our actual physical one, overlay many on

top of each other anytime and change our persommae $ite to site thus experimenting with
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different embodiment¥’®

Besides unquestioned faith in the progress of sei@md technology these visions share an idea of
the human as the shaper of its own future developni@anshumanists echo earlier notions of
participant evolution and seem to have a teleoldgioderstanding of the evolution of intelligence
that necessarily involves moving on to the nexgetaf developmerff® In this sense we have to
understand thpostin posthumanism in the very literal sense thatawn actions and interventions
into our evolution eventually bring about our owisappearance. In the succinct formulation of
Marvin Minsky, one of the great legends of artdidntelligence:

Will robots inherit the earth? Yes, but they wik lour children. We owe our minds to the
deaths and lives of all the creatures that were emgaged in the struggle called Evolution.
Our job is to see that all this work shall not emdin meaningless waste:

Thus our duty is to advance to arrival of more ssitated beings who will owe their existence to
us but shall no longer be constrained by that fadtwat limited humans. Yet, there is also a steang
form of continuity posited. As Bostrom says transianism holds that

[c]lurrent human nature is improvable through the af applied science and other rational
methods, which may make it possible to increaseamuhealth-span, extend our intellectual
and physical capacities, and give us increasaotrol over our own mental states and
moods”®

In some strange sense will be in control of the posthuman being we oluss are about to
become. As lan Hacking argues thinkers in the ayhadition ever since Clynes and Kline who
have proclaimed technological mastery over the bcaly be seen as radical dualists. This view
considers the biological body to be the originabgpinesis that could be altered and amended
without in any way affecting theuman essencevhich seems to consist mainly in freedom and in
the delights of an unconstrained mfffdWhen reading such contemporary transhumanistsags R
Kurzweil or William Sims Bainbridge, one can notage the impression that a strong dualism is
indeed characteristic of their thinking. Accordit Kurzweil, progress in nanotechnology will
enable us to replace a host of our organs sucheagastrointestinal system, the heart, the lungs,
etc., with artificial ones of increased functiotaliAs he claims, “ultimately we will become more

nonbiological than biologicaP®* We can even change our brains to better performies in order
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to keep up with the immensely rapid technologidargge around us. Thus, in accord with the
original meaning of the term “cyborg” we are abtuimodify ourselves in order to better suit our
technologically transformed environment. This tinteis not space travel but the world we have
created for ourselves, but does not necessarily $exspitable anymore. As authors like Kurzweil
or Bainbridge argue eventually and seemingly iradhit humans shall beconmeore than human
transcending biology altogether. The vulnerablgyanfect and temporally limited nature of bodily
existence in itself constitutes a form of deficign@hich may be overcome by submitting the body
to rational control. In transhumanism the body essidered to be merely an accidental, original
prosthesis that can be freely transformed and aettnghereas the mind is taken to be essential
and ultimately dissociable from its material basetlhe form of information patterns. This
postbiological, posthuman “life”-form that is noniger bound by “flesh” is often described with
metaphors like,

[t]he transition from flesh to data will not be samuch metamorphosis as liberation
[...] When we emerge into cyberspace, we should ncenement the loss of the
bodies that we leave behind than an eagle hatctdmgnts the shattered fragments
of its egg when it first takes wirf§>

Hence, the ultimate realization of human potentiadsild be to shed the current form of human
existence entirely. Yet, this would not be metarhosis, but liberation. It would finally signal the
moment when humans are free. | believe this ematmip aspiration is the very core of
transhumanist thought. | also believe that thisgenas deeply flawed and wrought with
paradox. In the next chapter | will present an argat as to why | believe this is so and look for

different possibilities of thinking posthumanism.

The ‘Schizophrenic’ Nature of the Posthuman

As we have seen, for transhumanists the ultimatkzegion of human potentials would be to shed
our current form of existence entirely. This seenws confirm that transhumanists who
embrace this possibility subscribe to a dualistgid. Ultimate mastery over the limiting world of
the flesh is finally achieved when the mind canesets’ biological bonds. Thus, a disembodied
notion of conscious agency is avowed. Accordingadtherine Hayles, as the mind is hypothetically
divorced from the body and dissolved in patterngnédrmation that can travel freely between
different substrates, the potentially liberatorfeefs of technology are subsumed under the cldssica
mind/body dualism. For Hayles transhumanism in tegpect seems to be heir to a liberal humanist

understanding of the subject that perceives thednmo be essential, while the body merely

LibrosEnRed, Buenos Aires, 2004, p. 103.
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accidental. Yet, as Hayles eloquently argued, aykation is not a means to extend liberal
humanism — it seems rather to subvert and underimifecording to her,

[clonscious agency has never been "in control]'Nlastery through the exercise of
autonomous will is merely the story consciousness itself to explain results that

actually come about through chaotic dynamics andrgemt structures. If [...] there

is a relation among the desire for mastery, anativjet account of science, and the
imperialist project of subduing nature, then thesthoman offers resources for the
construction of another kind of accodfit.

For Hayles then, the posthuman offers a perspebgyend the traditional dichotomies of classical
humanism, regardless of whether actual technolbgiemipulations have been made on the body.
This is a radically different sense of posthumani8smiwe can see, a fundamental characteristic of
this understanding is a shift in the conceptualmabf subjectivity, away from the notion of a
controlling disembodied unitary agency. Nonetheléssishumanism seems to be immune to this
understanding. So much so, that a foundationaldketitte movement explicitly states, that the belief
in achieving posthumanity simply due to shifts ior self-understanding is a “confusion or
corruption of the original meaning of the terf”’Changing some aspects of our self-conception
will not suffice, for true posthumanity is achiel@lonly by radically modifying our brains and
bodies.

Yet, an unintended consequence of the destabdizati solid categories and the dissolution
of human nature as a constant given, which is eeddy cyborg technologies is precisely that
classical dualist conceptions become unten®Bl&Even everyday practices of biotechnology
demonstrate clearly that the idea a subject gaioamgrol over objective nature is illusory, for Buc
interventions are never aimed merely at a bodycbuostitute the manipulation of an entire human
being. In light of this, statements from transhuisgauthors about our increasing ability to control
our own nature and the interpretation of this gbifis the true unfolding of human potentials,
mastery and freedom seems to be somewhat selfaclxtory. This contradiction lies in the fact
that the very essence that is presumed to be tdmkraamely subjectivity — which transhumanists
equate with the mind and intelligence — is itsedtunalized and becomes part of the realm of
manipulable entities. Technological mastery over own nature presupposes the existence of
something beyond the technologically manipulablet, ythe condition of possibility for
presupposing that is dissolved by technologicalinadization itself. There is no one to take wings

and leave the shackles of the egg behind, bechassupposed external controller of the processes
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of transformation is also implicated in the change.

The vision of humanity emerging from transhumaipisiphecies is thus a rather peculiar
one. On the one hand, posthumans are free anatioeentities, complete masters of themselves
who thus enjoy an unbounded subjectivity. On thHeeohand, they are utterly transparent in the
sense that they are open to technological manipulafp to the minutest detail. Following Louis
Sass | would like to interpret this vision in terofsa “schizophrenic” duality. In the section oreth
polyvalence of human nature | have already discufise important shift in the understanding of
nature and reason that had taken place duringghedntury in the philosophies of Kant, Rousseau
and others that involved the denaturalization esom. This means that the most essential human
characteristic, namely reason — in order to saffrem the deterministic realm of nature and ensure
the freedom of will — was conceptualized in tramstantal, non-natural terms. At the same time the
only source of meaning, structure and order inwbed was also perceived to be human reason.
According to Foucault Kantian philosophy introdu@dew kind of reflexivity by virtue of which
reason, the mind or subjectivity became simultaslotne prime object of inquiry and the inquirer
as well. InThe Order of ThingEoucault discusses the episteme or ‘mode of thoahhtacteristic
of modernity. According to him modernity gave rigean understanding of man as an empirico-
transcendental doublet, in the sense that the tondif knowledge became the object of empirical,
rational study while it also served and was uplasl@ transcendental foundatfSiThe situation of
the mind contemplating itself, its’ nature and orgy is indeed a somewhat paradoxical
constellation. The precondition of knowledge stadiiself as given to itself in the form of an
object. Foucault traced the birth of this doublet Kantian philosophy, which stressed the
constitutive role of subjectivity and the mind iorrhing the world of phenomena. On the other
hand, the fact that Kant identified concrete categoby which the mind shaped the world of
experience culminated in the scientific study @& thind, accompanied by naturalistic notions. As a
result, the mind had been gradually transformed &tnere object among other objects, and as a
natural entity it became amenable to manipulatibserved as the precondition of knowledge and
at the same time an object of study and intervantibe quasi-omnipotent knower and the
calculable known.

Psychologist Louis Sass takes this doublet as th&isbof providing an interesting
phenomenological interpretation of schizophrensh& says

There is a strange duality lodged at the heat@fsthizophrenic condition. On the one hand,
such patients tend to lose their sense of actiteniionality and integrated selfhood. Instead
of serving as a kind of anchoring centre, the seify be dispersed outward, where it
fragments into parts that float among the thingsthef world; even one’s most intimate

thoughts and inclinations may appear to emanai® Bome external source or mysterious

29 Foucault, M., The Order of Things, Routledge, 2004347.
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foreign soul—as if they were ‘the workings of aratipsyche’ [...] On the other hand, the
patient’'s own consciousness can come to seem preeetmand all-powerful: one’s own
consciousness may seem poised at the controllingecef the universe, with everything
arrayed about it as around some constituting detipsieity*°

Sass does not intend to give an account of thelagyi of schizophrenia but rather wants to grasp
the nature of the experience. Drawing on psyclaisigcounts of the disease since it was first
described as well as literary depictions Sass ksias a link between the phenomenology of
schizophrenia and the doublet of modernity desdriibpeFoucault. As a side note | want to mention
the peculiarity of the fact that according to sotheories of this highly ambiguous disease,
schizophrenia was first described in 1800 whictsBass’s analogy in an interesting ligHtFor
him, both the schizophrenic experience and modeonght consist in “a characteristic veering
between a bracing sense of absolute epistemic atempe, omniscience and freedom; and an
equally compelling experience of the self as lighjteetermined and blind*? In effect it is a
tension between competing yet simultaneously pteisgerpretations of oneself as a limited and
determined object that is scientifically knowablethe one hand whilst also being the sole source
of knowledge, experience and meaning.

Such patients claim to have a nearly divine irgelice yet to be incomparably stupid; to have
limitless powers yet to be completely impotentbéoGod himself yet to be nothing more than
the beeping of a computer that was programmed gltiieir sleep™

[a] schizophrenic person is as liable to identifim$elf with god as with a machine, perhaps
the most emblematic delusion of this enigmaticedis is of being a sort @od-machinga
kind of all-seeing, all-constituting camera éye.

| believe it is this very duality that is manifestthe visions of technologically enabled posthuman
In exactly the same manner do posthumans seemGmtianachines — free and omnipotent entities
that are at the same time entirely transparentraadipulable. My first impression upon reading
these lines from Sass was that such an experienstbu like a condensed and mind-blowing state
of actuallyliving the unbearable tensions implicated by naturabmadis it crushes against our self-
perception as autonomous beings who are in somse saistinct from everything science can
describe; as the knowledge of the fact of beingabjely describable and know-able hits upon our
sense of subjectivity. Much akin to scenes fronersce fiction films likeBlade Runneor Ghost in

the Shellwere figures contemplate whether they are agtuedll or merely made, whether it can be

known and most importantly whether it matters.

What, if any conclusion can be drawn from thislegg?
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If the transhumanist discourse of radical emanmpaénd liberation by technologically subduing
nature results in a paradoxical figure that is bmtmipotent and impotent then we might as well
follow Hayles’ suggestion and search for a diffénestion of posthumanism. In order to resolve the
above tension we might try to look for accountd ttanstrue the relationship between subject and
object differently, so that the mind, will or autonous subject are not separated from the object;
where the distinctions and dichotomies of natui @riture, artificial and organic, human and non-
human collapse. For such an understanding | nowttuiDonna Haraway’s concept of the cyborg

and Katherine Hayles’ interpretation of the postham
Ambiguity and Co-Evolution, Cyborgs and Posthumans

Contemporary philosophy of science as well as teeat study of science offer possibilities and
perspectives that go beyond those essentialisomtihat even today greatly inform both
bioconservative and technoprogressive thinkeraendebate over enhancements and human nature.
Interestingly, the two termeyborg and posthumarthat are so crucial in the debate | have briefly
introduced so far also have fundamentally diffeiatgrpretations.

In her pathmaking essay from 1985Manifesto for Cyborg®onna Haraway creatively
appropriated the terngsyborg and elaborated an understanding that is way beytsndriginal
meaning. If we recall, the cyborg was a term coibgdcientists Manfred Clynes and Nathan Kline
who were researching the possibilities of adaptinghan physiology for space travel by creating
feedback loops between organic and artificial spsteClynes and Kline, as | have already
mentioned understood the breaching of boundariesea® organic and artificial systems that is
implicated by this research at a merely technokdgieven technocratic level. Haraway took the
concept of the cyborg and theorized it not merslya artefact of technoscience but as something
that in a sense grasps the human condition ire@teentury. In her famous formulation

By the late twentieth century, our time, a mythiod, we are all chimeras, theorized and
fabricated hybrids of machine and organism; in shee are all cyborgs. The cyborg is our
ontology; it gives us our politica?

At the heart of Haraway’s notion of the cyborghe idea that the boundaries that Western thinking
has relied on for so long, such as between thenargand the artificial, the human and the animal,
and between the physical and the non-physical apgressively breached by technoscience.
Whereas the focus of philosophy has always beethahwhat separated us from animals and
machines these distinctions and pure categoridshtha hitherto been deemed so constitutive of

our self-understanding are now increasingly blurriégeting and indefinable. The idea of the
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“human” as a category of beings that cdare et distinctebe separated from the web of other
entities is an illusion. A part of the title of atér interview with Haraway that paraphrases Bruno
Latour —We Have Never Been Moderrbrings the point home in an especially succinct mean
“We have never been hum&" meaning that we have never been that autononmus, and
ontologically closed entity we took ourselves to be

Haraway also reflects on the history of the cybiorghe sense that she recognizes it as a
product of militant capitalism, the space race avaftime frenzy in which the paradigm of
Mutually Assured Destruction loomed high. She triesdivorce the cyborg from this cloud of
meanings and trulgppropriatesthe term. In accord with the manifesto-naturehef text she calls
for a different understanding so that

a cyborg world might be about lived social and botkalities in which people are not afraid
of their joint kinship with animals and machinest afraid of permanently partial identities
and contradictory standpoirfts.

So the cyborg is about embracing plurality, fraeftambiguity and fluid boundaries not just in the
realm of the social but straight to the level of biology. Even though this previous sentence of
mine was very un-cyborgian because of treatingistndtly and hierarchically social and other
levels, when Haraway’s crucial point is that natanel culture are only separable as the result of an
act of division but they are not separate. In otddvetter express this she later introduced tima te
naturecultures™® Naturecultures is also about the cohabitation em@volution of humans with
machines and animals yet it already slightly sigrtedr move away from the cyborg and into what
she came to caltompanion specieand then dog studies. For Haraway, the cyborg was a
historically situated figure that had a specifiaogmse, namely to think about the possibility of
critigue and the future of feminism in the emergmegime of informatics and the rearranging
landscape of technoscience and the transformatioapitalism under the Reagan Star Wars era.

| am very concerned that the term ‘cyborg’ be uspdcifically to refer to those kinds of
entities that became historically possible aroundrld/War 1l and just after. The cyborg is
intimately involved in specific histories of miliiaation, of specific research projects with
ties to psychiatry and communications theory, ba&hall research and

psychopharmacological research, theories of infaomaand information processing. It is
essential that the cyborg is seen to emerge cauaf a specific matrix-®

For Haraway the term “cyborg” has by now lost itgical potential. Hers was a call to use this
militaristic being to demonstrate everything it wast intended for and to inhabit “more livable

worlds”. The cyborg was contaminated to the cowk @ant of its purpose was precisely to challenge
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purity and unquestionably origins. By now, Haraviag “come to see cyborgs as junior siblings in
the much bigger, queer family of companion speciés*

Yet, the cyborg has taken on a life of its own awkn developed its own ,field” of
cyborgology??* While it has received countless interpretationsre important and perhaps even
widespread sense the cyborg has come to standhdoidéa that humans and technology are co-
constitutive thereby questioning classic dichota@nleis in this — admittedly curbed and simplified
— sense that | am using it as well.

Another figure, partly owing its existence to Haeg's cyborg is thggposthumanThough
this term has also already surfaced quite oftenhas always assumed the meaning of a
technologically enabled stage of human evolutiorenehcurrent Homo sapiens is superseded by
vastly more improved beings. This is the transhustamersion of the story that ultimately
culminates in the vision of disembodied minds nmggand surging in cyberspace. For Haraway
this represents “blissed-out techno-idid@”from which she certainly distances herself on all
occasions.

In her highly influential boolHow We Became PosthumbinKatherine Hayles provided a
critical reading of the history of cybernetics frasinception up to current day research in rafsoti
and atrtificial life in order to explicate a differeunderstanding of the posthuman. She was largely
motivated by her consternation over the notion plibading consciousness that is so central to
transhumanism. She begins her story in the 1948s'%s when a group of scientists, such as
Norbert Wiener, Warren McCulloch and Claude Shannegularly held meetings which later came
to be known as the Macy Conferences. The aim dSettgatherings was to create a model of
communication and control that would be equallyligpple to animals, humans and machines.
Central to this general theory were the conceptheffeedback loop between the system and its
environment, and that of information. Informatican@e to be defined asbadilessentity, extracted
from its material base, which can travel freelyotigh different substrates.

Shannon's theory defines information as a prolgbilinction with no dimensions, no
materiality, and no necessary connection with nreani is a pattern, not a presencd.he
very definition of information, then, encodes thestidction between materiality and
information that was also becoming important in @salar biology during this peridd®

Hayles is careful to note that Shannon consideredhieory to be a description of how messages
can be transmitted in an effective manner, ancarggneral theory of “meaning”. However, coupled
with McCulloch’s neural networks and von Neumanwsrk on computers, the concept of

information has given rise to a way looking at sjilstems, including humans as essentially
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information processing entities. The decontextiradiznove that lies at the heart of the concept of
information — as it treats information out of cottand divorced from meaning — was a perfectly
legitimate step in the context of defining the ttyedlowever, as she argues, taken out of context it
gave rise to the idea that information can travekely between different kinds of material
substrates. It is this double-decontextualizatedayating an element of the theory to a generalized
claim that she critiques.

Thus, a simplification necessitated by engineecimgsiderations becomes an ideology in
which a reified concept of information is treatexlifat were fully commensurate with the
complexities of human thougfft*

Hayles’ book is thus in a sense an attempt to dsoact this ideology in order to treat information
at its proper place. For Hayles the posthuman us tiot, or should not be the continuation of
classical humanism but signals the end of it. Assdys:

If my nightmare is a culture inhabited by posthumavho regard their bodies as fashion
accessories rather than the ground of being, mgndrs a version of the posthuman that
embraces the possibilities of information techn@egvithout being seduced by fantasies of
unlimited power and disembodied immortality, thatagnizes and celebrates finitude as a
condition of human being, and that understands Indifeais embedded in a material world of

great complexity, one on which we depend for ountiomed survival.

Thus both Haraway and Hayles attempt to overcomassi dichotomies in the direction of
situatedness and embodiment.

When reading these lines carefully it must haveuoed that | have — perhaps not even very
subtly — changed the focus of inquiry. Whereas thsue of enhancement by mainly
biotechnological means was foregrounded earlies, ¢thapter has mostly discussed cybernetics,
information and computer science. | want to quiokkplain this detour. The reason is simply that
both of these concepts, the cyborg and the posthigtiass the consequences of cybernetics and
information technologies more than biology. Yetvé understand them as perspectives beyond the
nature/culture, subject/object divide they offeway of looking at enhancements or the man-
technology merger more generally from a differeaintage point; namely, from that of co-
constitution and relationality. From this perspeetit becomes clear that technologies neither
intrude upon us and violate originary purity, nbowa us to bend nature according to our own will.
So if our relationship to technology is charactedify deep ambiguity, if it is not, in Haraway’s
words “either/or” but rather “neither/both” then weay start to rethink the questions concerning
enhancement as well. What kind of an image condrard once we construe technology as
something that constantly shapes how we think aborgelves and indeed that what we are?

Both Haraway's cyborg and Hayles’ posthuman erdadevery strong commitment to

embodiment, experimentation, and openness. Thisbeayore true of such technologies as virtual

224 Hayles op. cit. p. 54.
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reality, sensory augmentation or the extensiomefiody via prosthetics and implants but, as | will

try argue in the next chapter the current stateffaiirs suggest that in the case of biotechnologies
besides undeniable openness there are very stemgricies that recapture and challenged it
toward normalization and the creation of an indreglg managed, surveilled and supervised body.
Hence, | will now turn to a discussion of the cuatrbiopolitical landscape, keeping in mind tiag

are all posthumans.
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- Chapter 3 -

Posthuman Biopolitics

Chapter Outline

Now that | have given a brief account of the congerary and rather stalled debate about our
imminent posthuman future and drawn attention tbj@ms at the core of the quarrel | would like
to shift the focus of inquiry to the biopoliticaridscape that is inhabited by “us posthumans.”

| am going to start by giving a brief account o toncept of biopolitics followed by a sketch of
some technological developments that bare sigmifieat.

I will then discuss two tendencies | consider ® dyucially important. The first is the
individualization of risk thinking that goes hantHiand with a notion governmentality literature
has come to call “the neoliberal subject.” Then ill mmake an attempt at outlining a current
technology of the self that is structured arouredribtion of ‘anxiety’.

The second trend concerns what Martin Weiss higedcne ‘dissolution of human nature’.

It describes the growing malleability of biologiqgabcesses on the one hand and also the dispersion
of knowledge of this biological body in diverse aladses, biobanks, probabilities and
susceptibilities.

In both instances | will richly draw on examplescofrent technologies to illustrate my

points.
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Biopolitics

| have already briefly touched upon the multifadetencept of biopolitics in the first chapter when
discussing Russian Cosmism. Now | am going to gigsesomewhat more detailed consideration.

In a lecture at the College de France in 1976 Midfmucault first discussed the concept of
biopolitics, which he described as a technologgmfrer that emerged at the end of th® &&ntury.
Biopolitics is a form of biopower, which is charagzed by an attempt to administer and monitor
the life and vitality of populations. Biopoliticsas born when the management of life entered the
realm of political calculations and when state coingradually took hold of the biological life of
populations in the name of increasing and optingjziitality.**>

For Foucault the emergence of biopower signalédhnsition from classic sovereignty that
in his characterization was symbolised by the swand the ability to take life. Sovereignty
manifested itself mainly as an instance of threat exploitation that had the power to appropriate
the goods, work and blood of its subjects. The gigra of biopower no longer restrains, cuts and
curbs but rather seeks to control expand and agrbiegtself.

The transition from sovereign-, to biopower markssignificant change in the overall
structure of exercising power. Among other thingsudault located the source of this
transformation in the increased agricultural arglstrial production of the time as well as growing
scientific and medical knowledge. At about this dinsocieties confronted new challenges.
Especially from the 19 century onwards famine and pestilence were nangm troubles.
Concerns over increasing economic productivity amgroving the quality of the population and
hence of the workforce gained prominence. Foucaulbtion of biopower consists of two poles
connected by a bundle of intermediary sites.

One technique is disciplinary; it centers on thelypgroduces individualizing effects, and

manipulates the body as a source of forces that tmbe rendered both useful and docile.
And we also have a second technology which is cedteot upon the body but upon life: [...]

this is a technology which aims to establish a ebltomeostasis, not by training individuals,
but by achieving an overall equilibrium that pragethe security of the whole from internal

dangerg?®

Foucault saw a crucial precondition of the riseapitalism and the constitution of modern nation
states in the combination of disciplinary powersnafividual control and regulatory powers of the
population’”’ Complementary to the disciplinary techniques patamo-politics that seek to

control and condition the individual body at vasasights, such as schools, prisons, etc., thisfset

22 Foycault, M., Society Must Be Defended, Picad@awNork, 2003., p. 243.
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Agamben, in: Brockling, U., Bihler, B., Hahn, MgH8ning, M, Weinberg, M., (Eds.), Disziplinen desbens.
Zwischen Anthropologie, Literatur und Politik, Talgen: Gunter Narr Verlag 2004, p. 257-274.
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techniques is thus focused on the biological lifeghe human species qua species. Both forms of
power function eminently through the creation ofms and grades of deviation and as Foucault
says they are not mutually exclusive but ratheruallyt constitutive??®

Biopolitics is unseparable from the idea of prateglife from the dangers within. Thus it
also entails an important shift, away from battliagge epidemics that used to haunt societies prior
to the relative security brought about by the" 1&ntury. Endemics, or internal factors that
threatened the health and productivity of natiorsgpessively took center staffé.As Foucault
argued, this rearrangement of state rationalitp at@ant that the protection of the ‘human stock’
gained crucial relevance. Racism, which Foucaulhdd as "the break between what must live and
what must die®*®, the fear of biological decline, degeneration amassical eugenics are all
paradigmatic examples of this biopolitical logic.

Foucault’s notion of biopolitics has exerted cdesable influence on a number of thinkers
and has become the object of constructive critagievell. Feminists, most notably Haraway have
criticized that Foucault's concept of ordering,aaging and managing bodies still very much
remains captivated by the notion of a unified atabed body>' However, especially after the
1970s and 80s, when he discussed the conceptficagmichanges have occurred that made it
necessary to conceptualize the body as a more, fagtbus entity as Haraway herself tried to
articulate it with the cyborg. In the wake of suchtiques and more recent technoscientific
developments Foucault himself could not have gmdieid current scholars who draw on his work
such as Nikolas Rose, Catherine Waldby, Thomas keonkSarah Franklin take this fragmented,
dissolving and lived body as the starting pointltedir investigations. So for example Franklin’s
work has revealed the utterly cyborgian naturerobeyos as beings that are “others” and “us” at
the same time while her work also critically engaggth global biopolitics.

its coming into being is both organic and technmaly Though it is fully human (for what
else can it be?), it is born of science, inhaltitstimeless ice land of liquid-nitrogen storage
tanks, and feeds on special (pure) culture inetsi plish. At once potential research material
(scientific object), quasi-citizen (it has legajhis), and potential person (human subject), the
embryo has a cyborg liminality in its contestedsltion between science and nattife.

Despite a number of justified points of critiquejportant questions which Foucault considered
central for his work, namely the topics of subjicdition and power/knowledge relations continue

to inspire. The growing field of governmentalityudtes takes Foucault’s notion of power as a

228 Foucault, op. cit.

229 |pid.

29 bid. P. 254.

%l Haraway, D., Simians, Cyborgs, and Women: The Reition of Nature, Routledge, 1990.

%2 Franklin, S., Postmodern Procreation: A Culture¢dunt of Assisted Reproduction, in Ginsburg, F.Fapp, R.,
(eds.) Conceiving the New World Order: The Globalities of Reproduction, University of Californiaéss,
Berkeley, 1995, p. 337.

73



productive rather than merely repressive force ¢hedites subjectifications as its premise. Thid fie
of inquiry is located at the intersection of cu#tuanthropology, history of science and feminist
scholarshig>? It developed in the wake of Foucault’s concepg@ferning and his "michrophysics
of power”. According to these, one

[...] has to take into account the interaction betwdkose two types of techniques -
techniques of domination and techniques of the s#df has to take into account the points
where the technologies of domination of individualer one another have recourse to
processes by which the individual acts upon himg&tid conversely, he has to take into
account the points where the techniques of theaselintegrated into structures of coercion or
domination. The contact point, where the individuate driven by others is tied to the way
they conduct themselves, is what we can call nkhjovernment*

Within governmentality studies the notion of thee6hiberal subject” is of high relevance and |
believe it is also eminently important in relatitnthe topic of enhancement. Therefore | will now

turn to a discussion of this rather ambiguous cptice

Choosing Ourselves — The Neoliberal Subject

Neoliberalism is a highly versatile, often quoteet geldom understood concept that has gained
enormous currency especially since the most reglebal financial crisis that may have signalled
the end of the so called ‘neoliberal era.’ | cenyado not claim to be any authority on the issae s
my interpretation will represent one — most progalighly simplistic — understanding among
many.

Usually, neoliberalism is equated with a very sraommitment to self-regulating global
free markets, crippled government regulation aedniodel of the economic man. In this sense, it is
the grandson of classical liberalism, with its eeph of infallible, laissez-faire markets and
autonomous individuals making informed choices. IMeoalism’s chief commitment can also be
abbreviated into the D-L-P formula, which stands fo
“(1) deregulation (of the economy); (2) liberalipat (of trade and industry); and (3) privatization
(of state-owned enterprise<y” Yet neoliberalism also brought a large scale rstantion of state
rationality and indeed the public sphere as welintroduced competitiveness, self-interest, and
constant quantified quality controls into every amh as well as “the creation of highly
individualized, performance-based work plans; d&introduction of ‘rational choice’ models that

internalize and thus normalize market-oriented biehe.”?*ts ascendance to prominence came in

23| emke, T., Krasmann, S., Brockling, U., Gouvernatabtat, Neoliberalismus und SelbsttechnologierLgmke, T.,
Krasmann, S., Brockling, U.,(eds.) Gouvernemerdiatier Gegenwart, Suhrkamp Verlag, Frankfurt amniVi2000.
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4 Eoucault, M., About the Beginning of the Hermeiiebf the Self: Two Lectures at Dartmouth, in Bcdil Theory,
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the 1980s when Margaret Thatcher in the UK and RioR&agan in the US rose to power and
attempted to act upon the crises of the 70s. Timdgrpreted this crisis as the failure of
Keynesianism, big government and the strong welétage™’ The new philosophy of individual
responsibility instead of social solidarity was memphatically expressed by Margaret Thatcher’s
famous statement that there's no such thing agtgpainly individual men and women who must
first and foremost care for themselvas.

From a governmentality perspective it becomes clib@at beyond deregulation, the
dismantling of welfare provisions and structurajuatiment policies neoliberalism also entailed a
certain concept of what man is or should be. lias merely a retreat of the political in favour of
economics. By extending the logic of economics altnost every domain of life in an increasingly
globalized and turbulent world the images of aregmtse culture and that of the entrepreneurial,
flexible self were bori®® Flexible, enterprising individuals were neededk&ep the economy
flourishing. Such persons had the benefit of hawgstrings attached’ and could therefore adapt
very quickly to changing market nee8 The image of the enterprising individual is premdi®n a
view of the self as autonomous, choosing, ratiosaineone who pursues its own life-plans
according to its own values and priorities.

The self is to be a subjective being, it is to espo autonomy, it is to strive for personal
fulfilment in its earthly life, it is to interprats reality and destiny as a matter of individual
responsibility, it is to find meaning in existertmgshaping its life through acts of chof¢é.

In fact the level of self-fulfilment an individualas achieved has been “elevated to the status of an
evaluative criterion™? such that living an active, rich, productive antfilling life are positioned
almost as moral values. The current “flexible” ¢algm thus incites individuals to initiate as many
“projects” as possible. As Nikolas Rose put it “mmmporary individuals are incited to live as if
making a project of themselves [...] to develop glé&stof living that will maximize the worth of
their existence to themselve$® Of course, the new freedoms, possibilities andnises of self-
realization that are driving neoliberal individuation go hand in hand with very specific ideas
about how to put these freedoms to use, namelyierc@nomical, risk-minimizing, productivity
enhancing mannéf?

Interestingly, as | have already noted at the drileofirst chapter, the 1980s was also the

time when a very new and individualized form of piemism emerged in the form of

27 |pid.
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transhumanism. Early visionaries echoed quite pedgithe neoliberal call to boundless self-
realization, which they thought best achievabla inee-market system. They may be seen as the
first who have extended project-thinking to theelemdividual biology as well.

Thus we have an interesting contradiction beforeTie® concepts of the cyborg and the
posthuman have significantly stressed fracturethadlissolution of stable and fixed identities and
unitary selves. Yet, as Nikolas Rose notes, atvéry moment when countless accounts of the
passing and demise of the image of the self asestahified and autonomous emerge in philosophy
and social theory

regulatory practices seek to govern individuala imay more tied to their 'selfhood' than ever
before, and the ideas of identity and its cognatage acquired an increased salience in so
many of the practices in which human beings enjage

Thus regulatory practices address people ever fiasré they were” the kind of autonomous,
individualized selves motivated by the desire df-&sfilment.?*® This duality will be a key
feature of the contemporary biopolitical landscape.

During the 1980s and 1990s the principle of selfegnance and individual responsibility
also gained prevalence in relation to issues olttheAs Herbert Gottweis notes, the “idea of the
managing of the self is also reflected in a muliwf technical and organizational novelties within
healthcare, in which managed care is the most iapband most paradigmatic exampl&’Thus
responsibility and individualized project thinkingilso extend to the level of managing our
biological constitution, preferably in a prudergsponsible and calculating manner. This type of
managerial attitude towards individual biology atepresents a shift from a mere preoccupation
with disease to the management of normalcy itself.

Before turning to a discussion of this developmamd other features of the biopolitical
landscape | want to briefly sketch a very importghift in molecular biology and genetics that

bears a significant influence for governing praesic
From Genetic Determinism to Genetic Susceptibility

In the 1970s geneticists discovered that DNA cdedisf so called coding and non-coding regions,
which they labelled introns and exons respectividiyn-coding DNA has also been labelled “junk
DNA” because no clear role could be assigned tsoitthe assumption was that it served as a kind
of redundant buffef*® Up until the completion of the Human Genome Pioje majority of

#>Rose, N., Inventing Ourselves, Cambridge Univgmiess, 1998. p. 169.
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geneticists also thought that it was possible ® aischematic argumentation that proceeded from
DNA to RNA to proteins to cells. This unidirectidmaodel could in principle explain the structure
and function of organisms. This has come to be kna@s the Central Dogma of molecular
biology?*° In effect, this is a deterministic model that viralserent to the metaphor of the genetic
code This conceptualization was a classic example ledtwwe might call a depth-surface ontology
where the visible surface features of the phenotypee defined by the invisible, underlying
genetic code.

These views of a unidirectional flow as well as tfenotype-phenotype distinction have
been questioned ever since they first emerged. Menvéhey have been largely discredited by the
time of the completion of the Human Genome ProjElis decline is somewhat ironic, because the
grand project was motivated by the belief that dkeaotype/phenotype relationship can finally be
clarified. Thus, after almost exactly 100 yeardoiwing the rediscovery of Mendelian inheritance
in 1900, this reductionist view has faded. It hamed out that what scientists believed to be junk
DNA does after all play a significant role in suctucial events as “the timing of processes that
occur during development, including stem cell mamaince, cell proliferation, apoptosis
(programmed cell death), and the occurrence oferaamd other complex ailments®

Whereas about twenty years ago it was possibleelkieve that the sequence of base pairs
contained all the information necessary to cradeases, develop miracle cures and set genetic
engineering on a glorious path the Central Dogmgenifetics is now a thing of the past and genes
have been reduced to a much more humble role &dtgf>* It is remarkable though, that criticism
of the Central Dogma had been present in a numbether disciplines such as clinical genetics,
developmental biology, population genetics or dablogy. These disciplines have held that
sequencing the genome would provide us little toknowledge about disease onset, course and
treatment>? How the Human Genome Project could still get ungay with massive promises in
terms of cures is rather mysterious, but does eling to the topic of this thesis. | only wish to

remark that Carlos Novas’ term “political econonfyhope™>?

neatly captures how the overblown
promises of a scientific discipline could get a thbillion dollar global research project underway
despite massive criticism that finally even turioed to be correct.

In either case, the new catch-phrases are postgesioproteomics and epigenetics that shift

the emphasis away from the genetic code itseli¢ocomplex factors that regulate gene expression
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and involve RNA, proteins and the cellular mili¢seif?>* As Margaret Lock writes:

With increasing energy, the attention of many redears is focused on a new space situated
betweenthe genotype and phenotype, a site where “endopyees [...] make their
appearance and arguments about causality bas@geanty and determinism make no sense.
Recognition of the contributions of individual déyement, aging, and the environment to
activity at the molecular level has dethroned treoplained genetic body and set in its place
a much more fluid, elusive entity.[...] Organisms atearly more than the sum of their
parts[...], and it is now undeniable that gerteterminevery little, if anything, and are
merely actors in an extraordinarily complex scemah

This transformation is of major significance be@iidundamentally makes arguments predicated
upon genetic determinism irreversibly outmoded.aAgsult of this rearrangement a new focus has
emerged that takes genetic susceptibilities astatget with considerable implications for

governance practices.

“at risk” — Being Genetically Responsible

Currently, biopolitics is characterized by at letsb, seemingly contradictory tendencies. On the
one hand, we see the ever expanding importancedofidual care and self-governance and the
expectation to exercise prudent individual chofda.the other hand, we see the dissolution of the
individual in bodily markers, biobank data and bgital processes. These two trends — and
probably a number of others that are not the fafusttention here — are simultaneously present.
Thus, while the very notion of an autonomous, be@dhdthoosing self is dissolving, regulatory

practices appeal more and more to this very imagieegprudent, self-governing individual.

One site where this change is easily graspabtbasfocus of postgenomics to act upon
susceptibilities. A new style of reasoning has @meeérthat takes an individuals susceptibilities to
certain diseases as the basis of action in theprel$ grand-scale eugenics programmes have been
supplanted by consumer driver liberal eugenics) tHielogously the orientation of liberal eugenics
is no longer the population at large but rathernviddial predispositions. At the intersection of
discourses on individual risk, genetification, ahd promissory cultufé® surrounding biomedical
possibilities we see the birth of individuals “&ngtic risk.” Such individuals have been identified
to carry a predisposition for diseases with a gersetmponent. Being at risk may be understood as
having a certain susceptibility to develop ilinesHeat affect the individual or close kin.

The identification of risks may be precise, as lwe tcase of Huntington’s chorea or
probabilistic, as in the case of breast cancermaost other complex diseases. This identification is
possible before any symptoms are manifest, whiaddeo a new ‘category’ of persons who are

%4 Rheinberger op. Cit.
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“asymptomatically ill.” Despite their perfectly moal condition and maybe even without much
certainty about whether they will ever develop @&csfc disease these individuals often find
themselves entangled in the web of biomedicine sugiected to surveillance and preventive
measures. They are incited to take a proactiveestiowards their biological constitution. As Rose
writes,

[...] the reorganization of many illnesses and paib@s along a genetic axis does
not generate fatalism. On the contrary it createsldigation to act in the present in
relation to the potential futures that now come wiew="’

This obligation to act arises where the image afdpnt, self-governing individual confronts
discourses of individual risk. Gaining knowledgendato a far lesser extent, a possibility to
intervene and act put individuals in a position rehiney need to reconsider some of their bonds to
others, most notably to potential future kin. Thae invested with ‘genetic responsibility’ that
influences their identities and social relationsii3

It would be a form of life where the responsiblazein would have the obligation to know

and manage his or her life of susceptibilities kirel of permanent management of genomic

uncertainties?>®

| believe this example beautifully highlights treatures of our post-human condition. The image of
the post-human lifeform taking shape in front of igsneither that of the dehumanized and
instrumentalized being stripped of its essence tHabermas and Fukuyama fear, nor the
technologically enabled posthuman reshaping itseifs own fancy. Rather, we confront ‘prudent’

individuals who recognize their embeddedness invgrg webs of interaction that tie them to their

ancestors, their potential offspring and to a nundeother potential kin through the mediation of

technoscientific knowledge and practices. | belithis reading would foreground the positive and
liberatory aspect that is, doubtless, implicatedtlwg technology. Biology has to some extent
become open to intervention and is longer the ed@mnt of destiny. It might serve to exemplify that

people are incorporating knowledge about a certdimlogical — aspect of their existence into their
lives and acting upon it in a responsible manner.

However, | believe the all-pervasive presence efrtholiberal narrative of self-governance
in the sake of productivity casts some serious @lvadover this interpretation. The problematic
developments implicated by the shift towards thedefor susceptibilities are obvious for example
in the field of environmental health research. A&srke states,

While research in this field traditionally conceated on identifying external risk factors that
pose health problems to employees, more and maet$ic emphasis is put on recognizing
internal risks of personal susceptibilities thate apased on the genetic makeup of

%"Rose, N., (2007) The Politics of Life Itself: Biedicine, Power, and Subjectivity in the Twenty-E@entury,
Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ. P. 107.

28 0p. cit. p. 125.

9 Rose, N., Genomic Susceptibility as an emergent fif life? In Burri, R., V., Dumit, J., (eds.) Bieedicine as
Culture, Routledge, 2007.

79



individuals... Since there are more and more genests for different conditions available,
there is a real danger that employers might useetgemnformation to determine how
“genetically fit” someone is for a jot5°

Somatic Individuality

One of the consequences of the biotechnology réwolus that our biological constitution is
becoming increasingly relevant and thematised althrgg lines of a valuable asset. Catherine
Waldby has introduced the notion of ‘biovalue’, atni“refers to the yield of vitality produced by
the biotechnical reformulation of living proces&&¥. Such living processes are stems cells,
embryos, bacteria and other forms organisms whachbe utilized to create a surplus of life and
monetary value as well. We can also see the growahgrisation of the body and biological traits
themselves. Who we are is increasingly defined iy lmological make-up and by the proactive
stance we take in relation to our natural endowmeither in the form of acting upon risks or by
constantly striving for improvement. As our selfdgnstanding comes to be shaped by biomedicine
and by the actual and promised possibilities oftdmbnologies even our understanding of
personhood is being interpreted “by others, andohyselves, in terms of our contemporary

understandings of the possibilities and limits of corporeality.®®?

263 is the term Nikolas Rose uses to describe thinkafg

“Somatic individuality
individuality in bodily terms. This allows for tHeody to serve as a fundamental site of acting upon
ourselves, by the means provided mostly by bioneelicSomatic individuals are ,beings whose
individuality is, in part at least, grounded withour fleshly, corporeal existence, and who
experience, articulate, judge, and act upon oueseilv part in the language of biomedicii& The
growing importance of this somatic side to our $ivie evidenced by the myriads of discourses
surrounding health, the body, suffering, dietinggreising, flourishing, etc. This trend even extend
to our mental lives as our psychological ‘innercgas increasingly mapped upon the brain. This

f°® An interesting case in point is

opens interventions into personality traits at tih@ecular leve
for example the use of the psychiatric drug Prdhat has caused quite some turbulence when it

first hit the markets. As Peter Kramer noted indosatroversial book.istening to Proza@a number
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#3Novas, C., Rose, N., (2000) Genetic Risk and finéa Bf the Somatic Individual’, Economy and Soygjatol. 29,
No. 4, pp. 485-513.

%4 Rose, op. Cit. P.26.

%> Rose, N., ‘Neurochemical Selves’, Society, Vol, Mb. 1, 2003. pp. 46-59
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of patients who took the medication felt as if tivegre finally restored to their true sel88lt is

an interesting observation that highlights how texdbgical interventions that dislocate the natural
— namely the original neurochemical balance ofitzen — merge with the sensation of authenticity.
Hence, this authenticity is at least partially ttesult of a technological intervention in nature,
which was originally experienced as somehow “false”

As our biology becomes more open to choice andesearn to act upon it and integrate
knowledge about it into our lives, we simultanegustcome responsible for the design we choose
for our bodies®’ With the possibility of intervention comes inevita responsibility®®

In fact, the reorganization of illnesses along aefe axis also entails that fundamental
notions, such as autonomy are reinterpreted. lardmbe autonomous and act prudently ot
take genetic information into account since failtwe&lo so would not be seen as an individual act of
choice but rather the demonstration of profoundsiponsibility?®® Biotechnological enhancement
may be understood in this framework as a manifiestaif neoliberal governmentality, in which the
political goals of improved productivity are interhed with self-technologies aimed at securing,
optimizing and improving individual health and wbiing. Developing Foucault’s concepts of
discipline and biopolitics further Rose terms tiapet of politics that forms around the governance
of somatic individuals ethopolitics.

If discipline individualizes and normalizes, andofmwer collectivizes and socializes,
ethopolitics concerns itself with the self-techraquby which human beings should judge
themselves and act upon themselves to make theessedtter than they afé.

He describes this as an ethic that is centred drtloem notion of maximizing potential health and
quality of life and which entails that those indiuals who, for whatever reason, do not take part in

this project are adjudicated negativefy.

| believe the concept of somatic individuality taes a very important development. In the
next section | will attempt to contribute to thather elaboration of this idea by discussing an
aspect Rose leaves mostly unreflected, namely #stalilizing effect of becoming somatic
individuals within a biopolitical landscape thatssffused by the dread of risks and insecurities. |

now turn to what | would like to call thenxious individuglor anxious subject

286 Kramer, P.,D., Listening to Prozac, Viking Predew York, 1996.
%7 Negrin, L., ‘Cosmetic Surgery and the Eclipsedsritity’, Body & SocietyVol. 8, No. 4, 2002, pp. 21-42
28 Harris J., Enhancing Evolution, 2007. Princetorivdrsity Press. p. 118.
29 emke, T., Die Regierung der Risiken. Von der Fikjeur genetischen Gouvernementalitt, in Lemke, T
Krasmann, S., Brockling, U.,(eds.) Gouvernemeriiatier Gegenwart, Suhrkamp Verlag, Frankfurt anmii2000
i;(l’ Rose, N., (2001) The Politics of Life Itself. TmgoCulture & Society vol. 18, p.18.
Ibid.
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The Anxious Individual

There are many ways of understanding anxiety. @rotte hand, it is an affective state of unease,
worry and restlessness that seems to lack anyfepédicectedness and which is probably common
to most of us. This feeling of ‘homelessness’ his® @layed a central role in the existentialist
philosophies of Sgren Kierkegaatdand Martin Heideggéer.? Here, the free floating, ungraspable
and indefinable feeling of anxiety constitutes fiedamental condition of being human. It is
through the torments of anxiety that the depthéfefare revealed. For these thinkers anxiety is
essential and productive for it is the preconditddimuman freedom and deep reflection, wherefore
anxiety needs to be faced and lived rather thadex\a

On a slightly different note, anxiety has beeroasged with the discontent brought about
by modernity itself. Processes of modernizatiorséotraditional bonds, introduce relativism and
seem incapable of providing a framework of meariorgthe lives of individuals beyond a bleak
vision of progress, which itself has been largélgtered by the cataclysms of théhmmury. It is
a recurrent theme in a number of writers since]i&Bﬁ’écentury both in the U.S. and in Europe to
condemn their age as one of anxiety and uncert&ihfynxiety has been considered an expression
of the individual’s struggle in a world she per@suo be ‘wrong’ in a profound sense. The idea that
the very form of life characteristic of modern si@s engenders feelings of insecurity has a fairly
long history such that by the end of the last cgnitthad become something of a commonplace.

Decisions made in a biomedical context can be seerexistential choices’, which
necessarily give rise to great anxiety. This aiyxdgiesn’'t merely represent a quantifiable factor in
risk calculation, but is rather a fundamerahcernfor the integrity of one’s life.

| believe we can also understand anxiety somewahalogous to a technology of the self in
a Foucauldian sense that emerges as a resultreintyoractices aimed at reshaping our relation to
our bodies. According to Foucault’s definition tactogies of the self

permit individuals to effect by their own meansvath the help of others a certain
number of operations on their own bodies and saéhtjghts, conduct, and way of
being, so as to transform themselves in ordertanaa certain state of happiness,
purity, wisdom, perfection, or immortality’

By discussing anxiety, or the anxious subject belomant to contribute to Nikolas Rose’s term
somatic individuality by adding a further shadattdcSomatic individuality does not merely mean

that our individuality is increasingly experiencadd acted upon in the language and means

272 5ee Kierkegaard, S., (1844/1980) The Concept afety : Kierkegaard's Writings, Vol. 8., Princetomiversity
Press, Princeton, NJ

23 See Heidegger, M., (1927/1962) Being and TimeijlBdackwell, Oxford, esp. §40. p. 228.

2% Wilkinson, 1., (2001) Anxiety in a Risk SocietyoRtledge, London

27> Foucault, M., (1988) Technologies of the selfMartin, L. H., Gutman, H., Hutton P. H., (eds.) fimologies of the
self. University of Massachusetts Press, Amhersty/p
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provided by biomedicine. | believe it also entadlsrtain tensions as our current biopolitical
landscape, which is permeated by the idea of ‘bskigs forth a specific norm, namely the norm of
constant worry and rumination over one’s biology. @urse, worries exist also, more broadly
about political, environmental and other risksislimportant to note that | am not arguing for the
case that individuals have necessarily become moxéus in the psychological serféél also
believe the dynamics at work here are not like ylay fear of disease or ill-ness. Rather, it seems
to me to be the case that certain analogies eestden states of anxiety and forms of self-
governance.

One such analogy is the increased concern withtiwiiee deal with our biological existence.
The internalization of the norm of restless condsas almost become an integral part of our notion
of responsibility. The term ‘anxious subject’ isnmy view an adequate one because the type of
worry that current discourses of risk instil is mecessarily targeted at anything specific, or @esh
targeted akverythingin relation to our biological existence, which thuscomes something quite
elusive. Being concerned and worried about our lpcdate in general becomes the norm, which
then manifests itself in myriads of different forms

The increasing role that our biological charactessand bodily well-being play in making
sense of our identity simultaneously destabilifeslived experience of the body. As Martin Weiss
argues, previous discourses of genetic determissidified a certain biological destiny, but they
also allowed the affected person to develop atuddiof acceptance and learn to live with the
given. Contrary to this, discourses of susceptibdieem to construe the whole of an individual's
biological constitution as a source of risk, as stinmg that poses potential threats unless cayefull
supervised,” even though the outcomes of this supervision fiem @uite uncertain.

Of course, in a certain sense the body has alwegs b source of great anxiety because at
some fundamental level it is beyond the individaiaditional control and its signs and signals serve
as the most vivid reminders of our vulnerable, ifeagand ephemeral nature. However, the
phenomenology, the lived experience of the body thas far remained mostly uncontested,
whereas now categories such as ‘at risk’ or ‘prggpmatically ill’ dislocate, or at least contest
first-person experiences by claiming to speak #mgliage of scientific objectivity. Discourses on
genetic susceptibility further exacerbate this,tf@y incite the individual to counter a possiblg b
vague future and act in the present, whereby th@aheffects of the actions taken also remain

unclear. The real outcomes of preventive measwaesever be fully known.

27® Even though the incidence of anxiety disordersrsiebe on the rise, the cause of this is not easigtermine, and
may be due to the medicalization of negative affetitead of actual rise in incidence. See alsaviinrA. W.,
Wakefield, J. C., (2007) The Loss of Sadness - Raychiatry Transformed Normal Sorrow into Depressiv
Disorder, Oxford University Press, New York

2"\Weiss, M., Die Auflésung der menschlichen Natmiteiss, M., (ed.) Bios und Zoé&, Suhrkamp Verlagnkfurt am
Main, 2009., pp. 34-54.
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Experiences of derealization and depersonalizatiorduring which one’s body or
surroundings are experienced as frighteningly ati@ften form symptoms of anxiety disordé?s.
This sense of derealization seems analogous t&iticeof dissociation that risk thinking and the
objectification of every aspect of bodily functiagiinvolve. The same way severely anxious states
may involve that one feels estranged from the worldne’s body, so too does being ‘at risk’
dissociate experience from ‘scientific fact’. Toldrg to the group of the presymptomatically ill
entails that one’s first person account of heraelf her health contradicts that of medical disaaurs
In essence the person is alienated from her owed ligxperience. Furthermore, probabilistic
accounts of risks are generally perceived to benaliom everyday thinking and therefore very
difficult to grasp and integrate, while puttingttom strong claim to authorify?

The ever broadening spectrum of medicalizatiorse a strong catalyst of this process. As
more and more phenomena come to be viewed as lmdpogder medical jurisdiction — such as
birth, (successful) ageing, reproduction, nutrifidmeauty, physical and intellectual fitness,
emotional life, etc. — more and more areas of ldquire our prudent, active engagement and
careful concern. We also become more dependentamshcal vocabularies to make sense of our
own experiences. This, in effect leads to a formasfstant self-monitoring, which is also quite akin
to that of anxious states. To exaggerate the situatightly, | could say that each and every sfjin
the body, signs of its functioning, ageing and gegbecome invested with great meaning and may
be interpreted as potential (medical) problems nlead attention and conscious intervention.

An interesting demonstration of the way this regiofieanxious self-concern may become
normalized is provided by Carmen Baumeler’s analgdi‘affective computing’ that may also be
seen as a form of enhancement system. Such, astohypothetical systems are wearable
computing devices that monitor stress related pihygical changes in order to help prevent
cardiovascular disease. The system is also linked tentre where an individual health expert
monitors the values and via video link gives adwice how to manage distress and negative
emotions. In an example the user devotes a comrdilgeamount of attention to the handling of her
stress levels and checks in to see her values dbttes a day. According to Baumeler “this
application demonstrates, [that] users are suppmsethnage stress themselves and, therefore, stay
healthy and productive’® The author intends this example to show how tldévidualization of

emotion management is linked to the productiorhefitleal ‘flexible worker®! The objectifying

28 Simeon, D., Knutelska, M., Nelson, D., Guralnik, (2003) Feeling unreal: a depersonalization disoupdate of

117 cases. Journal of Clinical Psychiatry Vol. 62 Bl. pp. 990-7.

279 Lock, M., The Future is Now: Locating Biomarkees Dementia in: Burri, R, V., Dumit, J., Biomedieims Culture,
Routledge, New York, 2007.

20 Baumeler, C., (2008) Technologies of the Emotiwif: Affective Computing and the “Enhanced

Second Skin” for Flexible Employees, in Karafyllié, C., Ulshéfer, G., Sexualized Brains, MIT PréSambrdige, p.
188.

21 0n the flexible individual see e.g. Sennett, Rae Corrosion of Character, W. W. Norton & Company
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gaze directed at one’s own body, this constantmatian, the drive to check, recheck and double-
check to see whether everything is OK accordingotme scientifically established criterion is also
the hallmark of anxious self-concern. This exanggdems to be the paradigmatic expression of the
responsible/anxious subject of the future.

Similarly, in my view a number of current developrtge suggest that the expectation to
internalize this objectified account of our vitgland well-being is growing. So for example we see
calls to adjust our dietary and training habitsotgectively quantified values, which has been
dubbed “living by numbers?®? Also, future developments in medical imaging andnitoring
promise the convergence of medical devices withrispteones and handheld computers, such that
“monitoring your vital sins 24/7/365” will becomée routine®® These depictions testify to an
image of the person who is constantly preoccupiid @ptimizing her status of health by reverting
to medical technologies. Interestingly, they arsoalin my view essentially “solipsistic”
technologies in the sense that this form of suewstle takes the individual as an entity that is
sufficiently characterized by such data as hea#, dareath rate, blood sugar, pulse, etc. that are
taken to mean something essential regardless ¢éxton

Thus they do not merely offer a technology but ldsth a certain norm that channels the
lived experiences of embodiment into the manageadadbn of having a scientifically supervised
body. It creates the norm of constant concernedwébsthe appropriate functioning of the body
that is also greatly driven by the expectationBexibility, efficiency and productivity.

| believe the notion of the anxious individual negrve to exemplify how self-practices are
shaped to live up to the task of properly, prudermthd responsibly managing our biological
constitution under a regime of preventive medicifbis form of subjectivity emerges at the
intersection of discourses on risk, susceptibgity prudent self-management. Becoming somatic

individuals in an age of risk also involves intdiziag the norms of anxious self-concern.

While there are individual risks we may also speg&ollective risks like those that threaten whole
communities or perhaps even mankind itself. With giready noted shift towards communitarian
principles, an interest in population protectiord dhe intertwined nature of self-governance with
the primary preventive logic of state rationalite wee that individual worries and fears may very
well be employed for the sake of protecting commesi Thus, attempts at identifying people who
present risks to broader society are also on Hge We find calls for the creation of populatiorevi

#2\Wired Magazine, How to Live by the Numbers: Health.6.2009.
http://www.wired.com/medtech/health/magazine/1 4l _health_ast retrieved 20 August 2010

#3Topol, E., The Future of Wireless Medicine, Préston at the conference Technology, Entertainraedt Design,
Feburary 2010http://www.ted.com/talks/eric_topol_the wirelesgufe of medicine.htnlhst retrieved 20 August
2010.
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forensic genetic databas&éprograms to screen for potentially dangerous petity disorders®
and the introduction of such measures as the Indetate Public Protection Sentence in the UK in
2003%%® This leads me to a discussion of the other magmitt of the current biopolitical landscape,
namely the dissolution of the body in patterns ispdrsed information. These developments bring
out other dangers involved in the widespread useening technologies, namely that they

have the potential to lead to a less optimistiareyt in which widespread screening for
biomarkers of future psychopathology or undesirableduct, notably those made possible by
developments in genetic profiling and brain-scagnimould lead to a significant increase in
preventive interventions in the name of public potion®®’

The Dissolution of Human Nature

While neoliberal narratives constantly reinforce tlole of personal choice, individual autonomy
and self-governance we also see signs to the egnEar example, in an article about the future of
bioethics Ruth Chadwick and Martha Knoppers argthed there is currently a shift towards
communitarian principles in bioethics, which meahat the individual, while still serving as a
crucially important factor will lose its central#? One of the principle reasons the authors give for
the rise of communitarian principles is the grownetevance of population-wide genetic research
programs “that call for rethinking the paramounsition of the individual in ethics?*°

In relation to this Martin Weiss has argued thaere biotechnological developments have
dismantled our previous understanding of ‘humaminedbs something solid and unchangeable and
have made it fundamentally malleable. Instead humature now stands for a wide array of
biological traits, susceptibilities, neurotranserittevels and so on. The individual is in a certain
sense deconstructed and finds itself dissolvedllithase data that are preserved in large and
anonymous biobanks. Gottweis also considers decalipation a crucial element of current
biopolitics as the materiality of the body is disga in large databases into informational entities
and statistical probabiliti€s? According to Weiss this dissolution of the subjsctomplemented
by the dissolution of the classical form of state@eseignty as biopolitical grand projects are tking

of the past and have given way to a dispersed mktvad performative discourses that

#4Townsend M., Ashtana, A., Put young children onAist, urge police, The Guardian Online,
http://www.guardian.co.uk/society/2008/mar/16/ygustice.childrenLast accessed 21. January 2010.

285 5ee: Dangerous People with Severe Personalityrdésdttp:/www.dspdprogramme.gov.ukast accessed 21.
January 2010

286 See Prisoners’ Advice Service - Information Shrest://www.prisonersadvice.org.uk/documents/Micidatrd-
IPP2008.pdt ast accessed 20 August 2010.

%7 Rose, N., Screen and Intervene, History of the dfuciences 2010; 23; 79. p. 96.

28 Knoppers, B, M., Chadwick, R., Human Genetic ResfeeEmerging Trends in Ethics, Nature Reviews: €ies
January 2005; 6:75-79
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29 Gottweis, H., Biobanks in action New strategiethi governance of life, in Gottweis, H., Petergen(eds.)
Biobanks: Governance in comparative perspective82Boutledge, London
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simultaneously construct and dispel the idea ofatonomous individugf* We are incited to act
responsibly in the management of our vitality, yieg principle guiding our own individual prudent
action is increasingly the good of society. As Waiencludes, self-governance and heteronomy are
inseparably intertwinetf” Perhaps we are currently witnessing the reinvantibsociality in the
form of ‘neosociality’.

Neosocial society, in the words of Stephan Lesseneonstitutes itself as a subject
that demands active citizenship. Society is nownprireference of sociality and
evaluates individual activities according to theiegree of sociality’ [...] This
requires the individual’s capacity to monitor amhitol themselves — for the benefit
of themselves and society. [...] Being neosociahisttantamount to individuals that
flexibly govern themselves and others by way ofalycaccepted mearfS®

Hence we must raise the question whether intergenibiology — also for the sake of enhancement
— does not harbour the risk of running exactlydpposite course as its supporters wish. Whether it
could not be the case that the malleability of reataads to an ever stronger re-inscription ofaoci
expectations? The next section looks at a scemeiere risk thinking and the dissolution and

dispersion of the body take on a rather radicalered appalling form.
From Freedom to Necessity

As | have already briefly discussed Knoppers anddihck spoke of a communitarian turn in
bioethics that mirrors actual developments in tilesdences. | would now like to introduce an
example that takes the combination of risk-thinkangl the communitarian turn to an extreme. |
suggest that by using a somewhat exaggerated ezdrogh capture some salient features of likely
developments. My example comes from Julian Savuled®m heads the Uehiro Centre for Practical
Ethics at Oxford University.

Savulescu is one of the most outspoken proponehtsnbancement technologies and
because such thinkers are often accused of benbgnbars of a new form of eugenics he made an
effort to distinguish the project of enhancemewinfrthe dark past. In an attempt to justify the
parental obligation to enhance Julian Savulescuedato separate the ‘old’ eugenics from current
practices. He wrote

What was objectionable about the eugenics moverbestdes its shoddy scientific
basis, was that it involved the imposition of at&tasion for a healthy population
and aimed to achieve this through coercion. Theseigg movement was not aimed
at what was good for individuals, but rather whedfited society. Modern eugenics
in the form of testing for disorders, such as D@yndrome, occurs very commonly

21\Weiss, M., Die Auflésung der menschlichen Natuteiss, M., (ed) Bios und Zoe, 2009. Suhrkampnkat p.
51
292 0p. cit. p. 52
2% Maasen, S., Sutter, B., Duttweiler, S., Self-Hdlpe Making of Neosocial Selves in Neoliberal Stgizn Maasen,
S., B., Duttweiler, On Willing Selves, 2007. Palggaviacmillan, New York, p. 28.
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but is acceptable because it is voluntary, givagplas a choice over what kind of
child to have, and enables them to have a chilt e greatest opportunity for a
good life?**

In this section | want to first investigate justvhdree these choices actually are from a techno-
progessive position and argue that they are fardeghan presumed by Savulescu.

First, of all, in light of what has been said sqg fais obvious that the notion of “voluntary
choice” is far from being self-evident or unprobkgm. However, his argument is impossible to
defend even on its own terms. Savulescu has exoréls opinion that parents not only have the
option to enhance their children but that theranbligation to do so. He claims that in a sitati
where biological enhancements were available wddvactually wrong our children if we failed to
provide everything scientifically possible in orderensure their future success.

Unless there is something special and optimal almut children’s physical,
psychological, or cognitive abilities, or somethiddferent about other biological
interventions, it would be wrong not to enhancerti&

Of course, Savulescu argues that there is in facelevant difference between biological and other
kinds of interventions. Problematic is that he doesexplicate the meaning of the term “optimal”
and given the notion’s versatility and slippery urat it actually seems that no child truly be
considered optimal in all the relevant aspects.sThis position seems to be at odds with the
previous claim that individuals are free to deamtewhat kind of a child to have. It seems rather
that they are obliged to have an “optimal” chilthertvise they wrong the child. Failure to enhance
certain traits — which Savulescu calls “all purpaseans” — might very well be perceived as being
equivalent to a form of child neglect or a seri@msission on the side of the parent. Savulescu’s
initially rather liberal sounding embracement ohancement as an expansion of individual liberty
turns out to be totally compatible with the impmsit of socially ‘enforced’ or expected
interventions as long as the enhancement in quelid been deemed by some external standard to
serve the best interests of the chiftiSavulescu might reply that we can draw a distimchetween
a moral obligation and a legal obligation. He miglaim that it is morally wrong not to enhance,
yet failure to do so does not lead to any legahjiess. Yet, if we consider that his argument isao
certain extent predicated upon the complete abuksth of any difference between biological
interventions and other forms of enhancement, sisckeducation it becomes clear that failure of
parents to enhance their child might incur legahgbges just as their failure to comply with
mandatory education does.

Now, as long as the biological interventions areetl at such traits as intelligence we might

be lenient and even grant that he has point. Hjgraent gives reason to worry when he expands

24 savulescu, J., Genetic Interventions and the tfienhancement of human beings,
http://www.abc.net.au/rn/backgroundbriefing/docuisésavulescu_chapter.pdfast Accessed 20 August 2010.

2% gavulescu ibid.

2%® gandel op. cit. p. 79
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the circle of attributes necessitating interventiorpersonality traits such as antisocial behayiour
which he considers to be a significant impedimend t'minimally decent life.” Thus, procreative
liberty, which is a highly praised value and gudiprinciple for Savulescu might, in an extreme
case, become subordinate to prescriptions or st fea actual set of social expectations concerning
the desired biological make-up of people.

This conclusion would in some sense align very wih the observation of Ruth Chadwick
and Martha Knoppers that there is currently a shkoftvards communitarian principles in
bioethics?®’ Even though the authors seem to welcome this ehbbglieve that the communitarian
values on the rise at the moment are deeply trogblivhat is troubling is the way the increased
role of populations links up with thinking in terno$ risks and prevention, which could make us
loosen our commitment to liberal democracy far nthesn we would want to.

On some occasions Savulescu has articulated the that we may need biological
adjustments because we are simply not fit to deéthl the technological prowess we have come to
possess. He believes that we will need to loosencommitment to liberalism and the idea of
democratic neutrality in order to face these cinglés. In this model surveillance, being ‘at risk’
and the ‘screen and intervene’ regime describedNiplas Rose gain a whole new meaning.
Savulescu extends the idea of genetic risk to naeg@otential threat to the human community
broadly construed. Here is a clear expression efepgence for communitarian principles. As an
ardent supporter of enhancement technologies bwgsvalso faithfully depict the derogatory stance
many have adopted of the nature of human existemieh Savulescu interprets as an ultimately
deficient form of life. In agreement with HobbesvBi@scu considers “the life of man, solitary,
poor, nasty, brutish, and shd™®® hence in dire need of technological improvement.

Savulescu uses colourful and definitely pathetngleage to illustrate our moral limitations
and in effect raises the question how the radicddficient and limited human animal could be
tamed with the help of biotechnologf@s His question is ultimately the same as Sloterslifkom a
decade ago, his answer is far less philosophicaligplicated. While he is motivated by the noble
goal of ensuring human flourishing his conclusiomake one more worried than relaxed.
Technology is too powerful for our limited natugedontrol so we must make ourselves fit for the
future. Thus, we confront another explication oe thriginal cyborg idea. In this case, the

“inhospitable” environment is provided by our owechnologically permeated world that risks

297 Knoppers, B, M., Chadwick, R., Human Genetic ResfeeEmerging Trends in Ethics, Nature Reviews: €ies
January 2005; 6:75-79

2% Hobbes, T., Leviathan, Biblio Bazaar, 1651/2008L14..

29 gavulescu, J., Genetically Enhance Humanity oéfadinction, Lecture given at the Festival of Darays Ideas,
Sydney Opera House, October 2009 http://ieet.atghrphp/IEET/more/savulescu20091116/ Last Acce2ded
August 2010
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driving us to extinction due to our own deficiers:i&’

On this account enhancement is no longer proposexhaption of individual choice, it is
no longer an issue of morphological freedom, dstive justice, or a question of emancipating
humanity from nature’s confines. It becomes a pméve measuré®* For Savulescu prevention is
best achieved by monitoring the population veryselp and by applying genetic selection in order
to screen out those individuals who may pose ataskociety. Individuals are dangerous because
our technological progress easily puts the potermdfamass destruction at the fingertips of
individuals over whom we have no control or ovensij?

Thus for Savulescu it seems that in order to sethwesafe and flourishing existence of
mankind on its continued path of technological amesnent weneedto employ biological
enhancements to become better than we are. Itlisnger a question of will, desire or decision but
one of necessity. Yet, at the point where enhanoemedrawn into the realm of risk-thinking and
prevention, and framed as an unavoidable “mustgtioend becomes very shaky and we are drawn
dangerously close to a system that considers ptguléevel interventions necessary in order to
guarantee security. At this point his attemptsutadaimentally separate the “old” eugenics from the
“new” also collapses.

All'in all, it may turn out that human enhancemaenitjch is usually couched in discussions
on individual liberties and the fulfilment of humaotentials in the end dissolves its very
foundations and contributes to a far more, ratlh@nta far less constrained, disciplined and
normalized society.

| certainly do not mean to say that Savulescu’'stiposrepresents a standard or even a
mainstream in current debates. Rather, | want ¢gest that his position, even though it may strike
one as an absurd over exaggeration, it actuallesents the logical conclusion and culmination of
trends | have depicted. Namely, the trend of thit $bwards communitarian principles, the
dissolution of the body/individual and the heiglgenrelevance of risks, surveillance and
prevention.

Savulescu’s suggestion nicely illustrates a tréimak has also been observed by legal
scholars, namely that the overarching logic of pren has become something of a catch-phrase
in a public atmosphere crippled by a state of faad insecurity. Preventive and pre-emptive

measures are sought in the course of which “diyfits and procedural guarantees are giver*p.”

39 bid.

301 |pbid.

302 5ee for example: Savulescu, J., Behavioural Geiatvhy Eugenic Selection is Preferable to Enhaecenin
Journal of Applied Philosophy, Vol. 23, No. 2, 208% 157-171

303Bard, P., The principle of availability and thechange of DNA profiles among Member States: thesligment of
forensic sciences or that of a European Panoptldgpészek Lapja [Prosecutors' Journal], Kilénsz&petial
Edition], Budapest, 2008. pp. 99-108.

90



In the next section | want to bring one more bagémple as to the consequences of the

body dissolving in patterns of “objective” infornmat.

Putting the Data Together Again

Even without any of the sophisticated technolodlest may emerge in the future surveillance
already reaches peak levels with attempts to aehtistal information awareneS$of all suspicious
activities and persons. Attempts at extending slamee measures to human biology are also being
tested. One such example is the MALINTENT systewetitged by the United States Department
of Homeland Security, which is designed to scarolgioal traits such as blood pressure, heart rate,
breath rate and non-verbal cues in order to idertdrmful intention$*(!) MALINTENT is
planned to be employed at airports in order toestiut ‘harmful other’ but can easily be set up at
any location and is ready to become operation&0h2. The analogy to an Orwellian thought-
police is almost just too obvious to mention. Theag advantage of the system is that it works from
afar without the scanned person necessarily bewageaof the level of inspection she is undergoing
at the moment. The goal is to identify biologicahnkers that are unknown to the person bearing
them but might reveal some concealed truth. Therancreased interest in forms of “soft
surveillance” that are non-intrusive and can rematiquitous®® In this attempt we can truly
witness how under the contemporary expansions wbogmecism the autonomous, choosing self is
dissolved in biological markers which are then restnucted along the binary axis of
“threatening/not-threatening” or some similar distion which may reveal him as harbouring
desires for destruction. The system is greatly mguoent of the science fiction scenario in the
movie Minority Reportwhere a special operations agency cracked dowerionnals before they
had committed any crimes. MALINTENT offers a similprospect moving the evidence for a
crime-to-be-committed to the level of biological nkexrs.

Besides claims by eminent scholars questioningsthentific basis of such an application
the American Civil Liberties Union has tried to aegthat such biological information comprises
sensible and personal data and thus cannot beednaithout conserif’

Yet, in light of the previously described developtseit seems sadly obvious that the

however conceived interests of the community eudigemump the privacy rights of dissolved

304 See http://www.fas.org/irp/agency/dod/poindextenlh

30> Barrie, A., Homeland Security Detects Terroristdéts by Reading Your Mind

http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,426485,00.htmst Accessed 21 August 2010

3% Marx, G., Soft Surveillance: The Growth of Mandgtiblunteerism in Collecting Personal informatiotHey
Buddy Can You Spare a DNA?” in Monahan, T., (edup8illance and Society, 2006. Routledge, New York

307 Weinberger, S., Airport security: intent to de@shin: Nature 465, 2010., pp. 412-415.
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individuals. Thus it is not so much the act of digdon that matters but rather those rationalities

and sites that have the power to rearrange, retmhsind put the dispersed data together again.

Summary

In this chapter | have briefly discussed Foucaultson of biopolitics and the field of inquiry tha
emerged from his concept of governing. This chaps shifted the focus of attention from
enhancement technologies in a strict sense andedkesome aspects of our current relation to
technologies that can rightfully be considered prears of possible enhancements.

I have tried to show that our current biopolitit@mhdscape is characterized simultaneously
by the growing importance of selfhood and individpeudent decision-making in relation to our
biological constitution that takes the form of aluable and manageable asset, but also by
tendencies that displace and dissolve the body disisolution is true both at the biological level
where the body is dissolved in genetic susceptidsli probabilities, genetic databases and various
information patterns and also as an autonomousesulyho may no longer occupy a central
position in ethical deliberations. Also, | belietieat the emphasis on self-monitoring and the
constant pre-occupation with our vital status elaete the trend of normalizirtge body.

These tendencies are highly ambiguous and ambivhkaring liberatory potential in the
form of challenging time-worn dichotomies as indwals recognize their growing embeddedness
in social and technological relations of increasomgnplexity. Yet, | believe my examples also
highlight a problematic tendency that is implicategd our increasingly cyborgian nature. As the
body becomes more porous, dislocated and integrategdchnological systems the potentially
liberatory effects are captured and subsumed umdgmes of performance-enhancement,

surveillance, screening and prevention.
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Conclusion

This thesis has dealt with the question of humanéyer increasing merger with technology. It has
started with a historical overview of the idea thatmans can employ reason, science and
technology in order to make themselves better thay are. As | have tried to show this idea has a
fairly long and colourful history in the West thigt often marked by the most gruesome acts of
cruelty imaginable. Judging by this one fact humature certainly leaves a lot to wish for. This
brief historical reconstruction has led me to awassion of current philosophical positions that are
either staunchly opposed or joyously expectant @fv technologies that promise even more
possibilities of intervention. | have done my biesargue that both of these camps are captivated by
a view of technology that is untenable. Some, wteniify themselves as humanists fear that
technology will dehumanize us and rob us of ourwess. Others who — ironically — also call
themselves humanists, nevertheless of a tranpQsir type believe that we will ultimately achieve
and realize a centuries old promise, namely thenm® of liberation and emancipation. Both of
them seem wrong in measuring the extent to whichrtelogy has already shaped that what we are
and how it is intertwined with whatever we are éz@me.

Taking this understanding as my starting point vehan the end tried to write about the
context, our context within which we are joinedtwé@merging biotechnologies. Admittedly | have
laid significantly more emphasis on drawing out ¢batours of some of the problems and troubling
aspects | see. My excuse is that | have constdatipgd myself in vain of trying to identify
sufficient reason for celebration.

Now that | have come to the end | want to raisegirestion that had been my motivation for
writing all along. The short version of the questis: What is to be don&? The longer version
comes from Foucault: “What is at stake, then, is:thHlow can the growth of capabilities be
disconnected from the intensification of power tiefas 2%

How can emerging technologies be employed in atalyis furthering of human potentials
while avoiding most of the dangers | have sketcheat?| have only sketched a few. Or rather, how
can we aim for a world where the questions of emgrgnd enhancement technologies aoé
framed by risk, surveillance and prevention? ltinsessence a search for effective forms of
resistance. Simply “not going along” does not sdenbe an option, but | must admit to having
found no elaborate and sophisticated answer. Hdnoeust conclude with expressing my
commitment to keep on thinking. Borrowing from sedaate science fiction series:

...to be continued

3% Gane, N., When We Have Never Been Human, What BetDone?: Interview with Donna Haraway, Theory
Culture Society 2006; 23; 135, pp. 135-158

39 Foucault, M., What is Enlightenment? In Rabinow(&d.) The Foucault Reader, New York, PantheookBo1984.
p. 48.
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Deutsche Kurzfassung

Fortschritte im Bereich der Medizin und der Bioteclogie haben vorher als fundamental und
solide geltenden Grenzziehungen, wie jene zwisdagirlich-kiinstlich oder lebendig-tot disloziert
und verunsichert. Mit dem Verschwimmen der schafemnung zwischen heilenden, restitutiven
Eingriffen und verbessernden, optimierenden MaRmahmwird es allmahlich méglich werden
explizit in die ,menschliche Natur” einzugreifen werwinschte Modifikationen zu unternehmen.

Die Diplomarbeit beschaftigt sich mit dem Fragemkdex der verbessernden Technologien
und besteht aus drei Teilen. Zuerst soll eine h&the Rekonstruktion der Idee der technologischen
Verbesserung des Menschen gegeben werden. Es hasidel um eine ideengeschichtliche
Skizzierung die vor Augen fuhren wird, wie umfarighedie Geschichte dieser Idee ist und welche
philosophische Stromungen auf gegenwartige PositiorEinfluss ausgelbt haben. Diese
geschichtliche Einfuhrung fuhrt zu den gegenwartigeebatten um die Normativitat der
menschlichen Natur, bzw. der Frage in welchem \farisatechnologische Manipulationen zum
Menschen stehen.

Im zweiten Teil sollen also wichtige Autoren deitwstlen Debatte diskutiert werden, wie
Jurgen Habermas und Francis Fukuyama, die von stagken Normativitdt der menschlichen
Natur ausgehen und meinen, dass die Grenzen dendlegischen Verfigbarmachung in der
menschlichen Natur liegen. Andererseits kommen aaibhe Autoren zum Wort die in neuen
technologischen Mdglichkeiten eine Chance sehersdieanke des Menschseins zu durchbrechen
und eine helle ,posthumane” Zukunft einzuleiten.

Auf der Grundlage von technikphilosophischen Argatea wie jene von Donna Haraway und
Katherine Hayles versucht die Arbeit die Thesekstar machen, dass beide Positionen in der
Debatte das ko-konstitutive Verhaltnis zwischen Stdnund Technik viel zu wenig beachten. Beide
Gruppen fassen Technik im Sinne eines Instrumenftsvathilfe dessen die menschliche Natur
entweder beschmutzt oder befreit werden kann. Inge@satz, scheinen Verbesserungs-, und
konvergierenden Technologien andere Fragen auffemewenn wir das Verhaltnis komplexer
denken.

Im dritten Teil wird Technik weder als Mittel zureBeiung, noch als eine drohende Form
der Instrumentalisierung und Entmenschlichung dafkg sondern etwas viel ambivalenteres das
sowohl befreiende als auch potentiell unterdrickendtentiale birgt. Rickgreifend auf Foucault’s
Konzept der Biopolitik und der Governmentality Sesl werden einige wichtige Zige der
gegenwartigen biopolitischen Landschaft diskutikrt.Vordergrund stehen die Verallgemeinerung
eines Risikodenkens und die wachsende Rolle vovepteren MalRnahnamen und Screening-

Verfahren.
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