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Abstract

Eugenics is a difficult matter for discussion because, even as a term, it has fallen into disrepute. Yet a
eugenic mindset pervades the discourses of reproduction and genetics in the West. I utilise the futures scenario
of gene therapy to explore conceptually how the intersecting trajectories of science and religion make a new
eugenics possible. The problematic of an inherent elitism within these sources, combined with a quest for power,
leads me to renew the call for an adequate moral space within which to explore the requirements of social jus-

tice.

Working in advocacy for people with disability, and
writing for the Queensland Advocacy Incorporated
newsletter,’ Ive been reflecting on recent developments
in science and medicine, to try to understand some of
their implications for the future. A particular area of
interest is the science of genetics applied as gene thera-
py. The first question [ ask is about how the therapeutic
application of genetics might be understood as
eugenic—and not just eugenic in a way that was under-
stood in the past—but in a new way. The second ques-
tion is about how we assess this situation. For disability
advocates, such assessment embraces the point of view
of a human being who is, at the very least, adversely
affected by a society in which disability is largely regard-
ed in negative ways and addressed through exclusionary
policies It is also from the point of view of those who
are concerned about the emergence of a worldview
from which the idea of social justice® is eliminated.*

Eugenics
Francis Galton coined the term 'eugenics' about
1880. Following the work of his cousin, Charles Darwin,

and the announcement of the theory of evolution,
Galton proposed that ‘improvement' of human 'stock
was a prime human aspiration.’ To be ‘well bor' was not
merely to be the result of an ‘accident’ of dass or race,
but was to be the product of science. The association of
eugenics—the sdence of human breeding—with evolu-
tionary theory gave eugenics a connotation of being a
form of social Darwinism. Indeed one continuing form of
eugenics, laissez-faire eugenics, might easily be interpret-
ed as such.

The basic idea here is that society must leave it up
to individual parents to decide whether or how to
improve the overall ‘competitiveness' of their offspring.
Why leave it up to individuals? Well, they don't need any
more motivation than what they already have. A compet-
itive society creates a demand on individual parents to
have successful children, and this provides a sufficient
motive to find a technique for creating fit offspring that
are superior to, say, random selection. Many humans
already mate with a degree of selectivity that is greater
than random. Some matings are more successful than
others. This indicates that some techniques of selection
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are better than others. The fittest individuals,
taken overall, will be those who originate from
the most successful technique. Genetic science
potentially offers the most successful technique.
Fitter (presumably more intelligent) individuals
will select their offspring via the means of genet-
ic science. Hence, as science develops better
opportunities for selection, social evolution will
reasonably be expected to proceed according to
science, That, crudely put, is the laissez faire ver-
sion of the theory of eugenics. What this theory
is based on are naturalistic norms for
humanity—for example competition and selec-
tion—that are supposedly discoverable by obser-
vation of successful adaptations to the environ-
ment.

For people whose farth in science extends
to embracing social versions of Darwinism, this
version of eugenics no doubt has some persua-
sive value. A somewhat more attractive version
for others is what is known as ‘utopian eugenics.
This has conceptual roots going much further
back in history than Galton or Darwin. Plato dis-
cussed such a version in Book Five of The
Republic. He devised a plan to selectively breed
guardians for the ideal state Utopian eugenics
begins not with individual competition, but with
ideals about society or a vision for the good life.
Philip Kitcher contrasts laissez-faire and utopian
eugenics this way. He says:

Laissez-faire eugenics allows peopie
to make up their own minds about
which traits to promote, which to
avoid. Yet matters have proved not
quite so simple. Utopian eugenics
proposes that there should be some
encouragement to draw the distinc-
tion in a particular way. Which
way?... There is an obvious answer.
Abortion is appropriate when the
fetus suffers from a genetic disease.
Preventing disease has nothing to do
with imposing social values, for
whether or not something is a dis-
ease is amatter of objective fact.

Ultimately this answer will prove inade-
quate, but understanding its difficulties will point
us towards something better. Once we have left

the garden of genetic innocence, some form of
etgenics is inescapable...”

Despite difficulties involving distinctions
such as ‘factivalue', 'objective/subjective', and
‘encouragement/imposition’, many people find
utopian eugenics attractive because it seems to
fit snugly with ideals of beneficence. A healthy,
well endowed, gifted, productive society seems
to mean happy individuals and a good life. This
version of eugenics cohabitates well with utilitar-
ian versions of the good, that is, the idea that the
good life or the good society is one in which the
greatest number of people are enabled to be
happy. , ‘

So far | have used the term ‘eugenics as it
eugenics is only a kind of ethical or political the-
ory. That is problematic It can also be used to
describe a certain kind of social trend. There are
overtly material powers at work to create socal
trends, such as economics, involving changing
patterns of community and family. It may be
about affordability, about stress, and about cop-
ing with stigma and lack of support. Thus, on the
one hand, 'eugenics may be used to describe a
kind of ideology, with people looking forward to
scientifically-assisted human evolution or to o
utopian future. But it may also be used to
describe trends of selection that come about
through constraining political circumstances. As
Diane Paul argues, eugenics is not just one
thing? | will assume that eugenics is the sum
total of all the social, political and biological fac
tors that reinforce a deliberate and articulated
policy of support for programs of selective
human reproduction. I do not assume at the out-
set that eugenics is, in itself, either right or
wrong. Some forms of eugenics are dlearly ethi-
cally problematic—for example, forced sterilisa-
tion and involuntary euthanasia-- and other
forms of eugenics, like operations to prevent or
correct defects in-utero are widely accepted.
Eugenics is an ongoing part of medical and
reproductive practice Ethical questions howev-
er do continue, in relation to the prevention’ of
disability and the 'betterment’ of humanity.”

Most people probably will not think much
about eugenics if they eventually participate in
the new eugenics of gene therapy. As | argue
below, already established, but almost forgotten



Taken as having the right to be a kind of
moral law giver, second space advocates often
create an adversarial stance with respect to first
space, whenever these substantive goods are
threatened. Yet the problem within second
space is that these claims often fail to make the
impact intended. Voluntarism is simply not can-
celled out by non-voluntarism. Choice and sub-
stantive goods are not inherently contradictory.
It is not even contradictory to hold the view that
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THIRD MORAL SPACE

something is both good because of a choice and
good independently of the choice. That view is
merely that there may be at least two sources of
the good, volitional and non-volitional. There is
no necessary reason why these should not be
combined. Indeed, the fullest realisation of the
good may sometimes occur when both sources
are realised. The willingness to understand and
assess the combination of these sources of the
good is what gives rise to third space.

Third moral space

B there may be at least two sources of the good, volitional and non-volitional

B the fullest realisation of the good may sometimes occur when both sources

are realised together

B willingness to understand and assess the combination of these sources

So in condusion, today is an opportunity to
try to understand how we might enter into
moral third space. Thank you
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hopes may make the new eugenics of gene thera-
py possible. What will be new, if it indeed occurs,
is not just the technology shaped by a new way of
thinking, but a particular technology that appeals
to old hopes—utopian hopes—not laissez faire
ideologies. Yet, even if what gets people interest-
ed in the technology is utopian, the actual trend
may turn out to be quite laissez faire.

Finding the links between gene therapy,
disability and the new eugenics

Gene therapy can broadly be defined as a
range of therapies involving modification to
aspects of the human genome in order to improve
human prospects. These modifications are divided
into two dasses: somatic cell, and germ-ine cell,
gene therapy. Somatic cell therapy aims to only
make changes in the cells of an individual and
therefore, theoretically at least, no changes are
heritable. Up until this point of time in Australia
(2002) National Health and Medical Research
Council (NHMRC) guidelines prohibit germ-line
cell gene therapy on the grounds that altering the
germrine may produce harmful heritable changes
in future generations.” But there are calls to over-
turn such a prohibition given that social measures
can be used to manage future harms involve gene
therapy. For example Skene and Coady say:

. harmful effects on the choices of
future people can often be mitigated
in various ways. Consider gene thera-
py. If an attempted change in the
human genome proved deleterious,
for example, causing an unwanted
side effect, then that could be "bred
out" by the affected people not bear-
ing biologically related children. We
are not talking of compulsory sterilisa-
tion since this would very probably
occur by choice. *

Given these reassurances, the response from
sutiie people could be: So why should anyone
carry on about eugenics? * Well, anything new
needs to be understood and its relations to past
and future traced out.* But is there something
intherently problematic about the new eugenics? |
daim that at least there are some important con-
cerns that relate in no small measure to the kind

W
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of suggestion made by Skerie and Coady. | dont
believe that concerns about gene therapy can be
simply dismissed by appealing, as they do, to the
efficacy of science and to choice.” Appreciating
these concerns more fully requires two things.
First, to understand how gene therapy as an asser-
tion of the authority of science, reinvigorates an
ancient debate concerning a question of justice.
Second, to understand how the production of the
new eugenics via the interplay between science
and a religious worldview, strengthens a tendency
to eliminate considerations of social justice.

The authority of science and a question of
justice

Early phases of eugenics depended on
mechanical methods that were politically crude
and scientifically ineffective. These have largely
been abandoned. In gene therapy the emphasis is
not, as in Plato, on manipulating people to get the
desired results, but on delving deeply into 'the
meaning of what it is to be human. Genetic sci-
ence is proclaimed as the science of human mean-
ings, having moved on from the science of mecha-
nisms. The gene, quite literally, is language. It is a
storage and transmission unit of information.
Some philosophers of biology, such as Evelyn Fox-
Keller,® understand the phrase the genetic code
as ametaphor. As plausible as this view might be,
it is not the view held by genetic scientists. When
they say ‘the genetic code', they mean quite literal-
ly, genetic information in coded form that can be
utilised in recoding human life..

The idea of finding the code for, and then
recoding human life, inevitably geneticises human
attributes, that is, it makes them appear as if they
are primarily the product, even if not the ‘total
product, of genes.” Negative attributes such as
those involving disability apply potentially to all
people. The critical question that arises at this
juncture is: If all people are potentially disabled,
how is disability to be managed in society? In par-
ticular, on whom is the primary responsibility for
managing disability? This question falls within the
general one of how sodial institutions and individ-
ual people should respond to what can be spoken
of more broadly as the human condition’. Prior to
the 18th century, it was commonly understood
that religion stood at the centre of social institu-
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tions and personal life, through the agency of the-
ology and the church. But this agency came into
disrepute as science asserted itself as the authori-
tative foundation for knowledge and for sodety.
How has this come about?

A common idea is that central biblical doc-
trines have been disproved by science. It has been
assumed that the change has been based on facts,
not values. But, the daimed authority of science
over religion was not a result of scientific discov-
ery, as such. Long before science provided altema-
tives to the creation account, for example, many
biblical doctrines had been rejected by the philo-
sophically literate intellectual elites for reasons
both political and moral. The biblical idea of God,
as interpreted by those elites, seemed to fit with
the notion of a tyrant, whose favours were only
partial, and whose condemnation of those outside
that partiality was total and terrible. Many people
rejected the biblical doctrine of God and of cre-
ation and therefore the biblical account of the
genesis of human life, not because of scientific
flaws, but because it seemed inadequate or
improper or offensive that God should display
favouritism and be so hostile to outsiders. This, in
part, is why there has been, since the 18th centu-
1y, an ‘enlightened’ exodus from this version of
religion.

The subsequent widespread acceptance of
scientific accounts of natural phenomena gave rise
to a belief that there has been a replacement of
religion as "God's domain', by science, as "man's
domain” (sic). In the end, claims Lee M. Silver,
"God's domain vanishes into... nothingness." It is
commonplace that influential writers such as Silver
assume that science has displaced religion by a
combination of good empirical research and
rational argument. According to these writers, the
major ethical objections to genetic engineering
and gene therapy belong within the now discredit-
ed domain of religion or spirituality. Under the
heading, Treading In God's Domain, Silver says:

Genetic engineering has been
attacked on many of the same
grounds used to attack embryo selec-
tion. We hear that it's a dangerous
idea with "eugenic potential' and that
its use will be an assault on the free-

dom and dignity of human beings. ...
We are told that it will discriminate
against the disabled and be unfair to
those who can't afford it ... As is so
often the case with new reproductive
technologies, the real objection lies in
the realm of spirituality, not science.

Silver dismisses the general claim that human
freedom, dignity, and faimess are under threat in
reproductive technologies. His argument depends
on identifying these claims as religious daims that
are extinguished by science and reason. So how
are science and reason supposed by him to pro-
duce this feat? Silver speaks of "the essence of
human life" which "lies within the human mind,
not within the inert molecules of DNA™ He then
06 Of say:

If human minds have the ability to
contemplate and direct changes in the
copies of their own genomes that give
rise to future generations, the human
mind is much more than the genes
that brought it into existence. While
selfish genes do, indeed, control all
other forms of life, master and slave
have switched positions in human
beings, who now have the power not
only to control but to create new
genes for themselves.

Why not seize this power? Why not
control what has been left to chance
inthe past?

The feat then, is based on an assertion of
power and control by those with the strength of
mind and will to seize it. Consistent with
approaches that assert control over nature via the
human mind understood as a rational tool, rather
than acknowledging dependencies upon nature
including tradition and a wide range of relation-
ships, Silver states his allegiances in an ancient
debate concerning how human institutions should
respond to ‘the human condition’. One record of
this debate has come to us from Plato as a conver-
sation between Thrasymachus and Socrates con-
ceming justice. But what is justice? Thrasymachus
insisted that justice was only what is in the inter-
ests of the stronger, whereas Socrates questioned



whether justice could be what the powerful, by
virtue of their power alone, might think is their
interests.” Silver, in identifying with the
Thrasymachean position, decrees® a form of jus-
tice that operates according to the control of the
weak by the strong, and the favouring of a pow-
erful master plan' from which to conduct human
affairs. Gene therapy offers ways to enact such a
master plan. But how would it happen, and what
would this master plan imply for an ethics of the
future?

As earlier stated, gene therapy rests upon
the idea that a 'code’ exists for all the significant
biological and psychological attributes of human
life, and that the therapy is a matter of ‘altering
the code’. Geneticists can thus ‘instruct’ the
developing human being how to develop in dif
ferent or ‘improved’ ways. This is termed the
geneticisation of human attributes.

Geneticisation done, at least partly, via
identification of susceptibility genes for disabili-
ty. The idea of ‘genetic susceptibility though, is
very woolly. We all have genetic susceptibility to
becoming disabled in some way. Some susceptt-
bilities are to inherited diseases; others are fo
acquired disabilities. For example, the fact that
we don't have the genetic makeup to grow
another arm if one is cut off demonstrates the
genetic basis for at least one kind of acquired
disability. Understanding which susceptibilities
to target seems to be an issue. Accidental arm
loss is hardly a serious genetic susceptibility.
What then about serious and fatal diseases such
as Tay Sachs? At a genetic level, the genes for
such diseases as Tay Sachs are present in a much
higher proportion of the population than those
who actually have the disease. These genes
make future generations susceptible to the dis-
ease, but that alone is not enough to warrant
making gene therapy available to its carriers. It
all comes down to a question of risk which can
be calculated according Mendelian genetics. The
risk of Tay Sachs is not high. But as genetic
knowledge increases, more and more suscepti-
bility genes are identified. There are many genet-
ic susceptibilities spread right across the entire
population, most of which taken on their own,
are low risk, but taken all together constitute a
broad spectrum of human vulnerabilities in
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which we all share. On top of Mendelian suscep-
tibilities, there are those genetically predisposed
conditions that only occur in the presence of
particular environmental triggers. It is becoming
better understood, for instance, how industri-
alised lifestyles produce these. We are all there-
fore involved in a complex, woolly story concern-
ing susceptibility genes for disability, either in
receiving them and passing them on in repro-
duction, or in environmental production of their
triggers or both. But—and here's the catch—
advocates for genetic science seem to be
increasingly putting an onus of responsibility for
identifying genetic susceptibilities on those who
reproduce. There is thus an implicit reproduc-
tive bias in targeting susceptibility genes within
genetic medicine. For many people, the idea of
offering gene therapy before or during pregnan-
ay in cases of susceptibility to disease is what
makes genetic medicine so attractive. But it all
seems so far off, realistically, and indeed highly
unlikely as a widespread treatment regime. And
for many people with actual disability, it is not
better genes they want; it is better, more equi-
table environments, as a primary requirement of
social justice® Profound future difficulties there-
fore concern which version of justice is to be
more widely recognised. So then, which?
Intervening with everyone's susceptibility
genes is simply unworkable— scientifically,
socially or econormically. Any therapies on offer
must, therefore, be limited to those who fit into
the 'most likely to yield good results' category.
One approach to gene therapies would demand
a utilitarian framework—the greatest good for
the greatest number. What is the greatest good?
It is, according to science, having a genome with
optimal functional genetic possibilities. What is
the greatest number? It is that number of people
with less than optimal functional genetic possi-
bilities who can be 'serviced' within the cost-ben-
efit calculations available to policy makers. Who
will determine that number? In this neo-liberal
age, it is reasonable to suggest a reference group
of bioscientists, dinical geneticists, and biotech-
nology companies, acting as advisors to govern-
ments. A particularly pertinent observation is
that the social consequences of such determina-
tion would not be within the purview of that
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group of interests to manage. Yet, according to
current managerialist ideas of ethics, managing
future social consequences is not in itself a major
ethical issue. The next bunch of managers can
worry about that. If a technology is shown to be
safe within reasonable determinations of accept-
able risk, and if demonstrated to be beneficial,
then not only is it permissible, but it may well be
obligatory for scientists to develop it, doctors to
use it, and reproductive partners to adopt it.”
Other social consequences, for example, its effect
on daims for social justice for people with disabili-
ty, would not feature as important ethical matters.

Many people may see this as something of a
concern.® Yet this concern may be routinely dis-
missed, through the domination of the
Thrasymachean conception of justice that accords
well with what is developing in genetic science.
We tum next to a consideration of how this con-
ception of justice, as eugenics, may be reinforced
by a cultural interplay between science and reli-
gion.

A eugenic worldview reinforced by an
interplay between science and religion

In the past, eugenics has been opposed as
discriminative. It is not fair, opponents said, that
society should seek to eliminate some people on
the basis of their characteristics. It is not fair that
society only values people with particular human
characteristics that fit a narrow range of social
norms and devalues those with characteristics that
dont fit that range. But advocates for gene therapy
have undercut this avenue of resistance, by
appealing to a different set of ideas that define the
meaning of justice, not as faimess * to all, nor of
making sincere attempts to accept all or most
kinds of difference, but as the scientific attempt to
produce functional uniformity, which implies
asserting ownership over the meaning of being
human. Advocates for gene therapy have
prospects of success in this because of the cultural
embedding of scientific goals in a religious world-
view of a return to the Garden of Eden and the re-
appropriation of religious language by science to
such ends.* Some have already recognised
aspects of this trend, for example as the human
genome project became science's Holy Grail to
unlock the 'secrets of DNA'® Thus whilst religion

may have lost its appeal to many, its ideals have
not. The importance of this code is that it is
claimed to contain the secret of human life with all
its potential for greatness—and its imperfections.

Itis the promise of gene therapy to deal with
human imperfections that connects it with those
older cultural-religious traditions. But it is the rein-
terpretation of religious language within the sc-
ence of genetics—giving an apparently unified the-
oretical superstructure—that makes the connec-
tion potentially so persuasive for many. How is
this possible? At the heart of much Judeo-Christian
tradition in western culture is the doctrine of
inborn human imperfection. In the first biblical
family, Cain killed Abel. Every subsequent genera-
tion was riddled with murders, lies, thefts and
other forms of social disruption. No matter what
any individual did to overcome the tendency, the
following generation was beset by the same. Little
wonder that people began to think of imperfec-
tion as a ‘sinfulness passed down from generation
to generation. In Neo-Darwinian and Mendelian
terms, imperfection is in the genotype that creates
the inter-generational characteristics, not in the
phenotype. Mere moral reform is always pheno-
typical. The problem seems to be in the latent
inherited characteristics at birth. The idea of inher-
ited imperfection paves the way for a religious
foundation for eugenics—the idea of needing to
be 'good at birth.

In the biblical story, Jesus pronounced an era
of ‘new birth. He spoke a cryptic language. Not ...
of the will of the flesh, but of the will of God.' That
which is flesh is flesh. That which is Spirit is Spirit
... You must be bom again"» What does this all
mean? For centuries, the mainstream Church
interpreted the new birth as a spiritual rebirth or a
moral awakening of an individual. But science isn't
mainstream Church, Another meaning has been
around for centuries anyway: Gnosis (knowledge).
How does the idea of gnosis change our account?
The 'spiritual re-birth' is a metaphor for knowl-
edge, for truth, Science is truth. It will set you free.
People, in order to be good at birth, must be the
product of scientific knowledge. Science will
remove the 'bad' genes, the bad information of
inborn imperfection. Through science, humanity
will be reborn. The only remaining conceptual
problem is then to translate the Judeo-Christian



language of morality and spirituality into the lan-
guage of science and of medicine, so that issues
can be dealt with through those agenies. That
project is well in hand. Children are not disobe-
dient to their parents. Its not that they refuse to
fisten. They can' listen because they have ADHD.
The next move is to find the genes and replace
them in the next generation,

The importance of the link between science
and the biblical tradition does not stop at an
interesting conceptual similarity. We have inher-
ited science embedded within a Judeo-Christian
culture, In a post-modern era, many connections
have been broken, but not all of them complete-
ly, and in the case of the new eugenics, the con-
nection between science and religious culture is
re-asserted. It is a connection in which science
still maintains authority. Yet the authority of sci-
ence is remarkably overstated and is philosophi-
cally and ethically very contentious.

Is the authority of science in the new
eugenic worldview ethically supportable?

What writers like Lee M. Silver fail to recog-
nise is that their espoused view of justice is in
the same mould as a theocentric view that has
its roots in history dated over thousands of
years. A deep embedding of this view within the
scientific account not only makes science mean-
ingful to the public, but also provides the conti-
nuity of science with a religious worldview. *
What is so attractive about this view is not only
that it offers hope.* It also gives science a
stronger foothold in a society that has never lost
such religious aspirations.

The acceptance of sdentific agendas as ful-
filling religious hopes poses the same ethical
problem that occurred for 16th Century
Reformed Christianity and then its later counter-
part, secular utilitarianism. * Having accepted
the basic tenets of the idea of justice embedded
in such accounts, there is effectively no practical
role for an ethic that values any struggle towards
or activism involving social justice. The intent
was always to make sure a person was a part of
‘the elect—that number predetermined by God
or, as it came later, nature combined with a
rational process—for whom the good may be
realised. Justice, in this view, is satisfied by divine
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retribution or natural/social selection, not by
opening the doors to all. This form of justice is
not social justice, because it comes at the price
of denying a decent place in society to all.
Equality amongst humans is supposed by it to be
the outcome of this form of justice, not its pre-
requisite. For example, Hughes asserts that
'genetic technology does promise to create a
more equal society in a very basic way: by elimi-
nating congenital sources of illness and disability
that create the most intractable forms of inequal-
ity in society * Thus, equality is the promised
product of the salvific process-something accom-
plished by elimination of apparently
unfavourable differences—that is, ‘bad' genes.
Yet, the very process maintains the normative
discriminative order within society, whilst para-
doxically rejecting the whole social order as the
imperfect now' against which the future is
framed. Presumably we are supposed to ignore
present social inequalities and put our entire
faith in a promised bio-utopia.

The deliberate screening ouit of a considera-
tion of sodial inequalities, however, fosters harm-
ful fllusions. One is that scientifically advanced
societies have already produced the system in
which justice operates. For example Silver, as
well as other writers”, argues that since rich peo-
ple already have the opportunity to enhance the
wellbeing of their children through favourable
education and lifestyles, the potential benefits of
genetic enhancements is not only their right, it is
unstoppable.® The view that the alliance of sci-
ence with the rich is omnicompetent and
beyond any further ethical consideration simply
fosters another illusion-one that some scientists
hold-that they are beyond a public discussion of
ethics. For them, this interrupts the scientific
research agenda.®

Sectors of religion, hostile disability groups
and recalcitrant governments are regarded as
unwelcome impediments to science. But they
are avoidable. Science is unstoppable. Science is
in high demand, if not in one country, then in
another, and scientists are mobile and dedicated
to discovering the usefitlness of the basic con-
stituents of life. This is indicative of a worldview
in which science is attempting, not only to elimi-
nate social justice, but to produce the eugenic
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master plan for human futures embodying a
view of justice as whatever serves the interests
of the strong.

The alternative, for those to whom such a
pathway offers no resistance to elitist political
regimes founded on Darwinian naturalism, is to
start from a just appraisal of the social situation
of all people. A worldview without this appraisal
is highly likely to produce a system based on
convenient lies and political manipulation.
Ultimately, it gives way to a laissez faire regime
in which the fittest and the rich are synonymous
as a distinctly privileged and legitimised social
class.

Conclusion

I have broad-brushed some plausible cultur-
al underpinnings of the new eugenics of gene
therapy. A better alternative to such eugenics
begins as a moral engagement that considers
human vulnerability as socially and systemically
produced rather than as merely genetically pre-
determined. What follows next therefore, is a
procedural recommendation rather than a sub-
stantive one. Advisory panels dominated by the
bioscience establishment and biotechnology
companies need replacing by inclusive public
forums and decision making processes. This
involves the creation and maintenance of what is
referred to as 'moral space’. Peter Isaacs poses
the critical questions that have yet to be
answered:

The way forward in enhancing moral
engagement lies, in no small way, in
creating spaces in which many voices
can be brought together in dialogue
and collaboration. This is a critical
ethical challenge for contemporary
bio-technology and contemporary
society. The challenge is a complex
and imposing one. How do we ethi-
cally inform those who are engaged
in bio-technological practice and how
do we inform those who are exdlud-
ed? How do we create public spaces
within which these voices can meet
and dialogue? How do we shape bio-
technological agendas so that they

are responsive, responsible and inclu-
sive? Furthermore, if there is no inex-
orable movement towards paradise
and technological change is not whol-
ly progress but a movement of gains
and losses, how do we discriminate
between that which we wish to pre-
serve and that which we are quite
happy to cast aside? How, too, do we
balance between benefits and losses?
The most crucial question we face is
this. How can modemn morality, mod-
emn political structures and modern
technological processes continue to be
validated in a post-modem world? ®
Correspondence:

Queensland Advocacy Incorporated G2 Roma St.
Transit Centre, Brisbane, Australia, 4000
dturnbull@mailbox.uq.edu.au
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