GENETIC JACOBINISM
IN THE REPUBLIC OF CHOICE

A shorter version appeared under the title

THE LIMINALITY OF HUMAN REPRODUCTIVE
CLONING OR IN PRAISE OF THE WISDOM OF
REPUGNANCE

‘Key concepts introduced in this version:

Adiapharization — Asymmetry Thesis - genic (trans-
genic) perfectionism - self-eugenics, Mark | Mark fl and
Mark [l eugenics - genstic Fordism, vertical and horizon-
tal — genatechnocapitalism, geng-econemy — homo heter-
archicus, heterarchization — reverse questioning - ratchet
effect of naturalizations, propitiatory naturalization - sec-
and-order or reflexive anthrapagenesis — propaganda of
the technological deed - Platonic Preferentialism,
Heraclitean Preferentialism — Republic of Genetic Choice-
genetic general will of the speciés—safr genetic Jacebinism

In a very recent book, a distinguished
moral philosopher in the U.K., who has
addressed in a systematic fashion major
issues in public affairs and health care, rele-
gates the question of human cloning to the
realm of techne-futurclogy if not techno-fan-
tasy, beyond the purview of ethics and per-
haps of any kind of serious philosephical
reflection, at least for the time being. This is
really odd, because the guestion has been
addressed at some length by philosophers of
morality, of law, of bialogy, of technology, as
well as theologians, for some time. Already in
the 1970s, thinkers of the stature of Hans
Jonas had addressed the great width and
depth of implications as invited contributors
to symposia on the matter, and of course in
the last few years, after the Dolly landmark in
1997, the pace of pertinent publications has

Hermlnio Martins accelerated, and numerous publications and
i.C.S. collections of papers have appeared by seri- B g3
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ous scholars in a variety of disciplines in a
number of countries. Human reproductive
cloning has not yet come to pass, as far as is
known to the world, but there already obtains
a corpus of thoughtfu! writing on the matter,
a well as to be sure much facile even ribald
comment from people who ought to have
known better (by contrast animal cloning,
reproductive or therapeutic, has received little
“formal philosophical attention, and the ethical
or other issues raised by human therapeutic
claning have been overshadowed by those of
reproductive cloning).

Human repraductive cloning {(HRC) is most
obviously assigned to the genus “reproductive
technologies”, or “new reproductive technolo-
pies”, though it surely constitutes a distinct
species within this genus, at the very least. For
it is at least problematical whether the social,
ethical, axiological, metaphysical implications
of this potential new species of human repro-
ductive technolagies can simply be regarded as
perfectly continugus with the previous ar cur-
rent technologies of medically assisted repre-
duction (in vitro fertilization} that have been
implemented so far, and accepted so far, in the
West, involving no solution of continuity of any
substantial sort in any of the areas indicated.
However, it should be noted that conventional
bipethics restricts itself to ethical issues with-
out much if any consideration of total axiologi-
cal or “evaluative metaphysical” implicaticns
regarding especially the status of the human
person and the ontology of persons-in-society: it
is not biophilosophy in a comprehensive sense
which would seem & desirable project in this
area as in every other (a restriction to ethics
narrowly construed could be pretty constricting
just as the restriction to epistemology has
diminished the reach and interest of the philos-

I 1 For the concept of evaluative metaphysics see Nicholas
94

Rescher.

ophy of science for so long). And even as ethics,
conventional bioethics addresses and reflects
on standard liberal Western moral values or a
special package of these as if the liberal West
were its sole canstituency, de facto and de jure:
it does not seek to take seriously, let alone to
learn, from the cultural diversity within the
West {(and within the conscience of individual
Westerners), let alone further afigld, despite the
acknowledged importance of descriptive {not
normative) cultural relativism and the much-
vaunted “conversation of humankind”. It is as if
it had never heard of the “polytheism of val-
ues”, of incommensurabilities and incomparabil-
ities such as a great thinker of contemporary
liberalism, Isaiah Berlin2, constantly addressed,
of aperias, of the trapic sense of life {it is indeed
remarkable how little the incommensurability
problematic, still a troubling issue in the philoso-
phy of science after forty years of discussion,
and much invoked elsewhere, seems to impinge
on bicethics, which might well appear as the
most commensurabilist or commensurabifized of
domains)3. The professianal bias of convention-
al binethics seems to be, when addressing new
technologies, to come to a decision, normally
one of ratification, rather than to spend too
much time clarifying our intuitions, and exhibit-
ing the many-valuedness of moral situations, to
recall the teachings of varied maral traditions,
to bring into purview manifold factors and con-
siderations that tend to be neglected in a tech-
nolegical civilization with its hias towards the
implementation of technologies. Conventional
bioathics has lost all capacity to surprise, it
rather seems like a game with pre-set con-
straints, as it moves to conclude “Yes”, with

2 This point hardly needs emphasis but one might recall “Two
concepts of tiberty” and see a good commentary such as the
one by John Gray.

3 For a range of points of view on the issue of incommensurabiity
in morat philosophy see Incommensurabiiity, incomparability and
practical reason edited by Ruth Chang, Camhridge MA 1997.



more or less emphasis: | am reminded of the
two party-system set up by the Brazilian mili-
tary dictatorship in the 1960s which, according
to the bon mot of the time, consisted of the
party of “Yes!”, and that of “Yes, Sir!".

What we might call the strict subsumption
argument ar perhaps The Perfect Continuity
Thesis in all these areas and overall, held by per-
haps the overwhelming majority of bio-ethicists
and of those geneticists that have expressed an
opinion in print, to judge from published
debates, restricting itseff to conventional
bioethics, and its “"monotheism of values”,
would justify the stance taken by the moral
philosopher we referred to earlier that is, that
HRC need not be addressed afresh in any depth
now (or ever, certainly not after the fait accom-
o). This is because, according to conventional
hioethics (i} we already know basically all there
is to know at least in terms of moral knowledge
about the new human reproductive technolo-
gies; {ii) we already know they are perfectly 0K,
by and large {the gualifications are matters of
detail and circumstance), in terms of moral
appraisal, or, in other words we have already
come to a verdict, and that's final, and {iii) HRC
is just another of these, there being nothing sui
generis about it, in any ethically relevant and
consequential particular.

Now claim {iii), it seems to me, is question-
begging, because whilst there certainly are
obvious positive analogies between HRC and
the older reproductive technologies (RTs), equa-
lly obviously there are some dissimilarities cru-
cially the asexuality of ARC, and whether this
and all the implications and reverberations in
society and the psyche that might spring there-
from {depending partly on how widespread the
practice might become, and indeed the potential
for so spreading), makes an essential or at least
significant differences in the total axiological
situation, is precisely what is at issue. Arguably
the feature of asexuality or biological maono-
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parentality is a novelty of far greater order
involving a biotechnological intervention of far
greater import than any of those invalved in the
human RTs that have become familiar in the
last thirty five years or so. Those who object
will undoubtedly regard the perfect centinuity
thesis as a prime example of the slippery slope:
now it is true that the slippery slope argument
has been used regularly against new technolo-
gies, so much so that its use has been assessed
in this context almost exclusivelys. But it is less
often noticed that advocates of new technolo-
gies and most certainly advocates of human
RTs regularly appeal to the argument that if a
new or prospective technology is continuous
with existing, already accepted one, then it
should certainly be adopted, which is of course
the positive version of the slippery slope argu-
ment (SSA).

Sociologists have often shown how
entranched technologies are so taken for grant-
ed, so backgrounded, so implicated in the fabric
of our daily lives, as to become “naturalized”,
unquestioned, tacitly relied on, unthought about
except intermittently on occasions of break-
down — and then to little effect, if one thinks of
the scale of the social movements that have
sprung from the breakdown of the great “eco-
nomic machines” in great crises. Those who
seek to legitimate technologies to come on the
grounds that they are perfectly continuous with
those already “naturalized” in this sense, or in
the process thereof, seek to bring about, or to
help along, a kind of anticipatary or perhaps pro-
pitiatory naturalization {that seems to be what
much bioethics is about). More generally the
argument seems to be that after a while, sooner
or later, every technology including biotechno-
logical, genoengineering, neurological, will be

4 Gt David Lamb The sifppery sfope : the best text and the only
book exclusively on the topic. It has been much referred to in
texts on fallacies, informal logic and rhetaric.
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“naturalized”, at least in a progressive society.
This principle applies then to technologies
involved directly in what one might call second-
order or reflexive anthropagenesis, the delibera-
te technological modification of the human by
humans, in contradistinction to the technological
maodification, intended or unintended, of the non-
human environment by humans or simple anthro-
pogenesis, regardless of area, level or scope,
permanence, heritability or irreversibility.s

The Central Dogma underlying this type of
argumentation seems to he an Asymmetry
Thesis, that resistance {resistance of any kind)
to technological innovation of any kind is what
calls for explanation and research {and remedia-
tion), nat acceptance per se, and indeed the cul-
tural lag thesis in the sociology of technology
involved precisely this assumption {and some
extent this applied also in the economics of
technology). This has been qualified in regard to
alternative technological options as indicated
by the “OWERTY syndrome” i.e. the differential
acceptance and entrenchment of an inferior
technology and rejection of a superior one,
though the specific example has been gues-
tioned. To my mind what is striking is how such
technological projects have met with so [ittle
opposition given tha staggering character of
what they purport to bring about compared
with the ferocity of the struggles over political
proposals and sacial inventions and the general
animus apainst “socia! engineering” (the increa-
singly widespread practice of genetic engineer-
ing, of human bio-engineering, never seems to
count as “social engineering”, no matter how

-

5 This might be confused with a “reflexive anthropogenesis
which would involve a critical scrutiny of ongaing human-
induced technologically and economically mediated
medification (anthropopenesis) of the environment but by
“reflexive™ here | wish to draw particular attention to the
modification of human beings by human beings through the
instrumentality of advanced technologies of biological
reshaping, particularly genetic and genamic engineering.

widespread, how novel, how unforeseeable in.
its impacts)6. Could it be that the engoing and
emerging technologies of second-oerder or reflex-
ive anthropogenesis will elicit feebler responses
than any surge of technological innovations
since the early phases of the Industrial
Revolution? This at a time when the evidence of
global climate change and of the anthrapogenic
impact on the global climate, contested for so
long within and outside the scientific communi-
ty, is finally coming across to most people...

Maost bioethicists would deny that the slip-
pery slope obtains, on the grounds that there
never is any such overwhelming momentum, irre-
sistible thrust or drift, and hold that we could stop
at any time, in a series of closely related biotech-
nological innovations if and when significant
unwholesome effects were discerned (which
seems more a matter of optimistic faith than of
anything else, backed by a secondary thesis that
remedial technologies for the mitigation ar &limi-
nation of the damage technalogies inflict often
unforeseen can always be found in good time
before large-scale irreversible harm has been done
say to local, regional or planetary ecosystems.
Accarding to this standpoint, for any given tech-
nology N, a subsequent, N+ 1 remedial technole-
gy can always be found, in principle, and in good
time too, to reverse or compensate for the ill
effects that have ensued of any and every kind.
Such staggering claims cannot be vindicated
rationally: though arguments have a role, ulti-
mately these are matters of faith, that in the last
analysis pertain to the theodicy or eschatology of
technology, not to the “public understanding of
science” or “better science education”,

6 The historical semantics of the locution “sacial engineering”
deserves a special study. Popper’s strictures, it will be reca-
lled were against holistic social engineering, not against soci-
al engineering as such, for he was a keen advocate of pie-
cemeal social engineering and democratic  social
reform.indeed, be is till being criticized for his social demo-
cratic predilections associated with his faith in the latter.



A tacit assumption in the {i} and {ii) theses
indicated above is the presumption that once
RTs have been accepted, they are here to stay,

and because we have accepted them, we can .

take it for granted that the question of their
overall axiological configuration, of value and
disvalue, rightness or goodness, need not, or
must not even be raised ever again. At least,
some might add, within what one might call “the
moral present” or the “moral space” of the West,
the tacit boundaries of conventional bioethics
although treated tacitly as what we might call
the total moral ecumene, the field of legitimate
participation in the moral conversation of
humankind: perhaps those who insist or persist
in questioning the validity of the acceptance are
anachronics or outliers, moral aliens. But it is dif-
ficult to see how acceptance of RTs can be
taken as conclusive as far as normative validity
is cancerned {a socialized version of the natural-
istic fallacy} and how acceptance of each new
RT, up to and including HRC, regarded as irre-
versible in fact and in reason and in value, by a
kind of ratchet effect of naturafizations. This is
odd, because according to the principle of the
corrigibility, revisability or “the permanent con-
trol™? of all claims, whether cognitive, method-
ological, theoretical, evaluative, subscribed to in
Popperian or other critical rationalist terms, it
could not be ruled out that in the light of subse-
guent experience with the field of operation, and
other inputs e.g. of theoretical reflection with or
akout RATs or other emerging, broader or fuller
contexts of appraisal we might come to recon-
sider and reassess what had been accepted fin a
manner analogous to the proceedings of the
hypothetico-deductive method or the procedure
known as the “wide reflective equilibrium”,
though this leans perhaps towards excessive
conservatism unlike the Popperian falsifi-

7 Onthe “principle of permanent control” see Felix Kaufmann
The methadglagy of the social sciences.
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cationist version of the former). Reappraisals of
the human past, not least of the recent past, in
analytical, explanatory or evaluative fashion are
the very stuff of cultural modernity: there is no
reason to exempt current, accepted, even
entrenched, technologies from reconsideration
and reappraisal, in the fight of their unfolding
impacts, not least ecological and human-biologi-
cal, and of better knowledge and understanding
of these. We have after all come to cut down on
the use of pesticides in the light of their myriad
unintended biocidal and ecocidal effects, the
constant X-ray testing especially of children that
was current, unquestioned, mandatory practice
for decades has been discontinued, the practice
of lobotomy so enthusiastically endorsed for
some time rejected, and other examples of
acclaimed and widely used technologies being
sharply reduced or discontinued altogether (of
course even now there are those who demand
mare use of pesticides, etc.).

In an increasingly hyper-technological soci-
ety we are becoming the nodal peints for the
intersection of multiple technologies and tech-
nological systems which through universal digi-
talization and informatization are increasingly
interconvertible, both amongst themselves, and
in and through us, despite our perhaps irre-
deemable partially analog nature, where in a
pluralist society we had become the nodes for
the intersection of multiple non-concentric
social groups or circles®. Participation in a web
of non-concentric, only partly overlapping,
group affiliations was supposed to be a major
factor in fostering the emancipation of the per-
son. Whether location in cyberspace and in
technological networks increasingly integrated
may conduce to emancipation is arguable, for
the person that could stand for the homo

8 A thesis advanced by Simmel, notably in the text translated
decades ago as “the web [sic] of group affiliations™ and
restated by Bouglé in Les iddes dgaitaires.
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aequalis and partaking of varied intersecting
groups found privacy and achieved maoral auton-
omy, may not carry over as a node in universal
digitalization and reticularization: perhaps the
new type of human being the metonym of inter-
secting, criss-crossing, hyperlinked technologi-
cal systems will take shape as a homo heterar-
chicus the focus of networking and the
networking of networking and so on to any
degree. The propaganda that apotheosizes the
Information Age as a universal solvent of hier-
archies of all kinds, much more effective and
far-reaching even than political revolutions of
classical liberal individuatism of homo aequalis
and the techno-economic changes of earlier
ages of industrialism, would imply that the pro-
motion of reticularity and omnilaterality would
be optimific, and conducive to all good things,
but can Kantian-type moral and intellectual
autonomy he reinstated, even as an ideal, under
these circumstances, or would the slogan of
“heterarchy” stand euphemistically for heteron-
omy, if no longer in the organic, hierarchical
community, or the 20th ¢. crowd? but in an on
fine virtual community?'¢ Qur three ages of a

8 3. Maoscovici L'Aga des Foules; far the mild version see David
Riesman The lonely crowd.

10 We have coined this neofogism, Homo heterarchicus, in order,
in part, to pay homage to Warren McCullach, a key pioneer
of the Cybernetic Age, for it was he who advanced the
concept of “heterarchy” in his famaus studies of neural nets.
But also in part to provide a counterpoint to some key macro-
saciological concepts advanced in the comparative study of
civilizations. The concept of home hierarchicus was
formulated by Lovis Dumont in his major studies of the Hindu
caste system and utilized by him in his studies of a number
of currents of European thought. His book on the social
pntolopical presuppositions of Western individualism was
entitled in the original Hore aequalis (the English translation
of this book uses a different title}. Curiously the modern type
of character-structure in the West that David Riesman
delineated as other-directed, succeeding the Calvinist
conscience of the inner-directed person was partly explicated
in terms of a technological metaphor supplied by none other
than the theorist of Oriental Despotism, K. Wittfogel, that of
radar, which presumably was supposed to be switched on
most of the time {the inner-directed, conscience-driven or

cybernetic historiosophy would then be (1} the
Age of Hierarchy (homo hierarchicus) of embed-
dedness in concentric organic and concrete
communities, (2) the Age of Equality {homo
aequalis) and the Abstract Society, moral indi-
vidualism, and rational autenomous peers in
non-concentric social circles, and finally {3) the
emerging Age of permanent inclusive on-line
Heterarchy {homa heterarchicus), with e-sci-
ence, e-philosophy, cyber-sex, and so on, within
its electronic quasi-concrete “virtual communi-
ties”. To be sure the process of heterarchization
is only incipient, for not everyone is on-line alf
the time with egual competence and receptivity,
not every artefact has been interconnected by
Bluetoath technology, not all technolagies have
been informatized and digitalized, and it will
take time for the heterarchic mode of being to
become fully “naturalized”, despite all the incan-
tations already in process of propitiatory natu-
ralization, indulged by enthusiastic virtualizers.

But we don't in effect even in this kind of
society just go on extending accepted technolo-
gies and arguing from their acceptance that
analogous ones though perhaps more sophisti-
cated or potent are therefore to be accepted
likewise: sometimes we have gone back and
rejected technologies that had become widely
used and indeed to some extent because they
had been widely used and used as in the case of
the grotesquely massive and ever-growing uti-
lization of pesticides in all sorts of ecosystems
and agrarian systems so that the damage had
reached global proportions and even insofar as

self.steering man was depicted in terms of another new-
fangled technological metaphos, that of the gyroscope,
another, older cybemetic mechanisml. From continuous
altention to the radar screen and gearing oneself to its
indications in the ever-changing presentation and re-
presentation of the self in daily life (Goffmanesque Man
seems to proceed in this fashion) is not such a leap 1o being
pn-ling and living on its terms, involving fuller and more vivid
screens {soon to surround us everywherel, and abundant
fnstant unceasing infermation on all sorts of predicates.



it is not irreversible calling for the utmaost
efforts of restoration ecology!! We are surely
capable of learning from experience {and that
includes maturing self-reflection) and coming to
see the impact of certain technologies and bio-
medical practices in a new light, with an appre-
ciation not only of past and current impacts, but
also on future generations, a moral categary
which has become more salient owing to a con-
siderable extent to technolopical change,
whether directly or indirectly. Though this
extension of the maral horizon far technological
appraisal has been questioned by some moral
philosophers (how can unspecifiable individuals
have interests, or claims? can we possitly awe
any duties to posterity?) it seems well-founded.

We don't just proceed then from hitherto
accepted practices such as the RTs that have
become established or even “naturalized”
though never uncontested by some currents of
opinion even in the West in the last twenty or
thirty years or so {ad what a short period that
is in the history of hamo sapiens sapiens) to the
consequential acceptance of a new RT, to be
added to the existing repertoire because previ-
ous ones have hecome established (an astonish-
ingly straight, direct linear inference, drawn
sometimes by the very scholars wha pay lip ser-
vice to the coherentist, allegedly non-linear
“wide reflective equilibrium” of Rawls-
Daniels'2: what is “wide” about this type of
inference with its single input of precedence ?).

11 What an economist has called “reverse serendipity”, giving
as an example the late discovery —or rather fate pubtic
denunciaticn and in this sense fale public discovery- of the
adverse and often disastrous effects of pesticides on
untargeted animals and humans atter decades of massive
and ever-expanding use throughout the world {Douglas Dowd
The waste of nations - dysfunction in the world economy
Boulder Co 1988, p. 83. But simitarly we might speak of
reverse moral serendipity when practices, not necessarily
technological, are reappraised in the light of experience and
reflection.

Y2 pdverted in A theory of justice it has been developed by
Norman Daniels in 2 number of papers collected in.
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Just as in our individual and collective lives we
may come to see the past in a new way {though
some might claim that repentance, remorse,
guilt, expiation and the like no longer have a
place or just a very restricted hold in our current
ethico-political scheme by which Protean Man
and Protean Woman live, in which responsibility
for the past selves counts for so little, with few
exceptions) so too in the appraisal of technolo-
gies we can also come to see the glorious
recent past in a new way and not the present
as but an extension of a presumptively valuable
or even self-justifying reperteire. That indeed
would be to participate in to condone what we
have called the ratchet effect of naturalizations
with na end in sight nat only for RTs of any and
avery kind but for the whole project of unceas-
ing second-order anthropogenesis. But there
can be and there ought to be retrospective
retransmission of disvalue or invalidation just as
for the extensionalists there is a presumption of
transmission of value and validity from the cur-
rently or recently accepted to the presumptive-
ly analogous emerging or projected big-, genetic
or reprogenetic or other biotechnology or RT.
This kind of argument affords a nice and easy
way to deproblematize and neutralize alf the
putative value-laden, prefanation-seeming impli-
cations of technological novelties that folk
ethics, common sense moral intuitions or gut-
feelings, or religions may find, as is surely the
case with HRC, very disturbing. But then tech-
nological innovation, not least with respect to
human reproduction, can only proceed by con-
stant adiaphorization'3, even desacralization or
denuminization of previously value-charged
fields of human life and social practice, even
strongly so: that was the case with modern

13 Adiaphorization might be called stramg naturalization
inasmuch as it implies not only acceptance or taken-for-
grantedness but the voiding of value-implications, or valve-
stakes, the neutralization of what been charged with sacred
connotations, reason encugh for hitter disputes.
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capitalism as Carl Schmitt pointed out in his
account of successive neutralizations in the
West (in the domains of religion where the term
adiaphoron came into wider currency, of the
economy, and of politics) and Schumpeter who
saw the same modern capitalism, not science,
as the destroyer of the pre-logical mentality of
mystical participation’s. One might even say
that these processes enable technological inno-
vatien as much as knowledge and experimenta-
tion, though this process of neutralization can
be partiaily reversed, as the example of animal
rights protests and the shift in moral sensibility
towards animal pain and suffering of the last
two decades shows: not an inconsequential
matter taking into account not only barbaric
farming practices but also the yearly use of
hundreds of thousands of laboratory animals,
and the ongoing disputes over “genetically mod-
ified organisms” (GMOs), whose deployment is
being pushed by the government in the UK
against public opinion (not just “technology-
push” or “corporation-push”, but “state-push”
also paving the way: it is not just nature that
has got to be overcome). What we have called
the ratchet effect of naturalizations or of
acceptance/validation for every consecutive
emerging technology which HRC defenders pro-
minently appeal to as a knock-down argument
{whilst at the same time vociferously denying
any commitment to technological determinism,
would only ensure an unlearning, unself-critical,
self-satisfied canservatism sacrificing the open-
ness of the future (so prized by liberals, and
quite rightly) ta the alleged necessity of an une-
xamined, taken-for-pranted even triumphalisti-
cally praclaimed recent past.

The eugenic movement which flourished
throughout the West between the 1880s and
the 1940s advocated and worked strenuously
towards major shifts in the reproductive prac-

100 l Y In his book Capitalism, socialism and democracy NY 1942,

tices and institutions. It was driven by a sense
of urgency in the belief that genetic “stocks”
ethnic, national, class-wise, perhaps the
species itself were deteriorating steadily {there
was for example much concern in the 1930s
aver the alleged decline of measured national
intelligence in the UK}, and this dysganic mas-
ter trend hypothesis that our societies are not
only genetically sick but genetically deteriorat-
ing (a kind of Marx-like directional law or trend
of genetic “immiseration” under capitalism),
continues to be reiterated for instance quite
recently by one of the most brilliant evolution-
ary theorist of our time W. D. Hamilton'e. This
classical or Mark | type of eugenics envisaged
essentially, faute de mieux, changes in repro-
ductive institutions, the laws, regulations and
customs concerning who shoeuld be allowed to
praocreate, who sheuld marry whom, wha should
be encouraged to have progeny, etc.. they
diverged as to the relative weight of the sccial
mechanisms, state coercion and suasive agen-
cies (education, propaganda) that should be
deployed in relation to what social strata {even
in democratic countries such as Scandinavian
nations and in some states of the USA, prison-
ers and those confined to asylums were
favourite target populations for compulsory
sterilization and even castration, if not (invelun-

5 In recent years the “Flynn effect” has been reported, This
effect consists in the steady increase in measured
intelligence aver the last decades: the more people watch
television, the cleverer they get! However spurious this effect
may be, at least this 10 inflation has stopped geneticists’
concern over the issue of diminishing {measured) intelligence.
The history of measured intelligence does seem a histery of
tmis-measures, as S.J. Gould put it.

16 This appears in the second volume of his posthumously
coltected papers. H. J. Muller put this point as the “ratchet
effect” of deleterious mutations. He campaigned for mary
years against aver-ground atomic tests on the grounds that
they were increasing the load of these mutations
unnecessasily and dangerously, which partly explains the title
of his biography Genes, radiation and society: the life and
work of H. J. Muller by E. A. Carlson {Ithaca NY, 1986).



tary) euthanasia, as measures of caercive nega-
tive eugenics, practices that went on in some
cases until the 1870s).17 They also diverged on
the relative emphasis to be given on “negative
eugenics”, the remediation and prevention of
dysgeny and on “positive eugenics” to foster
genetic improvement in successive generations
producing ever-higher average human types fin
physical, intellectual and moral terms) in the
happily eugenicized populations. Basically the
general tendency was to envisage negative
eugenics as coercive, relying on the powers of
the State to enforce sterilizatian of various cat-
egories such as the mentally deficient {a bill
was put to the British Parliament to this effect,
but was soundly defeated), as much or more
than persuasive, and positive eugenics as
entirely persuasive (with the aid of taxation per-
haps).18

However if not the first, at least one of the
first texts by a biologist at any rate to envisage
not merely changes in reproductive institutions
but in reproductive technologies on a scientific
basis, drawing on the findings of genetics,

17 Calls for compulsory steritization of certain sacial categories
defined in psychiatric or fegal terms have been made in
recent years by some minor public figures in the West partly
on the fiscal grounds that the welfare state cannot cope with
their progeny (this fiscal argument was also a standard Nazi
argument). It has been afleged that a quarter of a million
Indians were ceercively sterilized in Peru under the
Presidency of Fujimori which, if substantially true, would
constitute the largest populatien to be subjected to this since
1945,

18 Even Keynes subscribed at east for part of his life, to an
eugenic creed, with clear racist views, and sympathized with
coercive negative eugenics, though he published little directly
on these themes. This unpleasant matter has been very fully
discussed with extensive examination of unpublished texts in
the recent book by John Toye. No doubt sarme will see a deep
connexion between this stance and his other mare public
doctrines on ecenomic policy though this would seem to me
far-fetched and lapsing into a clear-cut form of what used to
be called (indeed has been called for the last hunbdred years
or sof"the genetic {allacy” which, like “the ecological fallacy™
in social analysis probably needs to be renamed to avoid
confusion.

Genetic Jacobinism in the republic of choice I

embryology and biochemistry, for the better-
ment of the species, was the geneticist, mathe-
matical evolutionary theorist and polymath,
was J. B. S. Haldane's pamphlet Dasdalus or
the science of the future, published in 192218,
Now this pamphlet is no mere historical curiosi-
ty, inasmuch as it had an immediate impact an
the chattering classes (it was reprinted many
times in the next few years). Amongst notable
responses that ensued over the next five years
or 50 in the U.K. we may note the following: it
drew the interest of one of the first women
fournalists in Britain who went on to write a sci-
ence fiction novel inspired by the problematic
(recently reprinted and discussed by feminist
scholars) and to marry the author, triggered a
response in the form of a pamphlet entitled
Icarus or the future of science {the very fitle
indicates that it was meant as a counterblast to
Haldane’s),20 later developed into a full-fledged
bhook, by no less a figure as Bertrand Russell?!,

19 The American geneticist H.J. Muller was working on similar
lines and wrote an essay on this theme in 1825 which he did
not publish at the time, but appears in his Jut of the night: 2
hiologist’s view of the future London 1936 (much praised by
Haldane, who had also hecome a Marxist by that tima).

20 1t will be recalled that Icarus was the son of Daedalus.

21 The boak in question was The scientific outiook, published in
1931, a harsh critique of scientific projects of large-scate,
thoroughgoing societal transformation through industrial,
biotechnological, and psychological technigues or some
combination thereof, and to some extent a devastating
critiqgue of contempoerary science itself, not anly as
compromised in these specific projects, but mare widely,
inasmuch as it may involve “power-thought” or “power-
knowledge” (the very expressions he coined, long before the
immensely quoted Foucault, not to mention critical
philosophers of techrolopyl, rather than knowledge for the
sake of truth, out of the lave of the workd. In the first post-
war reprint, in 1949, Russell noted the similarity of themes in
Huxtey's novel and his own book, teincidentally published in
the same year. This work was reprinted again, in paperback,
this year, as part of a project of reprinting a number of the
works of the auther. The flavour of Russeli's argument may
be conveyed by the following quote: “Science in its
beginnings was due to men who were in love with the world.
[...] They were men of Titanic passionate intellect, and from
the intensity of their intellectual passion the whale movement
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and was one of the major influences on Aldous
Huxley whose novel Brave New World, also pub-
lished in 1831, addressed the role of reproduc-
tive technologies especially ectogenesis (the
entire reproductive process from fertilization to
birth being carried out outside any human body)
which Haldane had envisaged, and the factory
production of fungible, interchangeable, geneti-
cally identical human beings {though not
“clones” in the precise contemporary technical
sense in that they were not produced by
“somatic cell nuclear transfer”, and of course
they were co-natal, unlike cloned and clonees
today, who belong to differern generations) by
a kind of genetic Fordism?? as well as psycho-
logical, psychotropic and social ones in a scien-
tifically planned society.

Haldane's little book was significant in
stressing perhaps for the first time the new role
of biological inventions in shaping human soci-
ety, the role of biotechnological mnovations
would be playing not only for the fundamentals
of animal husbandry, agriculture, public health
and nutrition {when conventional thinking about
the future of the economy was still geared to
physical and chemical inventions in both peace
and war, and indeed the First World War has
been characterized as a chemists” war and the
Second World War as a physicists’ war), but
also more directly and intimately for the basic

of the modern world has sprung. But step by step, as science
fas developed, the impulse of love which gave it birth has
been increasingly thwarted, while the impuise of power,
which was at first a mere camp-follower, has gradually
usurped command in virtue of its unforaseen success.
{.)Thus science has more and mare substituted power-
knowledge for love-knowledge, and as this substitution
becomes completed science tends more and more to become
sadistic” (op. cit., pp. 270-3).

22 |t might be called “horizontal genetic Fardism” being the
production of a multitude of genetitally identical human
beings at a given time. The techniques of human reproductive
cloning would enable a kind of potential “vertical genetic
Fardism”, the production of any number of genetic copies of
a given protatype over time in Successive genesations.

structures of human reproduction. Though he
missed the mark in expecting ectogenesis to
come any time soon and represent the major RT
in the biologically informed society, one could
argue that HRC is the "next best thing” to ecto-
genesis, inasmuch as it constitutes in any case
a radical departure in the basic form of human
reproduction from the inception of the species if
not since the inception of sexual beings in the
history of life (accomplished first with Dolly). It
should be noted that he saw the coming age of
biolegical inventions not merely as biologically
beneficial for individuals or for the species, but
also as happily scandalous, pre-eminently moral-
ly and intellectually purgative, particularly in its
“demonstration effects” undermining religion,
the authority of priests and of received moral
and legal codes regarding sexuality {from which
he suffered personally and professionally), liber-
ating the whole realm of human sexuality and
reproduction from the extant conventional non-
technological constraints. It would liberate as it
were the forces or means (the new technalo-
gies) of reproduction from the extant social rela-
tions {i.e. the moral, legal or religious frame-
work) of reproduction, separating not only sex
from repraduction but also reproduction from
sexual activity, if not in the then unforeseen
HRC, at least possibly in parthenogenesis ar
ectogenesis, and both sexual reproduction and
sexual activity in general from legal compul-
sions, at least beyond some absolute minimum23

23 The Marxist terminology is not accidental here, for Haldane
was formally converted to Marxism in 1936, was for many
years a member of the British Communist Party and wrote on
the Marxist philosephy of the sciences.The geneticist and
eugenist H. J. Mufler, who took his Marxism seriously enough
to go and work in the Soviet Union for a number of years,
used this terminology of forces and relatiens of reproduction.
Regarding the separation af sex from repraduction and vice-
versa, Baudrillard commented somewhere that we have
maved from situation in the 19605 when the maximum of sex
with the minimum of reproduction was all the rage, to a
situatian in which we seek to combine the minimum of sex



For our bhiologist these hiological inventions
would act, as was said of the telescope in the
1gth c., as “moral artillery” to blow up the spir-
itual heavens, though Haldane went an to live
and work in India {partly because it was a neu-
tral country in the Cold War), expressing sym-
pathy with the Hindu way of life: vive la differ-
énce, the plurality of civilizations!

Like many other technological innovations
HRC will not be brought about by market-pull,
let afone by the press or call of human need: if
anything, it will be a matter of technolopy-push,
or the drive to realize what may be technologi-
cally possible as such, and the credit, fame or
notoriety accruing thereby to the first in the
race, while justifications of other sorts can
always be found aplenty after the event, even
perhaps a market rationale, legal endorsement
ot non-prosecution as we have seen in previous
new RTs. Thus what might be called “the pro-
paganda of the technological deed” has been
more successful, more widespread, more con-
doned and more contagious than the tactics of
the political “propaganda of the deed” adopted
by the anarchists in the late 19t c. In the case
of cloning of pets —so to speak “members of the
family” some effective demand has already
been expressed, and down-payments have
already been made to at least one company in
the US, hut so far no deliveries have been
reported: it appears to be a perverse conspiracy
of circumstance that the bulk of the animal
species indulgad as pets by humans today are
not amongst the most easily cloneable species.
Nevertheless, the prospects of HRC must be
seen within the structural-historical context of
“techno-capitalism” {in which technological
change has become recognized as the motor of

with the maximum of reproduction. The very abolition of sex,
half-entertained by some utopians of the 18th ang 1gth
centuries, as a follow-up to the termination of reproductive
sex, has reappeared in the agenda of some sociotechnical
cybnerneticians.

Genetic Jacobinism in the republic of choice I

economic growth surpassing the other factors

that have hitherto concurred with equal or com-

parable weight], soon to incorporate perhaps as
an important sub-sector a genatechnocapitafism
as techno-biological innovation has become a
salient area of academic-industrial science cap-
italism or what | have called elsewhere “the
techno-science of commodities” {and since the
production of commodities is alse the produc-
tion of discommadities, it is alse the techno-
science of discommedities). This surge involves

the current explosion of genetic and genomic

information and information-processing capabil-

- ities induced by the race of the Human Genome

Project {accelerated even mare form outside the
original community by the likes of Celeron), the

commodification of epistemic things in genetics

and biotechnology, the thrust of genetic engi-
neering in all its phases including not only
somatic (somatic gene therapy has turned out a
great disappointment, though this may be
changing) but also germline genomic engineer-
ing, the emerging global genetic market {cer-

tainly in animal and plant genes, though the cal-
lapse of the Human Genome Diversity Project
shows how much resistance there is to the idea
of a potential global human genetic market, a
resistance which seems to have taken the
pgeneticists involved completely by surprise) and
the ever-expanding market for genetic services
of varied sorts.

What has come into being is what may be

called Mark Il eugenics satisfying the following
criteria which differentiate it from classical or
Mark I eugenics which flourished between the

1880s and the 1940s:

® mobilizing the more recently developed tech-

nologies of genetic engineering not available
in the epoch of Mark | eugenics, rather than
aiming at changing social institutions and reg-
ulations directly as its prime instrumentality;

* It does not appeal formally and directly to the

state, though presupposing state consent for l 103
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genetic modification of persons ex ante ar ex
past, in a culture of rights24 which will inclu-
de genetic rights, rights discourse being virtu-
ally the supreme moral idiom of the epoch (of
course rights will have to be enforced by the
State against moral minorities or perhaps
even majorities). By contrast, Mark | eugenics
strassed above all positive and negative
duties and obligations, the reproductive
duties of parents to their children (including
the duty not to procreate in cases of heredi-
tary illness), and of prospective parents to
their country and its future in a competitive
world, and of all {including the State} to
future generations, duties and obligations
which would have been normally construed
as of supererogation, but which the Mark |
eugenicists would want to make strict duties
and as far as possible legally enforceable as
well as backed by enlightened public apinion.
It cannot be said that they were reluctant in
this for they were enthusiastic propagandists
even resorting to the medium of films to get
their message across, though they were also
keen if not keener to do accomplish {macro}
eugenic tasks from above?s;

24

25

For Nozick, who advocates a kind of strong culture of rights,
rights are invulnerable so presumably the rights to take part
in what he called the genetic supermarket are also
invulnerable.

A leading American geneticist taking part in a Congress in
Rome took the oppartunity to write to Mussolini, another,
eventually a Nokel Prize winner (H.J. Muller), then living in
the Saviet Union, wrote a letter to Stalin, Hitler did not wait
to be waitten to, though in any case he was cengratulated by
some American geneticistsfeugenists. Muller’s [etter to
Stalin usged him to set in motion a vast programme of
positive eugenics to encourage the reproduction of superior
people now that class privileges and social inequality no
longer cbfuscated true inborn su‘periurily, and advance the
progress of socialism hiolagically, increasing its comparative
advantage over capitalism in a distinctive way, barred, he
thought, to capitalism. He did not get a reply. After he
returned to the US, he was instrumental in setting up perhaps
the first sperm hank the denors being Nobel Prize winners {as
he was) and the like, so capitalism at any rate did prove
somewhat receptive to his plans to encourage the genetic

* not targeting in general, at any rate not for-

mally, special social strata, or other collec-
tives (no reference to race or ethnicity as the
suitable subjects of genetic improvement) and
thus deserving to be called micro-eugenics or
individualist eugenics, legitimated by the lan-
guage of individual rights and of personal
choice, irn a climate of increasing geneticiza-
tion of our self-understanding and self-expla-
nation .“Our fate is not in the stars but in our
genes”, but whilst we could not change the
stars in the framework of “astro-biology”<®,
now we can change our genes —at a price,
with the right technology- and therefara our
fate {though perhaps the word “destiny”
would have been more fitting in this context);

» market orientation: it serves the new market

for high-tech genetic or reproductive services
that has emerged and developed in increas-
ingly sophisticated ways in the last thirty
years, in conformity with the market ideology
of the Republic of Choice, which is attaining,
given the conjunction of the ideology and the
technologies, perhaps its last and highest
stage as a Republic of Genetic Choice;

& the macro-outcomes in the reshaping of at

least national society, as a result of multifar-
jous micro-eugenic, genetic interventions in
individuals and families, or the possible nega-

upgrading of the country. It was however a far cry fram this
sperm bank and even all the others that have been set upin
the US since then put together, and his extraordinary vision
of further improving a socialist society (which he had
regarded as a necessary starting-point and the only sound
social and economic basis for his biological programme)
eugenically to secure “genius” level for everybody within a
few penerations -and that, he stressed, would not be the
end-state by any means. This visicn was set forth in his book
Out of the night - a biologist’s view of the future London
1936. The hook was published by the Left Book Club it was
obviously seen as a kind of Left Eugenics- and in the blurb his
tellow-geneticist and fellow-Marxist Haldane stated that if
Mullers proposals were adopted, the results would be as
important as those of the Industrial Revolution.
26 Reng Berthelot.



tive “pxternalities” of such geno-economic
activities, appear deemed to be beyond its
purview, or indeed anyhody's, whilst they
were the clear public target, and indeed the
chief aim, of Mark | macro-eugenics.

Reprogenetics?” or germline genomic
engineering encompasses what used to be
called negative and positive eugenics, includ-
ing therefore enhancement perhaps the
indefinite enhancement of every guality and
attribute, physical or mental, of human
beings with some kind of genetic basis,
which can be compounded or reinforced even
within a litespan by activation or replace-
ment of the “superalleles” installed in the
pre-natally genetically improved subjects, so
as to upgrade her or him genetically within
his or her {ifetime over and over again...
Insofar as genetic improvement can now in
principle at any rate take place in the indi-
vidual’s life-time in those who request and
pay for it, we have now reached the stage in
which self-eugenics, the genetic improve-
ment of one's natural capital or natural
assets, the project of natural capital aceu-
mulation of the genetic self, of revising one’s
genetic biography, or extending one’s genet-
ic curriculum vitae, may hecome possible
{Sartrean existentialism never imagined this
type of self-reinvention, which must surely
count as inauthentic by its criteria). The
emergence of self-eugenics would make for a
further differentia for Mark Il eugenics, ar
shall we call it Mark 11l eugenics?

All this of course in addition to the other
techniques of euphenics, not only the correc-
tion of disfigurements but alsc the improve-
ment of one’s phenotype, especially the
enhancement of one's looks, through such
means as cosmetic surgery, which has been

27 A term coined by Lee Silver, an enthusiastic advocate thereof,
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typically individualistic from the beginning, nei-
ther aiming at social change nor part of social
programmes?8. Nevertheless, waves of euphe-
nic fashion and the pressures on both females
and males in some age-cohorts for such inter-
ventions, given their increased availability,
safety and sophistication and the extension of
the legal market for euphenic services, may

bring about not insignificant social outcomes.

Some have already expressed concern that the
potential Republic of Euphenic Choice may
bring about not so much a freedem of looks as
a kind of “MacDonaldization of looks” {though
technological optimists, as is their wont, might
well characterize such a situation in a quite dif-
ferent way, say, as one of the elimination of
ugliness, the opportunity for the exercise of
self-choice and the rise and rise of facial,
euphenic standardsf}.

Now like every other technology that has
come into play in human societies, including
biotechnologies, HRC is likely to interact with
these technological developments under the
press of marketization and commodification of
genes, organs and body parts ("the universal
body shop”), and assisted reproduction ser-
vices, and the moral climate associated with
these trends. To appraise it solely in terms of
the “preferences” of the to-be-cloned seems

28 The novelist 1. P. Hartley, better known for his other works,
published what one may call, despite the oxymoranic ring, an
euphenic dystopias, a rare instance of this little frequented
minor genre, entitled Facial Justice {Londen 1960): reacting
against the egalitarian ethos of British society in the Labour
Government years of 1945.51, he pictured a society in which
looks are standardized by compulsory surgical interventions,
so that no one need suffer from being ugly and no one need
be envied or admired for being beautiful, the ideology being
that one’s looks are totally unmerited, and yet the
distribution of foaks is very inegalitarian, and therefore calis
for carrection, just as other unjustifiable inequalities have to
be corrected as amatter of social justice fhence “facial
justice”}. The novelist probably imagined that this kind of
intervention would never become widely available or widely
desired.
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quite unrealistic, quite apart from the fact that,
despite numerous disclaimers, there obtains a
strong proclivity in econemorphic mades of rea-
soning to imply that they may be taken to be
determinate, given, fixed, imperious, self-con-
tained, consistent or transitive, connected and
complete, an ensemble of properties that might
be called the ideal type of Platonic Preferen-
tialism, favoured at one time by neoclassical
economists of the Chicago variety. Note though
that this dogma was always rejected by the
Austrian variety of neo-lieral economics which
leans towards a Heraclitean Preferentialism,
with preferences always changing from situa-
tion to situation, never complete, or necessarily
transitive, or well-defined, though both sub-
scribe to the dogma of the Absolute Individual
and the Sovereign Consumer?. Now the
Sovereign Consumer feels entitled to access the
market for genes, as any ather market, the mar-
ket for genetic therapy, the market for “genetic
capital” for self, and especially for correcting
and enhancing the genetic resource endowment
for progeny, this presumahly being repeated in
generation after generation, a process of genet-
ic capital accumulation without definite pre-
dictable limits in which Genetic Capitalism may
advance.

The project of HRC appears to embody the
conjunction {in some ways rather uneasy) of
two great dreams, one very, very old, the other
having more recently come to the fore: the
dream of the Perfect Copy and the dream of the
Perfect Baby, combined in the Perfect Being.
Though in an age of mutabilism or pan-fluxion-
ism, it is likely to yield to the more compelling
vision of the ever mare perfectible being though
it may coexist with it in the pluralistic Republic
of Genetic Choice that is emerging {of course it

29 See for instance my two-part paper on “Risk and uncertain-
ty" in Episteme-Revista da Universidade Téeoica de Lishoa
vol. 1.

can harness other motivations, draw on other
dreams, and in accordance with the principle of
the heterogony of ends, it is likely to). It is one,
but only one, of the many ways in which what
we may call genic {or trans-genic) perfection-
ism, perhaps the single most salient, most
appealing, most credible mode of perfectionism
in the West today after the discredit of all other
radical social and political versions, heir to all
the ruined visions of radical and enduring impro-
vement of human beings, is evolving®. Perhaps
we have not really learnt to live without illu-
sions of omnipotence and intra-human redemp-
tion as all the sages have taught us, if we clea-
ve to genic or trans-genic perfectionism or any
other kind of perfectionism as our royal road
out of aur miseries. It is a perfectionism geared
to individuals and individual choices, suited to
an age of atomistic individualism: prima facie, it
hardly seems consenant with the interests or
affinities of hemo heterarchicus, though both
partake of digital information technologies as
instruments. Technologically induced self-trans-
formation, second-order or reflexive anthropo-
genesis writ small and piecemeal in the manner
of genomic engineering, seems the way ahead
under these circumstances.

Folk reactions to the prospects of HRC have
been of great concern, even repugnance, mixed
perhaps with a sense of resignation. The con-
cern and the repugnance appear to be eminent-
ly sound and | entirely concur with the extraar-
dinarily eloguent and insightful paper by Leon
Kass entitled “The wisdom of repugnance” on
this and other matters3!. What ahout the resip:

30 On the history and critique of the idea of human perfectibility
in the West see John Passmore The perfectibility of man
Londan

31 Leon Kass “The wisdem of repugnance” originally published
in the journal New Republic in 1997, reprinted in various
places, including The human cloning debate edited by Glenn
Mc Gee {Berkeley, Berkeley Hill Books 2000 ) and in The
ethics of human cloning Washington LC, AEi 1998,



nation wholly understandable in the light of the
torrent of geno-hype and RT hype, and the ever
greater geno-techno-market incorporation of all
branches of life, human and non-human, the
subjugation of more and more areas of privacy,
intimacy and personhood to “technalogico-
Benthamite” canans (F. R. Leavis)?

In metaphysical terms, a Principle of Plenitude
has operated in Western thought at first as a cel-
ebration of a fixed, value-laden, teleological Order
of Nature, then as a heuristic for an all-encom-
passing evolutionary process and as a teleological
principle of the sciences in general®2, or as a prin-
ciple of reason33, more recently as a charter for
technologicaf development (though still important
in cosmology and modal thought as in the analyti-
cal metaphysic of modal realism of David Lewis).
In the latter form it is also known as the “techno-
logical imperativa”, or in mare restricted and mun-
dane fashion as the “Gabor rule”, as well in other
guises such as “can implies ought” {a reversal of
the familiar Kantian maxim), identified by the sys-
tems theorist H. Ozbekahn in technology-waorship.
We can either let the Principle of Technological
Plenitude work its way through or we can attempt
to draw boundaries: there is an element of arbi-
trariness in any drawing of boundaries, but this
does not make them necessarily indefensible or
illegitimate, for any livable life has to be sustained
by boundaries not given obviously by nature,
though this liminality of the passage to asexual
reproduction for human beings and the deliberate
praduction of genetic copies, even if perfect seems
more luminous than most in the matters of RTs, a
kind of tremendum, a kind of utterly misplaced
venture inta the technological sublime. Of course,
the claim that it involves a liminality, the crossing
of major metaphysically significant threshold, a
shift in some basic parameter of human existence
would be totally rejected by many if by no means

32 | ewis 8. Feuer.
33 R, Kane.

Genetic Jacobinism in the republic of choice

all geneticists and bioethicists {though it would not
be clear what, if anything, done by human scien-
tists could possibly count as such for them). It
would be foolish, however, to see this value and
hermeneutic gap, as the clash of two camps, for
science and against science, the enlightened and
the obscurantist, the rational and the irrational
{fearful, anxious, gloomy, much too ready to pre-
dict perverse outcomes and dangerous political uti-
lizations of sound technologies). Rather, to para-
phrase Whitehead, the mark of a civilized person is
to stand unflinchingly for and by some distinctions
and boundaries, in issues that he or she cares
deeply about, however precarious and challenge-
able, even if he or she expects to he defeated, if
only to bear witness.

In the same spirit we may cite Paul Ramsay
who engaged with some of these questions con-
cerning the ethics of RTs already decades ago
{one of his books was already called Fabricated
Man): "a man of serious conscience means to
say in raising urgent ethical questicns that
there may be some things that men should
never do. The good things that men do can be
made complete only by the things they refuse to
do”. Or in other words, human ratienal autono-
my, and the human capacity fer goaod, call as
much for nofonté {Renouvier's serviceahle
term), as for positive volitions as volonté. This
runs so much against the spirit of the times that
it is unlikely to be heard, let alone heeded.

Never more so than today, at the juncture of
liminalities in reflexive second-order anthrapogene-
sis, the technological modification of the human
being by some human beings who have assumed so
1o speak, not without arrogance, even with hubris,
what we may call the genetic general will of the
species. |t may not be too far out to call their pro-
jects a form of soft genetic anthropological
Jacohinism which may yet take over the Republic
of Genetic Choice {"perminal choice” was an
expression invented by H. J. Muller some decades
ago when trying to set up his Californian sperm
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bank to inseminate willing women with the seed of
geniuses, after his great disappointment in the
Soviet Union when the all-powerful Stalin did not
comply with his eugenic programme)®. Jacobinism
involved the fusion of the executive, legislative and
judicial powers: it refused any limitations of power
according to a Censtitution, indeed it refused any
limits in the name of the people, as in this case
genetic Jacohinism refuses any fimits, any con-
straints, in the name of science or progress which
replaces the people and its general will.

Unlike the geneticistsfeugenists3 who wrote
to Mussolini or to Stalin (as H. J. Muller did,
though he never got a reply)® hegging them to
implement without delay a State programme of
eugenic reform in their countries {Hitler did not
need to be written ta but his eugenic deeds were
much commended by at least some geneticist/
eugenists), today, fortunately, all you need is to
work through the market in the name of Choice

34 It has recently come te light that IVF clinics in the UK have
used extensively the services of such pepple as Danish
medical students. Apparentlky, they have generally set a
limit of 25 to the number of impregrations per donor, but this
has apparently been significantly exceeded in some cases,
We have therefore the surprising emergence in the
individualistic contemporary post-moderaWest of very small
family sizes {even with widespread “serial monogamy” er
“serial palypamy™), of something like genstic sultanism,
albeit with ananymous donors whe perhaps did not indeed
intend or expect such a number of impregnations. The
anonymity barrier is under severe strain, as recent legal
cases in the UK demonstrate, and may not survive much
longer, though ! notice that in Portugal it is still believed by
naive lawyers and judges that it is still secure. 1f will be
interesting ta see how sperm donars will react, not least the
unwitting “genetic sultans™ who will come te light vnder
judicially enforced disclosure, In an age of revolt against
patriarchy we seem to be content with the genetic
counterpart of genarchy.

35 The overlap of the two poputations genetcists and pugenists
was very cosmiderabke and indeed most gentiscists wera
avowed supporters and indeed advocates of eugenics
through textbooks, newspaper articles “educational” films
and other channels (André Pichot La société pure- De Darwin
a Hitler, Paris 2000).

I 36 For some interesting comments on this see the work by

108 A. Pichot.

and with the immense help of profit-seeking ven-
tures and corparations. The wondrous, cornucapi-
an, Republic of Choice becomes an even more per-
fect Republic of Choice, by becoming a Republic
of Germinal Choice, a Republic of Genetic Choice
with pgentic supermarkets and hypermarkets
added on to all the others. You don't call this
“social engineering” (such an ugly locution 1),
though “genetic engineering” or “genomic engi-
neering” are noble things, since they consist of
scientific, technical and social progress distrib-
uted via the market, without State direction, so
that's perfectly all right, and legal to boot. Indeed
if you can do it this way, all you need is the non-
interference of the State or indeed anyhody else
{religious, moral, intellectual ohscurantists, anti-
science survivars, take note, and keep away!).
Jacobinism via the market! The Jacobins missed
their hour, but the biocrats or genocrats of the
waorld have met their hour of destiny, not in a dic-
tatarship or totalitarian system (though they did
try their best in such regimes, and would very like-
ly do so again, a few possibly with some pangs of
conscience, but progress can't wait when the
hour is ripe), not via state legislation in democra-
cies, but at least in the first instance in market
democracies which in the present conjuncture
afford the greatest window of opportunity for
biocratic and genocratic projects, for the diffusion
of “genetic capitalism”: they are unlikely to miss
their chance this time, with greater knowledge
and especially far better tools than they had in the
1930s or indeed sience the first eugenic law was
passed in the USA in 1807, Their hour of destiny,
the hour of controlled geneticization of humans
and society, of maximum genocratic drive, is also
our hour of being subjected to their designs. We
will be the guinea-pigs of yet another phase of the
Experimentum Mundi, and more specifically the
Experimentum Humanum of a supposed megalan-
thropia accomplished through genetic science and
engineering. “Genetic capitalism” the last and
highest phase of capitalism?



