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1 Discursive sphere of liberal new eugenics


What I call here in this paper “liberal new eugenics” is a new kind of evaluation on eugenic tendencies supported especially in the United States by the thinkers like in the following documents: Eric Parens’ edited book, Enhancing Human Traits
(1998), Arthur L.Caplan’s article, “What’s Morally Wrong with Eugenics?”
(2000), Glenn McGee’s The Perfect Baby
(2000), Allen Buchanan et al.’s From Chance to Choice
(2000) or Gregory Stock’s Redesigning Humans
 (2003) etc. There are some characteristics in their discussions. At first, the period of the advent of this argument is almost precisely identified: it emerged about the middle of 1990’s in the United States, i.e., during the concomitant effort of reading the base sequences of human genome. The content of liberal new eugenics presupposes in general some future technique like precise gene targeting etc., but we can say that this presupposition is not purely a phantasmagoric one, with this background of identification of base sequences. Of course, it is not to mean that this presupposition can link directly with actual scientific research program such as the complete analysis of SNPs, the new challenge of drug design according to the SNPs, the proteomics, the bioinformatics etc. In this sense, the entire argument of liberal new eugenics can remain for a long time as a purely theoretical and imaginary possibility, because we have not yet a confirmed technical base of precise and secure design of human genetic resources. This is a technical uncertainty of the liberal new eugenics.


The second trait is more political. To situate more closely why this kind of argument emerges in this époque, we must take into consideration a political ambiance strongly related to the liberal social background, or more precisely to the neo-liberalism coupled with enforcement of globalization. As is known, the core of liberal new eugenics is the admittance and protection of judgment and choices of each individual, in occurrence that of parental decisions on some hopeful or disgruntled qualities of their baby. The advocates of this trend don't feel guilty because according to them, this eugenics is essentially different from the ancient one of the first half of the 20th century. The ancient one is abhorrent with its coercive sterilization and interdiction of marriage between Jews and Nordic people etc. But the new one is different on several points. At first, the liberal new eugenics is more “scientific” than the old one. With the more matured information of anthropology and genetics itself, it doesn't suppose a fictional Aryan race, nor try to treat people with a wrong medical theory. Secondly, it is not a state-controlled eugenics. Its agent is each individual or the family. So, there is no element of coercion at least theoretically. It is a consequence of voluntary, independent and well-informed decision of each individual
. In these arguments, as I said, the background of liberal social philosophy is very important. If we choose liberalism as a good social philosophy, this individualist pro-eugenic trend based on a “reproductive freedom” of each person seems to be quite difficult to refute
. In other words, we have no definitive logic against the personal, individual and risk-assuming choice for what people considers as “a better form of life”
.


Well, after this confirmation of the technical immaturity and some imaginary presumption and the political background of the advent of this argument, I must try more closely to sketch a concrete content of this new form of eugenic thought. The liberal new eugenics bears in mind possible genetic interventions functionally similar to gene therapy. We can conceive four logical cases of gene therapy: somatic cell gene therapy, somatic cell gene enhancement, germ-line gene therapy and germ-line gene enhancement
. Especially, the forms of intervention that the liberal new eugenics promotes to develop are germ-line gene therapy and germ-line gene enhancement. Of course, these four categories have a theoretical character. In reality, as we cannot always distinguish physiological state from pathological deviance, there are many cases in which therapy and enhancement draw close each other for the same reason. Actually, though we have almost ten years of history of somatic cell gene therapy, targeting diseases like ADA deficiency, cancers, cystic fibrosis, AIDS, arteriosclerosis obliterans etc., we don't have yet an extraordinary therapeutic success for these diseases. If that is the case, we can expect much less success for the half-imaginary treatment like the germ-line gene enhancement. But when we evaluate how important the scope and the cultural consequences of the liberal new eugenics, we begin to appreciate the importance of the two interventions. So, even if we have totally awareness that what we are alarming or promoting is in fact something that doesn't yet exist, we can always affirm that, as we are not scientist nor medical doctor, it is almost our duty, not so much our right, to prepare in a pro-active manner the discussion on this possible future, and to sketch a possible profile of social sphere in which people begin to modify and “design” the genome at their own will. 


Well, with these premises assumed, what kind of possible future will emerge from pro-eugenic interventions in this frame? With the technique of “gene targeting”, we will be able to cut and paste fragment of DNA in a germ-line at our own will. Then, with the information of important gene loci, we will try at first to cut genes of serious genetic diseases, in order to replace them with that of normal person. That is the phase of the therapeutic side of the liberal new eugenics. But this phase cannot be final and terminal phase. After this therapeutic phase of the liberal new eugenics, people are gradually led to the next phase, i.e. that of the enhancement phase. In general, we have to repeat that the demarcation between therapy and enhancement is less than certain. As Erik Parens put it in his edited book Enhancing Human Traits
, “…a genetic technology that could increase muscle mass for the purpose of treating a patient with a degenerative muscle disease could also be used to enhance the ability of an athlete to compete at lifting weights”. The accumulation of the experience and of the knowledge of therapeutic scene can urge to accelerate the trial of gene enhancement. With the advent of technical maturity, in this second possible phase, people will begin to modify the genes of their gametes, in order that the gametes fit better some social values such as the beauty for the daughter, the strong muscle and the tallness for the son etc
. The scandalous appearance of what is already coined “perfect baby” or “designer child” will become real. It will be a baby on whom the desire of parents reflects literally and physiologically. Glenn McGee, in his exactly so entitled book The Perfect Baby, envisions with somewhat prankish tone his own anticipation of perfect baby: a boy with 6 feet height, 185 pounds, IQ superior than 150, blond hair, blue eyes, well-balanced limbs, controlled aggressive temper for being a good sportsman etc
. The vision, with its fancifulness, invites rather a smile. But the elements with which he breaks a jest give us rather an embarrassment. To say nothing of the technical difficulties, many ethical, social and philosophical problems emerge from this kind of human designing. We will face a genetically enhanced society in which many supermen, superwomen or at least those who are supposed to be so live their designed life
. 

Of course, this foresight is not at all something of certain and inevitable, nor is beyond any sort of discussions. Among others, one of the most important critics against the advocacy of gene enhancement concerns maybe the problem of social fairness: even if gene enhancement will become a quite advantageous semi-medical act, it will remain always a luxurious and not indispensable medicine. It means that it will not be covered by medical insurance system, and remain very expensive. Then, those who benefit from it are perhaps already rich and intelligent persons. With gene enhancement, offspring of rich and intelligent person will have more opportunities to get more intelligent and richer. In that way, gene enhancement can intensify the inequality between classes
. In effect, this story can be a strong counter argument. 

Anyway we will be unfair to presuppose that the liberal new eugenics has no interest to corroborate its reflexive philosophy. To refute this presupposition, I would like to cite here Allen Buchanan et al.’s From Chance to Choice
 among some similar books. In this voluminous book, four important bioethicists argue prudently and finely for elaborating the allowable logic of gene enhancement, taking account of many possible consequent social problems such as an amplification of discrimination of disabled persons etc. And among many possible modes of enhancement, they judge that the enhancement that seeks for a “multipurpose goodness” or a wide range positive capacities is situated farthest from the detrimental programs. As examples, they enumerate the strengthening of immune network, the delay of aging, the reinforcement of mnemonic capacity etc. Certainly, if someone wants to manifest disgust against the gene enhancement for the delay of aging, the burden of proof will be cast upon his shoulder.  

When finishing to read these books on gene enhancement, I cannot help feeling that something very important is moving actually in the discourse sphere on eugenics in general. Please don’t assume that I myself am one of the advocates of the liberal new eugenics. Rather, my stance is that of a distant and theoretical spectator. But as far as I cannot disagree with a liberalist social philosophy, I must confess that I find great difficulty to bury definitively this kind of thought. I think that we have already entered in an era when we must face a new phase of problematic, and begin to scrutinize its meaning. I dare claim that if quite number of people begins to instigate almost enhancement-like gene therapy or clear and accurate gene enhancement, we have a cultural reason that makes them think in that way. It is possible that this eugenic tendency is more than a contingent and ephemeral phenomenon relating to its neo-liberalist background. On the contrary, this “specter” is able to have a substantive and philosophical foundation rooted profoundly to some substratum of human culture. In lieu of discussing, however, this cultural substratum, I would like to present in the next section the mode of introduction of this liberal new eugenics in Japanese intellectual milieu, because I myself is strongly involved with this introduction.  

2 Japanese situation


When I tried to publish my article entitled “The Health as a Norm” in our important journal Gendai Shiso (Contemporary thought) in autumn 1998, an editor told me very frankly and kindly that the publication of this article would damage my social life. Nevertheless, the content of this article was neither so eccentric nor extraordinary, at least for my own sense. Referring to the French philosopher George Canguilhem’s classic Le Normal et le Pathologique
 (1966), I tried to elucidate the fact that the demarcation line between physiology and pathology could not be purely objective, and that the judgmental act must always function in order to determine the demarcation line between the two. That means that the judgment on the state in which we can feel healthy or not is not purely factual but evaluative. And for me, this assertion of evaluative character of health and disease opens the door to a derivative assertion that the problem of health becomes an object of our designing intention, because the essence of design seems to be a human effort to concretize a fine and agreeable surrounding for human being against the factual state of dissatisfaction and danger. And in this case, we can subsume bodily function as well as environmental surrounding for the object of designing modification. In this sense, a form of selective abortion for an extremely severe and afflicting diseases like trisomy 18 or Lesch-Nyham syndrome must become something of permissible. Roughly speaking, that was the argument of this article. But as you may see, in this argument there was a taint of pro-eugenic thinking, and that in 1998, the editor who dissuaded me to publish it felt that the time and the social context was not at all mature or prepared for this kind of argumentation. And now retrospectively, I think that he was right. I published it finally, but in a very specialized and academic journal called Kagaku Tetsugaku (Philosophy of Science)
, with much less possible audience than Gendai Shiso. 


This rather discouraging beginning notwithstanding, I continued to be interested in the contemporary American discussion on the new form of eugenics, and I published succeedingly four articles in Japanese. The first one is entitled “Logic and Ethics of Gene Enhancement”
, published in autumn 2000. The experience of writing this article was important for me. In this article, I examined carefully the ethical permissibility of imaginary cases advocated by some bioethicists or geneticists for the repertory of possible intervention to genetic resources. And during this examination, I could confirm that if we adopted the liberalist political stance, we had a great difficulty to refute definitively the argument advanced by American researchers. 


The second article, “Toward an Awareness of Designing State of Life and Environment”
, published in Spring 2001, is a short and circumstantial article, then less important than the others. But the third one, “Meta-ethics for a Genetically Enhanced Society”
, published in Summer 2001, is as important as the first one for me. In this article, I introduced at first quite in detail the argument developed in From Chance to Choice (2000), which seems to me one of the best analysis of philosophical connotation of the liberal new eugenics. 


Between this third article and the fourth article, I wrote an English paper, entitled “Philosophy of Genetic Life Designing”
 for a German journal, but when it was finally published after one and half year of redaction in July 2003, I published almost the same period the fourth article in Japanese “Liberal New Eugenics and the Designing View of Life”
 in July 2003. The content of these two articles is overlapped in many passages. But I think that the fact that I published this kind of argument in Germany, that is the very country that suffered perhaps the most from the negative heritage of ancient type of eugenics, had a quite strong meaning. It can be a puerile provocation, but the German editor had the same opinion with me, that is, we must not avoid from discussing openly and minutely this new pro-eugenic thought in order to prepare the discursive sphere for the possible advent of new conformation of culture and society, even if it can harm some delicate mind of German people who cannot forget easily the horrible historical facts. Roughly speaking, what I tried to demonstrate is the fact that the possible genetic intervention to our genetic resources is not an eccentric and exceptional technique, if we remind our interventional attitude towards our environment in other cases. With the reference to our cultural history, we, the humankind, must recognize our essential designing mode of being toward our outer world. And when we have in hand our gene base sequence as in a form of some computational information, it means that our genome itself becomes a sort of outer world, on which we can cast an objectifying gaze on it, so as to make it fit better to our desire and intention than in actual state. To sum up this state of affairs, I chose the expression, “the designing view of life”.


I think I can say that this is roughly the Japanese situation on this problem. Some other Japanese writer as Ryuichi Kaneko advances a similar view with me, for example in his document, Future after the Genome Decipherment
 (2001), to say nothing of the enlightening works written by directly concerned geneticists themselves.


Of course, this cannot be the final and definitive judgment. Although there are yet rather few critics against my articles, I have an intention to continue to reflect on the scope and cultural meaning of this pro-eugenic thinking, and try to elaborate a sort of philosophy of genetic modification in a near future. I expect many critical comments from you audience. Thank you.   
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