
Chapter 5

Inevitable Eugenics?

“Eugenics is a word with nasty connotations but an indeterminate meaning. Indeed it often
reveals more about its user’s attitudes than the policies, practices, intentions, or consequences
labelled.”

—Diane B. Paul, 1998, “Eugenic anxieties.”

Almost any discussion of the potential of using CRISPR/Cas9 methods for human gene editing eventually
veers into prospects for eugenics. For many of us, even among those who approve of eugenics, the word itself
seems to carry some nebulous connotation of danger, if not outrage. Those who support eugenics typically
act as if they are on a rescue mission designed to rehabilitate something soiled by histories of genocide
and sterilization (recall Chapter 1). And those who object to eugenics often feel that they have to offer no
argument beyond pointing to those histories. But what is eugenics? Before we decide whether eugenics is
acceptable or even desirable, or merely inevitable, we must have some clarity about what it is supposed to
be. That is not a trivial task. As the historian Diane Paul has noted, eugencis “has been variously described
as an ideal, as a doctrine, as a science (applied human genetic), as a set of practices (ranging from birth
control to euthanasia), and as a social movement.”1

Eugenics, in spite of the scores of volumes written about it, has never been precisely defined beyond
controversy. In Chapter 1 we decided to forgo any attempt to formulate precisely what eugenics means,
leaving that task for later in the book should it become necessary. That time has now come. Let us begin
by noting one feature about eugenics that does emerge from the discussion of Chapter 1: eugenics includes,
in some form or other, an attempt to change the genetic future of human populations through conscious
directed intervention in reproduction. But, beyond that, there is little agreement.

What makes the situation difficult is that this simple formulation, no matter how initially plausible, is
riddled with problems. Historically, many prominent advocates of eugenics have supported the idea that it
be promoted through reproductive decisions such as the use of contraceptives. These advocates include many
prominent supporters of birth control in both Britain and the United States since the 1920s.2 Contraception
was viewed by such eugenicists as one of the most appropriate modes of reproductive intervention. Suppose
you use contraception because you have no intention of having more children. Is that not a conscious decision
to alter the genetic future of your population? Where is the nasty connotation? Perhaps the nastiness is
lurking around somewhere if you belong to such religious traditions as some varieties of Catholicism, Islam,
or Hindu extremism that vilify birth control. Otherwise, the environmental problems posed by global over-
population (and continued rapid population expansion in large swathes of the South) makes birth control
seem like a moral imperative rather than a problem.

Our initial formulation would also make much of genetic counseling eugenic. Tay-Sachs disease is a
recessive genetic disorder. If a newborn inherits both alleles for it, then the disease typically begins to
appear between the ages of six and twelve months when the baby begins to lose motor abilities such as
turning over, sitting, or crawling. The disease progressively destroys neurons and most children die by the
age of four years. There is an elevated presence of the Tay-Sachs allele in Ashkenazi Jewish communities
in Canada and the United States. In many such communities effective genetic testing and counseling was

1Paul 1998, p. 95.
2Paul 1998, pp. 142 -143.
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used to decrease disease incidence by 90 per cent between 1970 and 2000 (Kaback 2000). Either individual
who were heterozygous for the allele were discouraged from marrying each other or homozygous fetuses were
aborted. Objections to abortions aside, what are the negative connotations of this kind of eugenics?

Many accounts of eugenics would require it to include a dose of coercion thus contributing to the nasty
connotation that Paul mentions. These accounts would cover cases such as those of Chapter 1 such as
widespread involuntary sterilization and the Nazi atrocities that generated widespread revulsion towards
eugenics. The plausibility of framing eugenics in this way comes from the fact that it would exclude from
eugenics measures such as contraception and genetic counseling followed by voluntary non-reproduction.
But, what about some other non-coercive measures such as providing monetary incentives for reproduction
by those deemed to be genetically superior? Such payments were promoted by some British eugenicists of
the early twentieth century such as the eminent evolutionary biologist, R. A. Fisher, who were happy to be
associated with eugenics but were not willing to stoop to coercion.

Or, take the case of Singapore. Starting in the 1960s, the city-state’s population policies were guided by
the assumption that desirable human behavioral and mental traits are genetically determined.3 Singapore’s
elite including its political leadership were happy to call their policies eugenic. Their intent was not only to
reverse the ongoing decline of the total population of Singapore but also to encourage the selective breeding
of superior genotypes which were identified primarily on the basis of academic achievement. In the early
1980s the government unveiled a package of measures to promote mating among highly educated individuals,
including

“a computer dating service; fiscal and other incentives for graduate women to bear more children;
love-boat cruises (all expenses paid) for eligible graduate singles in the civil service; special
admissions criteria to the National University of Singapore (NUS) to even out the male-female
student ratio; calls to NUS academicians to investigate the single graduate problem, and also the
introduction of courtship classes in the undergraduate curriculum to hone the would-be suitor’s
skills, etc.”4

Coercion had happily lost out to absurdity in Singapore.

* * *

Given these problems, is there any point in trying to define eugenics? We will try to give a working
definition because some clarity will be needed when we examine programs and strategies that are either
criticized or promoted as eugenic. These have proliferated since the 1990s, encouraged by the HGP, and
now spurred on by CRISPR-based potentialities. The first issue to expore is one that was raised by Paul
on which we have commented already: why eugenics carries a nasty connotation for most of us (though
not for the leaders of Singapore and like-minded people), or at least did so before recent attempts began to
rehabilitate the term.

The crucial factor is the obvious one: the historical connection, as discussed in Chapter 1, between
eugenics and grotesque forms of coercion. Tremendous harm has been done in the name of eugenics (to use
Dan Kevles’s phrase5) and it is hard to get away from images of Nazi death camps and young destitute
women being sterilized in the United States. If this is what eugenics means in practice, little wonder that
most of us want no truck with it. But contrast this picture with the Tay-Sachs story and think of the
possibility that it can be entirely eliminated along with many other genetic diseases. Do we want to prevent
such measures?

In what follows the important distinction will be that between positive and negative eugenics. This
distinction goes back to the early twentieth century, to a British physician named Caleb Williams Saleeby. In
1909, in Parenthood and Race Culture, Saleeby distinguished between two forms of eugenics, “one [that] would

3Chan 1985.
4Chan 1985, p. 708.
5Kevles 1985
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encourage parenthood of the worthy, the other discourage parenthood of the unworthy.”6 This distinction
became a staple of eugenics, especially in Britain. It was particularly relevant to liberals who endorsed
eugenics in the 1920s, such as J. B. S. Haldane, one of the founders of theoretical population genetics and
modern evolutionary theory. By and large these liberals were much more enthused by the prospects for
negative eugenics including the elimination of disease than in trying to increase the prevalence of desired
traits in a population. Eliminative (sex-linked recessive) genes for hemophilia or even color-blindness was
fine. Trying to select genes supposedly linked to desirable traits of the temperament was a different matter
altogether.

But even here the advent of the Nazis transformed the landscape. Haldane, for instance, had been
sympathetic to eugenics into the early 1930s; by 1938 he was expressing skepticism about any use of heredity
in politics7 while he veered towards involvement with the Communist Party as the sole political resistance
left against the rise of Hitler. Haldane pointed out how the eugenic removal of recessive alleles from a
population would be ineffective because heterozygotes with one copy of that allele would appear normal,
that is, the same as an individual without the allele. Mating between such heterozygotes would continue to
produce homozygotes with the disease. Buses were more effective than eugenics according to Haldane: they
enabled people to move easily between villages and thus avoid inbreeding that leads to the production of
homozygotes for deleterious recessives.

Of course, once gene sequencing becomes an option, recessive alleles can be identified using DNA se-
quences rather than the appearance of individuals. The limitation that impressed Haldane disappears and
transportation less important. From our perspective, what is important is that the distinction between pos-
itive and negative eugenics maps naturally to our contemporary distinction between genetic enhancement
and gene therapy. The salient difference is that we are not restricted to discouraging mating or aborting
fetuses; CRISPR allows accurate editing of individual alleles to change them as we would want.

* * *

It is time to attempt a working definition of eugenics. This attempt will have a very limited ambition
of capturing how the word is used these days, especially by proponents of what they call liberal eugenics.
We will not try to capture all past uses. We will view as eugenic any policy (or practice) that has the
following three components. First, we will posit that we have targeted a human phenotypic trait that we
wish to promote (that is, increase in frequency) or discourage (decrease in frequency). Second, we endorse
consciously intervention in individual reproduction at the genetic level. Thus we implicitly endores the
assumption that, to the required extent, genes determine the presence of the trait. Third, our purpose must
be to change the future distribution of the trait in the population as a whole (and not be limited just to
selected individuals). Liberal eugenics adds a fourth component: achieving these traits must not endorse
coercion. The discussion that follows will assume that what is at stake is liberal eugenics.

Thus, every component of a eugenic policy requires conscious choice. Every mating choice we humans
make (short of cloning the entire population) results in affecting the future frequencies of traits in populations
by creating new genotypes and changing the genetic profile of the ambient population. But not every mating
choice is eugenic according to our formulation because we may not be making conscious choices about genes
and their future spread. This is in accord with our usual intutions: we typically choose mates for reasons that
do not concern the spread of genes over time. But consider the mating strategy of R. A. Fisher, another of the
founders of theoretical population genetics and an ardent eugenicist. According to his daughter, thinking
of genetic profiles of potential mates formed part of his methodology for finding a wife and subsequent
reproductive choices.8 Fisher was happy to view his strategy as eugenic; he was an enthusiastic proponent
of both positive and negatuve eugenics. His strategy meets the requirements of our definition.

The requirements of our formulation are quite precise, perhaps too much so. Merely encouraging aca-

6Saleby 1909, p. 172.
7Haldane 1938.
8Box 1978.
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demically accomplished individuals to reproduce together, as was urged by the authorities in Singapore, does
not fully satisfy our conditions. No definite trait was being targeted unless it is academic performance itself.
But that does not seem to have been the Singapore government’s intention; rather, academic qualification
was being taken as a surrogate for some other desired trait that remained nebulous. Most people will pre-
sumably accept that a policy of encouraging targeted marriages constitutes non-coercive intervention into
reproduction at the genetic level. But that does not mean that a definite trait is being targeted. What
matters in our context is that such a process seems far removed from targeted gene editing which provides
the background for our formulation of eugenics. This is where this formulation diverges most from what
eugenics was classically supposed to be, mainly about influencing patterns of reproduction.

Many societies have controlled reproductive patterns by elaborate rules, for instance, India’s Hindus
who required marriages to be restricted within the individual castes of their elaborate, rigid, and famously
oppressive social system. Yet, even that systems is not eugenics in our sense because no definite phenotypic
trait is targeted and there is no conscious concern for the genetic profile of the population. (Hindu caste
restrictions are also coercive in a way that would fall afoul of liberal eugenics if not all eugenics—but, as noted
earlier, our discussion in what follows will generally be restricted to eugenics only in its liberal manifestation.)
Of course, the Hindus did not know anything about genetics when they set up their system of oppression
thousands of years ago. But Galton was also hazy about heredity and his elaboration of eugenics only partly
embraces the formutation given earlier.

Not allowing coercion is central to this formulation of (liberal) eugenics. In emphasizing this, we depart
most radically from most eugenic policies of the past, in particular those described in Chapter 2. In Chapter
8 we will turn to the program of liberal eugenics which not only eschews coercion but makes eugenic choices
a component of reproductive freedom. Here we leave open the possibility that social institutions may play
a role in setting eugenic priorities, for instance, the elimination of genetic diseases.

There is a well-known worry here: when does the role of a social institution itself become coercive?
The coercion of the eugenic measures discussed in Chapter 2 is easy to discern and condemn: it was open
and brutal. But there are much more subtle forms of coercion of which we must be wary. Economic
difficulties may become coercive, for instance, when financial incentives are used to convince people to edit
out “undesirable” genes. However, this problem is not unique to the context of eugenic or other reproductive
decision in contemporary neoliberal societies. From the control of behaviors with adverse health effects such
as smoking to the choice of unpleasant or socially despised professions such as in the sex industry, the
potential for being affected by financial coercion is omnipresent in our lives in capitalist societies. Finding
solutions to this problem is beyond the scope of this book. It will require a much broader social discussion.

So, why would someone object to a non-coercive eugenics with obvious benefits to health and social
well-being? Two factors may be operative (though what follows must be regarded as speculative). The
first is a pervasive skepticism about social engineering in neoliberal societies. Eugenics has always had a
social engineering component and continues to do so even in the formulation beng used here: it includes
a conscious goal to alter the future genetic profile of a society. Enthusiasm for eugenics among political
liberals in Western countries peaked in the 1920s, before the Great Depression, when the end of World War I
(allegedly “the war to end all wars”) generated social confidence, and confidence about science, to an extent
that is inconceivable today. That confidence disappeared with the failure of socialist planning in Europe and
elsewhere. Today, the potential for eugenics leads to widespread social anxiety. That underlying anxiety
may well explain why so many groups in the West reacted with such outrage when the Chinese experiments
on CRISPR-mediated human embryonic germ-line editing were first reported in 2018.

The second factor adds to the intensity of this anxiety. Since at least the nineteenth century, there has
been an implicit belief in most Western societies that heredity is critical in determining human lives and
futures. For the United States, this ideology is well-documented.9 Many developments in modern biology
contributed to this attitude. The original theory of evolution by natural selection—that of Darwin and
Wallace—relied entirely on hereditary changes amplified by natural selection to explain the complexity and
diversity of living features. Though Darwin subsequently flirted with the inheritance of acquired characters,
ultimately, the received view of evolutionary theory rejected this type of inheritance and, also, any direct

9See, for instance, Haller 1963 and Ludmerer 1972.
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influence of environmental factors on inherited traits. The crucial figure in establishing that view, starting
towards the end of the nineteenth century, was a German zoologist, August Weismann, relatively unknown
to the public today but one of the giants of the history of evolutionary biology. We have already been using
one of the distinctions Weismann introduced, that between the germ-line and the somatic cells.

Wesimann argued that not only is heredity restricted to the germ-line, but also that the germ-line
alone carries specifications of what happens to the somatic cells, how—in our contemporary terminology—
the genotype specifies the phenotype. Weismann attempted to support his theory by many experiments,
including a notorious one in which he cut off the tails of mice over many generations only to find that mice
continued to be born with tails. Weismann’s views naturally dovetailed into Mendelian genetics after 1900
when Mendel’s work began to be generally known. The hegemony of the gene consisted of the claims that
not only are genes the stuff of inheritance but that they determine the most important features of humans
(and other organisms).

The idea of the hegemony of genes and, therefore, of genetics over all other aspects of biology permeated
Western culture throughout the twentieth century. It even became a weapon of the Cold War after genetics
was banned as bourgeois in the Soviet Union during the Stalin years.10 Indeed, the social power of genetics
helped propel the sequence of events that led to the Human Genome Project even with its U.S. three
billion dollar budget. It is perhaps hardly surprising then that when social engineering appears to target
the sanctity of the inherited genes themselves, the result is a deep anxiety about the future. Scientists, as
Robert Cook-Deegan has once put it, are playing God.11 No wonder we are uncomfortable.

* * *

Yet, since the earliest days of the Human Genome Project, many commentators have come to view
eugenics as inevitable. In 1996, writing while the human genome was still being sequenced, Philip Kitcher
argued that “[i]ntroducing molecular biology into prenatal testing will lead us to engage in some form of
eugenics.”12 Kitcher is well aware of the barbaric history of eugenics and of the morass we find ourselves in
when we try to define it precisely. But he remains willing to use the term so long as we specify explicitly
what we mean by eugenics. Eugenics, he feels, is “inescapable”13 even though it involves social engineering.

Rather than present one characterization as we have done above, Kitcher proposes four criteria to evaluate
what kind of eugenics we are proposing:

“First eugenic engineers must select a group of people whose reproductive activities are to make
the difference to future generations. Next, they have to determine whether these people will
make their own reproductive decisions or whether they will be compelled to follow some centrally
imposed policy. Third, they need to pick out certain characteristics whose frequency is to be
increased or diminished. Finally, they must draw on some body of scientific information that is
to be used in achieving their ends.”14

He concludes: “Practical eugenics is not a single thing. Human history already shows a variety of social
actions involving four quite separate components, each of which demands a separate evaluation.”15 For
instance, eugenic policies that score most poorly with respect to the second, that is, embrace a lot of
coercion may not be acceptable just for that reason.

Kitcher’s criteria differ from those incorporated in the definition we are using. What we have called
“liberal” eugenics following others who have defended that idea in recent years, he calls “laissez-faire”
eugenics. Kitcher is more willing to accept more social intervention into individual decisions than most

10This was the Lysenko affair—see Joravsky 1970 and Soyfer 1994.
11Cook-Deegan 1991; see, also, Chapter 5.
12Kitcher 1996, p. 193.
13Kitcher 1996, Chapter 8.
14Kitcher 1996, p. 193.
15Kitcher 1996, p. 193.
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advocates of eugenics today. Perhaps the most striking difference between Kitcher’s criteria and our definition
is that he endorses the idea that eugenics can be based on any scientific information rather than genetic
information alone. Suppose, for instance, social engineers allocate the number of children a family can have
on the basis of economic status; the more money you have, the more children you are allowed to have. Their
reasoning is that raising children requires money and the best organization of society would ensure that
money is equally available for children when they are growing up. Let us suppose that this assumption is
backed by credible economic data. This social policy may qualify as eugenic under Kitcher’s criteria but
would not do so under ours because our definition privileges genetics. In this, at least, our definition more
closely matches what has traditionally been called eugenics.

More to the point, even though Kitcher regards eugenics as inevitable, he does not endorse any particular
approach to it. In the chapters that follow, we will try to be much more specific. While arguing that eugenics
must be inevitable Kitcher also makes a very important point. Given what we know about genetics today,
for instance, the rules of inheritance of genes and a fair amount of the connections between genes and trait,
choosing not to use that knowledge itself a reproductive choice about the future distribution of genes in the
human population.16 An example will make this clearer. Suppose that you know that you are carrying the
allele for Huntington’s disease. Also suppose you are the genetic parent of a fetus. If you decide not to
test the fetus for the allele, you are making a conscious choice about the genetic future of the population.
Implicitly you are deciding that there is no salient ethical difference between a population in which the allele
exists and one in which it does not. Or, suppose you test for the allele and find it present in the fetus. Then
you decide not to use CRISPR-based (or some other form of) gene editing to correct the allele. You may do
so for a variety of reasons. You may object to “playing God.” Or, given that Huntington’s disease typically
manifests itself well after the onset of adulthood, you may have decided that the value of the years without
disease outweigh the cost of the years with it. No matter why you do it, you will have consciously affected
the genetic future of the human population.

Let us make Kitcher’s point a bit more stark: rejecting eugenic practices is itself a form of eugenics. As
political activists have long pointed out in many contexts, choosing not to act is itself an action.

* * *

The next two chapters will be concerned with the ethics of human germ-line editing using CRISPR. As
we would expect, this use of CRISPR has been widely discussed by bioethicists. Much of this discussion
has concerned gene editing in general and, though it now includes CRISPR, had started well before the the
advent of CRISPR because, as we saw in Chapter 3, the prospect of gene editing has been around for a
generation. CRISPR has introduced a new urgency to these discussions by making human gene editing an
immediate live possibility. Perhaps because in the past the prospect of human germ-line editing seemed to be
a problem for a distant future, many of those earlier discussions remained mired in philosophical discussions
that may only have questionable relevance. Let us deal with and dispose of these here and try to glean
anything that may be of value.

Bioethicists typically distinguish three broad frameworks for doing ethics.17 The first takes a firm objec-
tive stand about right and wrong based on obligations that individuals have to others, what they may or may
not do to them. For instance, the seventeenth-century German philosopher Immanuel Kant insisted that
we should not do to others what we would not have them do to us (or all others). This type of foundation
for ethics is called deontological.18 A second framework, virtue ethics relies on developing good qualities in
individuals, a tradition that goes back to Aristotle in ancient Greece. The third framework, and the one most
likely to be familiar to many of us, bases ethics on the consequences of actions or policies. Consequentialism
argues for the maximization of good results and the minimization of bad ones. In its most basic form, it
asks for the maximization of pleasure and the minimization of pain.

16Kitcher 1996, pp. 196 -197.
17We will gloss over subtleties that do not affect our subsequent discussions.
18We will not encounter this word again; so, let us leave its origin aside.
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Following along the lines of reasoning introduced by Derek Parfit, some bioethicists have argued that the
first two of these frameworks is irrelevant when we are confronted with a eugenics based on gene editing.19

Unlike the situation in which an individual is sterilized, or receives a reward for successful reproduction, no
individual to whom we have obligations or whose development is concerned can be affected by gene editing:
no such individual exists at present prior to gene editing. The edited gene and the individual of which it
may form a part is no more than a possible future individual who may or may not exist and, if it does, whose
preferences may be affected by what we do now but of whose desires, wishes, and so on we know nothing. The
upshot of these observations is taken to be that we cannot say anything sensible about obligations towards
such individuals or the development of individual qualities, and so on. The first two ethical frameworks are
thus supposed to be irrelevant.

In contrast, consequentialism appears more promising. For instance, we can meaningfully talk about the
increase or decrease of total pleasure or pain in some future situation even if we cannot otherwise meaningfully
talk about the individuals involved. But consequentialism also has disturbing implications in the context
of gene editing: we can imagine a technological situation in which we modify genes for receptors in the
brain to enhance pleasure or decrease pain, for instance, in response to a genetic diease. For instance, we
could use genetic enhancement of pleasure to exceed whatever pleasure that would otherwise be generated
by removing the disease allele itself. Does it now become a more ethical choice to enhance such pleasure
rather than address the cause of the disease? At present this is an imaginary but not far-fetched scenario.
We could clone people with genetic endowments that keep them always in a pleasurable state. Does that
become a moral responsibility?

Where does this leave us? Does it mean that ethics, as practiced by professional philosophers, has little
to contribute where it matters most, when we confront moral ambiguities about social problems we cannot
avoid? Perhaps. The first observation to make is that the worries we just encountered are not unique to the
question of CRISPR-mediated eguenics (or one using any other form of gene editing). With regard to the
apparent irrelevance of the non-consequentialist ethical frameworks, the same issues arise whenever we talk
about possible people, for inatance hen we analyze our ethical responsibilities in the face of climate change
or in any other context in which we have to worry about future generations.

From the Parfit perspective we cannot know enough about the possible individuals who would comprise
future generations to make decisions based on their preferences. It is the perspective that is problematic.
It seems to me to be founded on patently false assumptions that Parfit’s many followers simply have not
questioned.20 Surely we know enough to know that the next few generations will want clean air? Clean
water? Ocean levels that are stable enough that coastal regions remain habitable? Precipitation patters
such that much of the world’s agricultural lands remain in production? We know enough to know that we
have an ethical obligation to combat climate change to the extent still possible and to prepare to adapt to
the best of our abilities. Faced by the prospect of unbridled climate change, metaphysical worries about the
status of future individuals seem beside the point.

Perhaps we need to assume no more than we just did, about the most obvious human needs such as
pleasant and reasonably long lives with as little pain as possible, to argue that we have a moral obligation to
free future human generations from genetic diseases to the extent that CRISPR (and our other technologies)
now makes plausible. The next chapter will develop this line of reasoning but note its limitations in the face
of developmental contingency and complexity.

The chapter after that will turn to genetic enhancement. Once again, an environmental analogy helps.
Suppose we decide to plan the architecture of cities a few generations down the road. We assume that
people will choose to drive (energy-efficient) cars, live in families, drive to work and shop, and by and large
indulge in the passions of today’s U.S. suburbia. Surely, this is silly, if not a recipe for a complete disaster?
When it comes to choices of this type, we certainly do not know and cannot predict with any reasonable
certainty what future generations will want. In the West, nuclear families are a relatively recent phenomenon;
most commentators trace their origins back to the Industrial Revolution and the social mobility it induced.
However, nuclear families have largely been promoted as the “natural”and desirable unit of social organization

19This is not supposed to be Parfit’s own view.
20What follows is based on Sarkar 2012.
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only since the mid-twentieth century when the term was introduced by the anthropologist George Murdock
who openly acknowledged the implicit atomic metaphor.21

Today, many anthropologists and sociologists emphasize that not only have nuclear families not been the
dominant human social organization through history, but that they may again give way to extended multi-
generational families in the near future, and this may be a better form of social organization.22 Suburbia
are a product of the 1950s and have led to myriad social and physical changes to the landscape, including
the disappearance of biodiverse habitats by spawning urban sprawl. It is hard to imagine that more envi-
ronmentally aware and responsible generations will continue to organize their habitats as we have done in
an age of waste and over-consumption. Even the automobile may lose the aura it has had since the 1950s.

These choices of earlier generations, particularly of the 1950s, were the result of the structure of power
relations then, and our architectural choices today would continue to be similarly dominated by structural
constraints even as we would try to be self-consciously critical of them. The same problem would manifest
itself if we attempt the genetic enhancement of future populations. Our choices are more likely to reflect
power relations today and the prejudices they generate rather than human universals about well-being beyond
the negative eugenics of removing genetic disorders.

21Murdock 1949.
22Bengston 2001.
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