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the more so since our technologies of bio-psycho-
engineering are still in their infancy, and in ways
that make all too clear what they might look
like in their full marurity. Moreover, the cultural
changes that technology has already wrought
among us should make us even more womed
than Huxley would have us be.

In Huxley's novel, evervthing proceeds
under the direction of an omnipotent—albeit
benevolent—world state. Yet the dehumanization
thar he portrays does not really require desporism
or cxtemal control. To the conmary, precscly
because the society of the future will deliver
exactly what we most want—health, safety, com-
fort, plenty, pleasure, peace of mind and length of
days—we can reach the same humanly debased
condirion solely on the basis of free human choice.
No need for World Controllers. Just give us
the technological imperative, liberal democraric
society, compassionate humanitarianism, moral
pluralism, and free markets, and we can ke our-
selves to a Brave New World all by ourselves—and
withour even deliberarely deciding vo go. In case
you had not noticed, the main has already left the
station and is gathering speed, but no one seems
to be in charge.

Some among us are delighred, of course,
by this stare of affuirs: some scientists and bio-
technologists, thar entreprencunal backers, and
a cheering claque of sci-fi enthusiasts, futurolo-
gists, and libenarians. There are dreams to be
realized, powers w be exerased, honors
be won, and money—big money—mw be made.
But many of us are womed, and not, as the pro-
ponents of the revolunon self-servingly claim,
because we are cither ignorant of science or afraid
of the unknown. To the contrary, we can see all
too clearly where the train is headed, and we do
not like the desnnation. We can distinguish clev-
crness about means from wasdom abour ends, and
we are loath to entrust the future of the race w
those who cannot tell the difference. No friend of
humanity cheers for a post-human future.

Yer for all our disquiet, we have unnl now
done nothing to prevent it. We hide our heads
in the sand because we enjoy the blessings thar
medicine keeps supplving, or we ratonalize our
maction by declanng that human engineenng is
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incvitable and we can do nothing about it
In either case, we are comphlicit in prepanng for
our own degradation, in some respects more
to blame than the bio-zealots who, however
misguided, are putting their money where their
mouth is. Denial and despair, unattractive
outlooks in any situation, become morally repre-
hensible when drcumstances summon us w keep
the world safe for human flounshing,

Our immediate ancestors, taking up the
challenge of their ime, rose to the occasion and
rescued the human furure from the cruel dehuma-
nizations of Nazi and Soviet tyranny. It is our
more difficult task w0 find ways to preserve it
from the soft dehumanizations of well-meaning
but hubristic biotechnical “re-creationism™—and
to do it without undermining biomedical saence
or rejecting  its genuine  contmbutions  to
human welfare.

Truth be told, it will not be easy for us o do
so, and we know it. But nsing to the challenge
requires recogmizing the difficulties. For there
are indeed many fratures of modern hife thar will
conspire to frustrare efforts aimed ar the human
control of the biomedical project. First, we
Americans believe in technological automatism:
where we do nor foolishly believe thar all innova-
non is progress, we fatalisncally believe thar it is
inevitable (“If it can be done, it will be done, like
it or not™). Second, we believe in freedom: the
freedom of scientists to inquire, the freedom of
technologists to develop, the freedom of entrepre-
neurs to mvest and to profit, the freedom of
private citizens to make use of existing technolo-
gics to sansfy any and all personal desires, includ-
ing the desire to reproduce by wharever means.
Third, the biomedical enterprise occupies the
moral high ground of compassionate humanitari-
anism, upholding the supreme values of modemn
life—cure discase, prolong hfe, relieve suffenng—
in competition with which other moral goods
rarely stand a chance. (“What the public wants is
not to be sick,” says James Watson, “and if we
help them not to be sick, they'll be on our side.™)

There are snll other obstacles. Our culmral
pluralism and easygoing relativism make it difficul
to reach consensus on what we should embrace
and whart we should oppose; and moral objections
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