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The New Issues in Bioethics and Ethics of
Reproduction
NUYU Lfsvdäg

UMMARY important bioethical ISSUES ITaYy he related problem-
atıc of his Darticular worldview. Arguing that this

Modern biotechnology DrESUDDOSE that t has position IS both inherently nconsIstent and at Varıance
the ability distinguish between the essentially human ith the Christian doctrines of creation and Incarnatıon,
and Its physical manifestations in WdY that allows the the article suggests that Christian ethics should maınntaın
latter be treated for the well-being of the critical|l position In relation modern biotechnology
former. This would suggest dependence C artesian for the sake of malntalniıng the integri of the Christian
mind ma dualism, and also that SOTTIE of the MOST community and the rationality of soclety.

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG
Bioethik mit problematischen Aspekten dieser esonde-

Moderne Biotechnologie scheint vorauszusetzen, dass ren Weltanschauung. [ JDer Aufsatz zeigt auf, dass diese
Posıtion sowohl In sich widersprüchlich Ist als auch ImSIE zwischen dem esen des Menschen un seinen phy-

sischen Maniftestationen auf eıIne else unterschei- Widerspruch steht E: christlichen | ehre VOT Schöpfung
den verma$s, die E attet, den Körper des Menschen und Inkarnation. [ Der Verfasser esteht eshalb darauf,
als Mittel für das Wohlbefinden sSeINES (‚elstes enan- dass die christliche Fthik eıne kritische Osılıon einnımmt,
deln J1es setzt sowoh| eine Abhängigkeit VoO karte- Was die moderne Biotechnologie angeht, un War Im
sischen Geist-Materie-Dualismus VOTauUus als auch eıne Interesse der Integrität der christlichen Gemeinschaft wıe

auch der Vernunft der menschlichen GesellschaVerknüpfung VOIT] einigen der wichtigsten Fragen der

a S

RESUME thique pDeuvent etre considerees INM des
problematiques de celite position. En arguant UJUC le dua-

a Diotechnologie moderne SUDDOSE Ia capacite de dis- lisme cartesien est intrinsequement incompatible el
tinguer l’essence humaine et SE manifestations contradiction AVECC Ia doctrine chretienne de Ia creation
Physiques d’une manilere qUu! permette de raıter le et de ’incarnation, /article suggere YJUC ’ethique chre-
humain MM DOUT e bien-Gtre de ’esprit. tienne doit maIntenır UNE Dosition critique face Ia HiO-
Cela suggere, d’une Dart, UU l’on adopte le dualisme technologie moderne, Ia OIS dans |’interet de l’integrite

de Ia commMmuUunNauUute chretienne et de Ia rationalite de 1aCartesien distinguant Ia matiere et ’esprit, el, de |’autre,
sOocIete humaine.YUueE certaınes des questions les plus iımportantes HioeG-

A >

Introduction and why AdIC they considered A ethical challenges?
technologies develop, they confront us with One would CXPCCL work towards ımprovement of

11ICW and sometimes difhcult ethical challenges.‘ the health of humans be 4S close AS possible
odern medicine 15 exception this Fule: undisputed gx00d, ırrespective of Ne:s  2 world-
the CONTLrAarY, SOI of the IMOTC thorny 1SSUES in VIEW and ethical persuasıon, but this 15 obviously
today’s ethıcal debates AIC created Dy recenNt devel- NOT the CAdSC Why not? What CAaUusSscs the trouble,

and how should ethics which takes the ChristianOPMCNTS iın biotechnology. Which AIC these 1SSUES,
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technologies CODYV Nature Dy makıng UuSsSCcftaıth AS ItSs basıc pomnt of Orlentatıon respond
these challenges? of genetiCc material from both father and mother,

In thiıs artıcle, wiıll approac these 1SSUES 1in but stil] manıpulate the DIOCCSS in VarlıoOus WaYyS
the following WAdY. Fırst, 11 1VE OVeEerVIEW Among the less invadıng technologies 1S artıficıal
of TeCeNT developments 1n biotechnology that InsemınNatıon, where from the father 15 artı-
aVE received the attention of ethicists. hen ncilally inserted Into the uUTterus of the mother. In
ll investigate how far thıs aSPCCL of modern VItro fertilisation takes CS from the body
medicine be sa1d be conceived within the of the mother and lets tertilisatıon take place in
framework of specific worldview, and, if that 1S Petr1ı dish, after hıch ONNC LNOTC of the ferti-
the CaSC, whether thıs worldview has implications liısed CS ALC returned the Uterus for normal
which ALC problematic from ethical pomnt of development. ese technologies IMaYy be moOdıi-
VIEW. Finally, will reflect these 1SSUES from hed through gameLC donation, where either
Christian point of VIEW. Wıiıll the aAaNSWEETS given by OTr COg from another PDCISONM than the couple
Christian ethıcs tend be different from those who AI supposed Ar for the child perm
provided Dy the sOCc1lety aTt large? Should Christian donation through artıfıcıal Insemı1natıon 15 tech-
communlitıies thus consider themselves 45 kınd of nOologyC has GEn 1ın us«c SINCE the en of the
counterculture In Oopposıtion the attract1ions of nıneteenth CCNLUFY; the development of has

made EVCN CS donation possible. hıs introducesmodern technology? Or should W!  - In relatiıon
these 1SSUES, rather Str1Vve for ONSCHNSUS A4CTOSS5 reli- the complication of SULTTOSACY, hıch 15
S10US and cultural boundarıes? the bearıng of the child Dy another than

the OC who 1S be the socıl1al mother; the CSS,
depending the problem that has caused theBiotechnology 4an the health of

humans? SUFTFOBACY In the YrSst place, IMaYVy then COMNNIC from
the socı1al mother (who then 15 also the biological,

Abortion Call ar be counted the recenTt but NOT the child-bearing mother) OTr from third
challenges. However, the development of-
tal screenıng technologies, hıch enable Parents Embryos created through INaYy be tested for

decide if they WAant let the baby be Orn genetic quality before being placed 1n the uUuterus
the basıs of what they know about Ifs gender hıs technology, hich 1S called pre-implantation

and health PFrOSpCCLIS early iın the PrFrCSNANCY, has genetic diagnosı1s (PGD); be sed eliminate
undoubtedly placed the ole 1Ssue in 11CW lıght unwanted embryos, hıch 1n thıs Casec IMNaYy be
It 15 OC thing decıide NOLT ave the child embryos wıth genetic disease, OL embryos wıth
the basıs of evaluatıon of the ıte S1tuatıon of unwanted characteristics ike the gender.
the mother, and, ın SOITIC C  s also the father; TIThe technology INAaYy also be sed for the creation
different 1SSUES raised Dy makıng that decısıon of Oo-called designer babies, which AdIC children
because of wanted 0)4 unwanted features of the who ave particularly xo0od 1n SOM arca
child another, and for the creation of so-called avlour

But foetuses ArCc NOT only disposed OL, they sıblıngs: CANGreN produced for the sake ofprovld-
I1AYy also be taılor-made. One WdY of o1Ing that ing e wanted for the ITGEAHNENT of ıblings wıth
1S SOMmMatIıC cell nuclear transfer 0)8 clon- hereditary disease. TIhe a  1ty control the
ng hıs technology, hıch 15 sed CTEA E reproduction PTOCCSS which 1S achieved rough
embryo that 15 genetically identical the PCISON the combinatıon of and PG  S thus rCPrESCNLS
from whom the cell nucleus 15 taken, Can be sed (D INOTC obvious ethical challenges created
for 1) therapeutic cloning, which Dy modern biotechnology.
produces embryos for the sake of research OLr Genetic diseases Cd  — also be treated Dy manıp-
„after which the embryos AdIC estroyed; ulating the 1ın the adult indıvıdual directly.
2) reproductive cloning, hıch a1mMs UB actually In o-called SsOMmMatIıc cell erapYy, thıs 15 one iın
producing children. Reproductive cloning has WdY- that O€Ss NOT involve change In
successfully een one wiıth mammals, the sheep the DN  > of the PCISON who 1s treated 1ın thıs WAaY;
Dolly avıng being produced In thıs WdY already the change thus 1€6s wiıth the patıent. hıs differs
1n 1996 Cloning of humans 1S, however, ıllegal from SCIM call therapy, where OLLC trıes eradıi-
ıIn MOST countrıes, and there ATIC known CAare hereditary diseases, OL enhance the human

Dıiıfferent from clonıing, artıfıcıal reproduction SCHOINC, Dy permanently changing the ASs
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transmitted later generations. Ihe ethical 1SSUES tially human an Its physical manıfestations ın
involved aArc obviously much IMOTC erous iın the WaY that allows the latter be treated ASs
latter CASE Common the technologies AIC, the well-being of the former. Neıther abor-
however, the questions of what COUNTS N enhance- t10N, prenatal diagnosis, L1LOT PG  ® would
MCALt; an who arc 1VE the ANSWECT that YJUCS- work wıithout the ability distinguish between
t107 We probably all that the eradication of the creation of the embryo and the formation of
hereditary disease 15 commendable goal But the uman being? hıs istinction 15 strengthenedwhat about the creation f StronNger, INOTC intel- by the possibility f SCHNC manıpulation, an COM-
lıgent an creatıive humans? Is that necessarily pleted when ONC, ike SOINC transhumanists, speaksundisputed 00 Is there ethically relevant dıf- of the ability of (endlessly?) prolonging human
ference between Lreatment an enhancement, a1l existence bDy of raın uploading artificial
if5 where 1S the line be drawn, an Dy whom? intelligence.
ng OUur lives healthier and happier INAaYy NOT hiıs SUggCESL that modern biotech-

always involve genetic therapy, though Much of nOlogy, ike modern clence In general, 15 heavılythe work 15 still done through technologies that dependent Cartesian mınd Maftter dualism  „aV een In e for IHNalıy Paın kıllers, mood according which there 15 StIect 1istinction
and Cognıtion enhancers, drugs that 1Mprove PCL- between thought ATı Maftter the GXTCHLE that the
formance in SPOTTS Or other actıvıities, treatment for latter has inherent alue from being sed
Varıous nds of developmental problems. These Dy human intelligence for the sake of understand-
technologies ATC obviously less invadıng than (per- Ing an manıpulating It ImMprove OUTr ıfe COIN-
manent) changes the human DNA.  - still they ditions.® Thıiıs assumption has undoubtedly paveralse simıiılar ethical challenges: Which ATIC the WdY for the exploration, and thus the CUIC, of
acceptable for which xoals, and wh. ATIC eventually human disease 1ın unprecedented WAdY. At the

o1VE the ANSWEeTS quest1ons 1ke these? SAdI11Ec time, thıs approach Creates SOMC disturbingHowever, do NOT only CXPECL Ave health- questlons. What constitutes the human subjectier an happier lives; ue€e the development of if the body 15 reduced instrument which 15
modern medicine, also CXPECL AaVE longer NOT Dart of the essential human who supposedlylives than PrevIOUS generations.* Does this evel- eN]JOYS the fruits of the improvement of 1fs condi-
OPMCNL 1ın the lırection ofthe longer and healthier t10Nn” What exactly 15 the (0)828| ofuman dignity if
ave AL1Yy kınd of inherent lımit, could IT OIl the materlalıty of the human 1S educed tool|
ntil ave COoNnquered death altogether: Ome for the experience of disembodied satısfactıon?
sclentists an their Supporters, who ften ıdentify Might this reduction of the uman 1ts abılıtythemselves A transhumanists, SCCIHM think that an feel. hıch arguably 15 the CSSCIICE of
this goal might NOT be Aas far-fetched An It has UusSsu- the anthropology of modernity, CVECHN influence the
ally appeared bDe; the possibility of controlling WdY OIlC 1n about and ACTS 1n relation other
the uman DN  > created Dy ART, better control human beings? Can human who 15 conceived d
of the biochemistry involved ın agıng, the USsSCc of disembodied intelligence actually love ItSs ne1gh-

bour?nanotechnology keep GE 1ın good shape, and
the combination of technology an urıng the twentieth CCENLUFY, askıng preciselybiotechnology IMay OPCH possibilities still do these quest10ons, VOICES from different backgrounds
NOT quıite understand . .* The day INAaYy therefore NOT AME become quıte critical of the WdY In hıch
be far off when actually aVve take CVCN this allow ourselves manıpulate the g1veNNESS of the
problem ser10usly: Is the VCLIY long, possibly CVCINN natural. Among the earlier representatıves of thıs
unending, healthy ıfe the 0al Want achijeve? ecriticısm Was Lewiıs, who In hıs 1943
Which dIC for takıngz us there, an “Ihe Aboaolition of Man’ criticised modernity’sdo aCCECDL the C  > ethical an others, ASSOC1- one-sided focus the mathematical relation-
ated wiıth these means” ship between facts, IC ın Lewı1s’ VIECW entaıils

precıisely the implication that HNAaTLure has alue
S  nd dualism and ıts ethical from ItSs being object for humans exercCISs-

Ing their vVer It But 15 NOT SOMC-implications thing humans always exerc1ıse 1n WaYyS that arc JustModern biotechnology PICSUDDOSC that an righteous; hence Lewis’s well-known e -
It has the ability distinguish between the 11- that what call Man’s VCT Nature
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ut be exercised by SOMIC (1C11 entific endeavour MaYy take us, the only respOns1-
IVGI: other TMECN wıth afure AS5 Its instrument.’ ble option 15 Ways consıider the possible
When LewIls then antıcıpates, the basıs ofwhat implications of OUr acCt10nNs. Informed Dy hıs stud-
he knows of the ideology of scientific9 1€eSs of ancılent an modern Gnosticısm, which
what he Cal the inal ın “Man’s WasSs also iımportant SOUTCEC an insplration for
of nNature ‘; hıs reads ıke of the Voegelin’s research, Jonas Was highly critical ofthe

implications of what he SA  S AS the modern infatua-CONLEMPOFACY 1SSUES in bioethics. “Chis final
15 come’, he wrıtes, “when Man Dy CUSECNICS, by t10N wıth technology, an suggested the following
pre-natal condıtioning, and Dy educatıon and modification of Kant’s categorical imperatıve: ‘Act
propaganda based perfect applıed psychology, that the ffects of VOUTL actıon arc compatıble
has obtained full control VGL himself.? TIThe SItUL- 710with the ECIMANCIHICC of genNulNE human ıfe
at10n ll then be different trom ther S1tUA-
tion experienced in the history of humankind. Not 'Ihe problem of transhumanism
only ll the ability of the select few control the IThe defenders of the idea of hıuman enhancement
Many AVU® een ogreatly increased, the rulers (who rough an PG  S AICc AWAalLC that theıir VIEWS
LewIls calls the Conditioners) will ‘have sacrıhlıced this subject place them 1n the ideological VICIN-
theır WI) chare In tradıitional umanıty 1ın order Ity of the EUSECNICS which WEIC employed Dy the

devote themselves the task of deciding what Nazıs and others In the reof half of the twentieth
Humanıty- chall henceforth mean’. In Lewis’ CCNLUFY. 11€e admitting that control ofthe U-
VIEW, the understandıng of human dignity 4S Uun1- duction DIOÖOCCSS 15 essential for realısıng the xoal
versal value 15 NOT compatible wıth aSsS1gNINg of enhancing uman an happiness, and
select few the decıision about what constitutes the arguıng that sOCclety therefore has oblıgatiıon
essentially 1mMmMan *o subsıidise the Irt of healthy hldren , they

still ASSETIT that they er from earlier represCcNta-
.1 The Gnosticıiısm of modernity Ves of thiıs kınd of EUSECNICS Dy thinking that the

birth of the NOLT healthy should NOLT be madeAfter World War 11 argumenNts along these Nes
AUE for Oobvıous [CaSQOI1I1S tended be sed Dy straightforwardly ıllegal hıs 15 the posıtion of the
Germans in particular. ccording the hısto- Organısatiıon Humanıty+,“" which brings together
ran and phiılosopher PE oegelin, modernıity’s the Supporters of the ideology called transhuman-
Cartesian dualısm implies of alıenatıon 1Sm 0)4 posthumanısm.
from the world that 1S supposed be thers ATrC NOT convınced that the difference
through scClencCe and socı1al action.® For Voegelin, 15 significant. Jürgen Habermas has een partıcu-
modernity 15 essentially rel1g10us larly critical of the dangers inherent In assısted
whose maın characteristics he gathers under the reproduction an pre-ımplantatiıon diagnosis. “

f Gnosticısm. As ItSs Mess1ianıc ngures he 49 SCC the production of designer babies 45 ° ib-
mentlilons the nıneteenth CCENLUFY prophets Hegel. eral EUSENICS regulated Dy supply AYal demand’*®
Marx and Nıiıetzsche. IThe fulfılment, however, he considers contradıction; 4S he SCCS5 1t, OILlC

of the Gnostic relig10s1ity of modernity oegelın sımply CaNNOTLT mention EUSENICS and lıberalısm
inds ıIn the totaliıtarıan ideologies of Nazısm and 1ın the STA CORTGXT For Habermas, lıberaliısm 15
Communısm, whose adherents proclaım that ounded the principle of equal opportunıities

and It 15 therefore incompatıble wiıth makıng eCl-the fact that they ave discovered the scientific
solution the Ils of the world entitles them S10NS behalf of future generations d implied iın
dominion VL those who aVve NOT een fortu- genetic engineering.‘* In hıs VICW, human gnIity
Pr 'Lhıs belief ın the transformatıion of the world Caln only be upheld through upholding reCIPrOC-
for better future, which 1S also typıcal of nds 1ty 1n all morally relevant discussions;* modern
of millennialısm, oegelın calls the iımmanentisıng biology thus threatens the idea of the human A
of the eschaton,” an 1T leads naturally the ead- understood In classıcal ıberal ought Dy nullıfy-
ership eing entrusted the intormed elite, 1.e Ing the possibilıty of informed CONSECNT 4S far AS
the UÜbermensch future generations AIC concerned.!® The VeCrY iıdea

In his book Das Prinziıp Verantwortung “Ihe of permanently changıng the understandıng of
Imperatıve of Responsibility”, German Or1g1- what It 1S be uman introduces V
nal the German philosopher Hans Jonas 1ın OUrTr relationshıp wıth OUur descendants which 15
argue tHhat, SInCe do NOT know where the SC1- incompatıble wıth the idea of human dignity
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which the modern 1ıberal proJect 15 ounded. In eventually ll COUNT ASs the essentially human 15
thiıs rESPCCL, Habermas essentially ABICCS wiıth left for the sclentists decide. Is this actuallyCWIS where WAant g0?In North America, the Jewish ethicist an physi- Added thıs 15 the problem of the allocation
cl1an Leon Kass has also argued that human cloning of LTESOUTCCS for medical research. Given the ack
an technological ıfe extension AIC Incompatible of needed for the treatment of fairly basıc
wıth the ideals of 1ıberal humanıiısm. Kass maın- medical 1SSUES 1ın large of the wOor  > 1S the
taıns that extending human ıfe beyond Its natural prioritising of research for the sake fprolonginglimit 15 NOT undisputed Z00d; the CONLFAaFr Y, the VeES of the healthiest Dart of the world popula-ıfe AdS5 know It 15 dependent ON havıng limit t1ıon reasonable decision? Is NOT CVCN this eCc1i-
for inducing In us the kind of responsibility that 15 SION unduly determined DYy the fact that clence

for realisıng the ruly human.!/ EGVCE 1S governed Dy the worldview of the INOTC (Tr less
INOTC influential of the transhumanıist secularized estern world? Would NOT CVCIMN fairlyidea ofuman enhancement Dy of technol- basıc consıderation of 1SSUES of Justice an equal-15 Francıs Fukuyama.”® In his well-known work Ity In 10 perspective SUSSCSL that should
The End of 2StOVY an the ASE Man 1992 he rather elsewhere for OUur scıientific deals?
argued that ıberal democracy and estern market
CCONOMY rCDreSCNLT the est possible models for The Christian worldview and mindhuman socletles; wıth the end of the old War.
the tım of battles between competing iıdeolo- er dualism
o1ES Was IVOGT.- The problem that 110 confronts us 1Io the Christian worldview, Cartesian mınd
15 the problem of controlling technology. In hıs Martter dualism 15 highly problematic. For OC
VIEW, the idea of technological enhancement of thing, It 15 hardly cConsiıstent Its OW >humans 15 therefore the OC OUtCOME of the 1lıb- subscribing the idea of human equality while ın
eral democracy that INAaY contaın the seeds of 1ts fact leaving the decision of what It 15 be human
undoing. In (ur Posthuman Fauture: Consequences the powerful and the intelligent. In addıtion,of the Biotechnology Revolution Fukuyama It 15 obviously at varlance wıth the doctrines of
therefore that biotechnology endangers creation and incarnatıon d commonly received In
the lıberal projJect Dy poss1ibly introducing altera-
ONs the uman HNAaure that entail N1CW forms of

Christian theology. According the doctrine of
creation, humans arc Aat OoOme 1ın the WOT. 4S It 1S,inequality.“” Ia the long un the Victory of lıberal an AdICc therefore NOT dependent technologicaldemocracy 15 therefore dependent the en of manıpulation their feeling of alıena-

clence an technology AN know them today. tıon ven AS inners humans AdIC Suppose be
The transhumanists’ rejection of Fukuyama’s able fulfil charge of becoming the (0)8

criıtique 15 explicitly based the VIECW that there of creation wıthout destroying It The Gnosticıism
1S human CSSCMNCC; arc therefore free of modernıity, hıch has csShown ıtself clearlywhere technology takes us 20 The ıdea of through the abuse of Nature hıch has landed us
unrestricted uman development 1s5 thus clearly iın the problems of pollution and climate change,dependent strict separatıon between fact and an which increasıngly shows ıtself ın the libera-
alue that wıll NOT let the world anı Y part of It t1on from the naturally human AdS5 implied In ART:including humans retaın inherent alue 1S therefore something Christian theology should
which 15 NOT OPCH change DYy of human MeeT wıth consıistent critique. hıs eritical attıtude
(or artiıficial) intelligence. We AdICc free where 15 strengthened Dy the of the incarnatıion,

WAantTt the CXTeIH that It 1S, or ll CVCL which emphatically confirms the alue of human
be, technologically possible. Nature 1ın 1ts physical manifestation through Its

Not PFrODONCNEIS of SCN T, and PG  e& being selected d the for the revelation of
subscribe the ideology f transhumanism. Still, the divine.
1T 15 difhcult avOo1d the conclusion that ın far 1VINg iın WOr. taiınted wiıth evil, SIN and death,
d actually allow ourselves control human work for the iImprovement of the human sıtuatiıon
reproduction the EXTIENFE that permanently cClearly 15 NOT the problem On the CONTLFAaFr V, this
change the human SCHNOMC, reduce the alue should, an has always been, considered d
of the naturally given [a  S materi1al for human important aSDECL of the basic Christian command-
manıpulation, the OUTCOME of which 15 that what mMent of loving ne’s  z ne1ighbour. Christian ethıcs
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with the transhumanısts In maintaınıng dependent OI the sSuppression of others; It 15
that IIness and death AIC problems that eventu- therefore ar coincıdence that the inherent
ally 11l be solved. ner than see1ıng enhance- millenn1ialısm of modernity easily lends itself
MeEeNTL of the human condition AS problem, 45 totalıtarıan ideologies. For thıs PCASON, f 15
CrIt1ICcs of modern biotechnology ıke Habermas, ımportant task of Christian ethics “wıtness
Kass aN! Fukuyama tend do, the ıdea ofhuman the freeing of the world from salvıfıc pretensions
iımprovement beyond what 15 known today 15 built 1ın order that It INaYy embrace ItSs DIODCL temporal-
into the VeLY COTC of the Christian hope; the New e  ity  7'26
lLestament explicitly STAatEeSs that “ıt 15 NOLT yeL made
manıifest what WC shall be'! 21 Ihe idea of 1MproV- Christian ethıics 4an the problemsIng the human conditıion CVEL the EeYTIECN of ofCONquering eat 1S therefore NOT problem for
Christian ethics. How should then handle the chal-

In WaVS, however, the Christian VISION for lenges of modern biotechnology In general and
human iımprovement dıffers from the OLLC MmMaln- ıIn particular? On the OC hand, both the
taıned Dy biotechnology. In the TSt place, the development an the application of INaLıYy of the
Chrıistian idea of iımprovement O€es NOLT entail artıfıcıal reproduction technologies requıre
lıberatıon from embodiment. On the CONTLFAarY, extensive uUusSc of human embryos later be dis-
and consistent wiıth alt 1ın incarnated SavlOUr, carded, an thus D  C tairly liberal attı-
embodiment 15 essenti1al CVCI ın Christian eschatol- tude toward the problem of abortion, which 15

at varlıance wıth Chrıstian understanding of theOgY.  22 For Christians, the human body 1n Its frailty
A perishabilıty 1s NOT flawed plece of engineer- dignity of the human embryo. COn the ther han:
ine It 15 ALCd of divine creativıty and revela- thıs technology certainly rCPFrESCNLTS attractıve
t10N that will be maıintaiıned CVCI) ın the eschaton, possıbilıty of solving both the problem of child-
hıch thus 1S SC 11 4S embodiment wıthout Iness lessness and the problem of hereditary disease. At
and frailty. In the second place, this iımprovement the SAaLMl1lCc tıme, however, thıs particular technology
15 NOT for humans achieve their OW. IT 15 clearly plays Into the iıdea of freeing the COonception
be expected 4S oift iın exactly the SAdI11C WaY 4S of hıldren from the constraınts of ordınary sexual
the world experience today 1S be received aCt1VIty 4S of controlling the DIOCCSS and
4S glft 24 In far 4S It takes ItSs C(AILE doctrines Its OUfcOome If ( OEeESs NOT Want end SUp
of creation and incarnatıon ser10usly, Christianıty DOrL the project of realisıng disembodied and
18 therefore neıther Ginostic (seeking lıberation iımmanentIist eschatology, ATC artıficial reproduc-
from embodiment) NOT millennialist (realisıng the t10N technologies AT all acceptable? Ihe of
eschaton ne’s  z OWN), hıle Cartesian miıind the Roman-Catholic Church 15 rather emphatic
MmMatter dualiısm tends be both NO  > 27 aM hıle NOT Protestants MaYy ind thıs

Christianity thus basıcally thinks of IIness 4S ALISWCLIL immediately CONVINCINS, It 15 ATr least COM

solvable problem and 1T has interest ın PIC- sistent in WdaY MOST of the alternatıves NO  e

Serving the vestiges of frailty an eat. for the In addition the problems elated all
sake of maintaımnıng the truly human. Christian nds of ART: gamete cell) donation SCVCIS5 the
worldview will, however, be deeply ceptical of lınk between b1ology an famıly anı thus clearly
the idea that humans their OW| ll be able D'  S instrumental V1CW of Nature

provide the final solution; from Christian Admittedly, thiıs ınk 1S already evered In IManıy
pomnt Oof view, this 15 essentially reassertion of °the rough adoption. * 1S, however, OLIC thing

do ne’s  S est ın difhcult sıtuation; It 1S SOM -Pelagıan heresy f perfectibility. *> Ihe FrCasOmnN for
this scepticısm 15 that the attcempt at Oo1Ing MUST thıng quıte dıifferent CreEA2LE IT wilfully 1n the rst
PICSUPDPOSC the abılity of humans transcend place hıs problem 15 exacerbated through 0()-

embodiment for the sake ofpenetrating the world SACYV, hıch ften also has the uncomtfortable siıde-
bDy INCAaNs of theır OW! intelligence, and thıs 15 effect that 1n the PDOOICI of the world
posıtion that 15 both philosophically problematıc ear the children of the rich and affluent.
and at varlıance wıth the Chrıistian doctrines of Ihe problem of havıng children tailor-made
creation a! iIncarnatıon. In addıtion, It 15 easıly through PG  C 1S also deeply problematiıc for
misused by people who merely pretend NOW number ofadditional rCasons Children AI usually
and who for the maıntenance of theıir posiıtion aATrCc loved unconditionally by their ParCnts; how n I1 It
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influence the parent-child relationship ıf the chil- CCNTLUFY. Still, think there C  ; hardly be ALLY doubt
ren instead arc loved for their being made Just that these technologies ll be sed The COM-
sSo” How 1l It influence the lıberation PIOCCSS bined interests of capitalism looking for potentialrough hıich children find their OW: identity market Arg humans wantıng make uUuSc of the
if they know that their OW) identity 15 In fact NOT full potential of advanced technology AdIC hardlytheir OW. but something their DarCNLts chose for resistible iın the long [U The undisputable advan-
them?” whart about the relation between the Lagc of 15 1ts potential for curıng hereditarysoclety-at-large an the children made through disease. In princıple, It 15 something quıite different
PG for the sake of bodily, artıstic and/or mental uUuSc PG  S for the sake of promoting excellence.
excellence? Wıill they be allowed exce] while the In practice, however, the line ll sometimes be
reSst of world SItS back an applauds? Or wiıll they ’ an It 15 iımprobable that 11 aVe ONC
find themselves being disceriminated agalnst Dy the completely wıithout the ther
not-so-excellent who fear for their pOs1iıt1ONs? hıs If thıs 15 the sıtuation, what should Christian
15 Habermas’Yproblem brought OWN ethics a1m for? Should It limit ıtself cateringthe level of the practical an the Not for the Christian M1iNOTrIty an CO  C

humans ll ave theır iımproved simulta- maintainıng ItSs integrity 1ın increasıngly hos-
neously. hiıs thus adds the human potential for tile world>? Or should IT also be critical VOlICEe In
conflict 1I1CW difference which E exper1- the public debate, nghting for the integrity an
CMNCC in handling. Ou there be alıYy Z00d [CaSONs dignity of the uman embryo anı the blologi-
AT for doing such thing? cally g1ven, CVEN ıf nobody ll listen? AccordingTechnologies for having longer an healthier the Christian faıth, the Christian posıtiıon 15
lıves AdIC considerably less problematic 4S long AS reasonable posıition; Its corroboration Dy INOTC
11C maımntaıns understanding of the human less secular ıberals wıthout clear Christian
body ın Its frailty 4S object of both CLE and allegiance 15 Aat least partı confirmation of this
Carl NOT problem be left behind ®® The aSpl- principle. Christian ethics CA)  - then hardly low
ratiıon of developing technologies for CONYUCK- iıtself CAarCc for the Christian M1NOTrIty alone; It
Ing death has, however, obvious eschatological MUSLT, for the sake of Its OW|] CONSIStENCY, a1MmM for
implications that hardly SCCIM compatible wıth the unıversalıty and address potentially reasonable
“embrace’ of OUur "proper temporality’.“” T hıs ıdea humans, which AdIC all humans, irrespective fın varlat1ons, considering the iıdeological and relig10us persuasıon. It ll
of death 4S either dependent techniques focus- MeeTlt unıversal aCCCPLANCE and ll always remaın
SINS the mater1a|l (technological enhancements highly disputed, but, AS long 4S the idea of human
of the uman body) 0)8 the mental (uploading equality 15 considered idea worth hıghting for,of brain CONTENT IMNOTC durable medium, thus ll the unlimited application of the possibilitiespresupposing that the of OUur mınds dIC of modern biotechnology. Through this quandaryreducıble digital wıth physi- ll AVC Ur WaAYV forward.
cal representation).“” Particularly ın ItSs latter form,
thıs proJect transforms mınd Maftter dualism Into

doctrine of materı1a|l reductionism that Conclusions
strangely InCONsIistent; f mental PFOCCSSCS AdIC Science has succeeded 1n QS1VINS usSs both COns1ıd-
reducıble their physical representation, the vVCLY erably longer and considerably healthier lıves; for
CONCCDL of truth, upON which al clence including this should be forever grateful Still modern
biotechnology builds, dissolves. In thıs partıcular blotechnology 15 taınted Dy 1ts dependence
arca of research, then, the disembodied eschatol- Cartesian mınd IMattier dualism the CXTEeNt that

of the modern Gnostic ADPCATS d HICI COMN- SOMNNC of Its implications point in the irection of
tradiction. the Gnostic an the ırrational. Nevertheless, ItSs

The idea of human equality aSs understood an the powerful pOS1It1ONS of Its
both Dy secular lıberalism an the Christian faıth adherents make It lıkely that ItSs ndings 11 be
thus tells us be extremely careful ın relation both sed an further developed. In this SIfUA-
modern biotechnology, 1ın partıcular 4S far AS t10N, Chrıstian ethics should al1mM at malntaınıng

the consistent the rational both for the sake of15 concerned, and thıs attıtude 15 reinforced Dy
what aVve learned from the eUgENICS EXpEM- the integrity of the Christian COoMMUNItY and for

performed 1ın the rst half of the twentieth the sake of preserving the rationality of SOCIlety
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AN) large al CTn N possible. far AN experience The New SCLENCE of Polıtics, originally published
Caln tell, this 15 position that ll with heavy 1952, and SCLENCE, Polıtıcs and Gnosticısm, ONg1-

nally published iın 1958; both be found ın EricOopposıtıon 4S ell AN) unexpected 1€Ss from
t1m: time oegelin, Collected OVRS odernt Wıthout

Restraint (Columbiıa: Universıity of MissourI1,
1995 For SUMIMNAL Y of hıs posıition, SCC Mark

Knut fsväg 1S professor of Systematiıc Theology 1tC  ©  > “Personal particıpation: Michael
ar the School of 1Ss1ıonN and Theology, Stavanger, Polanyı, FEric Voegelin, and the indispensabil-
Norway. ILy of alt. Journal of Religious Ethics 33 2005)

65-89 and Lee Trepanıer and Steven McGuire,
“Introduction’? ın Lee Trepanıer and StevenEndnotes McGuire eds), V1C oegelın an the Continental

Ihıs artıcle 15 A4SE| ecture held at the bien- Tradıtion: Explorations ın odern Political ought
nıal conference of the Fellowship of European olumbıa and London: University of MissourI1
Evangelical heologıians 1ın rSay L1Calr Fress. 2011 12l  N
Parıs ın 2012 Russell ackford, “Irıte Iruths about Technology:
My OVErVIEW of ethically relevant aSpCCIS of contem- CDIVY TIed Peters’ 1n Gregory Hansell and
POLAL Y biotechnology 15 dependent Marıanne Wılliam rassıe eds), Humanıty Transhumanısm
Talbot, Bıoethics: An ıntroduction (Cambrıidge: an Its Crıitics (Philadelphia: Metanexus, Z011
ambridge Universıity Press, 2012 176-188, provides interesting glımpse of how
ıle chıldren born about 1950 had AVCIASC thıs iImmanentisıng of the eschaton apPCars from
lıfe CXPECCLANC of 45 VCAaLS, It 15 1O almost the perspective of ONC who actually favours the dea
“he Evolution of Lafe Expectancy in the 'orld’, of lımiıtless human enhancement.

102014,;, avaılable at www.inequalıitywatch.eu/spIip. Hans Jonas, The Imperatıve of Responstbility:
php?article L06, accessed ebruary ın In Search of Ethics fOor the Technological Age
the LNOIC developed countrıies, It 15 ell above (Chicago: Universıty of Chicago Press, 1984

For introduction Jonas’s hought that places(Wiıkipedia, °List of countrıies bDy ıfe expectancy’,
avaılable A http://en.wikipedia.org/wikı/ List_of_ IT In Its philosophical CONTCXL, SCC Rıchard Wolin,
countries_by_lıfe_expectancy, accessed 16 February Heidegger’s ULAVEN. Hannah Arendt, arıwıth,
2015 Hans Jonas, an Herbert Marcuse (Princeton:
For defence of the VIECW that the of Princeton University Press,

141eat. 15 NOLT only possible but desirable, CC ıck Quotations from the website Humanıty+, 2015;
Bostrom, Want be Posthuman When avaılable Aat http://humanıtyplus.org | accessed

Grow Up- ıIn Max More and Natasha Vıta-More 16 ebruary 2015
Jürgen Habermas, The Future of Human Nature(eds), The Transhumanıst Reader Malden: Wiley-

aCKWEC. 28-53 (Cambrıdge: olı 2003 For critical SUMINAL Y
Thıs 15 also maın point of orlentatiıon 1ın Gilbert of hıs position, SCC Elaine Graham  ” “Bioethics after
Meilaender, Biıoethaiacs: Drımer fOor Chrısti1ans posthumanısm: Natural law, cCOomMMUNICATtIVE actıon

and the problem of self-design’, Ecotheology(Grand p1ds Eerdmans, 2013
On the Cartesian emphasıs the malleability of 2004 178-198, 188-191
the materı1al, SCC erk Pereboom, ‘Early modern 13 Habermas, Future of Human Nature, V1I1 Liberal
philosophical heology in Philıp Quıinn and eugenICcSs (°‘designer babıes’) 15 here distinguished

from “negatıve" eUgENICS, Le:: genet1ic manipulatiıonCharles Taliaferro eds), Companıon Phiılosophy
for the sake of treatmentTt of inherited disease.of Relıgion Oxford: Blackwell, 1999 103-110 and

(GJavın Hyman, 071StOVY of Atheism London: Habermas, Future f Human Nature, 1312
Taurıs, 2010 19-46 15 Habermas, Future ıf Human Nature, 223

Lewıs, The Abolıtion of Man (New York Habermas, Fauture ıf Human Nature, 51-52
HarperCollins, 2009 59 In Lewiıs’ time thıs KL econ Kass Ageless Bodzes, Ouls, 2003,
critique Was NOT commonly accepted ONg avaılable ar www.thenewatlantis.com /publica-
Christians; the CONTLrarYy, EUSECNICS W das generally tions/ageless-bodies-happy-souls | accessed
SCCI1 uncontroversıial ON Protestants ıIn the January 2014 and 1eon Kass, 1°’Chaım an
Hirst half of the twentieth CCENLUTY; SC Amy I1 aura Its Tamuats: Why Not Immortalıty?, 2007, aAvaılable
Hall,; “TO orm More Perfect Unilon: Maıinline at www.firstthings.com /article /2007/0 /\chaim-
Protestantism an the Popularızation of Eugenics’ and-ıts-limits-why-not-immortality | accessed DE
ın John Swınton and Brian TOC (eds), Theology, January
Disabilıty an the New Genetics on ar 18 For critical presentation of hıs posıtion, SCC

ar 75-95 raham, “Bioethics fter posthumanism’, 18 T
Hıs MOST important works in thıs CONTEeXT AIC 185; for Fukuyama’s OW: SUMMAAC Y, SC Francıs
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Fukuyama, Iranshumanısm, 2004 avaılable at Ing 15 also heavıly emphasized ıIn Robert Song,www.foreignpolicy.com /articles /2004/09/0 Christian bioethics and the church’s political WOT-
transhumanism | accessed pri 2014 ship’, Christian Bıoethics 3533-348  D 2347
E transforming ourselves nNto SOMC- So Song, “Christian bioethics an the church’s
thing superl10r, what rights ll these enhanced political worship’, 2223
GFGALUFGS claım, and what ng wıl they DOSSCSS The Ooman-Catholic Church rejJects artıficial
when Compared those left behin Fukuyama, insemiıinatıon techniques because "they dissociate the
Transhbumanism. According Graham, “Bıoethics sexual AGı from the procreatıve act SCC ( atechısm
after posthumanism’, 184, this IMOUNTS secular ALtNOLIC Church (London: Chapmanversion of natural law heology. section 29LT the vVCrIY dea of sembodie DTIO-See iıck Bostrom, Transhumanısm: The OT duction 15 thus SE deeply problematic.Most Dangerous Idea 2004, avaılable at www.nıck- 28 One should, however, be of the problem of
bostrom.com/papers/dangerous.html | accessed
Aprıl 2014

allocation of LESOUTCECS In North-South PCISPCC-
Y

tıve that 15 closely elated thıs approach; NOT all
John (ASV) Thıs pomnt 15 also emphasised 1n research that 15 determined by the white man’s

Brent Waters, What 15 Christian about Christian an ıllnesses 15 defendable TOM global pCI-bioethics?”, Christian Bıoethics 281-295, spective.
288 and 295 an In Ted Peters. “ Iranshumanism ( the critique ın Brent Waters, YOM Human
an the Posthuman Future’? 1n Hansell and Grassıie, Posthuman: Christian e0ol0gy an Lechnology In

Iranshumanism, 147-175, 148 ostmodern O7 (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2006 18
Z See Corinthians 15:35-49
23

19 of techniques ounded the modern and
Thıs 15 the eXpression used 1ın Max More, “IThe postmodern °tear of finitude?
Phiılosophy of Iranshumanism’ In More and Vıta- Thıs 1S clearly presupposed In the COMpPUTa-More, The Iranshumaniıst Reader, 3-17 15 Ons ın Ralph Merkle, “Uploading’, 1n More
C the distinction between futurology and eschatol- and Vıta-More, The TIranshbumanist Reader, | A

ın Feters  ö “I ranshumanism an the Posthuman 164 For critique of the dea of “cyberneticFuture , 161 iımmortalıty’ heavily dependent reduction-
25 So Waters, What 15 Christian about Christian bio- 1St Enlightenment anthropology, sSECC TEW

ethics?”, 292 The difference between the Christian Pickering, “Brains, Selves  i an Spirıtuality 1n the
emphasis healing and the modern attempt AF Hıstory of Cybernetics’ ıIn Hansell and Grassıie,“eliıminating the urdens of nıtude and suffer- Iranshumanism, 189-204

The Forward Movement
Evangelıical Pıoneers of “Socıial Christianity”

oger andıng
hıs Uun1que an challenging eXposition of the Forward Movement sıtuates It SPONTANCOUS developmentwıthın the Vıctorian urban ONTtLEXT It attempted CONSIrUCT experlential theology, based Wesley’sdoctrine of entire sanctification, modified by American “Second Blessing’ teaching, an! the need for “‘baptism In

the Holy Spirıt” for personal holiness. From this the church of the twenty-first CCNTULCY might well learn E€SSONS
of socı1al CNgASCMEN and spiırıtual insight.

Dr Standıing”s study focuses welcome VE-ASSESSMENET Wesleyan “Forward Movement”. Thıis 15 esh an
INNOVALLDVE study of a often mısunderstood an UNIUSTLY dısparaged.?Henry Rack, formerly Senim_- cturer In Ecclesiastica]l History, Unıiversity of Manchester

‘Roger Standıng has undertaken EXLENSLVE, careful vesearch InNtO thıs ınflunuential Hıs work 15 ımpbortanthıstorically an LE Also has ımplications for CONTE mpamry misstological thınkıng. There 15 oOWwerfu eviıdence here fOrthe close rvelationship that exısted between evangelıcals an the Socıal Gospel.”lan Randall, Senior Research Fellow, International Baptıst Theological Seminary
Roger Standing 15 Princıpal of Spurgeon’s College, London,
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