From Egalitarianism to Runaway Inequality.
(Matt Nuenke—February, 2011)

In Race, Ethnicity and Nation, (2007) Peter Wade states that "The impact of genomics on race studies has generated a good deal of controversy, particularly in the U.S.A. The key question has been the old chestnut of whether 'race' has any biological reality. Gilroy holds out hope that 'the meaning of racial difference is being reconstructed by the impact of the DNA revolution and of the technological developments that have energized it', although he recognizes that 'genomics may send out the signal to reify "race" as code and information' and that it will take some work to produce a 'post-racial' version of what it means to be human. Foster and Sharp capture the ambivalent results of genomics in a world before that work has been done: 'It was hoped by some that the sequencing of the human genome would undermine the view that racial and ethnic classifications have biological significance. This position was based on the prospect that by showing that there are numerous genetic similarities across all social classifications and no genetic features that are entirely unique to any particular racial or ethnic population, genomics would provide definitive evidence that race and ethnicity are social, not biological, classifications. Ironically, the sequencing of the human genome has instead renewed and strengthened interest in biological differences between racial and ethnic populations, as genetic variants associated with disease susceptibility, environmental response, and drug metabolism are identified, and frequencies of these variants in different populations reported.'"
Unfortunately, even though medical practitioners are gathering the tools to match different genes to differing disease treatments—pharmacogenomics—is not as yet being widely utilized. It will take the profit motive to move it to television advertisement like current drugs, with patients then requesting that doctors perform the recommended genetic testing. And the tests available are expanding at remarkable speed. So the nature/nurture debate is being renewed all over again with racial egalitarians in an entirely defensive posture—no research is coming forth showing human equality.
In Enough: Staying Human in an Engineered Age, (2003) Bill McKibben admits that we have been making germline modifications to mice since 1978 and humans may not be far behind. However, without germline modification, far simpler means are available with numerous assisted reproductive technologies coming on the market. Soon embryos can be selected that will be freer from disease and more intelligent, athletic, tall, attractive—whatever one wants in a child. Globally, inequality is increasing with regards to wealth, making assisted reproductive technology easily available to the wealthy, and the egalitarians do not like it one bit. So they argue both against allowing genetic engineering to take place while simultaneously arguing that if it cannot be stopped, then the underclass must be given the same opportunities as the well-off. Fat chance. They have denied for about eighty years now that genes matter—now they want-in on the benefits of neoeugenics.
McKibben even admits that "Endless studies of twins raised separately make very clear that virtually any trait you can think of is, to some degree, linked to our genes. Intelligence? The most recent estimates show that half or more of the variability in human intelligence comes from heredity…. In November 2001, a team of UCLA scientists released one of those sets of results that you don't necessarily want to hear. They'd taken twenty pairs of twins, half of them identical and half fraternal, and used the newest medical scanners to examine their brains. The scanner could distinguish gray matter, the areas of the brain mainly composed of the heads of nerve cells. And what they found was that each set of identical twins had virtually the same amount of it, while the fraternal twins, who share only half of their genes, varied far more widely. Or, in the words of Dr. Paul Thompson, writing in Nature Neuroscience, 'We found that brain structure is under significant genetic control. . . . The quantity of frontal grey matter, in particular, was most similar in individuals who were genetically alike; intriguingly, these individual differences in brain structure were tightly linked with individual differences in IQ. The resulting genetic brain maps reveal a strong relationship between genes, brain structure, and behavior, suggesting highly heritable aspects of brain structure may be fundamental in determining individual differences in cognition.'"
McKibben goes on to explain that such news makes "most of us uncomfortable" because racists will use this data to show that there are differences between races in average intelligence (a remarkable bit of candor I must say). McKibben then agrees with the notion that genes do matter, so he argues then that by using neoeugenics to produce "babies by design," there will be a gap between these genetically selected babies and "human history." To him, life is "good enough" and we should not attempt to make it better, to live longer, or change anything about our nature because the consequences would be detrimental to our humanness. He claims, "By this light, our gut revulsion at the coming 'enhanced' world is consciousness trying to save itself. As I've tried to show, the advent of these technologies, and this posthuman world, will quickly undermine consciousness. If we turn into engineered automatons, then consciousness as we know it—including the ability to make our own decisions, to say no—will eventually disappear. We will have reduced it to meaninglessness; human consciousness will have committed suicide."
This line of reasoning is common among opponents of any kind of genetic meddling. Whether breeding brighter humans, germline modification, cloning, etc. the human spirit, freedom, sense of accomplishment, being itself will be altered and will be detrimental—so they argue. How do they know this? Of course they don't, it is mere speculation. For every story about harming human flourishing, one can think up an alternative story of the benefits. But there is one area of research that does shed light on what it means to be human: the study of consciousness or cognitive neuroscience.
From the book Being No One: The Self-Model Theory of Subjectivity (2003), Thomas Metzinger states: "This is a book about consciousness, the phenomenal self, and the, first-person perspective. Its main thesis is that no such things as selves exist in the world: Nobody ever was or had a self. All that ever existed were conscious self-models that could not be recognized as models. The phenomenal self is not a thing, but a process—and the subjective experience of being someone emerges if a conscious information-processing system operates under a transparent self-model. You are such a system right now, as you read these sentences. Because you cannot recognize your self-model as a model, it is transparent: you look right through it. You don't see it. But you see with it. In other, more metaphorical, words, the central claim of this book is that as you read these lines you constantly confuse yourself with the content of the self-model currently activated by your brain."

Humans evolved into biological systems that use the brain to capture what is occurring in the world, processes the data trying to match what is known already while acting on new data, and then responds in a way that evolution has taught us is the most beneficial for self-preservation and reproduction. (self-preservation can entail inclusive fitness of kin, as well as the self.) Evolution has led to the "maximization of our genetic fitness" through "flexible control of action." We have now surpassed understanding medium-sized objects in our world and can construct the highly theoretical such as quantum mechanics, cosmology and parallel universes. But each and every one of us is still "No One."
So what will result if we attempt to enhance our very nature by increasing intelligence, eliminating disease, lengthening life-spans, improving athletic ability, and become ever more attractive aesthetically? We will continue to be a system that processes data for increased fitness. Will we be less unaware of these processes or more aware—that is, will our understanding of what constitutes a feeling of wholeness increase or decrease? Science has progressed by building on the brilliance of others, and the more people evolve to higher levels of intelligence the more they will be in touch with what constitutes the "phenomenal self-model." What constitutes being human versus other species is our intelligence. Neoeugenics, while encompassing more than just higher intelligence, better health makes it easier to apply our intellect. Metzinger summarizes where humans stand in terms of our evolution: "If it is true that we are neurophenomenological cavemen, then it is also true that mankind is still in a prehistoric stage—not in terms of theoretical knowledge and technology, but in terms of phenomenological knowledge and technology. One more general question is if, in the long run, we want to use our new insights into the nature of consciousness, the phenomenal self, and the first-person perspective to change our own minds. Is it better to be someone or is it better to be no one? Is the current neurophenomenological configuration of Homo sapiens really a good in itself? Is this really something we want to perpetuate and multiply indefinitely? Or should we start to think about improving our conscious model of reality, particularly our phenomenal self-model? Put crudely, we have better theories and we have better computers—why shouldn't we have better phenomenal selves as well?"
Neoeugenics then will not alter human interaction with the surrounding world, except to enhance it. The brain will remain as an interpreter of what is "out there," processing reality as best it can while searching our past experiences for the best response to what is "out there." Nothing that relates to neoeugenics will in any way take away some abstract humanness that is tied to some archaic or current human evolutionary condition. Even without genetic engineering that would tinker with our genetic endowment, humans will continue to evolve as culture and the environment change without human direction. The human genome is almost identical from person to person because most of the genes we carry have been driven to fixation because they carry on the fundamental processes that allow life in the first place. Neoeugenics, at least for a very long time in the future, will only be acting on those genetic variations that cause disease, and those that shape our intelligence, behavioral traits, attractiveness and athleticism—those genes that do vary a great deal from person to person and from one race to another.  
The bioethicist Ronald M. Green, in his 2008 book Babies by Design: The Ethics of Genetic Choice, argues in favor of using genetic technologies for preventing disease and enhancing human life, but worries about increased social injustice as the haves become healthier and wiser while the underclass is left even farther behind. I see this as a very good thing, because both the conservative right and the liberal left both seem to fear a future that would increase human progress. Genetic disease for example could increasingly become an unacceptable condition among those willing to try and eradicate these diseases, while looking on with disgust towards those who would openly choose to have a diseased child over one that is free of disease. It will be increasingly possible to blame the parents for the child's diseased condition, holding them in contempt, while reducing support for their condition in terms of social and financial assistance. That is, a turning away from the egalitarian dogma that prevails today. Research has shown that as inequality and racial diversity increases, support for social welfare programs decrease.
Green states that "Finally, people fear that genetic choices will morally deform the way parents should treat their children and, through them, people in general. By making one or another valuable characteristic the reason to bring someone into being, don't we confuse the person with the trait? Doesn't a culture of prenatal genetic selection erode our respect for persons by mistaking the part for the whole and making superficial qualities the 'measure of the man'? We like to think that human beings deserve respect in and of themselves, but trait selection seems to reduce the complexity of a person to surface qualities. It may also insert disrespect for others into the heart of family life, the place where we expect children to learn how to treat other people properly."
The exact opposite however will be the case. Humans who are highly intelligent, free of debilitating disease, athletic and physically attractive—I would argue have a better chance of flourishing and pursuing their dreams than the disabled and less intelligent. Will there be an increase in disrespect for others who are not as endowed as the enhanced individual? Most probable, but that is a good thing. Disgust is a powerful emotion, and when directed at a class of people that through their own choice become permanent members of the underclass, then by all means we should make life for these people more oppressive if that leads to their eventual elimination from a more capable population pool. Wealth, equality, democracy, good health, etc. are all improved as the average intelligence of a nation increases. One need only compare the nations of Africa to those of Europe or Eastern Asia to see the enormous differences that comes about just from differences in intelligence.

Green considers whether increased genetic endowment could deprive people of the "deep psychological rewards and satisfactions, the self-esteem, which comes from shaping one's own life." This is a vacuous concern, as people are not personally enthralled at succeeding based on being able to do so only when they are not endowed, whether genetically or naturally. After all, those people who are the most successful today, the Ashkenazi Jews, have used eugenic marriage practices for at least 1200 years and probably much longer (see John Glad's Jewish Eugenics, 2011). Whether naturally endowed or eugenically endowed, a person would not feel any different because of the source of their good fortune. If anything, the genetically endowed would be more cognizant of the benefits to be had by providing their own children with ever more enhancement as genes become increasingly decoded and matched to human traits and disease.
Let me digress here to say that as our knowledge of genetic diseases, pharmacogenomics, genes for intelligence, etc. are increasingly unraveled, the most promising neoeugenic option for parents will be PGD (preimplantation genetic diagnosis). From a number of fertilized eggs at the stage of eight cells each, one cell from each embryo is genetically tested. Then the choice must be made as to which egg(s) should be implanted to produce the most desirable child. There simply will not be a perfect embryo—one must choose from an increasingly large list of possible genetic differences. And the more information gleaned from genetic testing, the harder it will become to choose the best one. There simply will not be a perfect embryo—at least for a very long time if ever. But, the embryo selected will have a greater "open future" over the unselected embryo—on average.
While the religious right typically condemns neoeugenics, the egalitarian left is truly at a stage where they are confused, contradictory, and losing the debate. On the one hand they condemn eugenics as evil with little to support their position aside from the practice of negative eugenic sterilization once practiced almost universally—in theory at least if not in many people actually sterilized. I have read numerous books on the history of eugenics, and yet I do not remember one of them mentioning the massive program of coercive sterilization implemented in India in 1976 (see Fatal Misconception: The Struggle to Control World Population by Matthew Connelly, 2008). 

The egalitarians have fully embraced reproductive rights, and now that positive neoeugenics has begun to emerge and should be considered as just another reproductive right, they are afraid that it will expose lies about racial equality. Buried deep in academia, the biological sciences fully comprehend the implications of evolutionary psychology, behavior genetics, population genetics, and now molecular genetics getting very close to locating the genes for intelligence. Eventually the public will be exposed to the implications of genes for determining intelligence, and support—for instance—of closing the gap in educational attainment between Blacks and Whites will be abandoned as hopeless along with numerous other social welfare programs (see Bad Students, Not Bad Schools by Robert Weissberg, 2010). Now, egalitarians are simultaneously condemning neoeugenics while calling for it to become a universal entitlement!

Green contends that "Genetic interventions should not reinforce or increase unjust inequality and discrimination, economic inequality, or racism." Would he then allow for inequality if it came about through just means, such as assortative mating or the purchase of genetic technologies? Increasingly universal higher education, increased mobility and population migrations, along with easy communication and use of match-making services are changing the mating practices of people. I have noticed over just the last few years, the increasing number of computer assisted dating services available. Apparently they have finally caught on and are becoming financially successful after a very long–slow start. People are attracted to others like themselves and given the opportunity will mate with their own kind—especially when it comes to intelligence. As assortative mating increases through cultural changes, the natural distribution of intelligence will slowly flatten as the smart-marry-the-smart and the dumb-marry-the-dumb (an increase in the standard deviation which is currently about 15 IQ points). Egalitarianism cannot overcome this positive eugenic trend because it is based on their cherished embrace of reproductive rights. (Actually, I have read some leftists bemoan the hesitancy that most people have for marrying other races that are not intelligent. On the other hand, for instance, there is a high level of marriage between East Asians and Whites in the West.)
In A Century of Eugenics in America: From the Indiana Experiment to the Human Genome Era, (edited by Paul A. Lombardo, 2011)—Lombardo states that "A quick internet search [on eugenics] identifies that word as the invective du jour in public discourse, shorthand for everything evil. Most often those who brandish the 'E' word condemn it as the nadir of 'pseudo-science' and make explicit reference to Hitler and the Holocaust." It is ironic that the left criticizes the religious right for not accepting evolution as scientifically valid, while at the same time selecting parts of evolution while condemning fundamental aspects of it. For instance, the claim that eugenics is pseudoscience contradicts one of the foundational principles of evolution—in 1904, Francis Galton, the originator of the term eugenics, restated his understanding of eugenics as "the science which deals with all influences that improve the inborn qualities of a race; also with those that develop them to the utmost advantage." Races of humans are the same as sub-species in animal and plant biology, and evolution is based on the genetic variability within a species that occupies differing ecological niches, eventually resulting in genetic mutations leading to new species. If eugenics is pseudoscience, then so is evolution itself.
When egalitarians reject eugenics they join religious fundamentalists in rejecting accepted biological science. (See John Glad's Jewish Eugenics for a history of how eugenics came to be linked to the Holocaust and racism.) Now it is egalitarian dogma that embraces pseudoscience on a regular basis without an iota of research to back it up. For example, in A Century of Eugenics in America (henceforth a Century of Eugenics), Gregory Michael Dorr & Angela Logan state, "Finally, this study suggests that African Americans iterated what became the scientific consensus on race—that its hereditary determinants pale in significance compared to its environmental, cultural origins—some 30 years before white scientists acceded to it in the UNESCO Statement on Race, and almost 80 years before the Human Genome Project 'proved' it. This prescience reveals the socially constructed nature of scientific understanding. Science is bound by the historical context in which it is conducted and influenced by the experience of the scientists conducting it. And these profound influences are antecedent to nonscientists' popularization of scientific findings. Ultimately, 'good' or 'true' science is as dependent on subjective criteria as it is on the purportedly 'objective' findings elicited by the scientific method."
Increasingly the left has succumbed to attacking science itself, because the accumulated evidence for racial differences in average intelligence has so overwhelmed their dogma that they have little to support their equalitarian claims. First, science is a process and does not make "truth" claims—science is always provisional. So whenever something is said to be "proven" or is the "truth" in scientific discourse, it is pure propaganda. The UNESCO Statement on Race has no standing within science, and the Human Genome Project cannot 'prove' anything much less what "race" means. Science simply is not based on some sort of organized group's statement of "truth", but rather ongoing research that builds on facts that point towards the current accepted paradigm. For example, from the book, 50 great myths of Popular Psychology: "There's no evidence that IQ tests or other standardized tests, like the SAT, underpredict the performance of women or minorities. Today, most experts agree that the question of IQ test bias has been settled about as conclusively as any scientific controversy can be."

Regarding race, in The Perils of Diversity: Immigration and Human Nature, 2010, Byron M. Roth points out that "Equally bizarre is the claim that no group differences along racial lines can exist because race is not a meaningful scientific concept, but is merely a socially constructed one useful to dominant racial groups. Some have supported this claim with the assertion that human traits vary continuously and not discreetly. For example skin color varies continuously, and there are no sharp breaks in skin color when one examines the whole spectrum of human variation. This is, of course, correct, but wholly beside the point. Races are usually defined as populations originating in large geographic areas, and it was always known that intermediate populations existed, with intermediate characteristics. Furthermore, races are not defined by any one trait but rather by a constellation of characteristics that can be easily measured. When we look at different human beings, we may be very much aware of the continuous nature of human traits, but can, nonetheless, clearly make racial distinctions. Those distinctions are not merely subjective. Geneticists have found patterns of genetic markers that are virtually error-free in distinguishing individuals from different racial groups, as well as those with mixed racial background."
It is also pure propaganda that eugenics became "discredited by the 1940s." Eugenics only real tool at that time was sterilization of the "unfit," but during the Great Depression in the 1930s, followed by the WWII and good economic times, the unfit no longer posed a serious problem to society. Immigration had been controlled, assimilation was no longer a threat, and eugenics merely faded in interest as other social problems, such as overpopulation took its place as the major demographic concern. Eugenic research and discussions continued on within medical and academic circles throughout the last half of the 20th century. As Gregory Michael Dorr states in Century of Eugenics, "The rise of 'liberal' ecological and antipoverty activism, however, marched in lock step with concern about overpopulation and a movement for Zero Population Growth that allied political liberals and conservatives. While Rachel Carson's Silent Spring and Michael Harrington's The Other America are cited as influential books that shaped a generation, commentators neglect Stanford biologist Paul R. Ehrlich's 1968 best seller, The Population Bomb. Ehrlich's crusade to alert Americans to an impending Malthusian catastrophe—overpopulation exacerbated by pollution resulting in mass starvation and chaos—inspired a cultural mania." It is probably more correct to state that eugenics merely morphed from an interest in sterilization of the unfit to reducing the birth rate of the world's underclass, though it was never stated as such.

During this time also, Marxism reinvented itself into egalitarianism, a dogma rooted in the denial of genetic influence of human behavior and intelligence. Humans, it was declared but never supported by science, were unique among all other organisms in that we alone were not influenced by our genes. The egalitarian dogma however will be increasingly difficult to sell to the public as medical research increasingly unravels the influence of genes on our physical differences in how we respond to medical treatments, as well as its use in forensics, and in the purchasing of neoeugenic technologies by parents that want babies-by-design. The intellectually fit will increasingly embrace the concept of fitter babies, because to do otherwise will mean being left behind in the competition. Genetics then will return as the sine qua non for human flourishing, and those who embrace this knowledge will increasingly look upon those who do not as not worth caring about. Inequality will increasingly become not just a consequence of modernity but a goal by those who will see themselves as the masters over the underclass. Instead of compassion for the "oppressed masses" of the world, indifference will become the norm and when threatened, the power elite will do whatever is necessary to separate and protect themselves from the underclass. 
In Century of Eugenics, Linda L. McCabe and Edward R. B. McCabe lament, "The purpose of this volume is to consider the history and legacy of eugenics. No extant scientific or medical community is more conscious of the burden of the eugenic bequest than human and medical geneticists, since our discipline is historically rooted in eugenics and the eugenic movement. Perhaps in response to this disciplinary origin, geneticists often avoid discussions of eugenics, but such avoidance ignores the risk of eugenic resurgence and may in fact foster its reemergence by avoiding notice of the scientific, medical, and social factors that are realigning for the 'perfect storm.'" Indeed, the neoeugenic technologies will radically alter the egalitarian dogma, and will place the gifted at the unapologetic helm of humanities future. The underclass will be cast aside, as there are no valid arguments, moral or ethical, for universal altruism.
The McCabes continue, "Garland Allen argues that many of the economic and social influences that led to the American Eugenics Movement are present today, and these influences exist in a similar scientific context that is filled with genetic determinism. The early decades of the twentieth century, during which eugenics prospered in the United States, were turbulent socially, economically and politically. One response to this turbulence was Progressivism, which utilized a scientific approach to planning and management, engaging experts and managers to address rapid change and improve efficiency, initially in the industrial sector and eventually in government. These features had strong appeal to proponents of eugenics, who argued that science could be harnessed to improve genetic outcomes, and careful management of human breeding would be more efficient for society economically." But I thought in the same book it was declared that eugenics was pseudoscience! Which is it, a potent force altering the genes of those who will embrace it, while regarding those who don't as undeserving its benefits. Will the genetically enhanced diverge slowly from caring or wanting to associate with the genetically unfit?
The McCabes warn, "The rhetoric of genetic determinism and the perceived power of genomics could fuel the resurgence of eugenics, though undoubtedly with a different name, and therefore it is essential to challenge such deterministic thinking whenever and wherever it arises." They can "challenge" genetic determinism, but it can only be done based on scientific grounds and not mere rhetoric. Those who protect their children from genetic disease, increase their children's intelligence through embryo selection, or give their children improved beauty and athleticism will be living proof of neoeugenics—not mere speculation. The McCabes, like egalitarians generally, want to argue that neoeugenics will lead to genetic determinism—that is, only genes, not the environment, count when it comes to making the individual who they are. This is a red herring, just like the argument against races. No proponent of eugenics or genetic enhancement is claiming that only genes matter—only that the right genes along with the right environment can lead to a more open and prosperous outlook for a child's future flourishing.
A good example of this blending of genes and environment is the observation that many highly gifted children never seek to use their intelligence to accomplish great things. They become complacent, lazy, and just get along with minimal interest in their own abilities. The reason seems to be that as gifted children, they are never challenged because their peers are far less intelligent. The simple answer is of course to raise gifted children with other gifted children so that they will develop the desire to compete and excel further than their peers. That is, gifted children need enriched environments to reach their full potential.

On a similar note, it is understood that genetic enhancement will only make people more capable; it does not direct them into any particular niche, occupation or level of effort. Selecting the embryo(s) to be implanted for development will always be a compromise and a subjective decision to be made by the parents. It is in no way a "deterministic" process and requires both good genes and a good environment. The McCabes complain "that racial and genetic discrimination are often intertwined within eugenics; but endowing racial groups with profound genetic differences denies the fact that race is a social rather than a biological construct, and there is more genetic variation within than between ethnocultural groups." This red herring was addressed earlier, but it does show how the left just keeps repeating the same warnings. My response is "so what?" People are going to avail themselves of genetic technologies whether others buy into it or not. Humanity will split into those who want to improve on human nature and those who want to regress.
When there is a class of people who are using neoeugenics to improve the future for their own children, in my opinion those people will not be interested in providing money for education to try and close the gap between say Blacks and Whites. They will not be happy pumping money into trying to educate the uneducatable. They will not be happy having their tax dollars going into the care and treatment of disabled people who did not have to be born afflicted. They will not be inclined to help those downtrodden because they lack the intelligence to take care of themselves and their naturally born children. They will not be in favor of socialized medicine when they have taken steps to be free of medical vulnerabilities. Compassion for the genetically careless will wane as more and more people isolate themselves into communities of the directed evolutionary well-born.
The confusion over what is eugenic seems more emotionally charged than rationally argued: "[Julian] Savulescu stated that the principle of procreative beneficence implied that 'couples should employ genetic tests for non-disease traits in selecting which child to bring into existence and that we should allow selection of non-disease genes in some cases even if this maintains or increases social inequality,' and added, 'In the absence of some other reason for action, a person who has good reason to have the best child is morally required to have the best child.' Savulescu opened his article with the statement, 'Eugenic selection of embryos is now possible,' but presumably this relates to the literal meaning of the term as well born or in his terminology best life. This presumption is based on subsequent statements that procreative beneficence would not be eugenic, since it would involve decision making at the individual or couple level, whereas eugenics engages populations and interferes with reproduction, for example, by eugenic sterilization, 'to promote social goods.' Subsequently, Savulescu argued emphatically for individual choice in reproductive decision making and respect for the individual's decision even when there might be strong disagreement with doctors or others." 
This line of argument seems to me to be admitting that those who are against neoeugenics first try to discredit it, but eventually capitulate to its inevitability and try to call it something else. Are the McCabes saving face or just holding on to the egalitarian dogma by redefining genetic manipulations? When genetic technologies are used to produce the well-born, it is eugenic. The left has ensnared itself in promoting reproductive rights, and now they want to take back those rights that may lead to increased inequality. The McCabes claim, "With the intimate relationship between our genes and our identities, we would argue that the commodification of genes, genetic testing, and reproductive technologies influence our concepts of individual identity. Placing a value on these objects and services could be perceived as placing a value on selfhood and identity. Given the deterministic nature of the ART [Artificial Reproductive Technology] industry, for example, 'If you obtain an egg from a woman with an advanced degree, then you will have a brighter child,' and the fact that the ova from the individual with these desired characteristics will be priced higher than others, the marketplace is differentially valuing individuals within society. Moving from the market value of individuals to their social value would seem to be even easier than the reverse: if a person has a defined monetary worth that is less than another, then some would argue (all too easily) that the person belongs to a different and lower social stratum and he/she would be valued less. These factors as well as the racialization of the ART market and the close relationships of economic/social class and racial categorizations with eugenics in the United States are setting the social stage for a return to eugenics. Additional forces are present that risk placing us even more directly in the path of this perfect storm that could result in a resurgence of eugenics. Genetic determinism, fueled by the Human Genome Project and fundamental to genetic discrimination and eugenics, reduces the individual to his/her genes and oversimplifies the science, ignoring the need for a more synthetic, nuanced, and realistic view of our biological selves."
The problem with this argument is that society places value on all kinds of genetic commodities already, with eugenics. Athletes, models, movie stars, politicians, Wall Street tycoons, heads of industry, etc.—all of these categories of highly valued people have attributes that have led to their commodification, but I have not heard them complain about their good fortune. There is simply no evidence that a person who has been enhanced through genetic technologies feels any different than a person who has not been genetically altered. It goes entirely unnoticed in daily life and is only of intellectual interest. The person feels no difference. Rich man, poor man, beggar man, thief, or genetically enhanced—they all still deal with the environment in the same way.
The McCabes offer some advice to prevent a resurgence of eugenics: "We must recognize the illegitimacy of genetic discrimination and support genetic nondiscrimination legislation; respect personal autonomy and reproductive freedom; recognize and resist the corrosive nature of commodification of body parts, including genes and gametes, on social structure; guard against policies from organized medicine, governments, and corporations that could enshrine eugenic practices; and educate opinion leaders and the populace regarding the risks of overpromising genetics/genomics and the consequences of determinism and eugenics." In other words they want to use indoctrination to reduce the appeal of Artificial Reproductive Technology by progressive thinking people as opposed to conservatives who abhor change. How the situation has changed. A nation that is made up of people that are on average healthier, wealthier, wise, creative, better looking, and more athletic would seem to be what any patriot would wish for their own people. If some people choose not to participate, so be it. Then let them fend for themselves.
The last chapter in Century of Eugenics is by Maxwell J. Mehlman. John Glad notes in Jewish Eugenics that in 2007, "The Cleveland Jewish News reports a speech given by Case Western University School of Law professor Maxwell J. Mehlman in which he warns that association of eugenics with Nazi extremism may have caused society to shy away from identifying policies as eugenics and from engaging in dialogue about the (positive) role of eugenics in the modern world."
In Century of Eugenics, Mehlman addresses three issues: what is meant by eugenics, modern practices that can be considered eugenic, and finally how eugenics may develop through developments in technology and public policy. His examples however seem to border on the obscure and limited uses of eugenics and avoids the more mainstream measures and changes in society that it may bring about.
Mehlman states, "[T]he point is whether one believes that only certain types of persons should procreate. Understood in this way, many modern practices can be considered eugenic, or to use Sonia Suter's term, 'neoeugenic.' As she explains, 'although neoeugenics is not identical to the eugenics of yesteryear, many of the same impulses and drives exist today; most notably, the desire to improve the human species and our children through reproductive choices.'"
This is most certainly false, at least in the West. Neoeugenics is not concerned with race or species betterment, but with offering reproductive technologies to individuals for the explicit purpose of enhancing the opportunities open to their children through gene selection. The medical establishment offering these services are not on any crusade to save the world, but merely to sell a technology that people want for their own benefit. Race betterment may be on the agenda of advocates for eugenics, but the practitioners are distanced from these considerations. Society today is more than capable of letting nature take its toll on the underclass without any need to try and prevent excessive births to them. Between gangland warfare, disease, incarceration, malnutrition, and the like, coerced sterilization is simply not needed or practical.

Mehlman includes as eugenic government actions like tax breaks for the affluent having more children while restricting welfare payments to the underclass for having too many children, as well as the judicial system awarding damages for wrongful births or wrongful life cases. However, as the technology progresses, these cases should become extremely rare because they simply cost too much. Physicians for example will error on the side of preventing births that may lead to disabilities rather than take the chance on a law suit.
It appears however that some governments may take positive actions to increase the number of enhanced offspring for economic and national pride. Mehlman notes that "The most notorious recent case is the Chinese basketball player Yao Ming, whose parents were mated by the Chinese government because of their height and athletic prowess and who was forced to play basketball at an early age." If the Chinese are inclined to go to such lengths to produce a tall, talented basketball player, what will they do to ensure an overabundance of high intelligence among their population that on the one hand is trying to reduce the strain of overpopulation under the one child policy, it could also encourage more births to those select couples that are of extremely high intelligence. Such a combined action of positive selective breeding and negative birth restrictions among such a large population could utterly swamp the world with geniuses.

In the West, the closest thing we have to significant positive population eugenics is currently dating services. I heard recently that eHarmony.com has taken off as a viable way of finding and matching hopeful lovers that is leading to marriage, mostly through word of mouth about its effectiveness. Assortative mating may be becoming a more automated process with these dating services increasing in numbers, what will happen when in a few years people can add their actual genetic code to their personal profiles? 

This could also spill over into the field of egg and sperm donors where already matched couples have difficulty bearing children. First, the couple is matched using genetic similarities. Then, if they require egg or sperm donors to have children, they can look for genetic matches directly, making the children almost kin (see Frank Salter's On Genetic Interests).
Intelligence, whether accepted by egalitarians as a meaningful indicator of worth or value, is at least implicitly accepted as something very good to have an abundance of. Academics, especially the Marxist leaning, condemn intelligence tests and there meaning in their writings and lectures. But they belie their true feelings when discussing colleagues, students and others—intelligence suddenly becomes very salient. Personality traits on the other hand have not had the same success with regards to value. Though they have been researched extensively by psychometricians, various personality trait profiles have not been matched to success in terms of the workforce, happiness, etc. They will test and provide a person's personality profile, but are very reluctant to give weight to one type of personality over another. This is in keeping with the egalitarian dogma that we are all equally valued. However, it is quite easy to back-engineer what personality types are best suited for what occupations. Just pick a representative sample of those who excel at a certain profession or trade, match them on intelligence, then see how they differ with regards to personality. And once genes, as well as personality tests, are combined to accurately define a future person's personality, assortative mating and selection of sperm or egg donors for certain desired types of personality will become practical.
Mehlman observes that "As the understanding of genetic science expands, the ability to pursue neoeugenic objectives is bound to increase. Of greatest importance is the development of new tests to detect undesirable conditions and traits. As noted earlier, it is becoming possible to screen newborns for far greater numbers of genetic conditions and risk factors for disease. In June 2006, researchers in London announced that a new technique called preimplantation genetic haplotyping would increase the number of diseases or risk factors that can be detected by PGD testing from 200 to 6,000. Similar testing could be performed on donor gametes and on fetuses in utero, and could be used by couples considering whether or not to reproduce [or abort the defective fetus]."

As having children increasingly culminates in reducing defective children, parents will want assurances that the medical professionals will not make any mistakes—perfect children will be the goal. As disabled and defective children slowly recede from public view, those remaining will be looked on with disgust and condemnation toward their parents. To assure perfection then, parents should be able to take out insurance so that if there are any defectives allowed through the screening process, they can collect for damages. This may help keep cases such as wrongful life out of the courts. People will come to expect perfection, or be compensated accordingly.
Mehlman points out that negative eugenics is still active if not openly advocated: "Another method by which the government involves itself in what might be considered neoeugenics is providing public funding for family-planning programs aimed at preventing the birth of children to poor mothers. According to the Alan Guttmacher Institute, the government in 2001 spent $1.26 billion on reversible contraceptive services and $95 million on sterilization services. These funds are distributed through several programs: Medicaid, Title X, Title V (Maternal Child Block Grants), Social Services Block Grants, and TANF (Temporary Assistance for Needy Families). These programs would not be particularly neoeugenic if they provided family-planning assistance to all socioeconomic groups, but virtually all of these funds are earmarked for the poor." As productive people take steps to reduce the burden on society and themselves through the elimination of defective children, the compassion for the underclass to go on breeding the unfit will slowly dry up. Whether they want to or not, the underclass will be forced to take responsibility for their reproductive decisions. According to Mehlman, there are currently 24 states that have placed caps on aid after a certain number of children.
Mehlman lists as being neoeugenic such issues as anti-immigration, screening newborns for nontreatable disorders (leading to future abortions if the same condition arises), restricting conjugal visits for incarcerated criminals, etc. Almost anything doing with reproduction can be classified as neoeugenic when we influence who reproduces and what children are selected over less desired embryos or fetuses. Though he would like to try and legislate away many of our reproductive freedoms, in the United States at least, that would be very difficult to do. And if they were successful, many people would just go offshore to have procedures performed, or just send a sample to be analyzed for genetic fitness by an offshore lab.
Mehlman summarizes the real fear the egalitarians have against even positive neoeugenics: "If genetic interventions took place early enough in the life cycle, the resulting changes in DNA would be incorporated into an individual's eggs or sperm and passed on to future generations. Societal pressure to use this technology to improve the germ line could become overwhelming. Future developments in genetics also hold out the possibility of manipulating DNA to enhance non-disease traits. Researchers have already created mice with genetically engineered improvements in strength and cognitive ability. The question for public policy would be whether to subsidize access to these technologies for those who cannot afford to pay for them. Failure to do so would be an implicit form of neoeugenics, since enhanced individuals would claim a greater share of societal resources, increasing their chances of reproductive success over genetic have-nots." The typical talking points spewed out by the left then is one of denial, retreat, and then advocating for neoeugenics technologies for the underclass. Within this one book the authors claim that eugenics is pseudoscience, races do not exist, that neoeugenics is showing up again everywhere, and that these technologies must be made available to the "genetic have-nots." Implicit in their concerns is not that poor Whites will be left out, but that poor Blacks who are already at a cognitive disadvantage will fall even further behind widening the gap between Blacks and Whites. 

It seems only natural that the people who will embrace neoeugenics are the more sophisticated elite who have a better understanding underlying the influence of both genetics and environment. If they are willing to spend several thousand dollars to select designer babies, they will also make sure that these children will also be brought up in an enriched and challenging environment. The unsophisticated will be left behind and eventually, compassion for the underclass will be replaced by contempt, disgust or just plain indifference. Inequality will increase, and there will be ever more ways in which the haves will separate themselves from the have-nots as a matter of necessity. The underclass will be increasingly desperate leading to violence and crime. The egalitarians have backed themselves into a real dilemma—they abhor neoeugenics but see that it will lead to increased inequality. What to do? Within a decade virtually all genetic diseases will be identifiable as well as the genes for intelligence, behavioral traits, etc. Neoeugenics will then take off exponentially among those who understand the implications.
