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1 On defining mor al enhancement: a clarificatory taxonomy

3  ABSTRACT
4  Recently there has been some discussion concearpagticular type of enhancement, namely ‘moral
5 enhancement’. However, there is no consensus ohpmbeisely constitutes moral enhancement, and
6 as aresult the concept is used and defined imda variety of ways. In this article, we develop a
7  clarificatory taxonomy of these definitions and mentify the criteria that are used to delineate th
8  concept. We think that the current definitions bardistinguished from each other by the criteriedus
9 for determining whether an intervention is indeeat@henhancement. For example, some definitions
10 are broad and include moral enhancement by anysnedrile other definitions focus only on moral
11  enhancement by means of specific types of inteimeife.g. biomedical or genetic interventions).
12 Moreover, for some definitions it suffices for amdrvention to baimed or intended to morally
13 enhance a person, while other definitions onlyrrefémoral enhancement’ in relation to intervensgo
14  that are actuallgffective. For all these differences in definitions we dsesgsome of their (more
15 normative) implications. This shows that definigcare significantly less descriptive and more
16  normative than they are regularly portrayed toWde.therefore hope that the taxonomy developed in
17  this paper and the comments on the implicationsi®mnormative debate of the variety of definitions
18  will provide conceptual clarity in a complex andjhiy interesting debate.
19
20 INTRODUCTION
21  The debate about enhancing human traits has bgewfar some decades, and more recently there
22 has been some discussion concerning one partcaegory of enhancement, namely ‘moral
23 enhancement’. What is at issue in moral enhancemmet the improvement of physical and/or
24  cognitive capacities, but improvement in the wayhich we act or reflect morally. Concerns have
25  been voiced that tinkering with our beliefs of wistight and wrong, or our motivation to act right
26  or wrongly, might be to open a Pandora’s box tlald lead to unforeseen and potentially disastrous

27  consequences [1-3]. Others praise moral enhanceasent essential step in guaranteeing even the
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very survival of the human race as the potentiatifiitng great harm (e.g. with biological or other

weapons of mass destruction) continues to incridagg

Although the debate is of recent date, ‘moral enbarent’ or ‘moral bioenhancement’ has already
become an established concept. Neverthelesdait isom clear what precisely constitutes moral
enhancement. Different authors use different difims or meanings of term. Existing definitions ca
differ to such a degree that a particular intenaemivould constitute or result in moral enhancement
according to one definition, but not according nother. However, even though many different
definitions of the term exist, this is not alwaykaowledged in the debate. In this respect, JoluolSh
has stated:
Too many discussions are proceeding as if botimsning and the possibility of moral
enhancement were already widely understood anedgneon. (...) Asking such questions,
and offering answers, depend on assigning some seraother to “moral enhancement.”
However, clear and precise definitions of “morah@mcement” are not to be found; what has
been called “moral” enhancement ranges from feadimgathic concern to increasing personal

responsibility all the way to heightening respextdlobal fairness [8, p.3]

And also:
anyone using the term ‘moral enhancement’ as ify@ree knows what is meant must either
be simplifying matters to the point of negligencetrying to speak only to those already in

local moral consensus. [8, p.4]

We therefore believe that it is important to chiae different types of definition and so develop a
taxonomy of existing definitions or uses of the @gpt of moral enhancement. We focus on a number
of criteria for what counts as a moral enhancerti@ttare included in some definitions but are not
included or are included, but in a different foimpthers. Whenever possible, we use definitions

given by authors in their articles and stay aseckspossible to the author’s wording. However, not
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every author gives an explicit definition, and om® cases we must therefore focus on how these

authors use the concept of moral enhancement amtlahcontext.

Of course, creating a descriptive taxonomy can belw first step in the debate on moral
enhancement, as is clear from the quotes from Spivek above. Another issue that is rarely
acknowledged in the debate on moral enhancemehgti$ehind the seeming neutrality of defining
the concept, there often lie philosophical batieso what constitutes morality and what it means t
act morally. In this paper we will therefore algsaiss the (normative) implications of using certai
types of definition and of including or excludingrtain elements from the definition. Our aim igyto
beyond the simplification and local moral consergescribed by Shook above, to chart the
complexity of the concept and its implications tlee normative debate on the permissibility or

desirability of specific interventions aimed at mognhancement.

We believe a descriptive taxonomy, combined witlisgussion of some of the main implications of
using certain types of definition, are importardlgofor anyone wishing to conduct a normative
analysis of the ethical desirability of moral entement. We will distinguish different definition§ o
moral enhancement based on the criteria they usgefermining whether a certain intervention is
indeed a moral enhancement. We each time focussorgke criterion whereby we discuss (1) how
definitions can be distinguished based on theiusion or exclusion of this criterion, and (2) witia¢
possible (normative) implications are of includimgexcluding it. For example, some definitions are
broad and include moral enhancement by any mednke ather definitions focus only on moral
enhancement by means of specific types of inteimeife.g. biomedical or genetic interventions).
Another element is that some definitions considamaral enhancement those interventions that
change a person’s moral behaviour while for otlegindtions an intervention can only be seen as a
moral enhancement when it targets a person’s neagacities. However, in this paper we will take no
position on the definitions or criteria we preferdisagree with, and we will not formulate defiaiis

of our own.
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FOCUSON THE INTERVENTION OR ON THE INDIVIDUAL
When comparing different definitions or uses of ¢bacept of ‘moral enhancement’, one has to make
sure one is not comparing apples and oranges. Maljcations touch on the question: what is moral
enhancement? However, this question seems to le¥siadd in two different ways. Some authors
formulate the question as: when can a ceitaénvention be considered a moral enhancement?. In
doing so, they focus on the criteria that needetoniet by the interventional process. David DeGrazia
for example, seems to understand moral enhancemgnts

interventions that are intended to improve our meapacities such as our capacities for

sympathy and fairness’. [9, p.1]

Other commentators focus less on the intervenéiod,seem to understand the question of what is
moral enhancement as: when can an individual betegleave been morally enhanced or what does it
mean for an individual to be morally enhanced?.elahughes, for example, argues for a conception
of moral enhancement that focuses heavily on ttieistual rather than the intervention:

Moral enhancement is not just the jacking up diig with neurochemicals. It is more broadly

taking conscious control of our lives to build #ied of character we want to have. [10, p.4]

It will be clear that focusing on the interventi@ther than on the individual allows consideratién
the efficacy of the intervention in particular caise be deferred, and even that the nature of thralm

improvement becomes less central.

BROAD VERSUS MORE SPECIFIC INTERVENTIONAL MEANS

Another difference is that some authors [8; 11+isg} moral enhancement as a broad concept that
covers any practice that causes or is intendeduseca change in the functioning of moral capagitie
with types of interventions ranging from non-inwas{e.g. moral education) to highly invasive (e.qg.
deep brain stimulation or brain surgery). Othersl] are more specific and focus on moral

bi oenhancement which they seem to understand as ‘moral enhancelnydriomedical and genetic
means’ [4, p.162]. Hence, these authors make eixitiat they only focus on certain (invasive) means

4
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for enhancement, thereby leaving out such intefergtas moral education or talk therapy. A
particular example of a specific focus can be fownah article by Mark Walker which discusses
‘enhancing genetic virtue’, a specific way of méranhancing individuals:

Engineering genetic virtue (...) would mean promgijenes that influence the acquisition of

the virtues. [15, p.26]

It is clear that certain (more invasive) intervens are more controversial than other (less inejsiv
ones such as talk therapy and moral education. Wherimits moral enhancement to more
controversial cases, it is clear that when it cotoemrguing for the ethical desirability of moral

enhancement, a stronger justification will be nelede

Moreover, using a broad conception of moral enhaecse seems to imply that interventions such as
moral education and neurological interventions dodiffer in principle (as they are both captured
under the heading of ‘moral enhancement’), butlgateterms of their practical implications/effects
for example, invasiveness or effectiveness. Udiegcbncept of moral enhancementdbr
interventions or only for those interventions theg¢ (most) invasive, can serve to bias the normativ

debate towards or away from a conclusion of peibilgg or desirability.

ENHANCING INDIVIDUALSVERSUS ENHANCING HUMANITY
Definitions can differ in what they consider tothetarget of moral enhancement. Most definitions
stipulate that ‘moral enhancement’ refers to indations that are used on individual persons. For
example, Tom Douglas [16,17] defines moral enharceras:

interventions that will expectably leave an indival with more morahfz. morally better)

motives or behaviour than she would otherwise ek [17, p.3]

Some commentators, however, use a definition teatseems to include interventions that operate on
groups of persons, or even on society and/or hugnangeneral. This is the case, for example, for
Ingmar Persson and Julian Savulescu who discusseinly ‘the moral character of humanity’ [4].

5
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To illustrate the difference between morally enlagéndividuals and morally enhancing society,
consider the following imaginary case:
A country’s government passes a law that requirasfor every case of In Vitro Fertilisation,
only embryos that do not possess a certain setra@gjassociated with a higher risk of

developing anti-social personality disorder ar¢adlé candidates for implantation.

In this case one could claim — following well-knoarguments made by Derek Parfit in Rsasons

and Persons[18] — that no individual would end up with bettaotives or behaviour than she would
otherwise have had (as she either would not hage bern or would have been chosen anyway), yet
the society she lives in might end up with moregbedehaving morally. The theoretical possibilify o
such moral enhancement through genetic selectisé@n discussed by Walker [15] and Halley
Faust [19]. According to definitions such as the amentioned above by Douglas, such a program of
pre-implantation genetic testing and selection waitnply not be considered to be a moral
enhancement as, following arguments voiced by Radiindividual could claim to be morally
improved and so would fall outside the normativbate in this field. As with the previous section,

excluding the ‘difficult’ and including the ‘easipoth have implications for the debate.

These definitions, covering the individual alonecovering society as well, thus also have relevant
implications. For justifying moral enhancement éggblsolely to individuals, justifications related t
autonomy and personal benefit might suffice. Howewgjustifying moral enhancement on a societal
level one would need to turn to other justificai@uch as issues of justice or of achieving a cammo

good. Moreover, concerns about altering human aatauld then come into view as well

MORAL TREATMENT VERSUSMORAL ENHANCEMENT

Many definitions understand moral enhancement g$aam of moral improvement, regardless of
whether it involves an improvement towards averfagetioning of moral capacities or one towards
above average functioning. However, there are diarep Nicholas Agar, for example, has explicitly

6
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criticised the definition used by DeGrazia (quatddve) for not differentiating betweemoral
enhancement as improvement (something Agar considers to be synonymous withafrtbeerapy), and
moral enhancement beyond human norms.* For Agar, an example of mortierapy would be

‘endowing the likes of John Wayne Gacy or Ted Buwithh a normal sensitivity to suffering’ [21,
p.73]. Moralenhancement, on the other hand, ‘has the purpose of boostisgansiveness to ethical or
moral reasons to levels beyond that considered aidonhuman beings’ [21, p.73]. For Agar, moral
enhancement refers exclusively to interventionsrdiae people to a higher level of functioning of
moral capacities that is infrequently observed agrteimans or even to levels beyond those ever
observed. Agar considers moral therapy and mofamrement to be sufficiently different not to be

lumped together under one term.

Likewise, Dorothee Horstkotter et al. argue thatding people to average levels of moral reflection
or behaviour is medical treatment and not enhancerni@ey claim that:
if there is a health problem, medical treatmerihésreasonable reaction, while enhancement,

either moral or otherwise, does not arise [22,]p.27

In order to be able to distinguish moral treatnfemh moral enhancement in this way, one needs to
determine what constitutes an average or normal Efunctioning of moral capacities or behaviour.
Every intervention that brings a person to thisrage level would then be treatment, while
enhancement would consist of improving beyonddkerage level. To put this somewhat more
analytically, those who maintain a difference betwé&eating and enhancing, have to be able, &t leas
theoretically, to distinguish:

1) An intervention (X), used on a person or grotifn\a below average functioning of moral

capacities and/or behaviour £ that is intended to raise or succeeds at raiilsgperson’s

or group’s functioning of moral capacities and/ehaviour to an average level {M

! The debate on a possible distinction betweentfireat’ and ‘enhancement’ is, of course, by no meawtusive to the
moral enhancement debate. Many commentators heaadgldiscussed the relevance or irrelevance df audistinction for

the general debate on enhancement [20].



192

193 2) An intervention (YY), used on a person or grouih\an average functioning of moral
194 capacities and/or behaviour {)Mthat is intended to raise or succeeds at raisiisgperson’s
195 or group’s functioning of moral capacities and/ehaviour to an above average level*{i
196

197 Anintervention X could then be considered ‘treatthevhile interventions of type Y could then be

198 labelled as ‘enhancement’. Naturally, there is al$bird possibility which is:

199 3) An intervention (Z), used on a person or grouih & below average functioning of moral
200 capacities and/or behaviour ) that is intended to raise or succeeds at raiilsgperson’s
201 or group’s functioning of moral capacities and/ehaviour to an above average levef{M
202

203  Classifying interventions of type Z is more diffitas this intervention has both a treatment and an
204  enhancement aspect to it.

205

206  Putin a schematic way this becomes:

207 X v

208 M™ > M > MH

w : Y,

210 Scheme 1: Three types of interventions

211

212 However, spelling out the cut-off point between aldherapy and moral enhancement may often be
213 next to impossible. B, M*, and M* do not represent single and generally agreed lgvefs of

214  moral capacities. There is a continuum that rafiges below average functioning of moral capacities
215  through to above average functioning. On this contim, different cut-off points could be made as to
216  what falls within average functioning (and henceatalls outside), depending on how many standard
217  deviations from average one allows for an individaastill be considered as having normally

218 functioning moral capacities. As there is no objectvay of determining what falls within the range
219  of ‘normal’ moral behaviour or functioning of morepacities, every choice of cut-off point is,
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necessarily, a normative one. Even the questido abat constitutes ‘moral capacities’ has no
straightforward answerOur proposed scheme only purports to create ctmakeglarity, hence we
take no position as to where we believe the cupoiifit should lie. We limit ourselves to pointingto
that different cut-off pointsan be made and that our scheoaa be applied regardless of which cut-

off point one adopts.

Moreover, distinguishing moral treatment from maahancement raises other issues as it brings
morality within the medical domain. What seemsédrplied by distinguishing moral enhancement
from moral treatment is not only that some peopi@ vack in moral behaviour or capacities are
suffering from a disease or health problem, bui #ist they can sometimes be treated or cured. This
raises the question of whether, and if so undechvbonditions, certain forms of immorality shoukl b

medicalized.

When one distinguishes moral treatment from manbhbhacement, it also becomes impossible to
determinenhether a particular intervention, initself, isa moral enhancement or not. It is possible that
exactly the same intervention could be used inaarse to raise a person to an average functioning of
moral capacities (intervention X), and in anoth&secto raise a person to an above average
functioning of moral capacity (intervention Y). fAgle intervention could thus be a moral therapy or

a moral enhancement depending on the situatiorhiohat is used.

Making a distinction between moral treatment andaihenhancement requires taking a normative
stance on what constitutes average or normal rbefaviour or average or normal moral capacities.

Even if one does not wish to make this distinctiomyever, claims about what constitutes an

2 One might understand ‘moral capacities’ as beingé capacities we actually use when making maeikibns (which
capacities these are, is researched in moral pghand neuroscience). [For example, a recenevewin the neurobiology
of morality argues that is most plausible to depict moral processes as remyihie engagement of both emotional and
cognitive neural networks) [29].] However, ‘morapacities’ might also be used to refer to thosecitips one believes one
should use when making moral decisions, or capacities tan used more or better, would lead to betteahuecisions.

These capacities might, for example, constitutecttpacity for sympathy and fairness [9] or cogeitbapacities [1].
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improvement of moral capacities or behaviour — which is justragch up for debate — are inevitable. If
one leaves out standards on what it means to ireprawral behaviour or capacities, the concept
becomes indistinguishable from mere mental moditioa as has been noted by Filippo Santoni de

Sio et al. [28].

Again, as noted in earlier sections, limiting otesding the definition of moral enhancement by
excluding the controversial or by including the omizoversial clearly has implications for the

normative debate.

INTENDED VERSUSEFFECTIVE INTERVENTIONS

Another element of difference between existingrdgfins concerns the question whether moral
enhancement only refers to interventions thasaceessful at improving a subject’s moral capacity, or
whether it also includes interventions that areetydgntended or expected to improve moral capacity

(regardless of whether they actually do).

The abovementioned definitions by DeGrazia [9] Bdglas [17] include cases ioftended or
expected but failed interventions. For them, what is important in dei@ing whether an intervention

is to be considered a moral enhancement is thetiatewith which the intervention is used.

John Harris, however, has reacted to this andtateds
I do not define enhancements in terms of the irdardr the motivation of those who produce

them but rather in terms of their effect. [23, p.1]

Another example is Shook [8], for whom an interv@mican be considered a moral enhancement if it
affects an individual’s moral beliefs, moral mosvand/or moral behaviour. Thus, moral enhancement
should do one or more of five things:
1) Enhance a person’s sensitivity to moral featofestuations — resulting in heightened
moralappreciation

10



271 2) Enhance a person’s thoughtfulness about domgidiht thing — resulting in stronger moral

272 decisions

273 3) Enhance a person’s moral judgments that geighémoral answer — resulting in more
274 correct morajudgments

275 4) Enhance a person’s motivated choice to do winahjudgment indicates — resulting in
276 improved moralntentions

277 5) Enhance a person’s volitional power to act upanoral intention — resulting in movel|
278 power [8, p.6; our italics]

279

280 Hence, for Harris and Shook an intervention thattisnded to morally enhance a person, but fails to
281  affect that person’s moral reflection process drawur, is not a moral enhancement. This diffeeenc
282  between moral enhancement as an intervention iatetalenhance versus an intervention successful
283 in achieving enhancement becomes relevant whenries to moral justification. If, as Shook’s

284  definition seems to imply, an intervention can dogylabelled a moral enhancement if it has a pesiti
285  effect then one important reason to oppose motameement is eliminated. Indeed, all problematic
286 cases where no enhancement is reached or a peigfiriass moral than before the intervention,

287  would quite simply not be considered cases of memhhncement at all. This way of justifying moral
288 enhancement would avoid all debate concerning fiateisks, side-effects, etc.

289

290 CAPACITIES-ORIENTED VERSUSBEHAVIOUR-ORIENTED INTERVENTIONS

291  Some commentators in the moral enhancement dedizkd certain intervention a moral

292  enhancement depending on its (real or intendedyiedin a personisehaviour. Others see moral

293 enhancements as interventions that target or tgedad to target a persomapacities of moral

294  reflection. We shall refer to this difference as the diffeebetween a behaviour-oriented and a

295  capacities-oriented intervention.

296

297  Keeping in mind that an intervention of moral erdement can target a person’s behaviour or their
298 capacities of moral reflection, any interventiom ¢&ve one of four results. It can result in a pers

11
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Reflecting the same Reflecting the same
: , : 300
Acting the same Acting differently
301
Reflecting differently Reflecting differently
302
Acting the same Acting differently
303
304

Scheme 2: four possible results

Currently existing definitions differ as to the gtien in which of the quadrants in the scheme given
above one can find cases of moral enhancementafitychis difference, imagine the following
extreme case:
Jack is a man with paedophilic urges who is culyentarcerated for having sexually
molested a child. Despite a large amount of therdggk fails to see what is wrong with him
interacting with children in a sexual way. It igthfore decided to sedate Jack against his will
and bring him to a surgery room. Neurosurgeonsamtp chip (call this intervention X) that

will stop Jack from molesting children.

For this case, we need not deal with the questioether this intervention is ethically justified; we

will merely focus on the question whether we shaddsider this to be ‘moral enhancement’. This is
a case similar to one suggested by DeGrazia [9]a@ngiders this an extreme form of ‘moral
bioenhancement'. In identifying which interventiazen be labelled moral enhancements, some
commentators rely heavily or solely on the inteti@ris achieved (or intended) effect on a person’s
behaviour [e.g. 17]. For them, intervention X, frtime imaginary case above, changes Jack’s
behaviour for the better and hence would be comsitlmoral enhancement, regardless of whether the
intervention also affects Jack’s moral capacifiéwerefore, for those commentators defining moral
enhancement in a behaviour-oriented way, intergastof moral enhancement can be found only in
the right half of scheme 2 above (reflecting th@esand acting differently & reflecting differentiynd

acting differently).

12
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It is also clear that the requirement for succedsfhaviour change would not suffice to label an
intervention a moral enhancement by certain oth#raas, but instead would be categorised by them
as a form of behaviour control (e.g. Harris) or aidherapy (e.g. Agar). Such an intervention could
either fall on the side of mere behaviour contoolon the side of moral therapy, depending on the
individual undergoing the intervention (e.g. aniitdual with or without a sexual disorder) and the
goal in question (e.g. as a means of rehabilitattomere crime reduction by the criminal justice
system). Such differences in definition have inmgtiiens for the acceptability of certain moral
enhancement interventions, and may render certggrventions more acceptable if labelled as a
moral enhancement rather than as a form of behagantrol. The latter, if misused, may result in
ethically dubious practices (cf. the chemical agin laws of certain US States) (see Focquaei}.[30
Hence, depending on one’s definition, the term tnenadancement could be knowingly or

unknowingly misused to justify practices that woatderwise be deemed immoral.

Indeed, others understand moral enhancement iifieaetiit way, and argue that it does matter whether
or not an intervention affects the functioning loé subject’s moral capacities. True, they might say
the imaginary case Jack will no longer molest ebitd but if the implant is put in place againstkac
will and his subsequent actions do not stem framoeal judgment on Jack’s behalf concerning what
is morally right and wrong, this is nonaral enhancementin their view, making someone ‘more
moral’ involves more than merely altering a persdmehaviour. Or, as Harris puts it:

| take moral enhancement to involve enhancing bilityato think ethically (...), not

manipulating the probability of some reacting inyg#hatothers deem ethical. [23, p.3; italics

in original]

3 Of course, again, we should not mistake the defratghat to call these interventions with debatehenethical validity of
such interventions. Authors such as Harris canistargly claim: (1) that an intervention such as ¢time performed on Jack
is not amoral enhancement, and (2) that there might be some e@sere such an intervention is morally justified.

13
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Fabrice Jotterand has also criticised the one-sigislof focussing on behaviour. He argues that most
moral neuroenhancement is unlikely to morally emlegmeople in the true sense of the term and notes
that:

While the manipulation of moral emotions might chanhe behavior of an individual, it does

not provide any content, for example, norms or @alio guide one’s behavioral response. [24,

p.6]

In a similar vein, William Simkulet argues that:
(i) forcing agents to act rightly, (ii) preventimgents from acting wrongly, and (iii) making it
harder for moral agents to act wrongly fail to dd@nge genuine moral enhancement. [25,

p.17]

For these commentators, as well as for those weainglar lines of argumentation [e.g. 13, 26], the
criterion for whether an intervention constituteseral enhancement is not behaviour, but whether
the intervention affects or improves an individealapacities for moral reflection. They situate ahor
enhancements in the lower half of scheme 2 (réflgdifferently and acting the same & reflecting

differently and acting differently).

Defining moral enhancement in a capacities-oriemtag has some important consequences. If moral
enhancement indeed merely refers to interventioaisitnprove a subject’s capacities for moral
reflection, then it is possible to morally enhaaceindividual without this resulting into improved
moral behaviour. Moreover, it is not unlikely thiat; example, when one improves an individual’s
moral beliefs, this does not result in improved ahdsehaviour, as it is well known that knowing the
good does not automatically lead to doing the righitg. This also means that if one uses a
capacities-oriented definition of moral enhancement, actually measuvitnether and to what degree
an individual is morally enhanced is difficult, seit would require an assessment of a person’s

reflection processes.

14



379  As such, the debate on whether moral enhancemeritechetter understood in a capacities-oriented
380 or a behaviour-oriented way is often only the stefaf more fundamental debates, for example on
381 how important freedom is for moral action. Can hédar be called moral if it is not free? Indeed,
382  only accepting changes in behaviour as a critdnodetermining what constitutes moral

383 enhancement leads one to claiming that certaimiatgions that cause an individual to display moral
384 behaviour in an automatic manner, are examplesooflnenhancements. A relevant thought

385  experiment in this respect is that of the ‘God Maeh formulated by Savulescu and Persson [30], a
386 machine that monitors everyone’s desires and iimtestand which intervenes every time a person
387  forms an intention to perform a great moral evig(enurder or rape) by simply changing that person’
388 intention and thus her behaviour. In this scengu@mple are still able to choose to do the rigimgh
389  (i.e. not to murder or rape), but unable to chaggeoform moral evil. Those authors defending a
390 capacities-oriented approach might object thatragmewho initially intends to murder or rape bus ha
391 his mind changed by the God Machine is not at allatly enhanced, as his subsequent decision to act
392 or not act on that intention would not be free aloaomous. For authors such as Harris, an

393 intervention can only be a moral enhancementéaves the freedom to fall, i.e. to do the wrong
394  thing. Of course, focussing solely on the (intendedchieved) effect of interventions on a person’s
395 capacities for moral reflection, may commit oneadiing certain interventions moral enhancements
396 even though they may in no way change a persoinavieur.

397

398 One way to address this would be to combine thaaties-oriented and the behaviour-oriented

399 approaches. For example, one might say that arvertgon is a moral enhancement if it changes
400 behaviouror if it changes one’s capacities for moral reflectidhis broadens the field of what is

401  moral enhancement (as it would only exclude intetiees in the upper left corner of scheme 2 - i.e.
402 reflecting the same and acting the same), butpofse, it also combines the problems mentioned

403 earlier.

4 In this respect, Savulescu and Persson do meatitire end of their paper that ‘[sJuch intervensiamd such control are
not plausibly moral enhancements of that persad, j3417]. They mainly argue for the God Machinglmgrounds that

there would be many positive effects and as suein Wiew perhaps does not differ that much fronhatg such as Harris.
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Another possible response would be to say thattamvention is only a moral enhancement if it
changes behavioand it changes one’s capacities for moral reflectibimis allows one to avoid the
problems mentioned earlier, but of course it alBwaws the scope of moral enhancement. For,
according to this way of delineating the conceqtgriventions of moral enhancement can only be
found in the lower right corner of scheme 2 (i #ecting differently and acting differently). In s
of his statements, Harris seems to be defendisgttgition, for example when he says:

It seems to me that moral enhancement, propertaled, mushot only make the doing of

good or right actions more probable and the doirigad ones less likely, but musso

include the understanding of what constitutes ragitt wrong action. [23, p.172; our italics]

ACTIVE INVOLVEMENT VERSUS PASSIVE RECEIVING

At the heart of the capacities-oriented versus Wiebaoriented debate mentioned above lies the
question of what is or should bergeted with moral enhancements - moral capacities, moral
behaviour, either one of them, or both. This isthetsame as another distinction that is madeen th
moral enhancement debate, namely that between egrin@nt by means of a process requiediye
involvement on behalf of the individual it is used on, and amement in which the subject of the
intervention is gassive recipient. This distinction does not concern tiaeget of a moral
enhancement, but rathie way in which the enhancement is achieved. A moral enhancement by way
of active involvement would then be an enhancemaquiring conscious mental processes in the
subject as a means to achieve its result. Moratadn would be a classical example. In contrast,
moral enhancement involving passive receiving waitlder be enhancement in an immediate way
where no active involvement was possible (e.gllavith immediate effect) or enhancement by way

of a process that required no deliberate involvaroéthe recipient (e.g. classical conditioning).

This distinction is relevant since, for some aushtine goal of moral enhancement is for individuals
become more virtuous, and often these authorsifolldstotle in claiming that becoming virtuous is
always a conscious and deliberate process, whensdk to becoming virtuous is just as essential as
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432  the result (being virtuous). Chris Zarpantine talksut ‘the thorny and arduous path of moral

433  progress’ [27, p.141], while Jotterand states:

434 Virtue is a behavioral habit under the supervigibreason that can be taught and learned. The
435 control and manipulation of moral emotions by teabgical means reduce the human mind to
436 neurochemical processes and threaten the veryaeseémoral agency, that is, autonomy.

437 [24, p.7]

438

439  This way of thinking about moral enhancement mag Isome commentators to reject passive ways of
440 enhancement as examples of genuine moral enhantemen

441

442  Interestingly, the distinction between moral enfgament by means of an active process and passive
443  moral enhancement can sometimes be used to compléneecapacities-oriented versus behaviour-
444  oriented debate. Among the interventions that tatgefunctioning of a person’s motepacities,

445  one could distinguish those interventions that@oasing aractive process (e.g. moral education)

446  from those that do so ingassive way (e.g. a pill to clear up one’s moral reflectioHpwever,

447  interventions that solely target a persdmekaviour, will generally do so in gassive way (e.qg.

448  implants to make a person exhibit a certain behayji@s moral enhancement by meanaatifve

449  involvement requires conscious mental processes and, unlessiltifect is simply trying to learn how
450 to pass himself off as a moral person, will thwsagis also affect the person’s capacities for moral
451  reflection.

452

453  Whether one thinks of moral enhancement as a pgaegsiiring active involvement or as (also)

454  covering more passive ways of changing capacitidéoa behaviour, has important implications. It
455  matters with regard to the relation between theqrefor group) doing the enhancing and the person
456  (or group) being enhanced and the voluntarinesiseofnhancement. In moral interventions requiring
457  active involvement, the person being enhancedlesasat aware of the process, is given an important
458  role and, most likely, is free to stop the proaséer cooperation is essential. For more passive
459 interventions, it is possible to enhance a pergainat their will or even without them knowing they
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460 are being morally enhanced, which is clearly mgrpibblematic. For these reasons, interventions of
461 moral enhancement that do not require active irarokent of the person being enhanced will most
462 likely be more controversial.

463

464 CONCLUDING REMARKS

465 In this paper we have tried to show that the termoral enhancement’ is used in ways that cover a
466 large variety of different practices. First we exa@d and made explicit the different ways in which
467  the concept is used and defined, and we identifiedtriteria that are used to delineate the concept
468  Next we showed that, despite claims of being dp8kee, it is often well nigh impossible to separate
469  definition’s descriptive content from its normatizentent. While some differences, have relatively
470 limited implications, perhaps simply in skewing th@mative debate, other differences have more
471  far-reaching implications and are revealing of uhdleg normative theories or positions.

472

473  Particular implications that result from the cheiceade when faced with the alternative definitions
474  identified in the preceding sections can be sunsedras follows:

475 (1) Broad versus specific means of moral enhanceoaery implications with regard to the

476  invasiveness and practical effects of the intemearnh question. More invasive interventions clgarl
477  need a stronger justification. Moreover, definisgoncluding broad means of moral enhancement may
478  obscure the often-voiced concern that biomedicamaef enhancement pose a greater threat to
479  concepts of authenticity and identity compareddn-hiomedical means.

480 (2) Conceptualizing moral enhancement on an indadi¢evel versus a level which includes society
481  has implications for its justification. For exampb®tential instances of invasive societal moral
482  enhancement will need greater justification compaoeindividual level and non-invasive societal
483  enhancements. Both specific safeguards pertainitigetrights and needs of the individual and a
484  |justification pertaining to the rights and needsadiety are likely to be required in the firsteas

485 Certain less invasive interventions, such as nemtatation, may on the other hand be decided
486 through a democratic mandate and may not neceseagjiliire consent from each individual in

487  question.
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(3) Whether one includes or excludes moral treatiftem the scope of moral enhancement has
implications regarding the medicalization of imndyahaviour and the desirability or undesirability
of labelling (some forms of) immoral behaviour adisease. Distinguishing moral treatment from
moral enhancement has another implication. Anyolne accepts a distinction between moral
treatment and moral enhancement has to, at letlsdmy, acknowledge a level of ‘average’
functioning or behaviour in order to distinguisbatment from enhancement. This brings with it
significant difficulties as determining what is aage functioning or behaviour inherently involves a
normative decision.

(4) Restricting moral enhancement to covering @filgctive interventions has implications for its
moral justification. Classifying potentially nonfeftive interventions as moral enhancement needs
additional justification compared to effective intentions since the beneficial effect can be reggrd
as an important justificatory reason for pursuipgcific enhancement interventions.

(5) Focusing on capacities versus behaviour atatiget of moral enhancement may have important
implications for one’s implicit or intuitive acceptce of the interventions in question. Certain
interventions that can be considered immoral usgecific circumstances (e.g. physical or chemical
castration by the criminal justice system in the&@rzRepublic), may appear more acceptable if
framed under the label of ‘moral enhancement’. Toisld lead to certain ethically dubious practices
being more widely accepted and more easily ingtitalized. Moreover, the capacities/behaviour
distinction also has important implications for treue of freedom in morality and whether or not
morality requires ‘the freedom to fall’.

(6) Passive enhancement interventions have thetmteo circumvent an individual’'s approval and
may therefore more easily be considered contraaleesipecially if one considers society-wide
passive enhancement (e.g. the addition of somedfindurochemical to drinking water). Greater
caution may thus be required when implementingipassterventions. Moreover, some normative
ethical positions may not regard passive interemstias moral enhancements at all, and may
therefore, justifiably or unjustifiably, excluder=ideration of all passive means when moral

enhancement is considered.
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Moreover, the particular approach one takes to atiwa ethical questions may have important
implications. For some utilitarian thinkers, if extervention achieves behavioral control, this rhay
sufficient for it to be labeled a moral enhancemedtiereas this is not likely to be the case far, fo
example, a virtue ethicist. For a rights-basedcethithe ‘freedom to fall’ will typically be corndered
to be an essential part of morality. For a virtthéagst, passive interventions do not amount toahor
enhancements, whereas, provided certain safegasgaset, such interventions may count as
enhancements for utilitarian ethicists and rigtdsdal ethicists. These underlying normative views ar
important and may have a huge impact on one’s pegfalefinition of moral enhancement. The
capacities-oriented versus behavior-oriented aghesmshow, for example, how Harris would label
some interventions that Douglas considers ‘morabhanement’ to be examples of mere behavior
control because in those examples the subjectdhackeedom to fall. Similarly, virtue ethicistsagn
not consider certain interventions proposed by Damsignd/or Persson and Savulescu to be moral
enhancements since some of these do not rely acthe involvement of the subject. If definitioas
priori rule out certain forms of moral enhancemana priori include interventions that would not be
labeled moral enhancements by others, then thidsnteebe mentioned and explicitly acknowledged

in order for the debate to be able to move forwaral constructive and open manner.

This paper should not be read as a plea for ompesamd universally agreed upon definition. There
are many different types of interventions for whibk concept can be used. We believe there need be
no problem with leaving ‘moral enhancement’ simipdicas an umbrella term that may be used for
many kinds of interventions, as long as one mak®sfiiciently clear just how one is using the
concept or what one is having it refer to and ist@wof how one’s underlying normative position may
influence one’s understanding of the concept. Quepis also not a plea for a descriptive definitio
for, as we hope to have made clear throughoutdperp expelling all normative elements from such a
definition is impossible. What we wish to emphagssthat most authors fail to identify the impatt o
their normative positions on their proposed dabnitof moral enhancement, and may thus, knowingly
or unknowingly, portray their definition as neutréhis may lead one to believe that a given dedinit
frames all the different aspects of the debateadirttie different interpretations of what shouldlan
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should not be labeled a moral enhancement. EXgliitknowledging one’s normative stance and
how this might impact one’s views will likely ametate the current normative debate and provide for

a more constructive approach to the question oéthieal desirability of specific interventions.”

We hope that this paper will enable progress irddfgate on moral enhancement, by providing a
taxonomy of the many different definitions and uskthe term ‘moral enhancement’, which had been
lacking to date, and by discussing several impbecatof particular definitions for the normative

debate on moral enhancement.
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