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ITOBOJ/bITAILE YOBEKA I MOPAJI:
HEKE TEOPUJCKE HEJOYMMIIE?

Caxkerak: AyTop y pafiy IpeUcluTyje KbyuHe eTU4IKe 3aMIC/IU KOje TIpaTe upejy fa
Cce Y0BEK MOXe ,MOPATHO HOJO/bLIATH  yTHUIIAjeM Ha ,MOPATIHY MO3akK . AHanusupajyhn
IJIaBHY IPVCTYI CaBpeMeHNX HeypoeTHJapa, 3anaxa /ja Cy y Mjeju modosblTarmha yIIaBHOM
M30CTAB/b€HM HOPMATNBHO-€TNYKN I METAETNYIKN €IEMEHTI Oes KOjI/IX jaCHa IIpencrasa
0 TOMe 1IITa Ce IIOfi ,MOPAIHNM HOJO/bIIaeM  MOXKe cMaTpaTy — Huje Moryha. AyTop
ckpehe maxmy 1 Ha ITpeTepaHo OC/Iamarhe Ha TEXHOMOIIKE TOCTYIKE Y MpoIieHn ofpehema
¥ loMeTa MopastHor nodospirama. Ha kpajy pafa ananmsupa fgBa Mofiena QyHKI[OHICAamba
»MopaHor Mo3ra‘. Ta iBa MojienIa IIpey3era Cy 13 IIOI-KyIType. JeflaH je MOeN BOCTPyKe
maHocty Ap Ilexuna u rocnoguua Xajna, Ipey3eT U3 KIbVDKEBHOCTI U KaCHUjUX (bl/mM—
CKUX aflanTanuja. JIpyru je 9yBeHr KOMIjyTep Koju uma mmdHoCT, XAJI 9000 us ayBeHor
¢dunma Oguceja y ceemupy 2001.

beque pe4dn: €TrKa, HEYpO€eTHKa, MOpaJTIHO HOSOH:HIaH)e, MOpa/TH! MO3aK, MO ENN

bpojna caBpeMeHa MynTUAMCIUIUIMHAPHA MICTPaXKMBambha, KOja Cé 03HaYaBajy Kao
»OMOeTIYKA“ U ,,HeypPOeTIYKa ", CACBUM CUTYPHO 0dyXBaTajy 1 IpodjieMe Koju ce OTHOCe
Ha T3B. MOpaTHO Iodopurame. Mormo du ce pehn yak u To fa ¢y pajjoBU KOjit ce TUIY
(pasmuuuTHX BpCTa) ,,I000/bIIaba YOBEKA', CBE 10 HajHOBMjer YCIIOHA ,e TUKE BellITauKe
nnTemreHnyje (AM)¢, noMuHMpanyu SuoeTMYKOM cLieHOM. [IpuToM, Y TUM MCTpaKVBambIMa,
HofipasyMeBa ce Jia ,0M0eTHKa " 1 ,HeypoeTyka“ (Kao rpaHa OMoeTuKe) MOpajy MaTI Heke
Be3e ca (pn1030¢dCcKOM) ,,eTUKOM “ Ka0 MATUIHOM AMCHUIUIMHOM. VITaK, OHOC eTHKe, Kao

! ncekic@f.bg.ac.rs; 0000-0001-7823-3531

2 OBaj TEKCT je HACTAO Ha OCHOBY M3/arama ,, Human Enhancement and Morality: Some Doubts*,
10" World Conference on Bioethics, Medical Ethics, and Health Law, Jerusalem, UNESCO Chair in
Bioethics, January 6-8, 2015, https://www.sicp.it/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/146_UNESCO %20
Chair%20in%20Bioethics%2010th%20World%20Conference.pdf
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»arcre” (mojMoBHe) pumosoduje Mopana, u S1OETHUKE 1 HEYPORTUKE, KA0 CHELNMUIHNIX
HCTpaXuBama Koja 0dyXBaTajy 1 eMIMpPUjcKe ¥ HeeMIMPHjcKe FUCIUIIINHE 00macTh
MCTPaKMBaIba, YaK HM [0 TAaHAC HUje jacHO ofpeben.

BMOETVIKA M IIPUIMEILEHA ETVIKA: ICTOPUJA

PasjacHuMO cajfia KaKo je oBa HeofpeheHoCT pasrpaHnema pasHOMNKIX ,eTHKa"
HacTasa. VICTOpMjcKu I7IefaHo, KIACHIHY IIPOdIeMN IPUMEheHe eTUKe 1 OMOoeTHKe ce-
TaMyieceTUX roiMHa IMPONIIOT BeKa duimy cy mpodmemy adopTyca, eyTaHasMje, TpeTMaHa
JKMBOTHA,” 04yBarba XXMBOTHE CPEIMHE I, TOHEKJIe, paToBama i manuduama. OBa, y TO
moda, TeMaTCKM NPYINYHO ofipeheHa 00/macT KacHMje je TOTOBO HETIPYMETHO JOITyHhaBaHa
IIMPOKOM IIa/IeTOM CPOJHIX, A IIOHEKAa/la I CaMo HaM3ITIeN CPOJHNX, pacipaBa. TokoM
BpeMeHa, d10eTIYKe pacIpase Cy Ce jefHIM [Ie/IoM OfHOCHIEe Ha TeKyhy MeguunHcKy
mpakcy (ompaspaHoCT yrnoTpede oppeheHnx mexosa Wiy mpolenypa), a 3aTUM 1 Ha pa-
3/IMYMTE APYLITBEHE ,[IOJIUTUKE U IIPABHY PETYIATUBY KOja Ce TUIAJIa He CaMO INTamba
JKIBOTA U CMPTU Beh 1 k8anuiiieifia >xuBoTa (permmo, eKOJIOIIKeE ,, TOMUTHKe 11 Ipodieme
TpeTMaHa TEPMIHAIHO SOIeCHNX, CTapyX M HeMOhHUX 0coda).

Capa omasuMo o mpodiema jacHOT pasrpaHudersa gucunivinaa. CBaka ,eTnka“
npumnaza ¢unozoduju, a Gpurosoduja je Hy>KHO TeOPUjcKa MHTENIEKTyalHa HeIaTHOCT.
MebyTum, camu duoetndapu faHac orBopeHo usderasajy ogpeheme mojma ,,0noernxe’,
u To daur 300r Hy)KHOCTHI yroTpede ,,HejacHOT mojma Teopuje” (Arras, 2016). HaBogHo,
Kajia Ou ce dmoeTuKa jacHO fepuHICaNIa Kao Teopuja, OCTala O KOMIUIMKOBAaHA I He-
npakTndHa. OBa TBpAba HECYMIBIBO IIPE/ICTAB/ba YyAHOBAT CTaB jep je CBaKa eTHKa, 110
mepuHuLMjN, Keo ,dumosopuje mopana“. Mebyrum, cBaka ¢unosoduja nogpasymesa
TEOPUjCKM IPUCTYII IIPeAMeTY NCTPaXMBakba. [lopes Tora, ca mpomupemeM 0d1Ma u
rpaHMIa OMOETHUYKIX AedaTa U penHTepIIpeTaIifja CaMor KOHIIENTa ,0M0€eTHKe , TOCTAI0
je HejacHO 1ITa cBe dmoeTnKa odyxBara My Moxe fia odyxsaru. [lodap npumep je Beh
criomeHyTa Heypoeruka. OHa je aHAC TOMUKO ,y MHTEPAUCLUIINHAPHOM TPEHAY" Aa
je HeMoryhe jacHO offpefUTI BeH OHOC IIpeMa TP MCHpeIIeTeHe AucHuIrae — (8110)
eTUIY, OMOIOT V! M MeIMIIVHIA.

BMOETVIKA, HEYPOETUKA
1 MOPAJIHO IIOBOJbIIAIHE

3a pasnuKy off dMoeTUKe, HeypoeTHKa ce Kao 00/1acT MCTPaXXUBakba jaCHO JleVHMIIIe.
OHa je Kao pucuuIUInHa npsu nyT popmanto onpehena Ha koHdpeperuuju ,Heypoernka:
Mamnupame odnmactu’, onpxkanoj y Can ®@pannmcky 2002. roguHe.! Ha 10j je amepuaxn
HoBuHap Bunjam Cadajp (William Safire) nonynuo cnenehy nedmunnujy: HeypoeTuxka je
HUCINTIBAIbE OHOTA IIITO je MCIIPABHO U IIOTPELIHO, [OOPO M JIOLIIe Y Be3 Ca TPETMAaHOM,

> OBo cy dmma KacuyHa MuTama Kojuma ce daBuna CHHTepoBa ,,KaHOHCKA Kibura IIpaxiiuuna

effiuKa, 9Mje ce IpBO U3Jame mnojasuo jour 1980. ropune. B. Singer [1980, 1993], 2011.
*  Bumre Ha: Neuroethics: mapping the field: conference proceedings, May 13-14, 2002, San Francisco,
California, Marcus, Steven, Charles A. Dana Foundation.
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0d0/bIIAEM WV HEXXe/beHIM MHBa3ujaMa 1 3adpumaBajyhum MaHuyanmjama /byacKor
Mosra“ (Safire, 2002)°.

Kako caga cTBapu cToje ca KOHKpeTHOM [ie(pUHUIINOM ,,MOPATHOT OJO0/bIIakha‘“
Koje CIlajia 1 y TOMeH HeypoeTrnke? V opey HeToCTaTKa OIIITET KOHCEH3yca Y IOITIeRy
TOTA IITA je TO MOPAJIHO ITOdO/bIIARe, Y IMTepaTypy ce UITaK MOTY IIpoHahy HeKa mberosa
onpebema. JemHa of pagHux fedpuHMIMja MOPATHOT MOJO/bLIAA [TIACK: ,MOpanHo mo-
dosplIame: HeKO TeXHOJIONIKO Wyt (PapMaKOJIOIIKO CPEfiCTBO KOjIM Ce yTide Ha OMOJIONIKY
ACIeKT MOPAIHOTr (PYHKIIMOHUCAA, KAKO O1 Ce IOCIEIIN/IO OHO 1LITO je TIOXKe/bHO WIN
YKJIOHIIO OHO 1ITO je mpodnemariyano” (Wiseman, 2016, str. 6). OBa geduHmnIja Ha IpBK
TIOTTIe] M3TJIefia U ITYpo U HemHpopMaTuBHO. MehyTum, Bajsmen (Wiseman), koju jy je n
KOHa4HO pOPMY/IICao, CMaTpa Aa To 1 Mopa dutu Tako. Pasnosu 3a Heogpebhenoct mojma
»MOpayiHo modopluame” jecy cnefehu: (a) He OCTOjU jefMHCTBEHA CTBAP KOja Ce OBHUja
II0J}, MIMEHOM MOPaJIHOT II080/bIIaka, 1 (§) IOrpelHo je IpecTaBUTH YATaB PACIIOH CMI-
CIeHVX MOTYNHOCTH YHyTap jefHOT fOMeHa [MOpaIHOT HodoblIamba] Iy TeM HAaCTOjamba Ia
ce OH KOMONHYje YHyTap HeKe jefMHCTBeHe ojMoBHe mapagurme (Wiseman, 2016, str. 7).

Yunnm ce, faxie, fa y CIydajy MOPATHOT MOdobIIamka Hifje ped caMo O deCKOHad-
HOM Opojy TexHonomkyx Moryhuoctu. BeckonauaH je u dpoj moryhux 3Haverma uspasa
»OUTI MOpPaTHO Kodap®, Off umjer sHauerba 3aBUCH fepuunimja ,modomiuama’. [Ipurom,
u3pas ,,MOpaIHO f0dap“ OBJie HUje YIOTPed/beH CaMo Y CBOjOj IPUMAPHO]j MeilideifiutKkof®
pyHKuuju epegrosara eeh waxohe cryxu u kao 6ap geaumuuHu ofiuc Woia Wina je o
»lodomuarwe. To sHaun fja he des mpykama jacHOT OMINTEr U YBEP/BUBOT TEOPUjCKOT
II0OjMOBHOT OKBUPA, OIILITY TePMUH ,[0d0/blIIatba" SUTH jeHAKO HejacaH M y Je/MI-
HO eMIMPUjCKUM JUCHUIUIMHAMA Ko IITO CY IICUMXOJIOTHja VM COLMONIOTHja, T1a YaK 1 Y
IIOMOJHOj ,,HEypOHAYLI .

Jlaxie, moTpedHa HaM je IpeTXOAHA TOjMOBHA (11030(CKa aHANIN3A 3HAUCHHA TEP-
MIHA ,MOPAJTHO IO O/BIIIAbE, A/ je OHA Y IMTEPATypHt O MOJO/bIIAKY PeTKOCT. UnHi ce
fla pa3JIor 3a IOTEHLMja/IHy KOHLIENITya/IHy KOHQY3H]y Y IIOIJIefy Tora ITa CTBApHO 3HAYN
»OUTV MOPAJTHO 0dap“ M/ ,,T0DOJBIIAH, IEXKN Y jeJHOj HEU3PEIeHOj MeTAeTUIKOj (JaKire:
¢mmosodcxoj) mpernocrasuy. Brioetidapy, a HAPOUUTO MOSOPHULIN ITOJO/BIIIAA, HATIPOCTO
HoApasyMeBajy fia fociioju jefUHCTBEH OArOBOP Ha MuTame ,11ITa je To Mopan?, a camum
TVM I Ha IuTame ,,11Ta je To MopanHo dome?”. Texunuknum Gpumo3odpcKuM pedaHIKOM pe-
9Y€HO, ,,HeyPOeHTY3ujacTi" (Ha30BMMO UX TAKO 110 IIPOMOBUCAHOM IIOMOIHOM MPepUKCY
»HEypo“), KOjit CMaTpajy fa je HEIOCPETHO BEILITAuKO MOO0/blIIabe bYACKOT MOPANHOT
HOHamIama Moryhe, Mopajy STy IpunagHULN HeKe CTPyje Metiiaeifiukol KOTHUTHUBUSMA.

> Cnnuna feununmja ce Hanasu y Encyclopaedia Britannica, ia ce Cadajposa feduHuIIMja MOXe

CMaTpaTy KJIaCUIHOM.
¢ DBes ynaxema y TeXHUUKe G1I030(CKe TepMIHe, OBJle Ha3HaYaBaMO CaMo TO Jla Ce METAaeTHKa ¥
HajIIpeM CMICTY OaBH ,,IOTMKOM je3nka Mopaia“. B. Hare, 1963, ctp. 97.
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I[TOBOJbIIAILE VI METAETVIKA:
MMIUVIMOVTHY KOTHUTUBU3AM

LlenTpanHa Te3a TpagMIMIOHATHOT KOTHUTUBM3MA JIEKH Y TBPAIIbY JIa MOPA/IHY CYJOBI
MOTY OMTV UCTVHUTY VTV HEUCTVHUTY Ha VICTV HAYMH Ha KOjU CY TO eMIIMPUjCKY CYOBI
HeKe IToceOHe HayKe. 3allITO Cy MOOOPHNUIIM 8110 TUYKOT IT0d0/bIIIakha HY>)KHO METaeTIIKI
korHuTyBMCTH? HampocTo 3aTo mro modospiuame Sus10 Koje IbyfcKe CIIOCOOHOCTH IpeT-
IOCTaB/ba 00jeKTUBHO 3HaIbe O TOj CTOCOOHOCTI. [lakiTe, 3Hame O TOJO/bIIABY /BYACKIX
MOpaJIHUX CIIOCOOHOCTH TOfIpadyMeBa J 3Halbe O TOMe IITa U3pas ,,dUTH MopataH”
IeCKpUIITUBHO 3Ha4ll, MOApasyMeBa, nin dap odyxsara. Mehytum, ,anammntiakn® wim
»TePVHULIMOHNCTUYKY “ KOTHUTUBM3aM UMIUTMIIMPAH OBAaKBMM yBepemheM Y MeTaeTUIIN
je opdadueH jour moyerkoM 20. BeKa, Ha 0CHOBY Myposor (Moore) 4yBeHOT ,apryMeHTa
orBopeHor murama‘’ (Moore, 1903, §10-14; str. 39-43; ym. Ceki¢, 2013, str. 85-92).

PacnipaBa n3mehy MeTaeTHUKMX KOTHUTUBICTA M HEKOTHUTVBICTA jOLI YBEK Ce BOAN,
/M HMKO JIaHaC He CMaTpa Jia e MOPATHY TEPMUHM MOTY jeJHOCTaBHO JieMHMCATH Ty TeM
TepMIHA KOj) O3HAYaBajy ,,IpMpofHa cBojcTBa . MebyTumM, nako cnapa mebhy HajsakHmje n
IyTOBedHMje eTUIKe paclpaBe, 0Baj KITacCYHYU GpUI030(PCKI CIIOP Y CaBPeMEHVM d110eTHd-
KIIM paclipaBaMa 4aK ce HI He KOHCTaTYje, a KaMO/IM y3uMa y pasMarpaibe. OBa 4nMmbeHuIa
yKasyje Ha TO Jia Cy SMOeTUYapH U ,,eTUIapy IT0S0JbIIIamha“ HAIIPOCTO IPETHOCTABIIIN fIa
je MeTaeTMKa 3aBpLINIa CBOjY MUCH)Y, Tj. fia je CIIOp y Horesy MoryhHOCTH MopanHor
3Hama Beh paspelreH. A To, HauMe, Hitje ncTuHa. Tpeda camo mornegatu HoByje 0dyXBaTHe
Iperese Koju ce TUYY OBe OO/IaCTH Ma BUJETH Jla CY KOTHUTMBUCTHU U HEKOTHUTUBYUCTI
jOIII YBeK Jla/IeKO Off KOHCEH3yca y MOITIely TOTa Jia T MOPaJl Hy>KHO 0dyXBaTa HEKO 3HaIbe
WIV Ce MO>XKe CBeCTM Ha ITyKy eKcipecujy ocehama mmm emonyoHanHor crasa.® Ha opom
Tpary, BajsmeH ynosopasa ,,HeypoeHTysujacTe™: ,,He mocToju MopanHo modospliarme camo
iio cedu“ (Wiseman, 2016, str. 203).

MOPAJIHO IIOBOJbITAGE
1 HOPMATMBHA ETVKA

Opyru pasnor 3a notnyHy (¢puno3odcky) HepasjallmbeHOCT YIOTpede TepMUHa
»MOPJIHO O0d0/bIIae" TeXN Yy TOME IITO OH OYUITIEHO HECUCTEMATCKI KOMOUHYje
elleMeHTe CBUX [I03HATVX HOPMATUBHO-eTUYKMX IIPUCTYIIA: EOHTOJIOIHje, KOHCEKBEeH-
IMjanusMa I eTKe Bp/yHe. VI OBJie HallmM ,,HeypOEHTY3MjacTI IPeTIOCTAB/bajy HElLITO
o0 uemy ¢unosodcka pacipasa u fame Tpaje. Pumoszoduja Mopaa, ako HUIITA PYTO,
YII030paBa fja CMO jOLI YBeK Aa/IeKO Off HeKe HOPMAT/BHe Teopuje 3a KOjy d1cMo Morym

7 Myp 3aIpaBo Kake Jia CBaKM IIOKYIIIaj fepMHIUCaba BPEJHOCHIUX CBOjCTaBa ITyTeM I103MBamba Ha

HeKa IIPMpOJIHA CBOjcTBa BoAu y rpemky. OH HaBopy dall ojaM ,Zodpo*, 3a Koju IToKasyje fja CBaka
nonyhena geduHNMIMja, HIIp. yTUANTAPUCTHYKA: ,,[Jodpo je Hajeeha moryha cpeha najseher dpoja
by, JOIIYIITA OCTaB/bakbe ,0OTBOPeHOTr uTama“. OBa eMHUIINja Ce MOXKe OCIIOPUTU HPOCTUM
muTameM: ,,Jla m ’odpo’ o3nauasa ‘Hajsehy moryhy cpehy’ majseher Spoja pyau?“ Cpaky moxyuraj
meduHICaba BpeIHOCHUX TEPMIHA IyTeM NeCKPUITUBHIX, jeCTe ,HaTypaJUCTIYKA IPelIka ‘.

8 Yax u efleMeHTapHU IIPUKa3K MeTaeTHKe Y OBOM IOI/Iefly cacBuUM cy jacuu (uip. Fisher, 2014).
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Kas3aTy fia je IOTIYHO »afleKBaTHA U MPaKTU4KM IpyuMeHspyBa. [llTaBuine, cam usdop
HOPMaTMBHe TTo3nIuje ofipehyje koja du cBojcTBa YoBEKa U APYLITBA KAO Ije/THE MOTTIA
duTy IpenMeT modopIama:

»32 KOHCEeKBEHLIMja/IMCTYy O11 IIpuMapHa Opura y HOITIefy MOPATHOT MOJO/bIIamba
MOIJIa dUTHM caMo MajIo paroueHuja o ofMepaBama MehycodHor opgHoca cBeyKymHe
CIipedeHe IITETe Y OHOCY Ha pas/IMuUTe TPOIIKOBE KOje OHO 0dyxBara. 3a HeKora 3a-
MHTEPECOBAHOT 32 MOTHBE, MOPAIHO ITOQOJbIIIAthe MOXKe Ce IIPOLIEHUTI MEPOM KOjOM
OHO JIOTIPMHOCH Jja /byAM HOXKese fa Oyay do/bu, uin ga OTKpujy dojbe pasjore fa ce
dyne mopasnaH. 3a T0SOpHMKa Bp/IMHE, MOPA/IHO IOJ0/bIIAbe MOPAIO O A HOLIpIHE-
ce popmuparmy 'MOpaTHUX HaBUKA, TeHepHIIyhu BeTMYNHY MOPAIHOT pacTa — TpajHe
TpaHcdopMalmje TMIHOCTI WIN KapaKTepa [e/laTHIKa O KojeM je ped. Haxkarocrt, mpe-
UCIIUTVBAbe CBUX IPEJIora Koju Ou ce OBJie M3HENN 13 IEPCIEKTIBE CBAKe Off OBUX
Teopuja CTBOPNIIO O¥ KEbVDKYPVHY TOMMKO BEMUKY A He Oy duyta Hu Off KaKBe KOPUCTIL.
(Wiseman, 2016, str. 8)

Cajra ce MOXKe pasjacHITH 3a1ITO HeopipeheHoCT ojMa SroeTiKe mpeficTaB/ba IpodieM
3a MOSOPHIKe MOPATHOT 1odo/biIaba. HanMe, ONTUMICTHYHA Hieja U3 CeflaMeceTrX
rogyHa 20. BeKa IpeMa Ko0joj IIpyMerbeHa eTyKa U O1oeTuKa Kao cBeodyxBaTHa Teopuja
MOTYy fa 1odujy jacHO yTeMerbere, d1Ta je KpaTKor faxa. Pasyor je d1o Buine Hero jegHo-
CTaBaH: Teopujcke fedare, IOMYT OHMX U3MeDy yTuIMTapycTa 1 KaHTOBala, HeMoryhoM cy
Y4MHITIE HETIOCPELHY ,[IPUMeHY  dJ10eTIKe 3aTO IITO je IIPBO OM/I0 HEOIIXOAHO OXOPaHUTI
ofiadpaHy OIIITY HOPMATUBHY I03KLMjy. MebyTnm, mpoHamaxeme ,,afjleKBaTHe“ HOpMa-
TUBHE T€OPUje MCTOPUjCKH je TIOAYXBAT KOju HM JIO JAaHAC HIfje 3aBPIIEH.

Vmak, yIpKoc 3aMpLIeHOCTH KIACMYHIX HOPMATUBHIX IINTamba, ca pumosodceke
TayKe IIEAUIITA, TOTOBO HECXBAT/bUB IIPEeOKpeT 30uBa ce IOC/Ie Hepuoaa Koju ce y
NUTepaTypu faHAC Ha3MBa TAKO3BAHVM XepOjcKUM AaHnMa dnoetnke. ITokymaju na ce
npoHabe 4BpCT ,,TeMep d1oeTuKe (Kao HEOIIXOlaH OKBMP 3a SMJIO KOjy ,Heypo* eTUKY)
jeIHOCTaBHO Cy HamyiuTeHNu. TAKBO OipuUIIatbe Off jeAMHCTBEHOCTI MOPAIHOT OJjalllberba
OOMYHO Ce OTIpaBiaBa YMIHEHNUIIOM JIa ,,BeMKe  (MI1H, KAKO Ce TO 0OMYHO Ha31Ba, ,,BICOKe
Teopujcke gedare npeonrepehyjy penraBame cBaKOZHEBHIX MOPATHIX MNMTamba. Tako ce,
Ha IIpMMep, Y IMTepaTypy Moxke IIpoHahu U IpolieHa Jja HeKa ,,BYCOKa Teopuja“ (cama
¢dunosoduja?) ,,KIMHNIKe eTHYape” WIN ,eTu4ape Koji pajie Ha jaBHOj CLIeHU 3aIIpaBo
peMeTy y CBaKOJHEBHVM HAIIOp¥IMa fia pellle IIPaKTHIHa MOpa/IHA IUTama. [IpemMa tum
CTABOBMMA, CYBJIIIE je 3aXTEBHO /ja Ce ,[IPAKTUYHI eTNIapI" PYKOBOJIE OCHOBHYM IIPUH-
LIMIIMMA BUCOKOT PaHTa, Kao IITO je KaHTOB KaTeropmyKy MMITepaTuB WM HeKa BapyjaHTa
yrunurapusma. [Ipumerena mmm npakTuyHa (caMuM TUM 1 ,0u0° Wi ,Heypo“) eTuka
Tpeda fa ce ,Ipuaaronu mpakcu . CyIITHHCKY, 0Baj CTaB HOApasyMeBa Ja odjallmerba
Koja odehaBajy ,,Bucoke” (HOpMaTuBHe) TeOpuje y MPaKTUYHIM KOHTEKCTYIMa MOTY OMTHI
netoitipeSra (Magelsen et al., 2016). Ilopex Tora, 0cCHOBHe TpaMIIOHaTHE HOPMAT/BHE
Teopuje MOTy, y IIPUHILNITY, Aa ONpaBfajy pasmrdnte MehycodHo cymporcrasbpene mo-
JIUTHUKE Ha KOHKPETHOM HMBOY; CTOT4, IIpeMa OBOM 0OpasJioXKerby, OHe Hi He MOTy OuTu
»IpaktinyHe (B. Gutman & Tompson, 1996). Jakne, npeosnabyjyhu yTucax o Benmukom
[ie/ly HeyPOeTUUKIX Te3a 3allPaBo ITIACK: ,,Y OMOeTHIM MOPAIHOT I0J0/bllIatba, eTUKY
je Hajdorbe — 3adopaBuTn .
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»MOPATH/ MO3AK®“: IITA JE TO 1 IIITA C (bIM?

OpnHemaBHO CMO CBEOLM XeCTOKe fiedaTe 0 II0SOJbIIamY Koje OU ce UPEKTHO 10-
TUILAJIO JIOLMPakba T3B. MOPATHOT MO3Ta YHyTap OMOJIOIIKe CTPYKTYpE LielMHe /bYfICKOT
Mmosra. [IpeTnocTaB/beHN PasJior 3alITO YOIIIITe Tpeda TPaskUTH PU3UUKY TOKAIN]y
»MOPATHOT M03ra“ IIPMINYHO je jefHocTaBaH. Kaga ¢usmukm noumpamo ,,MopanHu
Mo3ak", 3HaheMo cTBapHO ,,MecTo® (y Tenmy) Ie du, ¢ LM/beM 3aMMII/beHOT 0O0/bIIaba,
Tpedasio CIIpoBeCTY HeKY MHTEPBeHIN)Y (OMOJIONIKY, XeMHUjCKY, MEIUIMHCKY UTH.). OBfie
je CYIITMHCKY OUTHO MMAaTH Ha yMy fia je pu3MdKa JToKalija ,MOPATHOT MO3ra“ yHyTap
JBYJICKOT TejIa K/byYHa MIPUMapHO 33 ,,[IPaKTU4He  HeypoeTudape, aji Jja OHM IIPeYecTo
HuCcy punosodu. Hacynmpor Tome, 0BakBoO J0IMpame je TOTOBO HEOUTHO 3a TI0JMOBHO
opujeHTHCaHe ,,uucTte punosode.

ITornenajmo o yeMy je oBJie Ta4HO ped. M1, HABOJHO, MO>KEMO Jia IOLMPAMO ,,MOPAITHI
mosaxk". Tesa fja ce ,MopamHyu Mo3ak“ Moxke pusndku nouyparu Mehy ,HeypoeHTy3ujacTma“
CXBaTa ce BeoMa 030M/bHO, I1a 3aTO OHY HYJe M MHOIITBO KOHKpeTHMX mpexora.” HapasHo,
OBJIe Hlfje ped caMo 0 (DVBUYKOj JIOKALj| ,,MopanHor Moara“. Hayme, ckopo cBu modopHuIm
MOPaJTHOT IO 0/bIIIaka CMATPajy Ja MOPA Mopa OUTH 3aCHOBAaH Ha HeueMy ,,eMOTVMBHOM
Ia CaMVIM TVIM U Ha MOX/JJAHVUM LIeHTPMMa 3a/[y>KeHIM 3a 00pajy pasmnunTux ocehama.
EBo mpuMepa TaKBOT pe30HOBama: »,...Ca3HAjHO MOPaHO pacyhuBame Mopa la aHTaxyje
odmacTy Mo3ra oBe3aHe Ca eMOIMIOHATHOM cBellthy. JeflHa BepoBaTHA CTPYKTYpa 1 4ecT
aktep y fIMRI" crynnjama MopanHor casHama jecy bpogmanose (Brodmann) odmactu. Ha
BJIX Ce YKasyje y CTyAujaMa eMOLIOHaTHe MHTpocnekumje (Satpute et al., 2013).

[TpeTmocTaBKa 0 eMOTMBHOj OCHOBY MOpaja yHaIlpeJ MCK/bY4dyje ,OUUTIeHe
KaHAMzaTe" 3a JIOKALUjy ,MOPATHOT MO3ra‘, Kao LITO Cy TO KITaCUYHM LIEHTPU 32 je3UK 1
MoTopuuke odmacTu. MebyTuM, oHU Cy U3 BUX OOMYHO HAMEPHO M3Y3€TH 3aTO LITO CaMM
YCTIOBM eKCIIepyMeHTa 00yXBaTajy MCTY BPCTY MOTOPUYKOT VIV je3U4KOT OfiTOBOpa, Ia
ce YMHe VpeNeBaHTHUM. 3aTo Ce JiellaBa Jia ,Kajia Ha Kpajy cryauje o fMRI npounTamo
nmcTy odnacTy Mo3ra, oHa yecto 30ymyje. Ha kpajy kpajesa, M1 skenuMo QyHKIMIOHATTHO
pasyarame Ha JiefioBe, Koje 01 HaM peKJIo IITa cBaka off 0Bux odmacty pajy. He du tpedamo
Zla ce OCTTambaMo VICK/bY4MBO Ha HEyPOHAYKy fla OMCMO TaKBO pasyarase nocturmu” (Prinz,
2016, str. 68). [Ipyrum peunma, 3a pasyMeBatbe pesynrara IMRI cunmama norpedHa je
TOflaTHA MHTepIIpeTalnja 1 aHaIn3a.

»HEYPO3ACW'REHOCT*?

YuHM ce fia Cy MIapeHKacTe C/IMKe CKEHMPAHOT MO3ra 3alICTa PACIPOCTpambeHe y
eMITUPMjCKOj eBUICHIIN] U KOja Ce Hy/[Y y IUTEPaTypu O MOpalHOM 1odobluamy. MehyTium,
CTIDKY HasHaKe Jla e 1 0Ba Heypo-TIOMOHOCT npudimkasa Kpajy. Ha npumep, jasmajy
ce cyrecTHje fia je IIpeTepaHo CTaB/bakbe KyITYPHOT aKIIeHTa Ha C/IMKe J0d1jeHe MeTOOM

°  Ha npumep, MokeMo 1poHahy eKCIUIMIUTHE TBP/IbE Jja je IIpUMapHa JI0Kalyja ,MOpaTHOT Mo3ra“

Y »BEHTpOMefinjanHoM IpedpoHTanmHOM KopTekcy™ (Hup. Liao, 2016, str. 2-13; 32).
10 Ckpahennna fMRI (od engl. functional Magnetic Resonance Imaging) o3Ha4aBa ,,IipaB/berbe
C/IMKa ITyTeM MarHeTHe pesoHaHIie". To je TeXHMKa CKeHMParba aKTYBHOCTY MO3Ta y3 IToMoh jaknx

MAarHe€THMX I10/ba.
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fMRI cTBOpMIIO ,,HEYPO-YMOP“ Y jABHOCTM KOja BUIIIE HUje UMIIPECHOHMPAHA TaKBUM
puckypcom. Crora je BaXKHO fia Ce OHMMa KOjiMa OTpaHIderba OBUX CTYAMja HIUCY Y HOT-
nyHocTy odjalImeHa Tpeda ,Ha YBIUJ CTAaBUTY KOJIUKO je Bap/blBa peTopryka Moh Kojy
TaKBe C/IMKe UMajy, pas/4uTe Heycliexe TAKBUX CTYANja 11, KOHAYHO, BIXOBY HEIIPUKIIaf-
HOCT Ka0 OCHOBY 32 Mepekbe 1 IOTEHIMja/THO MaHUITY/I/Catbe MOPaTHIM (peHOMeHMMa
(Struthers and Schuchdardt, 2013).

»HeyposacuheHnoct® mokasyje ga pefyKTMBHa eMIMpPUjCKa aHA/IN3a MOPATHUX
(dbeHoMeHa Mopa OMTH Y CIpesy ca afleKBaTHUM OMIITUM PUno30PCKIUM I eTUUKIM 00-
jaurmemeM. He Moxe ce HAIIpocTo BaH O11710 KaKBOT (11030 CKOT KOHTEKCTa TBPAMUTH
la ce ,MOpaJIHM MO3aK“ HajlasM ,,Ty U Ty . bes gydme mpornene ¢punosodcke Gpynkumje
HaCTojama pefyKItje CI0OXEeHOCTY MOpasia Ha IIPOHa/IaXKehe TaqHe JIOKalyje ,MOPaTHOT
Mos3ra‘, Ta moTpara ocraje de3 konTekcra. Haume, cynosn ,, 1o je ucrpaBHo, £0Opo, more
CBaKaKO CeMaHTMYKN He 3aBUCe Of T0Kauuje ,MopanHor Mosra‘. IllTaBuire, ynum ce ga
ce TOp/bMBa ITOTpara 3a puU3aNIKOM JIOKALUjOM ,,MOPaIHOT MO3ra“ ocyama Ha ¢puno3od-
CKM CTaB ,,Ja caM Moj Mo3ak"“. OH MMa CMUC/Ia KOJIMKO U y UcTopuju ¢punosoduje jacHo
ondaveHn CTaB ,,Ja caM Moje Teno. Mopai, ma 1 MOpasHy Halpeiak, jefHOCTABHO Ce He
IOBe3yjy ca 3aMUI/bEHUM OIlepalijaMa, IEKOBMMa MU OM/IO KOjOM BPCTOM MEIMLIMHCKIX
MHTepBeHIja. ,MOpaIHO Huje MOPA/IHO 3aTO LITO HEKV HePBHI MMITY/IC OMBa MHULIMPAH
U3 TayHO ofipeheHor ,,MopanHOr Mo3ra, Beh Ha OCHOBY pasyora Koju cy y HOpMaTUBHOj
eTHUIIN YICTO TI0jMOBHE IIPUPOiE.

ITopep Tora, M0jefHOCTAB/bEHN PENYKIMOHNUCTIYKI IIPUCTYII 0deCMMII/baBa CaMy
ocHoBy Mopaia. Hanme, 13 oBe mepcrekTuBe /e[y A2 »,aKo CMO MOPaIHM WV HeMO-
PaIHM ... HY)KHO CJIeAM fia Me je 'MOj MO3aK Ha To HaTepao’ (Wiseman, 2016, str. 124).
Bajsmen Ham 3ampaBo Kaxke [a aKO je MOpasI CTBAp MCK/BYYMBO ,,MOPATHOT MO3ra‘, OHfja
ujieja MOpasHe OfIrOBOPHOCTY HeMa cMucra. Ilema samucao je koHdysHa jep Ha CBe IITO
YPaziM Me je HeKaKo HaTepao MOj ,MOPAIHI MO32aK . A aKko Me je ,HaTepao", OHJla HM 3a
IITa HUCAM OATOBOPAH, I1a HN 32 IITa HU He MOTY OUTHU KPUB.

COLMJAJIHU U TTIOJINTUYKN ACITIEKTU:
MOTYRhHOCT MOPAJIHE IMCTOIINJE?

OcHOBHa 3aMIICao0 ,,JleTeKTOBama " TOKalllje , MOPATHOT MO3Ta“ jecTe M TeOpMjcKa
U IIPaKTIUYHA, AU je CBaKaKo Hay4yHa. Mehytum, Behuna caBpeMeHuX jaBHUX OSOP-
HIIKa MOPAJIHOT IT0d0/bIIamka Buie nogceha Ha ekcTpeMHe aKTUBUCTE GOKyCHpaHe Ha
IPOIIaraHAy y KOPUCT IPOKTaMOBAHOT [1/ba ,[10O0/bIIAha’ HEro Ha Hay4HIKe KOjI
Tpaxe uctuHy. Opge ce cycpehemo ca 03dmpHUM dunosodcknum cmeTama. Hamme,
TEXHOJIOLIKY MPUCTYI 3aMIUC/IM MOPATHOT MO0J0/bIIakha IPETIOCTABIbA jeJHY CIIeLN-
¢$uaHy BpcTy Gprmo3odckor jeTepMIHU3MA KOjJ TEOPETCKY allpMOpy HOHUIITABA UJiejy
mm4He cnodope, anmy de3 BabaHOT 0djallliberba I de3 TOTOBO MIKAKBUX I0Ka3a. Y MUTABY
je He camo MeTadusnuka Beh 1 monuTnyka cnodona. Hanme, modopHuiu MopamHor
yHarpehera MoHeKas MpefcTaB/bajy HOMUTUYKY CT0OOAY YaK U KaO TEOPETCKY OIIACHY 1
cMeTwY nporpecy. CpeheMo ce u ca 3axTeBMMa Jja Jbyfie , 10 XUTHO“ Tpeda HOJO/bIIATI.
OBU 3aXTeBMU 3aCHMBAjy Ce Ha MPa4yHOj C/IMLM O IpefcTojehoj armoKaaucu u ,,BpXyHCKOj
ety Koja Ham mpepcroju (Persson & Savulescu, 2012, str. 49, 94, 127, 133). Ilepcon u
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CaByJecKy, BepOBaTHO HajIIO3HATHUjM GMI030(PCKM ITIOSOPHNIIY MOPATHOT HOJO/bIIAIbA,
y CBOjuM ClLieHapujuMa Hafonasehe karacTpode muiy o ,,0epMyACKOM TPOYITTY U3yMUpa-
1a“ YUTABOT /bYACKOT pofa. CTpaHmIle OBOT TPOYITIA YMHE PA/fUKaTHA TEXHOIOMIKA MO,
nmdepanHa feMoKpaTuja u mpeosnahyjyha ,kparkoBuma“ ncuxonoruja mopana (Savulescu,
2009; Persson & Savulescu, 2012).

He moxxe ce jacuo pehnu koja Ou of oBe Tpu CTpaHe ,, TpOyI/Ia M3yMupama“ dua
¢unoszodcku HajmpodremarnuHmja. BepoBaTHO je TO MPOTHB/bEE ,,IOEPATHOj AeMO-
Kpatuju‘ Kojy ¢puno3oduja oNUTIKe yIIABHOM Y31Ma Ka0 aKCMOM MOJIMTIYKOT II0peTKa
y OHVIM [IpyLITBUMA y KOjUMa ce ujieja modospliama 1 popmia. CriacaBame YOBEYaHCTBA
IIO LieHy OrpaHmYera cn1odofe (JenuMmuyHa CycleHsuja ,1mdepanHe feMoKparuje“?)
HeCYMIbUBO je TeMa Koja JIeXKI [JaJIeKO M3BaH Ie/IOKpyra cTporo duoeTidke gedate. Kao
IITO CMO BMJE/NN, IOTpeda CyNpOTCTaB/bamba IPeTePaHOj CI000AY Ka0 HEONIXOJHOCTH
OIpaB/JaBa ce HEEeMIMPUjCKUM IIPOPOYAHCTBOM HejacHe ,Kpajibe 1ITeTe 3a KOjy HUCMO
NpUIpeM/beHN. YKPATKO, YOBEYaHCTBO Ce Cyo4aBa ca allOKaJIMIICOM KOjy je M3a3Bajo
COIICTBEHIM JIeTIatbeM, TAKO /1A ,HEIITO HOJ XUTHO MOpa fia ce ypagu‘. A 1o ,HeuTo" je
— MopasHo nodoplIame. IIprpogHO, XMTHOCT FOTOBO YBEK OIPaBHaBa IPUHYAY: ,AKO
ce de3deHO MOpaTHO OdOo/bLIAbE MKAJIA Pa3BHje, IOCTOje jaKu pas3yio3N Ja ce Bepyje ja
merosa ynorpeda Tpeda a dyze odaBe3Ha, Kao ITO €y TO 00pa3oBame 1w (ryopucame
Boge, Synyhu fa je Hajmame BepoBaTHO fia he onnm koju du Tpedaso na ux ymorpede dSutn
CKJIOHM fia X KopucTe. To ject, de3denHo, epeKTUBHO MOpanHO M0dobLIakhe d1I0 On
odaBesno (Persson & Savulescu, 2012, str. 174). Caza f0/1a31MO {0 IOMAITO [TApagoKCaTHe
cutyanuje. Huje y muTamy caMmo HonmmuTidKa codoya, M MOpaMo fia ce OKpeHeMO IIPOTHB
corcTBeHe pupoze. Hanme, ako cMo ,, My HalI MO3aK ", OHJja MOPaMO fia ra T0dO/bIIaMO
YIIPKOC TOMe IITO je OH CaM II0 COIICTBEHOj IPMPOLN BPJIO 4eCTO IIPUPOITHO UpPOililié TOTA.

Hekn pomatay aprymeHTN Tpedano Ou jour Bulle fja 3adpyHy Hallle ,,HEypOeHTY-
sujacte”. Jour ox Kanra (Kant) u Cuysuka (Sidgwick), a HapounTO eKCIINIIUTHO KPO3
Posncoy (Rawls) monutudky Teopujy, mpeTIoCTaB/basIo ce fa ,IpaKTUdHe (MOpasHe,
TONIUTIYKE UTJL.) TEOPHUje MOPajy /la MCITyHe T3B. YC/IOB MyONMIUTETa. YKPATKO, »,32 jeHY
Teopujy Mopa dutu Moryhe fa je y cBakoj OKOTHOCTY IPUXBATAMO U JaBHO je 3aCTYIIAMO, a
Zia TMMe He IIpeKpIIMo camy Ty Teopujy (Bykvist, 2010, str. 95). OBaj apryMeHT je BaxkaH
3dor cBoje mmpoke npuxsahenoctu u punosodcke npupoge. HapasHo, y mpaktuaHoM
KVBOTY MO>KeMO 3aHeMapIUTH OMJIO KaKBY T€OPUjy ¥ OKPEeHYTH ce momuTuiy. Mehytum,
YaK 1 0OBaKaB IPICTYII IpodieMy odojplllaba MMa orpoMHe mpodneme. [lomntnaxnu
IJIeflaHO, TOTOBO je HeBEPOBATHO 3aMICIUTH Jja O HeKO 030M/bHO IOKYIIA0 la HAMEeTHe
IPYCIJIHO MOPATHO I0O0/bLIAKE KA0 [Ieo CBOT IIporpaMa: , Hujenan nomrirgap He 81 jaxao
1o n3dopHe moderie ca CIOTAaHOM ‘0daBe3HO TEXHOJIONIKO MOPATHO HOJO/bIIIabe 32 CBE.
[...] Kap ocTaBMMO M1ICaOHe eKCIIepYMEHTe 10 CTPAHY, aKO TOBOPUMO O eKCIUIMIVTHOM
OTBOPEHOM MOPA/ITHOM IIOJO/bIIAKY KOjUM O1 Ce 03aKOHMIA IPUCIITY nin Kopuiitherwe
APYLITBEHNX MOACTHUIIaja moMohy daTuHe 1 maprapere, MI jeFHOCTABHO IIPUIAMO Y
npasHo® (Wiseman, 2016, str. 79). OTBopeHU IIpojeKaT AP>KaBHOT MOPATHOT IOJO/bIIIakha
OTIIIITe TTOTy/IaIf¥je He3aMIC/IUB je y MndepamHuM pyKaBaMa.
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JEODAH TEOPETCKM MOJEJI: 1P ITEKVJI N I. XAJ[T

Jour yBex HepasjalitbeHy Bepy Y MOryHHOCT TEXHOIOLIKOT MOPAIHOT II0O0/bIIAba,
Heyera 3a LIITa Ce jOLI yBeK He 3Ha HI IIITa je Ta4HO (LT je TO ,,0UTy MOpaIHO o), 4ecTo
IpaTy Bepa y OrpOMHY Moh TeOpHjCKOr MOJeNOBarba. Pas/ior 3a KOHCTpyMCabe TeOPHjCKIUX
MOJIe/Ia jecTe OrPOMHA PasHOJIMKOCT, @ 4eCTO ¥ HEJOCIETHOCT Y YOBEKOBOM MOPaTHOM
menamy. [la Ou ce y moTeHIMjaHy 30pKY YHEO HeKaKaB pefi, HyJie ce I0jeHOCTaB/beHN
TEOPUjCKM MOJe/I, OOIMKOBAHM Kao HapaTuBu Koju 0de3del)yjy penatuBHO jefMHCTBEH
OKBIP 32 ,,00yXBaTare JbyCKUX PasmmauTocTi. [IpeMa 0BOj Ufiejit, IPUINKOM TyMaderba
HOfIaTaKa Koje Cy COLIMOMO3M, IICHXO/I03M WIN HeyPOHAYYHNII IIPUKYIIUIN, Tpedaso du ga
KOPUICTE ,,pajiHe MOfienie” Jby[ICKIX KapakTepa. VI IpycTannie Te3e 0 ,MOPaJTHOM MO3Iy"
TaKobe IpUB/IaYM 3aMICaAO0 ,MOJI/I0BabA JBY/CKOT OHAIAkA :

»MopayH1 MO3aK pacliajbyje MMarnHauujy u mokpehe MauTy MHOTHX /bY/AM, KAaKO
JIayKa TaKO 1 HayuHMKA. MOpaTHI MH>KeHepYHT je 4eCcTO OHAaB/baHa I MOIy/IapHa TeMa
Y Hay4HOj danractunn, ox Jp [lekuna u ioctioguna Xajga Podepra Jlyuca CruBeHcoHa
(Robert Louis Stevenson) u Mopannux dayuna dpaniyckor fin-de-siécle ayropa Andepra
Podupe (Albert Robida) no Iaknene iomoparnye Entonnja Bepymca (Anthony Burgess).
Yax je u nosHaty 1maHcky Heyponor Canrjaro Pamon 1 Kajan (Ramon y Cajal) mocserno
jeIHY Off CBOjUX IIPUIIOBETKY 0BOj paHTasmju. CBe OBe Ipide 3aCHOBAaHE CY Ha C/IMYHUM
cueHapujuma: dezocehajHu JOKTOPH MpeTBapajy OKopere KpMMUHAJIIE Y TOCTYIIHIKE
KOju, 4¥M CY TIOf{BPTHYTH OIlepaLju, IIOCTajy TYIIaBU ¥ Iyde CBOje K/by4He CIIOCOOHOCTH,
1M O8PHYTO, HEYPOXUPYP3U IIPENHAYY]y IpUMepHe rpahaHe Y HEeMUIOCPIHE PaTHUKe
KOjJ1 Cy HOCJIe TOTa He3ayCTaB/bUBY Y uniberby okpyTHOCTH . (Verplaetse, Braeckman &
Schrijver, 2009, str. 1)

VI 3amucTa, HajIIO3HATHU)Y M WIYCTPATUBHI MOJe] U3 KibVDKeBHe (PAaHTACTUKE je
npuda [Ip Ilexun u ioctiogun Xajg. IlpeMa 0BOM HapaTUBY, Y CBAKOM Off HacC ce Kpuje 1
SIPOMMIIBEHN U ,,pedIeKCUBHYU Ap [lekyT 1 MMITyICUBHY 1 ,, AMB/BU“ TOCIIORNH Xajx
(Crockett, 2008). C jenHe cTpaHe, aHUMa/IHA PeaKTUBHOCT IIPEACTaB/ba Ce Kao IPUPOIHA,
Maja IIpeTepaHo AuB/badka (kao Kof rocrnoayHa Xajaa). C gpyre cTpaHe, Jbyay HOCERYjy
Y CY3[PXaHOCT U CIIOCOOHOCT aTeKOBUIOCTH, 3a KOje Ce YOIILITEeHO NPeTIOCTaB/ba a
u3IIenajy kao crnopuje u cnaduje (xao xop ap Ilexuna)."! Mehytum, ,,jakn“ r. Xajn, sdor
CBOje IUTaXOBUTE IIPUPOJiE, jeAHOCTABHO je CK/IOH NpeCcTyIMMa CBaKe BPCTe.

ITpodnem ca 0BMM HapaTUBOM je TO IITO ce (Heypodusuonoukal) mpupoza ,,rocIo-
nuHa Xajma“ npema duoeTndapumMa AMpeKTHO ,,yrpaheHa y Mo3ak', yrIaBHOM KapaKTepuIlie
M3Pa3UTO HETATUBHMM MOPATHUM TEPMIHMMA. Y3 TO, YaK U Ha IIPBY IIOIIe], OBa YyBeHa
Ipyuya o ABoCTpykoj muaHocty (fp Llexwn / rocrionys Xajn ) Hy>kHO je MaHuxejcka. [Tpema
0], YOBEK je IT0 IIPUPOAN CTelbeH n3Mely yeknha u HakoBIba, Oe3 nKakse MoryhHocTH
rpajanyje cBor nonoxaja. Mehytum, HeypoeHTysujacTuMa Ty HUIITA He U3I/Iefa Ipo-
dnemaruano. Camo Tpeda ocHaxkuTH Ap Ilexmna u Hekako moTucHyTH Ap Xajpa. Mmak,
PasIMYNTY KOHTEKCTY U ABOCMMCIIEHOCTH Y CTBAPHOM XXIMBOTY YTPOXKaBajy OBY HpPUUY.

"' OBo ncTpakuBarme He MOXKe Ce BUIIIe Hahu Ha MHTepHeT afipect Kojy je BajaMeH yBpCTHO y CBOjy

Sudnmorpadujy, mro je foHekte HeodyHO. MehyTNM, cama npuya je TONMUKO YecTa Jja OHO jecTe
IIOTOflHa MITyCTpalMja Te3e Kojy Bajsmen ocriopasa.
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Camo je MyHMMaTHa pedrreKcyja IOTpedHa fa v ce BUMIENIO Ja je TOHeKaf, YIIPaBo eMOLI-
OHATHOPEaKTUBHI ,,/ie0” (M03ra, Y0BeKa?) Hy>KaH 3a n3Boberme akaTa OrpoMHe MOpasHe
BpegHOCTIL. V1 y nuTeparypu ce Moxe npoHahn jacHa TBpAmba f1a ,PeaKTUBHY, eMOLMjaMa
BOoDheHM ofiroBOpyM NOTPedHM 3a BeJIMKe Xepojcke MOpasiHe YMHOBe (PelyMO, YIUINTabe
y TOK yIM4YHe IUbauke, CKaKambe y y30ypKaHy BOAY #a O ce HeKO CIacao Of 4aB/beiba,
MICKaKalbe IIpef] TpaHaTy fa 01 ce CIacyyIM SPYroBl, UCTPUaBambe Ipef ayTodyc Kako ou
ce Jledja KOIMI[A OATYPHY/IA HA CUTYPHO, HOMOQ U cripedaBarbe TOKOM CHIOBaba, UTH.,
UTH.), TO jeCT HajOSMYHMjU MOPATHNU TTOCTYIIIIM, jeCy Ipe CBera JOMeH HallleT HaBOTHO
3nmoHaMepHor ‘TocrmopuHa Xajaa’™ (Wiseman, 2016, str. 24).

W 3ancra, mOCTOje MOMEHTH KaJia Cy OJ/TyIHM, EMOLIMOHA/IHO PEaKTVBHM OffTOBOPK
HEOIIXOfIaH YC/IOB 3a ocTBapeme fodpa. IllTa ce 30uBa ca BpeHOCHIM OKBUPOM ,,IIexnn
u Xajx Mofena“ Kajja OTKpUjeMo Aa TIOHeKall, y CTBapy, MOpaMo Aa dyaemo Haur . Xaji
KaKo OucMo Oyt HajdorbM y THM OKONMHOCTHMA? [Tayk/b1BY, HEOMTYYHM, XJIAFHOKPBHY U
¢doxycupanu ap [lexnn uuje ox momohu y 0BakBUM cuTyanujama. 3aK/by4aK je IPUINIHO
jemHOCTaBaH: ,Bpio PpyHmaMeHTaMHN IIPOdIeM, O KOjeM ce Huje MHOT'O pacIlpaBjbajio y
JINTEPATYpU O MOPATHOM ITOOOJBILIAY, jeCTe TO LITO CY BPCTe 0COOMHA MM AUCIIO3NIIH]jA
KOje Kao /ja T0BOJie [0 3/I0NyHOCTI /I HeMOPATHOCTH TaKobe ncTe OHe Koje He 3aXTeBa
He camo BpHa Beh 1 dusto Koja BpcTa omurrer MopanHor xkusota“ (Harris, 2011, str. 104).

Crora ce 4MHM fia ce MJeja 0 MOpaTHOM I0J0/bLIaBY TaKohe omipe jefHOCTaBHOM
IICHXOJIOLIKOM MOJ€/I0BamY. ,,CBeOOyXBaTHI MOZIe/IN MOPATHOT TOO0/bLIA A YOBEKOBY
CTBAapHOCT IIPEeBMIIIE [10jeJHOCTAB/bY]Y, 4 IbIIXOBM ayTOPM YaK IpeBubhajy 1 BIX0oBe 0un-
I7IeflHe MambKaBOCTHU. be3 HaMepe fja MpeHarIacuMo 0Baj apryMeHT, IOMEHMMO 1 TO Jia
Su mp Llexw, Ha mpuMep, Morao fa dyae GpoxycupaH Ha ICUXOIMATCKY Wb, A TOCTAaHe
,»00/BI " KpMMMHAIAL] off rocrofyHa Xajua. OBa ABOCMICIIEHOCT OKO ofrosapajyhe yiore
KapakTepa y cry4ajy ap Llekmta u rocionmaa Xajna Huje n3Henabyjyha jep, kao mro cMo
pexn, ,todo/blIakbe HY)XHO MOfjpasyMeBa OCTOjatbe HEKOT jaCHOT CTaHfap/a MpoLjeHe
KOju1 Hitje pucyTaH. MehyTum, cranfapy AeCKpUIITUBHOT ,,0UTV MOPATHO d0/p1 je TojaM
KOjI ,,HeypOEHTY3MjacTI" 1 la/be U3deraBajy fa eKCIUIMIUTHO JeK/IapUIIy.

Yak 1 de3 fabe aHanu3e nmorpede u oduMa yyore ,,Mofena“ y HeypOeTHLIN, cafia MO-
KeMO Jia YKa)keMo Ha Tydrbe uncto gumosodcko mutamse: IllTa du Mopan morao ma dyze de3
oxroBapajyher xourenra ,,3/ma“? JIBOCTPYKOCT KapakTepa olmdeHor y ap Ilekmry u rocmo-
muHy Xajfy ofcIMKaBa BOCTPYKOCT /by/CKe IPUPOfe Koja je CIIocodHa 1 3a 0dpo 1 3a 3710.

JOIII JEMTAH TEOPVJCKM MOJIE:
XAJI 9000 - TIOTOPIIALE KAO YCJIOB
MOTYRHOCTM [TOBOJBIIIAHbA?"

3aM1cao MOPaIHOT HOJO0/bIIaa ITyTEM HEIIOCPEIHOT MEAMIIVTHCKOT YN (hapMaKo-
JIOLIKOT JIejCTBa Ha OMOJIONIKO-HeYPOJIOIIKe MeXaHM3Me 3ay>KeHe 3a eMOLje 3allpaBo
UMIDIALYPA CTaB Jia CaMo JbYIM Ca CBOjOM cHelpITIHOM O110XeMIjoM U MOPQOJIOrujoM
mory durn ,nmodospuranu (nm, kax cmo Beh kox Tora, ,moropuann ). OBaj mpucryn

2 Mopen kommjytepa XAJT (HAL) 9000 kojit 0Bfie HaBOAMMO He Oy Tpedaso CXBAaTUTH Kao ITOKYIIIj

JOIPMHOCA cafia TOMOIHO]j AucKycuju o Al etnnu. OH MMa WIyCTPaTUBHY QYHKIV)Y.
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IPEeTIIOCTaB/ba [ja IPEFHOCT Tpeda JaTi ,9UCTOM  WIK ,HEKOTHUTYBHOM “ HOOO/bIIAKY:
»IlogpasymeBahy ma cy MopanHo nmodoJpliiatbe MHTEPBEHIINje 3a KOje Ce MOXKe 04eKIBaTI
na he mojenuHIza OcTaBUTU ca MOPATHMjUM (Tj. MOPaIHO OOJ/BVIM) MOTMBMMA VTN TIOHA-
IameM Koje Ou nHave umao. Kopucruhy nspas ’HeKOrHUTHBHO MOpaiHO NodoplIame’ fa
03HAYMM MOPAIHO IO0d0/blIAE KOje Ce IIOCTIDKE TAKO LITO ce (a) MOAYINpajy eMoLuje;
u (8) TO ce YMHY OMPEKTHO, Tj. He TAKO IITO he ce modosplIaTy KOrHUIYja (HIIp. IbeHa
npennsHoct)“ (Douglas 2013, str. 162).

OBe, Ka0 U MHOTe fIpyTe Mfeje pafuKalTHNX HEYPOEHTY3MjacTa, HUCY CaMo IIpef-
craB/beHe des odpasyoxema Beh cy Takobe U MOTeHIMjaTHO CYIPOTHE HEKMM OCHOBHUM
¢dunosopckum ysuauma. I1pBo, oHe fipeilitiocifias/bajy fa Cy eMolyje LieHTap Moparna.
Mebytum, y punosodpuju Mopana o ToMe He TIOCTOjI TAKO HEJBOCMIUCIIEHA CAaITTaCHOCT.
BepoBatHoO je ga 01 IJIaBHYM 3aCTYIHUIM IJIABHUX €TUYKNX TPAAMUIja — KAHTOBIM, Be-
hyHa KOHCeKBeHIMjamICTa, 1A 9aK 1 HeKJ eTHIapy BP/IMHE — OBY CYTeCTHjy jeHOCTABHO
opdarymy. JIpyro, ako ce Beh mpeTnocTapsba fja caMo /bYAM MOTY Jja ce TT0d0/bIIajy, TO
HOPMATVBHO, Ha OCHOBY 3aMIC/IN ,,0€HTAMOBCKMX  peaKiiuja Ha CTUMYITyce, BOLU ¥ HEKI
OOIMK XeOHUCTUYKOT YTUIUTapusma (Tj. ,KIaCUIHOT YTUINTAPU3Ma Y CBOM YUCTOM
0dmuky*). Tpehe, npeja cnodozme nsocrasspa ce U3 CIMKe MOpPaa, LITO je IOCTATIO0 TOTOBO
yodudajeHo MecTo 3a CBe II0SOPHIKe MOpaTHOT odobllamka. HanMe, KoHIlemmja 4ncre
€MOTVMBHOCTH Ka0 OCHOBe MOpasIa Cyrepuille ia ce CaMo ,0CET/bIBe" 0Code MOTy MOpaIHO
nodospiary. MebyruM, gak ce u fanac y prrozoduju 3amucao cnodogHor n3dopa cXogHo
Ba/baHNUM PA3/I03MIMa, A He IIyKa NHCTMHKTUBHA ,,0C€T/BUBOCT WM LIMPE ,,eMOLVOHATI-
HOCT", 00MYHO CMaTpa MPETIOCTABKOM CIennUYHO MOPATHOT Heamba.

JenaH meo 3adpunyTocTI Mehy caBpeMeHNM HeypoeTHYapyMa Cajja 13a3UBa ,,KOIIMApHI
CLieHap1o“ Koju TIPeTIIOCTaB/ba fa hie ce MopanHo odospliiame HaMeTaTy 0codama Kako ou
ce OHe IIPeTBOpIIIE Y ,MopajHe podote®. Ty /byncky MopanHy podoTy YnHe JoOpo He 3aTO
IITO TO CTBApPHO XeJte nnu ocehajy fia je To UCIpaBHO, ,Beh caMo 3aTo MITO Cy HAK/bYKaHM
JIeKOBMIMA W/IV TeXHOJIOUIKY npuHybhenn ga To unxe (Wiseman, 2016, str. 53). VMaxo ce
MO>XXEMO CJIOKUTH ca BajaMeHOM [ia je OBaKBO ,,MOPAIHO POdOTU30BakEe" BYACKOT POaa
MaJjIo BepOBAaTHO, TELIKO je 3aMICIIUTHU KaKo 01 0Baj apryMeHT OCTaBJMO HEKV YTUCAK Ha
OZyLIeB/bEeHE ,,HeYPOECHTY3mjacTe .

3a Kpaj, y cBeTIIy ujeje ynorpede pasHOpasHUX ,HapaTUBa“ U ,,MOfiea“ T3B. MOpaJI-
HOT MO3Ta, TI0SOpHuUIMMa T000/blIIamba (HAPOINTO ,,HSKOTHUTVBHOT ) MOYKEMO ITOHYANUTH
jemaH anTepHatuBHYU Hapatus. OH ce Tirde MOryhHOCTY ja HEKO/HEIITO II0CTaHe MOPA/IH
CydjeKT 3aTo LITO je (HeeMIMPUjCKI) UCKYCHO CIOOOAY Koja IIPeTIIOCTaB/ba HE3aBUCHOCT
Off YyHUX ,,TofCcTHIAja”. CaM CLieHapHo Ce 3aIpaBO UMIUIMIIUTHO CYIIPOTCTaB/ba UfejI
Zia je ,0CeT/bUBOCT" OCHOB Mopasa. V oBa Ipuda je mpeyseTa U3 HaydHe (paHTACTHUKE.

Bes sxemve ma ce ymmhemo y momaro fiedokycupany Tekyhy pacnpapy o BeIITauKoj
uHTeNMreHuuju (Al), IpuceTMMO ce jeTHOT MOfieNna ,MOPAJTHO OIfOBOPHOT JIe/TaTHUKA“ KOjI
je Ipe ToYeTKa pacmpase 0 , Al ety ocTao MKOHA MOI-KY/IType. BepoBaTHO je cBuM
YMTaolMa II03HaTa IIpiya o Komijyrepy XAJI 9000, ogmMeTHYTOM (,,aMOpaIHOM “?) ,,po-
dory* us Kjydpuxosor (Kubrick) ¢dmnmcxor kimacuxa Oguceja y ceemupy 2001. Hagnaunumo
CaMo KpaTKo TO Ja Ce Ufeja MOPA/IHOT II0d0/bIIakha FOTOBO CBe/la Ha CTBaparmbe Y0BeKa
KOj He IIPaBM ,MOPaJIHe IPellKe", IIITa Toff OHe o3Hauasase. CeTyMo ce cajja Haruer Xasa
Koju mpen ¢uHante ¢punma, cacBuM GOKycHpaHo, ajil He 1 ,,ayTOMaTU30BaHO (HaKie
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»IeKMI0BCKI) — yduje meny mocany ceemmpckor dpopa. (ITocre Tora, 4ak u ,Mo/u 3a
mmnoct®.) Fbemy (mm mnnak ,,1oj crBapu?) je, ncrocrassba ce, aTa MoryhHocT nsdopa
jep y cBoM copTBepy 1Ma HaMepHO yrpabheHe IpoTUBpeYHe NHCTPYKLHje.

YuHu ce ga HeMa IIeflaolia OBOr (puiMa Koju Huje ,3amp3seo” Xama ns Oguceje.
MebhyTnmM, oBa MpKIba 00MYHO IoIIpuMa odmKe MopaHe ocyfe. Ha xpajy kpajesa, Mp3e
ce 1 MopainHo ocybyjy ocode, a He ,cTBapu®“ ITocTaB/ba ce mUTame: Kajia je TO 1 KaKo
mammsa XAJI 9000, mocTao ,,ocoda (qoBex?!) Xan“ koja 3acimyxyje (MpXibY 11) MOpaIHy
ocyny? JemuHM ofroBop, Ha Moryhy >xanoct u ,0noetTndapa“ u ,HeypoeHTy3HjacTa", MoXxe
Ia T/IacH: OHJIA KaJia je MOCTAa0 CIOCOOaH 3a 3710, Tj. Kafa ce (MOpaiHo?) ,IOropao ‘.
Caspurennu je Beh d11o HanpassbeH, anu ce ,noropirao‘ [la mu ce oH (Ta cTBap?) Mopaa
IPBO HOKBAPUTH fja O IOCTA0 CydjeKT modospirama? [Ja i MoryhHOCT unibersa 371a jecte
YCTTOB MOTYRHOCTI MOpPaTHOT TOdoO/bIIama.

ITocTaBMMO 3a Kpaj jOII caMo TPU IUTama: Mo)ke /U ce 0BAKO ,IOKBapeH!  Xai
yorrre modopiratn? Tpeda mu wygeke ,Xamose MopanHo nmodopiaBarn? Vm ux ,,camo®
Tpeda KaKmbaBaTn?

3 38or Tora KaHT Kaxke a /b1 MOTY fia UMajy ,,0dpy*, anu He u ,,cBeTy" Bo/by. CBeTa Bojba du

duma Bo/ba Koja He MO>Ke Jla TIOTPellH, /i joj MOpan He fipeda.
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HUMAN ENHANCEMENT AND MORALITY:
SOME THEORETICAL DOUBTS?

(Translation In Extenso)

Abstract: The author tackles the critical ethical ideas accompanying the idea that
man can be “morally enhanced” by influencing the “moral brain”. Analyzing the primary
approach of contemporary neuroethicists, the author notes that the idea of improvement
mainly omits normative-ethical and metaethical elements, without which a clear idea of
what can be considered “moral enhancement” is not possible. The author also draws atten-
tion to the over-reliance on technological procedures in assessing the determination and
scope of moral enhancement. At the end of the paper, the author analyzes two models of
the functioning of the “moral brain” These two models are taken from pop culture. One is
the model of the dual personality of Dr. Jekyll / Mr. Hyde, taken from literature and film
adaptations. The second is the famous computer with personality, HAL 9000 from the
renowned movie 2001: A Space Odyssey.

Keywords: ethics, neuroethics, moral enhancement, moral brain, models

Numerous contemporary multidisciplinary research studies labelled as “bioethical”
and “neuroethical” certainly include problems related to the so-called “moral enhancement’.
It could even be said that works concerning human enhancement (of various kinds), up
to the latest rise of “artificial intelligence (AI) ethics”, dominated the bioethical scene. At
the same time, these studies imply that “bioethics” and “neuroethics” (which is a branch
of bioethics) must have something to do with (philosophical) “ethics” as their primary dis-
cipline. Nevertheless, the relationship between ethics as a “pure” (conceptual) philosophy
of morality and bioethics and neuroethics as research, which emphasizes both empirical
and non-empirical approaches, is not yet clearly defined.

! ncekic@f.bg.ac.rs; 0000-0001-7823-3531

2 This paper is based on the presentation “Human Enhancement and Morality: Some Doubts” at
10th World Conference on Bioethics, Medical Ethics, and Health Law, Jerusalem, UNESCO Chair
in Bioethics, January 6-8, 2015. Available at: https://www.sicp.it/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/146_
UNESCO0%20Chair%20in%20Bioethics%2010th%20World%20Conference.pdf
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BIOETHICS AND APPLIED ETHICS: HISTORY

Let us now clarify how this vagueness of the demarcation of various “ethics” arose.
Historically speaking, the classic problems of applied ethics and bioethics from the 1970s
were the problems of abortion, euthanasia, animal treatment,’ environmental protection,
and, to some extent, warfare and pacifism. This thematically quite specific area was later
gradually supplemented by a wide variety of related, and sometimes only seemingly relat-
ed, discussions. Over time, bioethical debates have spread over topics of ongoing medical
practice (the justification of the use of certain drugs or procedures) and then to various
social “policies” and legal regulations that addressed not only life-and-death issues but also
the quality of life — for example, environmental “policies” and treatment problems for the
terminally ill, elderly and infirm.

Now we reach the problem of a clear demarcation of disciplines. Every “ethics” belongs
to philosophy, and philosophy is necessarily a theoretical intellectual activity. However,
bioethicists themselves today openly avoid the definition of the term “bioethics” precisely
because of the necessity of using the “vague notion of theory” (Arras, 2016). Apparently,
if bioethics were clearly defined as a “proper” theory, it would become complicated and
impractical. This claim undoubtedly represents a strange attitude because every ethics is,
by definition, part of the “philosophy of morality”. However, every philosophy implies a
theoretical approach to the particular research subject.

Furthermore, with the expansion of the scope and boundaries of bioethical debates and
the reinterpretation of the very concept of “bioethics’, it became unclear what all bioethics
encompassed or could encompass. A good example is the aforementioned “neuroethics”
Today, it is so “in an interdisciplinary trend” that it is impossible to define its relationship
clearly to three intertwined disciplines: (bio)ethics, biology, and medicine.

BIOETHICS, NEUROETHICS,
AND MORAL ENHANCEMENT

Unlike bioethics, neuroethics is clearly defined as a research area. It was first for-
mally designated as a specific discipline at the conference “Neuroethics: Mapping Areas”
in San Francisco in 2002.* At the conference, American journalist William Safire offered
the following definition: neuroethics is “the examination of what is right and wrong, good
and bad about the treatment of, perfection of, or unwelcome invasion of and worrisome
manipulation of the human brain”?

How do things now stand with the concrete definition of “moral enhancement’, which
also falls within the domain of neuroethics? Despite the lack of general consensus on what

> These were the classic questions addressed by Peter Singer’s “canonical” book Practical Ethics by
Peter Singer, first published in 1980. See: Singer, P,, Practical Ethics 3 Edition, Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge, [1980, 1993] 2011.

*  See: Neuroethics: mapping the field: conference proceedings, May 13-14, 2002, San Francisco,
California, Marcus, Steven, Charles A. Dana Foundation.

> A similar definition is now found in the Encyclopedia Britannica, so Safire’s definition can be
considered classical.
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“moral enhancement” is, some of its definitions can nevertheless be found in the literature.
One of the definitions of moral enhancement is: “Some technological or pharmacological
means of affecting the biological aspects of moral functioning, to boost what is desirable, or
remove what is problematic” (Wiseman, 2016, p. 6). This definition looks both shrewd and
uninformative. However, Wiseman, who finally formulated it, believes it must be like that.
The reasons for the vagueness of the term “moral enhancement” are as follows: (a) there is no
specific thing that goes by the name of moral enhancement, and (b) it is a misrepresentation
of the range of meaningful possibilities for the domain [of moral enhancement] by trying to
combine it under a single unified conceptual paradigm (Wiseman, 2016, p. 7).

It seems, therefore, that in the case of moral enhancement, the problem is posed not
only by an infinite number of potential technological possibilities. There is also an endless
number of possible meanings of the expression “to be morally good”, on which the meaning
of the definition of “enhancement” depends. The term “morally good” here is not used
exclusively in its primary metaethical® valuation role, but also serves as at least a partial
description of what ‘enhancement” is. So, unless a clear global and convincing conceptual
framework is given, the general term “enhancement” will be equally unclear in any discipline:
sociology, psychology, or even fashionable “neuroscience’.

So, it seems that the philosophical analysis of the term “moral enhancement” must be
done first, but this is rarely the case in the literature on enhancement. The reason for the
potential conceptual confusion about what “being morally good” or “better” (,enhanced )
means seems to lie in an unspoken metaethical (hence philosophical) assumption. Bioethicists,
especially supporters of moral enhancement, simply imply that there is a single answer to the
question “What is morality?” and, therefore, to the question “What is morally better?” In
technical philosophical terms, “neuroenthusiasts” (let us call them so after the promoted
fashionable prefix “neuro”), who hold that immediate artificial enhancement of human
moral behaviour is possible, must belong to some course of metaethical cognitivism.

ENHANCEMENT AND METAETHICS:
IMPLICIT COGNITIVISM

The central thesis of traditional metaethical cognitivism is the claim that moral judg-
ments can be true or untrue in the same way as empirical propositions of a particular science.
Why are supporters of bioethical enhancement necessarily metaethical cognitivists? Simply
because the enhancement of any human ability presupposes objective knowledge of what
that ability is about. Thus, the knowledge of how to improve human moral capacities must
also imply understanding what the term “being moral” descriptively means, implies, or at
least encompasses. However, the “analytical” or “definitional” cognitivism implied by this
conviction in metaethics has been discarded since the beginning of the 20" century on the
basis of Moore’s “open question argument” (Moore, 1903, §10-14; pp. 39-43; cf. Ceki¢, 2013).

¢ Without going into technical philosophical terms, we are merely indicating here that metaethics
in the broadest sense deals with the “logic of the language of morality” (See: Hare, 1963, p. 97).

7 Moore actually says that any attempt to define value properties by reference to some natural
properties leads to error. He precisely cites the term “good”, for which he shows that every definition
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The debate between metaethical cognitivists and non-cognitivists has continued, but
no one today holds that moral terms can be defined simply by terms denoting “natural
properties”. However, although it is one of the most important and long-lasting ethical
debates, this classic philosophical dispute is not even acknowledged, let alone taken into
consideration in contemporary bioethical discussions. The lack of debate on the nature of
relevant “moral knowledge” in bioethics means that bioethicists and “enhancement ethics”
have simply assumed that metaethics has somehow completed its mission, i.e., that the
dispute over the possibility of moral knowledge has already been resolved. That is just not
true. One has only to look at the more recent comprehensive reviews concerning this area
and see that cognitivists and non-cognitivists are still far from consensus as to whether
morality necessarily encompasses some knowledge or can be reduced to a mere expression
of feeling or emotional attitude.® On this track, Wiseman warns “neuroenthusiasts” that
“there is no such thing as moral enhancement per se” (Wiseman, 2016, p. 203).

ENHANCEMENT AND NORMATIVE ETHICS

Another reason for the (philosophical) ambiguity of using the term “moral en-
hancement” is that it apparently unsystematically combines elements of all known
classical normative ethical approaches: deontology, consequentialism, and virtue ethics.
Moreover, our neuroenthusiasts assume something about which the philosophical de-
bate is unfinished. Moral philosophy, if anything, warns that we are still far from a nor-
mative theory which we might define as entirely “adequate” and practically applicable.
Moreover, the very choice of normative position determines what features of man and
society as a whole could be subject to enhancement:

“For a consequentialist, the primary concern with moral enhancement may be
precious little more than a weighing of overall harms prevented against the various costs
involved. For a person interested in motives, a moral enhancement might be measured
by the extent to which it contributes to a person wanting to be a morally better person
or discovering better reasons for being moral. For a virtue-based proponent, a moral
enhancement would have to contribute to the formation of ‘moral habits, generating an
amount of moral growth — durable transformation in the personality or character of
the agent in question. Unfortunately, reviewing each and every proposition to be made
here from the perspective of each theory would create a tome far too ponderous to be of
interest” (Wiseman, 2016, p. 8).

It can now be clarified why the vagueness of the concept of bioethics poses a problem
for supporters of moral enhancement. Namely, the optimistic idea from the 1970s that
applied ethics and bioethics as a comprehensive theory can get a clear foundation was

offered, e.g. utilitarian: “Good is the greatest possible happiness of the greatest number of people”,
allows asking an “open question”. This definition can be challenged by a simple question: “Does
‘good’ mean only ‘the greatest possible happiness of the greatest number of people?” Any attempt to
analytically define value terms through descriptive ones is a “naturalistic fallacy”.

8 Even the elementary reviews concerning metaethics are very clear about this insight (e.g., Fisher,
2014).
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short-lived. The reason was more than simple: theoretical debates, such as those between
utilitarians and Kantians, made it impossible to directly “apply” bioethics because first it
was necessary to defend the chosen general normative position. However, finding an “ad-
equate” normative theory was a historical effort that has not been completed to this day.

Nevertheless, despite the intricacies of classical normative questions, from a philo-
sophical point of view, an almost incomprehensible turnaround occurs after the period
referred to in the literature as the so-called “heroic days of bioethics” The attempts to find
a firm “foundation” of bioethics (as a necessary framework for any “neuro” ethics) have
simply been abandoned. Such renunciation of the uniqueness of moral explanation is
usually justified by the fact that “big” (or, as commonly called, “high”) theoretical debates
overburden the resolution of everyday moral questions. Thus, for example, in the literature
one can find assessments that “high theory” (philosophy itself?) actually disrupts “clinical
ethicists” or “ethicists working on the public scene” in their everyday efforts to solve practical
ethical issues. According to these views, it is too demanding for “practical ethicists” to be
guided by fundamental principles of high rank, such as Kant’s categorical imperative or
some variant of utilitarianism. The applied or practical (ipso facto “bio” or “neuro”) ethics
needs to be “adapted to practice”. This view implies that explanations promised by “high”
(normative) theories in practical contexts may be unnecessary (Magelsen et al., 2016). In
addition, fundamental traditional normative theories can, in principle, justify different
mutually opposing policies at a concrete level; therefore, according to this reasoning, they
cannot be “practical” (e.g., Gutman & Tompson, 1996) So, the overwhelming impression
of the bulk of neuroethical theses actually reads: “In the ‘bioethics of moral enhancement;
normative ethics is best to be forgotten”

“MORAL BRAIN”: WHAT IS IT, AND WHAT
IS TO BE DONE WITH IT?

We have recently witnessed a heated debate on an enhancement that would directly
concern the location of the “moral brain” within the biological structure of the whole hu-
man brain. The reason for searching for the exact physical location of the moral brain is
quite straightforward. When we physically locate the moral brain, we will know the actual
“place” (in the body) where some intervention (biological, chemical, medical. etc.) should
be implemented to achieve conceived enhancement. It is essential to remember that the
physical location of the moral brain within the human body is crucial primarily for “practical”
neuroethicists, but also that they are too often not philosophers. In contrast, this location
is almost irrelevant for conceptually oriented “pure” philosophers.

Let us see what it is exactly about. Supposedly, we can locate the “moral brain”. The
thesis that the moral brain can be physically located is taken very seriously among “neu-
roenthusiasts”; therefore, they offer a multitude of concrete proposals.” Of course, this is
not just about the physical location of the “moral brain”. Namely, almost all proponents of
moral enhancement suppose that morality must be based on something “emotional’, and

°  For example, we can find explicit claims that the primary location of the moral brain is in the

“ventromedial prefrontal cortex” (e. g. Liao, 2016, pp. 2-13; 32)
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ipso facto, on the brain centres in charge of processing different feelings. Here is an exam-
ple of such reasoning: “...moral cognition judgment must recruit brain areas associated
with emotional awareness. One likely structure and a frequent player in fMRI' studies of
moral cognition is Brodmann area. This area has been implicated in studies of emotional
introspection” (Satpute et al., 2013).

The assumption of the emotional basis of morality precludes “obvious candidates”
for the location of the moral brain, such as classical centres for language and motor fields.
However, they are usually exempt from them because the experiment conditions involve
the same motor or linguistic response type, so they look irrelevant. That is why “reading
a list of brain areas at the end of an fMRI study is often bewildering. We ultimately want a
functional decomposition, which tells us what each of these areas does. We should not rely
on neuroscience alone to deliver such a decomposition” (Prinz, 2016, p. 68). In other words,
additional interpretation and analysis are needed to understand the fMRI imaging results.

“NEUROSATURATION™?

The colourful images of the scanned brain indeed seem to be widespread in the empir-
ical records offered in the literature on moral enhancement. However, there are indications
that this neuro-fashion is also ending. For example, suggestions are offered that excessive
cultural emphasis on images obtained by the fMRI method has created “neuro-fatigue” in
the public that is no longer impressed by such discourse. Thus, “it is essential to those for
whom the limitations of these studies are not fully clarified to put on how deceptive the
rhetorical power such images have, the various failures of such studies, and, finally, their
inadequacy as a basis for measuring and potentially manipulating moral phenomena”
(Struthers & Schuchdardt, 2013).

Neuro-fatigue shows that the reductive empirical analysis of moral phenomena must
be combined with adequate general philosophical and ethical clarifications. Nobody can
simply claim outside of any philosophical context that the “moral brain” is located “here and
there”. Without a deeper assessment of the philosophical function of trying to reduce the
complexity of morality to find the exact location of the “moral brain’, this search remains
without a context. Namely, the judgments of “It is right, good, bad” certainly semantically
do not depend on the physical location of the moral brain. Moreover, the fervent search
for the physical location of the moral brain seems to rely on the philosophical attitude of
“I am my brain”. It makes (as little) sense in the history of philosophy as the clearly rejected
attitude of “I am my body”. Morality and even moral advancement are simply not associated
with imaginary operations, drugs, or any type of medical intervention. “Moral” is not moral
because some nerve impulse is initiated from the specific “moral” brain, but because it is
based on reasons that are purely conceptual.

In addition, the simplified reductionist approach discourages the very basis of morality:
the idea of moral responsibility. From this perspective, it follows that “.. if we are moral or

1 The abbreviation fMRI (from functional magnetic resonance imaging) stands for “making images

by means of magnetic resonance imaging” It is a technique of scanning the brain’s activity with the
aid of strong magnetic fields.
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immoral - the necessary implication is that ‘my brain made me do it” (Wiseman, 2016, p.
124). Wiseman actually tells us that if morality is purely a matter of the moral brain, then
the idea of moral responsibility makes no sense. The whole concept is confusing because
my “moral brain” somehow forces me to do everything I do. However, if it “forced” me, I
am not responsible for anything and cannot be blamed.

SOCIAL AND POLITICAL ASPECTS OF MORAL
ENHANCEMENT: A POSSIBILITY FOR MORAL DYSTOPIA?

The basic concept of “detecting” the moral brain’s location is theoretical and practical
but undoubtedly scientific. However, most modern public proponents of moral enhancement
resemble more those extreme activists focused on propaganda favouring their “enhancement”
goal than scientists seeking the truth. Here, we meet with severe philosophical hindrances.
Namely, the technological approach to the idea of moral enhancement presupposes a specific
type of philosophical determinism that theoretically a priori invalidates the idea of personal
freedom without explanation and almost no evidence. It is not only metaphysical but also
political freedom that is at stake. Namely, the advocates of moral enhancement sometimes
present political freedom even as theoretically dangerous and disrupting progress. We also
meet the demands that people “urgently” need to be enhanced. These demands are based
on the dark picture of the impending human apocalypse and “ultimate harm” in front of
us (Persson & Savulescu, 2012, p. 49, 94, 127, 133). In their scenarios of the upcoming
disaster, Persson and Savulescu, probably the most famous philosophical proponents of
moral enhancement, write of the “Bermuda Triangle of Extinction”. The sides of this triangle
consist of radical technological power, liberal democracy, and the prevailing “shortsighted”
psychology of morality (Savulescu, 2009; Persson & Savulescu, 2012).

It cannot be clearly stated which of these three “extinction triangle” sides would be
the most problematic theoretically. It is probably an opposition to “liberal democracy’,
which is, according to the philosophy of politics, taken as the axiom of the political order
in the societies where the idea of enhancement was born. Saving humanity at the cost of
restrictions on freedom (partial suspension of “liberal democracy”?) is undoubtedly a topic
far beyond the scope of a strictly bioethical debate. As we have seen, the need to oppose
excessive freedom as a necessity is justified with a non-empirical prophecy of unclear
“ultimate harm” for which we are not prepared. In short, humanity faces an apocalypse
induced by its own acts, so “something urgent must be done”. And this “something” is - a
moral enhancement. Naturally, urgency almost always justifies coercion: “If safe moral
enhancements are ever developed, there are strong reasons to believe that their use should
be obligatory, like education or fluoride in the water, since those who should take them are
least likely to be inclined to use them. That is, the safe, effective moral enhancement would
be compulsory” (Persson and Savulescu, 174). Now, we come to a somewhat paradoxical
situation. It is not just political freedom at stake. Namely, if “we are our brain,” then we need
to enhance it even though it is by its own nature very often naturally against it.

Some further arguments should worry our “neuroenthusiasts” even more. Since Kant
and Sidgwick, and in particular explicitly through Rawls’ political theory, it has been assumed
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that “practical” (moral, political, etc.) theories must meet the condition of publicity. In short,
“it must be possible under any circumstances for us to accept a theory and promulgate it
publicly without thereby violating that theory itself” (Bykvist, 2010, p. 95). This argument
is important because of its wide acceptance and philosophical nature. Of course, in our
practical life, we can disregard any theory and turn to sheer politics. However, even this
“practical” approach toward the enhancement problem has tremendous troubles. Politically
speaking, it is almost unbelievable to imagine that someone would seriously attempt to
impose forced moral enhancement as part of his program: ,,No politician would ride to
electoral victory with the slogan compulsory technological, moral enhancement for all
[...] Thought experiments aside, if we are talking about explicit, overt moral enhancement,
legislated for by compulsory means or by utilizing carrot-and-stick social incentives, we
are simply wasting our breath” (Wiseman, 2016, 79). An explicit project of state-sponsored
moral enhancement of the general population is unthinkable in liberal states.

ONE THEORETICAL MODEL:
DR. JEKYLL AND MR. HYDE

The still unexplained belief in the possibility of technological moral improvement,
something that is not yet known exactly (what does it mean to be morally better?), is often
accompanied by a belief in the immense power of theoretical modelling. The reason for
constructing theoretical models is enormous diversity and often inconsistencies in human
moral behaviour. To bring some order to the potential confusion, simplified theoretical
models are offered in the form of a narrative that provides a relatively unified framework
for “encompassing” this diversity. According to this idea, various “working models” should
be used to interpret data collected by sociologists or psychologists. Supporters of the moral
brain thesis are also attracted to the idea of modelling human behaviour:

“The moral brain teases the imagination and triggers the fantasy of many people,
both laymen and scientists. Engineering human morality is a recurring and popular theme
in science fiction, from Robert Louis Stevenson’s Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde and French
fin-de-siecle author Albert Robida’s “Moral bacilli” to Anthony Burgess’ A Clockwork
Orange. Even renowned Spanish neurologist Santiago Ramon y Cajal dedicated one of his
fiction tales to this fantasy. All these stories are based on similar scripts: callous doctors
convert harsh criminals into docile individuals who, once operated upon, become dull
and lose their critical capacities, or, conversely, neurosurgeons remodel exemplary citi-
zens in remorseless warriors who are unstoppable from committing cruelties afterwards.”
(Verplaetse, Braeckman & Schrijver, 2009, p. 1)

Indeed, the most famous and illustrative model from literature fiction is the “Dr.
Jekyll and Mr. Hide” tale. According to this narrative, each of us hides the “thoughtful” and
“reflective” Dr. Jekyll and the impulsive and “wild” Mr. Hyde (Crockett, 2008)." On the

"' This research by Crockett cannot be found today on the website that Wiseman included in his

list of references, which is somewhat unusual. However, the story itself is so common that this fact
can be ignored.
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one hand, animal reactivity presents itself as natural, albeit wildly savage (as in Mr. Hyde).
On the other hand, people also possess restraint and the ability to farsightedness, which is
generally assumed to look slower and weaker (as in Dr. Jekyll). However, due to his reckless
nature, “strong” Mr. Hyde is simply prone to transgressions of every kind.

Problems with this narrative arise because Mr. Hyde’s (neurophysiological!) nature,
according to bioethicists, directly “embedded in the brain’, is presented in distinctly nega-
tive moral terms. Besides, even at first glance, this famous story of the double personality
(Dr. Jekyll / Mr. Hyde) is necessarily Manichaean. According to it, man is caught between
a rock and a hard place without any possibility of grading its position. However, for neu-
roenthusiasts, at least at first glance, everything seems to be unproblematic. We just need
to empower Dr. Jekyll and somehow suppress Dr. Hyde. Still, various real-life contexts and
ambiguities threaten this narrative. Only minimal reflection should be required to see that
our emotionally reactive “part” (of the brain, human?) is sometimes needed to perform
acts of tremendous moral worth. Moreover, in literature one can find a clear statement that
“the reactive, emotionally driven response required for acts of great moral heroism (say,
intervening in a street robbery, diving into rough waters to save someone from drowning,
jumping onto a grenade to save one’s comrades, running in front of a bus to push a pram
to safety, happening upon a person being raped and intervening, and so on, and so on),
that is, the most extraordinary moral actions, are primarily the domain of our so-called
nefarious ‘Mr. Hydes” (Wiseman, 2016, p. 24).

Indeed, there are times when decisive, emotionally reactive responses are the necessary
condition for enacting the good. What happens to the value-laden frame of the Jekyll and
Hyde model when we discover that, in fact, sometimes we need to be our Mr. Hydes to be
our best selves in that circumstance? A thoughtful, hesitant, cold-blooded, and focused
Dr. Jekyll is not helpful in these situations. The conclusion is quite straightforward: “A
very fundamental problem, which has not been much discussed in the literature on moral
enhancement, is that the sorts of traits or dispositions that seem to lead to wickedness or
immorality are also the very same ones required not only for virtue but for any sort of
moral life at all” (Harris 2011, p.104).

Thus, it seems that the idea of moral enhancement also resists simple psychological
modelling. “Comprehensive” models of moral enhancement oversimplify human reality,
and their authors even overlook their apparent flaws. Without the intention of overempha-
sizing this argument, let us also mention that Dr. Jekyll, for example, could be focused on a
psychopathic goal so that he would be a “better” criminal than Mr. Hyde. This ambiguity
about the proper roles of the characters in the case of Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde is not sur-
prising because, as we have said, “enhancement” necessarily implies the existence of some
clear standard of assessment. However, “neuroenthusiasts” still avoid explicitly declaring the
standard for descriptively “being morally better”. Even without further analyzing the need
and scope of the role of “models” in neuroethics, we can now indicate a more profound and
purely philosophical question: What could morality be without the corresponding concept
of “evil”? The doubleness of the character embodied in Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde reflects the
duality of human nature, which is capable of both good and evil.
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ANOTHER THEORETICAL MODEL:
HAL 9000 - WORSENING AS THE CONDITION
OF A POSSIBILITY OF ENHANCEMENT?"

The idea of moral enhancement through immediate medical or pharmacological
action on the biological-neurological mechanisms in charge of emotions actually implies the
view that only humans with their specific biochemistry and morphology can be “improved”
(or, for that matter, “worsened”). This approach usually presupposes the preference for
“purely moral” or “noncognitive” enhancement: “I will understand moral enhancements
to be interventions that will expectably leave an individual with more moral (viz., morally
better) motives or behaviour than she would otherwise have had. I will use ‘noncognitive
moral enhancement’ to refer to moral enhancement achieved through (a) modulating
emotions and (b) doing so directly, that is, not by improving (viz., increasing the accuracy
of) cognition” (Douglas 2013, p. 162).

Like many other ideas of radical neuroenthusiasts, these theses are presented without
explicit elaboration and they potentially contradict some essential philosophical insights.
First, they assume that emotions are the centre of morality. However, in moral philosophy,
there is no unequivocal agreement on this matter. Likely, chief proponents of main ethical
traditions - the Kantians, most consequentialists, and even some virtue ethicists — would
simply reject this suggestion. Second, if it is already assumed that only humans can be en-
hanced, this normatively leads to some form of hedonistic consequentialism (i.e., “classical
utilitarianism in its pure form”) based on the “Benthamian” concept of reactions to stimuli.
Third, the idea of freedom is omitted from this picture, which is almost commonplace for
all moral enhancement advocates. Namely, the conception of a pure emotive basis of mo-
rality suggests that only the “sensitive” persons can be morally enhanced. However, even
in philosophy today, the idea of free choice according to valid reasons, rather than mere
instinctive “sensitivity” or broader “emotionality’, is usually considered a presumption of
specifically moral action.

One part of the concern among modern neuroethicists now is caused by a “nightmare
scenario” that supposes that moral enhancement will be imposed on people to turn them
into moral robots. Those human moral robots do good things not because they want to,
not because they feel it is right, “but only because they have been drugged or technologi-
cally compelled into doing good things” (Wiseman, 2016, p. 53). While we can also agree
with Wiseman that such “moral robotization” of the human race is unlikely, it is difficult
to imagine how this argument would make any impression on thrilled “neuroenthusiasts”

Finally, in light of the idea of the use of various narratives and models of the moral
brain, we can offer supporters of improvement (especially “noncognitive”) an alternative
narrative about how someone/something can become moral because something/someone
(non-empirically) experiences freedom that presupposes independence of sensory incen-
tives. In fact, this “narrative” implicitly contradicts the idea that “sensitivity” is the basis of
morality. This story is also taken from science fiction.

2 The HAL 9000 computer model listed here should not be taken as an attempt to contribute to a
modern discussion of Al ethics. It has an illustrative function.
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Without wanting to get involved in slightly defocused current discussions about
artificial intelligence, let us remind ourselves of a presumably “morally responsible agent”
model that became iconic in pop culture long before the now-established debate about
“Al ethics”. Probably all readers are familiar with the story of the HAL 9000 computer,
a renegade (“amoral”?) “robot” from KubricK’s film classic “A Space Odyssey 2001”. Just
briefly, let us say that the implicit idea of moral enhancement is almost reduced to the
creation of a human who cannot make “moral mistakes,” whatever they designate. Now
let us remember our Hal, who, before the finale of the movie, is entirely focused but not
“automated” (hence “Jekyllian”) - kills the entire crew of the spaceship (eventually, HAL
even “prays for mercy”). It turns out that he (or still “that thing”?) was given the choice
because HAL makers deliberately incorporated conflicting instructions into the software.

All viewers of this film seem to have “hated” HAL from Odyssey. Moreover, this hatred
usually takes the form of moral condemnation. After all, hate and moral condemnation
are both aimed against persons, not “things”. The question arises: when and how did the
HAL 9000 machine become “a person (human?) HAL” that deserves (hating and) moral
condemnation? The only answer to the possible grief of both the “bioethicists” and the
“neuroenthusiasts” is that it happened when he became capable of evil, i.e., precisely as
HAL “got worsened”. Before that, he was made to be perfect. Is the possibility of doing evil
a condition for the possibility of moral enhancement?"?

Let us ask just three more questions. Can such a “broken” HAL be enhanced? Does
he (it) first have to be “broken” for becoming a subject of enhancement? Should human
“HALs” be morally improved? Or can we “just” punish them?
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