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In the near future, our society might develop a vast array of biomedical enhancements.  These enhancements could be genetic or pharmaceutical.  They might enhance concentration, increase lifespan, or erase memories of shameful conduct.
  

The debate about enhancements has identified many possible harms,
 but one has been overlooked.  Because of some particular features of enhancements, we could come to devote time, energy, and resources into enhancements that could be better spent on deeper goals, goals such as living happily and leading ethical lives.  

Over-valuation could occur because of a confluence of three powerful forces.  First, enhancements are a bold new technology, and our society generally assumes that new technologies have substantial value.  Second, enhancements are a form of biological improvement, and we could begin to see biological improvement as one of our great goals.  Finally, the companies that sell enhancements will unleash a massive marketing campaign, and their overblown claims will be influential.

Why care about the mere possibility that we will over-value enhancements?  Because knowledge of possibilities is an important part of ‘scenario planning’
—preparation for the future by considering scenarios that are possible, though not certain.  Scenario planning might help us prevent over-valuation in the first place, and it will prepare us to deal with over-valuation if in fact it occurs.  


Let us discuss each of the three forces in turn.

Over-valuation of Technology

Our society generally assumes that it is valuable to invent and use new technologies, including new technical processes and new applications of existing processes.
  More importantly, we tend to assume that new technologies have substantial value.  For instance, we assume that the spread of faster home computers constitutes substantial progress toward some proper goal without asking whether those technologies improve our lives in any substantial way.  Thus the comment from Neil Postman that our society has embraced ‘the idea that technological innovation is synonymous with moral, social, and psychic progress.’
  Enhancements are new applications of existing or new technologies, so we could easily assume that they have substantial value.  

This force would not lead us to over-value every enhancement.  For while this paper speaks of the danger that ‘enhancements’ might be over-valued, this is merely a convenient shorthand; whether the reasons identified apply to any particular enhancement must be decided case-by-case.  Still, this assumption could lead to over-valuation of some enhancements for two related reasons.  First, some enhancements may not be valuable to certain individuals, and thus valuing them at all would be over-valuation.  For instance, an enhancement that improved calculation abilities might be valuable to some (e.g. mathematicians), but for others improved calculation might bear no relation to ends such as finding happiness or living ethically.  Second, the enhancement may have only small value to certain individuals, so assuming that it has substantial value would constitute over-valuation.  For instance, improved calculative abilities might marginally improve the performance of a warehouse manager.  However, the positive effect on her ends might only be slight.


Now someone might object as follows.  Perhaps people could easily assume that enhancements have substantial value.  But even if they begin with the default presumption that enhancements have substantial value, they will evaluate that presumption, and by and large they will correctly assess the value of enhancements.


This objection raises large questions about consumer rationality.  Later this paper will lay out reasons to be skeptical about consumer rationality.  Here are a few particular points that relate most directly to the present discussion.


First, the objection assumes, not only that individuals are capable of rational decision-making, but that they will undertake it.  That is questionable.  Our society embraces the idea that improved technology is almost always valuable.  All of us can probably recall instances where this belief led us to invest in improved technology without pausing to truly think about the value of the new technology for our ends.  This phenomenon can be traced to at least two well-studied psychological biases.  One is the tendency to believe socially accepted claims without further investigation.
  Another is the tendency to conform, which also leads to accepting society’s presumptions without question.
  If individuals do not reason about their initial bias in favor of new technology, they obviously cannot overcome it.


Second, even when human beings reason, they are often bad at estimating whether a means will lead to the desired end.  Perhaps the best data on this phenomenon comes from the psychological and economic research on the search for happiness.  This research is still being debated; one major worry for philosophers is that the psychologists and economists are not measuring ‘happiness’ of the sort we are interested in.  Still, one relevant result is that people are remarkably bad at foreseeing what will produce the subjective feeling of happiness.
  For instance, they often buy consumer goods to make themselves happier, and they are unable to anticipate that the happiness produced by consumption is fleeting and small in comparison with other things.
  They also continue this pattern even after experiencing the fleeting happiness.
   Individuals may not be good at prospection with respect to technologies either,
 and so they may not be able to see that any given technology is a poor means to their ends, if in fact it is.  


Third, and relatedly, one reason human beings are bad at prospection is that any initial presumptions constitute ‘anchors’ that bias reasoners’ eventual conclusions.
  Here is Stuart Sutherland describing two experiments on anchoring:

Subjects were asked what percentage of African countries were in the United Nations, but before answering they were given a percentage and asked whether it was higher or lower than the actual percentage.  The average estimate by subjects who were started at 10 per cent was 25 per cent, while those started at 65 per cent averaged 45 per cent.  By sticking too closely to the starting point, these subjects behaved in a particularly irrational way…  In a similar experiment, some subjects were first asked to assess the probability that the population of Turkey was more than 5 million, other that it was less than 65 million.  Both groups then had to guess the actual size of the population.  They gave very different estimates—17 million and 35 million respectively.  Once again they were loath to depart too far from the figure with which they started.

Likewise, if people presume that enhancements have substantial value, their subsequent judgements will be biased by this initial anchor.


To these three reasons one must add all the reasons given later on for questioning consumer rationality.  Taken together, they rebut the objection that 

people will necessarily overcome any bias in favor of enhancements.  


Another potential objection is to the argument’s assumption that, just because we assume many sorts of technology have substantial value, we will assume that enhancement technologies have substantial value as well.  Aren’t people more skeptical of biotechnology than of, say, computer technology?


Two things should be admitted.  First, there is substantial skepticism about enhancement technologies.  In a 2003 poll, 93% of people objected to genetically altering a baby’s eye color, and 54% said that altering a baby’s genetic characteristics in order to reduce its chance of serious diseases was ‘taking medical advances too far’.
  (The latter is not an enhancement, but the poll reveals how strongly people oppose genetic modification.)  Second, in light of this skepticism, there is no way to rule out the possibility that society will be biased in favor of many technologies but not enhancements in particular.  


Still, there are contrary forces that may lead people to a bias in favor of enhancements.  One is that, while people are skeptical now, their skepticism could abate as enhancement technologies become more familiar.  Most people have obviously become comfortable with advanced medical therapies.  In fact, people often equate ‘top-quality care’ with ‘care involving high technology’,
 and they have become comfortable with common enhancements as well, such as immunizations and plastic surgery.  Second, and more generally, the psychological evidence shows that individuals are remarkably bad at predicting what they will acclimate to,
 so present skepticism may not predict future attitudes.  Third, individual beliefs will be altered by powerful marketing forces in favor of enhancement.  More on those later on.


In sum, then, a real possibility is that our society will begin to presume that enhancements have substantial value.  Further reasoning might not overcome the distorting effects of this presumption.  In fact, we might not stop to reason about the presumption at all.  The presumption would lead us to over-value enhancements.

Over-Valuing Biological Enhancement as an End

The previous section argued we might over-value enhancements as a means.  We might also over-value enhancing as an end. 


Before discussing over-valuation, let us discuss the possibility that enhancing will be taken as an end, and more particularly, that people will begin to see enhancing as one of their core projects—one of their missions, if you will.  


This is a live possibility because enhancing-as-end has the potential to provide people with what is often called ‘meaning’ in their lives.  The debate about the meaning of life is vast, and many subtle distinctions might be made about the available positions.  Roughly, though, many non-philosophers seem to believe that life can be meaningful only if there are objective ends—that is, only if (i) there is some end or ends that guide many or all of our choices, (ii) the ends are not merely focused on personal happiness or satisfaction, and (iii) those ends are proper ends whether or not we decide that we want to pursue them.
  Put less formally, the idea is that life is meaningful only if there is some larger goal which we can discover and use to guide our day-to-day choices.  The problem, though, is that finding such ends is not easy—at least not for many in the developed West—because of what some authors have called the ‘death of narrative’.
  Though the phrase sounds ominous and perhaps overly dramatic, the essential idea is simple: all of the candidates for objective ends will no longer do the trick.  Happiness will not do, because it is centered on the self, and perhaps because it is not thought to be an end independent of human choice.  Religion is still a major force in America, but it is no longer felt to give expansive guidance, for while many people still hope to live a holy existence, they no longer see religion as telling them how to lead their day-to-day lives.  (In that way the end of religion has come to seem more like the end of living ethically: it provides a minimal set of constraints on what one may do, but within those constraints it does not tell us what choices to make.)  Now of course these positions may not be correct, but that is neither here nor there.  The point is that many people feel that traditional narratives are inadequate, and that is where enhancing might come in.  The goal of ‘pursuing biological perfection’ could fill the perceived void, because it can seem to meet all the conditions above.


The first condition was that the end guide many of our choices.  Biological perfection can do that.  Enhancements could require large amounts of resources, so one could spend a great deal of time collecting those resources.  It could consume free time as well, as it currently does with those unfortunate people who are already obsessed with their own physical perfection.  


The second condition was that the goal not be mere personal happiness or satisfaction.  This is tricky, because biological perfection is definitely self-centered in a straightforward way.  However, we know from the tradition of perfectionism that biological perfection can seem distinct from mere pursuit of happiness,
 and biological enhancement could seem distinct in the same way.  


The final condition was that the goal be worth pursuing independently of anyone’s choice.  People could come to see biological enhancement as an independent goal in several ways.  They may think that biological improvement is an independent goal that is unrelated to other, recognized goals.  More likely, though, they will equate biological enhancement with other independent ends such as moral and spiritual advancement—something that already happens in certain popular debates.  The most striking may be the debate about vegetarianism, during which people often assume that because human beings are allegedly higher on the ‘food chain’, human beings have a higher moral status and may therefore eat meat.  It is hard to know exactly what belief is at work here—in fact, in my experience, those who hold it typically cannot explain it when pressed—but roughly it is some sort of equation between biological and moral superiority.  Because biological superiority is already equated with independent ends such as moral and spiritual superiority, it gives a foothold to the belief that enhancing is an independent end in itself.  Finally, enhancing-as-independent-end will be encouraged by those who market enhancements, since encouraging the belief will increase their profits.  This is perhaps the most significant factor.  It will be discussed in a separate section later on.


Because enhancing could seem to provide people’s lives with meaning, they could adopt enhancing as an end. There is also a live possibility that the end would be over-valued, because people end up not only taking enhancing as an end, but as what was earlier called a mission.  History shows that humans can become obsessed with projects—e.g. spreading the One True Faith, or working toward the Great Revolution.  Once they do, they ignore other proper ends such living happily, taking care of their families, or living ethically.

If this possibility seems far-fetched—if it seems that humans could not lose sight of ends such as living happily and morally—then consider a few reasons why it might happen.  One is that technologies can radically alter existing cultures.  This point was made by, among others, Marshall McLuhan,
 and was summarized by Neil Postman this way:

…Technological change is neither additive not subtractive.  It is ecological.  I mean "ecological" in the same sense as the word is used by environmental scientists.  One significant change generates total change.  If you remove the caterpillars from a given habitat, you are not left with the same environment minus caterpillars: you have a new environment….  This is how the ecology of media works as well.  A new technology does not add or subtract something.  It changes everything.  In the year 1500, fifty years after the printing press was invented, we did not have old Europe plus the printing press.  We had a different Europe.  After television, the United States was not America plus television; television gave a new coloration to every political campaign, to every home, to every school, every church, to every industry.

Similarly, perhaps we, with our current values, could not become obsessed with enhancements.  But a world of enhancements could lead us to change our ends, and it would definitely shape the values of those born into the world of enhancements.


This point is related to another made by media critics.  They point out that new technologies can alter the way we define certain crucial concepts.  For instance, Postman once discussed the story of King Thamus, as told by Socrates in the Phaedrus.  Thamus is considering the possible effects of introducing writing to the Egyptians.  He says:

Those who acquire it will cease to exercise their memory and become forgetful; they will rely on writing to bring things to their remembrance by external signs instead of by their own internal resources.  [Writing]… is a receipt for recollection, not for memory.  And as for wisdom, [people who learn to write] will have the reputation for it without the reality: they will receive a quantity of information without proper instruction, and in consequence bethought very knowledgeable when they are for the most part quite ignorant.  And because they are filled with the conceit of wisdom instead of real wisdom they will be a burden to society.

Perhaps Thamus was wrong about writing, but Postman points out that Thamus’s basic insight is correct:

…[Thamus] points out, for example, that writing will change what is meant by the words "memory" and "wisdom."  He fears that memory will be confused with what he disdainfully calls "recollection,’ and he worries that wisdom will become indistinguishable from mere knowledge.  This judgment we must take to heart, for it is a certainty that radical technologies create new definitions of old terms, and that this process takes place without our being fully conscious of it.  ...New things require new words.  But new things also modify old words, words that have deep rooted meanings.  The telegraph and the penny press changed what we once meant by "information."  Television changes what we once meant by the terms "political debate," "news," and "public opinion."  The computer changes "information" once again.  Writing changed what we once meant by "truth" and "law"; printing changed them again, and now television and the computer change them once more.  Such changes occur quickly, surely, and, in a sense, silently.  Lexicographers hold no plebiscites on the matter.  No manuals are written to explain what is happening, and the schools are oblivious to it.  The old words still look the same, are still used in the same kind of sentences.  But they do not have the same meanings; in some cases, they have the opposite meanings.

This point can be applied to enhancements.  Perhaps people could never cease to seek happiness and morality, as they conceive them.  However, the introduction of enhancements could alter our understanding of what happiness and morality are.  We could begin to think of the happy, moral life as the life obtained and pursued by those with enhancements.  Thus we would end up over-valuing enhancements when compared to other, true ends.


There is a final reason why obsession with enhancements is a live possibility.  That obsession seems far-fetched only because we assume that people will be thinking rationally about what ends to pursue.  However, we must remember that many beliefs simply exist in the background of a culture, unquestioned.  For instance, few of us would consciously affirm that the best way to find happiness is by working high numbers of hours in high-stress jobs, and yet there is empirical data that many people display this belief in their behavior, or at least act as though they had it.
 A similar thing could happen in a world of enhancements; we could begin assuming that enhancing is an end worthy of our devotion rather than asking whether it does.  


So those are the reasons why enhancing could come to seem like an end and why it might be over-valued.  There is at least one objection worth noting.  Some people might think that the forces listed above (in favor of over-valuing enhancements as an end) will be opposed by stronger contrary forces.  Most importantly, while many people believe in pursuing biological superiority, many also believe that biological superiority must be pursued within evolutionary or divine limits—if we surpass the ‘natural’, then enhancing is immoral or otherwise undesirable.  In light of this widespread belief, it is hard to see that enhancing could become one of our most important ends.  


This contrary belief certainly exists, and there is no way to know for sure whether it will win out.  However, there are several reasons for thinking that it will not and that people will begin to over-value enhancing as an end.  


One is that people show a remarkable ability to set aside or rationalize away their belief that we should not do what is unnatural.
  As proponents of enhancements like to point out, most Americans see no problem with immunizations.  It is hard to know exactly why this is, and I know of no data on the subject.  Roughly, though, it seems that when people approve of something, they do not see it as unnatural, or at least not ‘unnatural’ in the relevant, pejorative sense.  So if enhancements become widespread and desirable, people’s worries about their ‘unnaturalness’ might simply be set aside.


Another reason is that people may come to view non-enhanced traits as defects, and they will therefore view enhancements, not as ways of stepping beyond natural evolution or divine design, but as ways of bringing us to our proper ‘natural’ state.  (Examples of this phenomenon are well-described by Carl Elliott, among others.
)  If the manufacturers of enhancements succeeded in convincing people that enhancements merely correct imperfections, then even if people are biased against ‘unnatural processes’, this belief won’t matter—they will see enhancements as part of natural living.


For these and perhaps other reasons, people might not reject enhancements on the ground that they are unnatural.  Thus the forces pushing us to adopt enhancing as an end might win out.  In sum, then, there is a live possibility that enhancing could be over-valued as an end.  


Now to a final reason why enhancements could become over-valued: the influence of marketing.

Over-Valuation as a Result of Marketing

The previous factors are probably less important than the fact that over-valuation of enhancements will be deliberately encouraged by the massive and powerful system of business advertising.
  The businesses that sell enhancements have an obvious interest in encouraging over-valuation: over-valuation will increase profits.  So they will try to encourage over-valuation in whatever way they can—by disseminating the view that enhancements bring happiness, success, cultural or evolutionary advancement; by encouraging us to place great weight on the end of biological perfection; or by doing anything else that sells their product. 


Claims about the mass influence of advertisers can often sound conspiratorial.  However, the thesis here is not that business leaders will gather together and plot a propaganda campaign about enhancements.  They do not need to, just as they had no need to with consumer goods generally.  Instead, coordinated systems of advertising develop purely through market forces.  It is in the interest of each business that sells enhancements to convince people that enhancements are highly valuable, irrespective of how valuable they really are.  Each business then does so using familiar techniques, the essence of which is to assert that each of us has a need (real or not), then to imply that their product can satisfy it.
  With each business doing the same thing, and with no businesses doing the opposite, the message becomes monolithic.
  


Moreover, even if enhancements truly have some value, it is in the interest of business to exaggerate that value as much as possible.  Consumers have limited resources to spend.  So by its nature, advertising requires not just saying that a product is good, but that it is a better use of a consumer’s money than other products.  Thus if the marketers of enhancements are rational, they will not only advertise the real value of enhancements, but will put forward the most exaggerated claims that they can get away with.  


There is one major objection to this line of reasoning.  Consumers know that advertisers exaggerate their claims, the objection goes, and they are capable of reacting to advertising in a largely rational way.  So even if advertising leads to minor over-valuation, it won’t produce over-valuation of any significant sort.


Several things are right in this objection.  One is that there are definite limits on how deceitful marketers can be.  Another is that there is a large debate among psychologists about the extent to which advertising can create desires for new products.


Still, the objection radically over-estimates consumer rationality.  In truth there is a great deal of evidence that consumers can be successfully and widely manipulated by savvy advertisers.  Since the evidence for this is vast, it will be listed in summary format.  (Earlier points about consumer rationality apply here  but will not be listed again.)


(1)  First, it is hard not to become cynical about consumer rationality after one sees the hard data on the psychology of consumer behavior.  Consider first the kinds of advertising that actually work:
  (a) merely convincing consumers that others are buying the same product,
 (b) suggesting a loose association between the product and larger values or social groups,
 (c) merely repeating a message over and over,
 (d) pure classical conditioning (e.g. putting attractive women in beer ads),
 (e) merely making a product easy to recall,
 and, in certain situations, (f) simply raising the price of an item.
  There is evidence that people make decisions based on emotional reactions, which override or skew their rational evaluations.
  Consumers are also subject to the anchoring effect discussed above, so even if they know an advertising message is false, its mere presence affects the conclusions they eventually draw through reasoning.
  In addition, there is substantial evidence that consumers are simply bad at judging how satisfied they will be with a product once they obtain it.
  Particularly manipulative advertisers can use techniques that have been shown to shut down the consumer’s rational faculties
 or encourage the consumer to ignore relevant information.
  Overall, and most significantly, there is evidence that ads can influence consumer behavior even if they provide no relevant information about the product at all.


(2) Furthermore, this evidence of consumer irrationality is compatible with the view that human beings are actively trying to be rational, because there is evidence that the forces listed above work in subtle and insidious ways.  Some consumers try to rationally satisfy their desires, not knowing that the desires were created by advertisers in the first place.
  Some consumers may believe that their desires are truly theirs, but not notice that the desires have been exaggerated by advertisers.
  Some advertisements play off the (rational) belief that the testimony of others should be lent prima facie credibility; advertisers present us with exaggerated or misleading claims, knowing that we are bad at discounting the testimony entirely.
  Other advertisers lie outright, playing off the consumers’ (rational but mistaken) belief that advertisers would not do this.
  (Carl Elliott cites evidence that a pharmaceutical corporation can ‘buy academic scientists to publish favorable journals articles…[and] it can buy professional societies and patient support groups to spread the word on the newly medicalized disorders that its interventions are developed to treat.  It can even buy bioethicists to dispense with any moral concerns.’
) Other techniques are even more subtle.  One is the way advertisers manipulate our desire for status.  Perhaps this desire is both rational and pre-existing.
  However, advertisers have discovered that by showing particular images of particular people, they can affect who we consider our ‘comparison group’.  For instance, whereas we used to consider our neighbors the ‘Joneses’ and tried to keep up with them, now the Joneses are figures in television and movies who have far more than many of us do, and so we have exaggerated notions of what is required to obtain the social status we desire.
  The marketers of enhancements could manipulate us in similar ways.
  It should also be noted that manipulative techniques are particularly difficult to resist when other forces push toward the same conclusion
.  (For the reasons given in the previous two sections, there are forces outside of advertising that are urging over-valuation of enhancements.)  Finally, we must remember that advertising effectiveness increases whenever consumers are dealing with particularly complicated decisions, such as the decisions about health care and enhancements.


(3) The previous paragraphs have provided evidence that consumers can be manipulated by advertising.  But the objection above also made the claim that consumers are aware of the distorting techniques used by advertisers, and so consumers will or at least could ignore them.  However, this position is also contradicted by hard evidence.  Advertisers are manipulating human biases, and there is evidence that many of these biases are natural and not correctable, even by those who know they exist and that advertisers are exploiting them.
  


So much for the evidence of consumer irrationality.  The section began with an argument that the marketers of enhancements will surely encourage us to over-value enhancements.  Though we are basically rational creatures, there is hard data to support the view that we are unlikely to be able to combat their message entirely.  As a result, the advertising will encourage over-valuation.

Summary and Significance of the Mistake 

The previous sections have argued that three significant forces will push us to over-value enhancements.  Two are part of the background of our culture: an assumption that new technology has substantial value, and a quest for meaning that could lead us to adopt enhancing as an end.  Another comes from the deliberate work of individuals: the explicit messages propagated by the manufacturers of enhancements.  Together these three forces could lead us to over-value enhancements.


Why should we care about over-valuation?  Some people might use it as a basis to argue for regulation of enhancements.  Though that line of argument might be promising, it will not be pursued here.  My own belief is that we have good, liberal reasons not to regulate enhancements, even if that opens up the risk of over-valuation.  I am also a skeptic about the likelihood of regulation, so I prefer to focus on the consequences of over-valuation for individuals.


For individuals, the obvious danger in over-valuation is that they will purchase enhancements in order to make themselves happy, even though the same resources could be used more efficiently on something else.  Such mistakes are of little concern if the number of resources misused is small; it is of great concern if the number of resources is large.  And in some cases (though not all) the resources might well be large.  To take a concrete example, some genetic enhancement and selection could be done through in-vitro fertilization, and a single cycle of in-vitro fertilization may cost $8000 or more.
  $8000 is a vast sum; it can be used to purchase travel, or it can be invested and used for early retirement.  Misusing such resources could be extraordinarily costly, and similar remarks would apply to misuses of large amount of times and energy.  Moreover, it would be wrong to focus on the cost of single enhancements; what matters is the aggregate cost.  One scenario sketched above is that individuals become obsessed with enhancements and make enhancing a major part of their life.  If that enhancing was constantly based on over-valuation, then the total number of resources wasted could be much larger still.


Over-valuation could lead to needless unhappiness, but it is significant for a deeper reason as well.  The text above pointed out that over-valuation may take the form of misunderstanding one’s proper ends.  For example, many people may come to believe that a meaningful life is an enhanced life, even though it is not.  This sort of over-valuation has a special significance, since individuals may end up living confused or meaningless lives as a result.  More significant still would be over-valuing enhancing and under-valuing the end of living morally, because in such a case over-valuation would not merely lead to unhappiness or meaninglessness, but to genuine immorality.  For instance, $8000 mis-spent on enhancements could be used for moral ends; it could be used to purchase a college education for one’s child, and by many calculations it can be used to save 40 or more human lives.
  Neglecting one’s parental of human obligations is no small matter.


Having read about the three forces pushing toward over-valuation, and about the dangers thereof, someone might wonder whether a similar danger surrounds things other than enhancements.  Consider technologies such as computers and plasma-screen televisions.  Marketing pushes us to spend as much as possible on these goods, and they are examples of the kind of technology our culture is obsessed with.  We might over-value these.  So what is special about enhancements?


In one way, nothing.  I would be content to argue that factors like those described in this paper, alone or in combination, often encourage the over-valuation of things other than enhancements.  So for example, I think it is an open question whether we are extensively and harmfully overvaluing technological products and consumer goods more generally.  Even some things that seem quite valuable, such as education at a top university, may be over-valued for some of the reasons listed earlier.

In another way, though, enhancements present a special concern.  Though Postman is right that Americans are obsessed with technology, I do not believe that they have come to see the pursuit of technology as their mission, and more importantly, I do not believe obsession with technology has substantially distorted their conceptions of what it is to live happy and ethical lives.  But for reasons given above, this is a live possibility with enhancements.  So in a world of enhancements, people might not only suffer dissatisfaction, confusion, or even moral approbation.  Instead they will not even know that their problems exist, because they will no longer understand the nature of their proper goals.


No one can say for sure whether this possibility will come about.  But by thinking through the possibility ahead of time, each of us may make better decisions if we should find ourselves immersed in a world of enhancements.
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