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Eugenics has been the subject of several dystopian science-fiction novels and movies, from Brave New 

World to Gattaca and more recently Star Trek. They mostly depict a bleak future of humanity in which 

genetic determinism is taken to its extreme. Genetic engineering has been getting a bad reputation for 

valid but arguably, mostly historical reasons. Scientific progress has reached a point, however, where a 

serious engagement with the moral issues at stake has become unavoidable. In this paper, I critically 

examine the claim from Mehlman & Botkin (1998) that human enhancement will inevitably accentuate 

existing inequality in a free market and analyze whether prohibition is the optimal public policy for this 

objection as various sorts of egalitarians might, therefore, advise (Lamont and Favor, 2014). Of course, 

various moral theories will evaluate this claim, which I shall call the inequality-objection, differently. Yet, 

for the purposes of the present paper, I shall only consider whether the inequality-objection is a 

problem to the at least historically, dominant moral framework in policy-making, i.e. utilitarianism. The 

question then becomes, whether enhancement poses a threat to agents’ well-being or not. In what 

follows I argue that the inequality-objection has several problems.  

My criticism is structured as follows: In Section 2 I will attempt to bring the inequality-objection into 

formal argument structure and clarify terms that are unclear. In Section 3.1 I attack the claim that 

cognitive enhancements lead to inequality. In Section 3.2 I analyze how inequalities in access to 

enhancements could decrease well-being and if it is the case that the benefits from human 

enhancements do not actually outweigh the costs, which is what utilitarians should be concerned with. 

In Section 3.3 I argue that even if the inequality-objection is right in that inequality and a decrease in 

well-being is unavoidable, prohibition is unlikely to be the best possible policy-response in order to 

maximize well-being. Lastly, in Section 4 I will summarize my attacks on the argument and conclude that 

the inequality-objection does not sufficiently support the conclusion that human enhancement should 

be prohibited by policy-makers.  
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