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The Human Genome Initiative represents an ambitious attempt to map the genetic structure of the human
species (an estimated 100,00 genes). The project has generated a vast amount of theological and ethical
literature, none of which discusses the impact of the project on understandings of embodiment. Thisgapis
surprising since Michael Polanyi and, more recently, feminist thinkers have argued that embodiment is central
to human existence. | argue that theologians and scientist can teach one another some important lessons about
embodiment by exploring some of the literature produced by the project and the anthropologies of Karl Rahner,
Wolfhart Pannenberg, Sanley Hauerwas and James McClendon.

I. TheHuman Genomel nitiativeand theBody

TheHuman Genomel nitiative (or Project) representsan ambitiousattempt tomap theentiregenetic structure
of humanbeings. Thiseffortisnotconcentratedinasinglelab, but referstowork takingplaceall over theworld. Begun
in1988, itisprojectedto span 15yearsand cost $3 billion, of which $200 millionwill bespent at labsaround the United
States. Thebasicgoal of theprojectistoincreaseknowl edgeof humanity, orinthewordsof co-founder, JamesWatson,
“to find out what being humanis.”* The project proposesto do this by mapping the human genome, which contains
an estimated 100,000 genes. To give some sense of how ambitiousthe project is, it has been called “biology’ smoon
shot,” and*“theHoly Grail of genetics.” Much of thetechnol ogy neededto accomplishit’ sgoal will havetobeinvented
as the project unfolds.

The Human Genome Initiative was funded, after several years of debate, largely because of the anticipated
practical payoffs. It promisesto enable physicians and scientists better to diagnose and treat what are considered to
be genetic disorders. Already, at acost |ess than anticipated and at a pace much quicker than expected, the project
hasbeguntofulfill someof thosepromises. Peopleworkingat several of thecenterswhich makeuptheHuman Genome
I nitiative havediscovered geneswhich seemto predispose somepeopl eto certaininherited formsof breast and cervical
cancer, aswell asthe loci for diseases such as cystic fibrosis, Fragile X Syndrome, myotonic dystrophy and others.
Inall, some50diseasecausing geneshavebeenidentified and testsdevel oped for adozen genetic disorders.? Inaddition
to the therapeutic gains expected from the project, another anticipated payoff to the Human Genome Initiative is
increased understanding of genetic bases of behavior, such as alcoholism and homosexuality.

It goes without saying that the Human Genome I nitiative has generated avast amount of literature thusfar,
and that morewill be forthcoming as the project progresses. Much of the theological literature has concentrated on
identifying and responding to ethical concerns about how the knowledge produced may impact on matters such as
abortion, privacy and personal responsibility.* Missing in the literature, however, is any extended and explicit
discussionof how theHuman Genomelnitiativewill impact our philosophical and theol ogical understandingsof human
embodiment.® Tobesure, theethical andtheological directionstakenintheliterature have stressed that human beings
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aredeeply embedded in abiocultural world, but they have had littleto say about how we areto understand, experience
and understand our experiences of the human body.

This gap is a hit surprising, since Michagl Polanyi and, more recently, numerous feminist thinkers have
suggested that human embodiment isvitally important to human existence and self-understanding. For Polanyi, the
biological or physical body isthebasic building block for all knowledge. Itisthemeansby whichwediscover, explore
and learn about theworldaround us. Ashepuitsit, “ Our body istheultimateinstrument of all our external knowledge,
whether intellectual or practical. Inall our waking moments, wearerelying on our awareness of contacts of our body
with things outside for attending to thesethings.”® As Polanyi describesthe process of knowing, the body provides
themeansof proximal or subsidiary awareness, an awarenesstowhichwesel dom pay attention, but by whichweachieve
distal or focal awareness of things which exist beyond ourselves.”

Butthatisnot all Polanyi saysabout thebody. Herefusesto separatethe biological and cultural, by insisting
that both dimensions of human existence are thoroughly intertwined. The body, asthe means by which we attend to
other things, can be extended in numerous ways, such as through the use of tools and the develpment of language.
Language devel opment providesaclear example of how body and culture areconnected. The precisevocabulary and
grammatical structure of language is specific to culture, but language builds on physical capacities for making and
shaping sounds, extendingthemto createmeaning. Inshort, thephysical body isbest understood aspart of amultilevel
systemwhich allowsfor theemergence of propertiesand skill sthat cannot woodenly be predicted from the properties
of the physical body.® In sum, one might concludethat for Polanyi the body isan important part of human existence,
and as the basic instrument for human knowing, not one to be trifled with lightly.

Inamanner reminiscent of Polanyi, Beverly Wildung Harrisontalksabout thebody asthemeansor instrument
by whichweengage, indwell and otherwisecometoknow theworldaround us. Furthermore, sheidentifiesembodiment
as one of the base points of feminist theory, an emphasis designed to help overcome the mind/body dualism of our
intellectual and cultural heritage.® These perspectives have not won the day on thisissue, nor have they brought this
insight to bear onthetopi c of the Human Genomel nitiativeor genetics, sofar asl canfind. Thisisunfortunate, because
suchideasmight deepentheethi cal andtheol ogical reflectionsonthe Human Genomelnitiative, asl will indicatebel ow.

My intentinthispaperisnot, however, to offer anextensivePolanyian critiqueof theHuman Genomelnitiative.
Rather, it isto explorewaysin which the Human Genome I nitiative might impact our notions of embodiment and put
those waysinto conversation with some optionsin contemporary theological anthropologies, al the while bringing
Polanyianinsightsto bear onthe conversation. Two possible pointsof impact immediately suggest themselves. First,
the Human Genome I nitiative’ sfindings might contribute to aricher understanding of the human body. At the same
time, the Human Genome Initiative might threaten a full understanding of embodiment by reinforcing both a
reductionistic view of human being in which we are nothing but our genes and dominant construals of the body as
an object to be manipul ated and commodified.

These dual concerns suggest atwo-part agenda. First, | will set out ways in which genetic knowledge can
illumine theological understandings of the body by putting the theol ogical anthropol ogies of Karl Rahner, Wolfhart
Pannenberg and Stanley Hauerwas into conversation with issues raised by the Human Genome Initiative. The
ambiguous potential of the Human Genome I nitiativefurther suggeststhat we should expl ore potential constraintsor
checkswhichmight minimizethenegatives. Thus, drawingfromthework of JamesWilliamMcClendon, | setout ways
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inwhichtheol ogical understandingsof thebody, especially ascreated, redeemedand resurrected, cangenerateacritical
perspectiveon projectssuch asthis. Thispaper thusaspiresto serveasamodel for mutually-critical and opendialogue
between the disciplines. Often, the dialogueis carried on in such away that one partner gets the upper hand. Here,
| will attempt to give both parties their due and ask them to learn from one another.

I1. TheHuman Genomel nitiativein Conver sationwith Theological Anthropologies

Clearly, the kind of knowledge of what it means to be human sought by the Human Genome Initiative is
knowledge of the body, of the corporeal, of the stuff which makesusup. The assumption isthat such knowledgeis
available to us and valuable for us to hold. Such an assumption challenges many contemporary theological
anthropologies; | shall briefly survey three of the more influential ones.

Karl Rahner is the first of these theologians and is important because of his place among influential
contemporary Roman Catholicthinkers. Heisimportant al so because hehasaddressed i ssuesof geneticswhichtouch
on the promise and peril of the Human Genomel nitiativein such away asto conversewith the sciences.® AsRahner
sets out histheological anthropology, he emphasi zes the capacities of human beingsfor self-transcendence, for self-
actualizationandfor freedom. Humanexistenceis, inRahner’ swords" openandindetermined,” i.e., opentotheinfinite
horizonwhichultimately isfulfilled by God.'* Hethuscounselsagainst simple condemnation of genetic research and
its application, calling it “symptomatic of a cowardly and comfortable conservatism hiding behind misunderstood
Christianideals.” 2 Hegoeson to suggest that genetic self-mani pul ation, theform which human freedom takesin our
time, isindeed required by that freedom, Christianly understood.

To be fair to Rahner, we must note that he does acknowledge, here and there, that this freedom is neither
absolute nor abstract but ismediated and qualified by “materiality and history.”** Thus, Rahner findsbuilt-in checks
towhat wecando, checkswhichtaketheformof biological, psychological and social laws, aswell astheultimatehorizon
whichwecall God.*®> Moreimportantly, thelimit tolegitimateinterventionscomeswhen thoseinterventionsthreaten
humanity’ s transcendent nature.’® In short, he offers some qualifications to our freedoms to do what we wish with
ourselves, which leaves uswith an uneasy tension between two affirmations. material givennessand transcendental
freedom.

Incontrastto Rahner, Wolfhart Pannenbergexplicitly setsout tointegratethework of thesciences, particularly
biology, psychology cultural anthropol ogy and sociology, into histheol ogical anthropology.t” Here, | shall focusonly
on hisappropriation of biology. In that realm, Pannenberg draws upon discussions of human uniquenessin order to
establish that human instincts “exist in only singularly rudimentary and attenuated form” and therefore that human
beings are uniquely “ open to theworld.”*® Thus, he concludes that whatever innate dispositionsto behavior exist in
human beings, they aresignificant only for providing “ the abiding point of departurefor the human adventure of self-
transcendence and historicity.”*°

In the end, the general shape of Pannenberg’ s anthropology, although rooted in biological sciences, differs
littlefrom Rahner’s. For both, the essence of human existenceisitsopennesstothefuture. Biological givens, thestuff
which the Human Genome Initiative investigates, provide—at best— the launching pad which makes possible the
exercise of our freedom and openness. Both Rahner and Pannenberg thus offer what we might call an anthropology
of transcendence.



Stanley Hauerwas operateswith atheol ogical anthropol ogy which contrastsnicely with those of Rahner and
Pannenberg. Instead of their transcendental anthropol ogies, Hauerwas offers what we might call a socio-historical
anthropology. Thetitlesof twoearly essayscapturethecoreof hisanthropology: “ TheSelf asStory” and“ TheVirtues
and Our Communities. Human Nature as History.”?® Too oversimplify his position, human life is constituted and
oriented by the storieswhich welearn from the communitiesto whichwebelong. lan BurnssummarizesHauerwas's
understanding of the self nicely, saying that for Hauerwas, “the self isneither atranscendental essence existing prior
to human social action, nor describable in purely naturalistic terms but is constituted within the discursive space of
moral meaning embodied in various social practices and narrative traditions.” 2

Not all that surprisingly given our previous sketches, we find little room for—or even mention of—the
biological side of human existencein Hauerwas' swork—with one surprising and suggestive exception.? |nan essay
on medical ethics, Hauerwas talks about “the wisdom of the body.” In this context, the body serves hisargument in
several ways. He describes the body as the source of its own healing. It stands outside both physician and patient
as an authority to which both must defer. The body further teaches us our finitude and limitations. Finaly, it forces
usto face our need for one another and drives usinto community.?® In short, the body functionsfor Hauerwas, inthe
end, asthegoad which remindsusof our creatureliness, and drivesusinto the community whichtrainsusinthevirtues
which enable usto live truthfully as creatures.

Wehaveherethenthreeexampl esof contemporary and widely-discussed theol ogical anthropologies. Inspite
of important differences between these various figures, all of them end up ignoring the biological rootedness of the
human body. Fromthe perspective of Human Genome I nitiative supporters, thisgap will bemost distressing. If work
in human geneticsis correct and there are genetic links to diseases, aswell as certain behaviors, such as acoholism
or sexua orientation, then notions of radical transcendental freedom, aswell asradical socia formation, will haveto
bequalified.?*

Such anthropol ogieswill also be suspect from the perspective of those informed by Polanyi, since they fail
toregister two factsabout thebody. Thefirstishow itisthefoundation for all human knowledge. The second isthat
thebody existsaspart of acomplex, hierarchically-ordered system. Again, from Polanyi’ sperspective, thebody should
neither be seen astheonly word on human existence, nor asaninsignificant facet. Rahner and Pannenberg’ semphasis
on transcendence focuses attention on the individual self, whereas Hauerwas's strict attention to community all
obscurethe complex rel ationshi p between body, society and human possibilitiesfor growth and transformationwhich
Polanyi nicely registers.

Interestingly, other work inthenatural sciencessupportsPolanyi’ sviews. Thepicturethat beginsto emerge
isthat our bodies, especially as constituted by its genes, serve as both the basis for our higher level activitiesand as
our connection to the rest of theworld around us. Itisworth calling attention to the fact that higher level processes
such asthought emerge out of and are dependent upon biological and chemical processes, knowledge of which does
not fully explain the phenomenon of thought. It isalso worth noting that human beings share more than 99 percent
of their genetic makeup with African chimpanzees and gorillas and that investigation into the molecular structure of
proteins indicate close kinship between human beings and other living creatures.®

The Human Genome I nitiative may teach another, even more sobering lesson to theologians. Rather than
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simply providing alaunching pad for human powers, human biology and genetics may place someboundariesaround
human possibilities. TheHuman Genomelnitiativeanditsoffshootstheref oretakeontheol ogical importanceinhelping
toqualify exaggerated or misplacedclaims. Clearly, theremust bemoretothesel f thansimply freedomor socia formation
at work in human existence. Thereissomething therefor that social formationtowork on and withandtowhichitis
responsive.?

James William M cClendon is one theol ogian who would support such an observation. Hiswork isnotable
in this context because it contains important affinitiesto Polanyi’ s viewsin that he seeks to take the body seriously
andtolearnfromthenatural sciences. Additionally, McClendon doesall thisat the sametimethat he, like Hauerwas,
is committed to maintaining vigorous Christian convictions and identity.

Thefocal point of McClendon’ sdiscussion of the body liesin hisdiscussion of ethics, which attendsto the
body primarily ascreated. By way of background, weshould notethat M cClendoninsiststhat Christian ethicsconcerns
itself with three different dimensions which he pictures asinterrelated strands that together form asingle rope: the
bodily, the social and the anastatic. These strands correspond to three dimensions of human existence: we are
simultaneously part of the natural or organic order, the social world and an eschatological realm, i.e., the kingdom of
God.# Hiscommitment tolinking thebiological and social isstrikingly reminiscent of Polanyi’ s(althoughthereisno
direct linkagebetweenthetwo), whileit extends Polanyi by introducing athird, explicitly theological dimensiontothe
fabric of human existence.

I11. Theological Anthropologiesin Conver sationwiththeHuman Genomel nitiative

Before proceeding, however, it isimportant to take stock. We have seen that the Human Genome Initiative
rai sessomeimportant questionsfor at | east certaintheol ogi cal anthropol ogies. A genuinedialoguebetweendisciplines
will requirethat thesequestionsbeaddressed. But agenuinedia oguewill alsorequirethat theHuman Genomel nitiative
be open to interrogation by theologians. Take one concern over what will be done with information provided by the
Human Genome Initiative. Already we can begin to “engineer” the human body to express certain traits and inhibit
others. For example, patientshave been successfully treated for ADA deficiency by genereplacement therapy.?® The
knowledge and technology produced by the Human Genome I nitiative promisesto enhancethose skillssignificantly,
and thus raises worries of “the perfect child syndrome” or of eugenics, that deliberate intervention into the genetic
codeintendedto produceoffspring withwhat aredeemed socially-desirableor ideal traits. Thisworry isnot unfounded,
as many clinicswhich do simple ultrasound and other fetal testing often makeit a policy to withhold information on
gender from the parents until they confer with their physician. The reason isthat many coupleswant to use abortion
as ameans to practice sex-selection of offspring, acrude form of eugenics.

Already, aconsensusisemerging intheliteraturethat somatictherapy iswarranted, but not germlinetherapy.
What thismeansisthat it would beallowableto alter the genetic structure of asinglepersonwho suffersfrom adisease
like diabetes so that the person’s body starts to produce insulin on its own (somatic therapy). On the other hand, it
wouldnot beallowabl eto dothesamethinginafertilized ovumwherethechangeswill be passed ontofuturegenerations
(germlinetherapy).? Regardlessof questions some may want to ask about this particular distinction, what isat stake
inthe larger discussion is whether the bodies of future generations should be treated as commodities to be designed
according to individual whims or tastes. What ought theological anthropology say to this scenario?



A good placeto beginiswith Hauerwas, who reminds usthat biology isnever simply biology, that the body
is never smply the body.® It is also the “lived body,” the body as experienced, understood and interpreted by a
community. That insight alone should rai se questions about the meaning of what we are doing when we manipul ate
the body by tinkering with its genetic code, for to tinker with the biological body is aso to tinker with some of a
community’ smost cherished notions about who it thinksitis. But we should go further to explore what some robust
Christian convictions might suggest in response to our concern.

M cClendon remindsusthat weare part of theorganic world created by God, that wefind oursel vesendowed
with certain open-ended instincts, built-in needsand what he calls our “ natural moral equipment” (i.e., capacitiesfor
delight, horror, shame, blame, guilt, conscience and moral judgment).3 Theclaim that human beingsare created with
thesecapacitiesby God addsacertainweighttothem. Afterall, if wearecreated thisway, thenthesecapacitiesindicate
toussomething of God’ sdesiresand purposes. Thisinferencegeneratescautionininterferingwiththegenetic material
from which these capacities emerge. Any interventionswhich would diminish these capacities would thus be out of
linefrom aChristian perspective.

But, for McClendon, the givenness of creation is not the last word on how things ought to be; there are at
least two other words that need to be spoken about the body as created. First, we can look to his recent treatment of
thedoctrineof creation. There he characterizescreation, using hisownwords, as“work in progress.” Secondly, that
work inprogresscannot beunderstood apart from*“ what | astsand what comeslast” and“ thenew that comesin Christ.” 32
Put differently, creation is ongoing and cannot be understood apart from redemption and eschatology. While the
doctrinal focusof hismost recent work precludesan explicit treatment of the ethical implications of these beliefs, we
can extrapolate from what he says to what his views might mean for understanding the body and therefore for
interrogating the Human Genomel nitiative.

Thefact that creation is ongoing suggeststhat the way things currently areis not necessarily the way things
ought toremain. McClendon clearly affirmsaplacefor “the creature’ sown creativity,” * acreativity apparently tobe
assessed with reference to God’ sintentions for creation, intentions which are disclosed as much in what isto come
asinwhatis. Andwhat isto comeisalready present viaredemption,i.e.,“whatisnewinChrist.” AsMcClendonreads
creation in light of redemption and eschatol ogy, redemption brings into creation signs (the biblical miracleswhich
McClendon callshistoric, remembering and providential signs) of the* point” of creation, i.e., thereign of God.** Or,
inMcClendon’ sownwords, “ Theultimateend of creationand redemptionalikeisthefulfillment of God’ sgreat kingdom
rule. Thisrule, whenitisachieved, will mean God' sglory fully shared, impartedtoall, incorporatingall.”* Theultimate
criterion by which interventionsin the created order should be judged, then, would appear to be God’s glory.

Suchaclaimis, however, abstract and formal. Assuch, itsapplication to the Human Genome I nitiativewill
likely bemulti-faceted and contestable. Still, we can offer three suggestive, although far from definitive connections.
First, honoring the body as created and thereby asthe bearer of signalsof God' sintentions and purposes, establishes
a presumption against intervention with the genetic code. This claim cannot be held absolutely, however, asit is
qualified by the continuing nature of creation, which is expressed in the creativity of the creature and the fact of
redemption. Honoring thebody asredeemed thusprovideslimitedwarrant for interventionin genetic materialsfor the
sake of redeeming or healing what isinjured or what is not correct.*® Furthermore, honoring the body asresurrected
means that interventions to genetic code must serve God' sintended end for creation.
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Secondly, this anthropology raises questions about the assumptions behind the project. As noted earlier,
Watson claimsthat the Human Genomelnitiativewill tell uswhat it meansto be human. Impliedinthat remark, given
the nature of the project, isabelief that knowledge of the body exhausts what it means to be human. McClendon’s
perspective warns against such reductionism by reminding us that human beings inhabit social and anastatic realms
aswell. Putdifferently, heremindsusthat thereismoreto being humanthan beingabody. Onthispoint, Polanyi would
bean ally, since he perceivesthis reductionism as endemic to the natural sciences. He criticizesthe natural sciences
for assuming that the laws which govern inanimate objects are appropriately applied to the organic realm. More
specificaly, he arguesthat by failing to account for emergence, the laws of nature that are manifest in theinanimate
domainfail . . . to account for therise of living beings.”*"

Moreover, McClendon’ s perspective helps usto identify what may be abit of hubris at work in the Human
Genomelnitiative. Theproject wouldappear toreflect theold Baconiandriveto control anaturethatisonly raw material
for mani pulationto human benefit. Theproject may thuscontinueto underwriteandreinforcepartial truthsabout human
existence which ignore or underestimate the implications of our genetic indebtedness, our connectionsto all around
usand thelimits of our abilities.

Thirdly, McClendon’ s(and Polanyi’ s) reminder that wearesocial creaturespointstowardtherealizationthat
illnessesand diseasesare socia constructionsasmuch asbiological facts. Thuswhat countsasanillnessandtherefore
worthy of treatment cannot simply be determined biologically.*® Socially-conditioned valuesimpact those kinds of
judgments and therefore vigorous social debate must be part of the process.

What overall assessment of the Human Genome Initiative is warranted then by this particular theological
anthropology? It must clearly be a nuanced assessment.*® On the one hand, McClendon’s perspective leads us to
affirm the project asaway of gaining more knowledge of the body as created. It further suggests that we affirm the
therapeutic possibilitieswhich arelikely to arise from the project. Moreover, it suggestsaway to limit the kinds of
interventionsinto genetic material that are warranted. Finally, his perspective forces consideration and debate over
what it means to be human and over what conditions constitute dis-ease or illness and why.

V. Conclusion

In conclusion, | havetried here to suggest the shape adial og between the fields of the natural sciencesand
theology might take. Of course, this attempt only indicates the barest outline of such a conversation and suggests
only the kinds of questions each side might want to addressto the other. The Human Genome Initiative promisesto
contribute much to theological anthropology by forcing theol ogians to learn more about the body as our anchor in
and connectiontothematerial world. Theological anthropol ogy promisesto offer muchtotheHuman Genomelnitiative
by rai sing questi onsabout the presuppositions behind the project and the proper use of the knowledge and technology
produced by the project.

Suchdialoguesare, of course, difficult tomaintain, and havebecomeeven moreso since C.P. Snow wroteabout
the distressing gap between the sciences and humanities.®® A productive conversation will require learning the
languagesof thevariousdi sciplinesand communitiesinvolved. Itwill requirethat wetreat opponents’ argumentswith
care by seeking to understand and clarify before responding. It will require attending to the interests, loyalties and
commitments which motivate our inquiry. Such conversation will further require akind of nonchalance in which
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protagonists, although taking their work seriously, refuse to take themselves and their arguments too seriously.
Hopefully the conversation can flourish. The fact that we can find some convergence between the philosophical
perspectives of Polanyi and the theological accounts of McClendon should engender some modest hope that the
project is not misguided.
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arethe chemicalsin the stars, an indication of our kinship with non-living matter.

%Thework of philosopher Mary Midgley isvery instructiveonthispoint. Seeespecialy her Beast and Man
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1978), pp. 19-24 and throughout. | have argued this point at greater lengthin
an unpublished paper, “Where HasHuman Nature Gone? A Responseto Historicist Critics,” delivered at the Central
States Regional Meeting of the AAR in March of 1990.

Z’McClendon, Ethics, val I: Systematic Theology (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1986), pp. 62-67.

BNelson, p. 60. A friend now tellsmethat thereissomeambiguity tothistrial because patientssimultaneously
continued to receive replacement enzymes. Thusthe researchers are unsure asto how much each cause contributed
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to the effect.

2See, for example, Ted Peters, “ Genes, Creation, and Co-Creation,” pp. 24-25 and his “Why Genes and
Theology?’, pp. 3-4.

By bringing up Hauerwas here, | do not mean to imply that of the people surveyed in the previous section
of thispaper only hecanbecritical of theHGI. Asnotedinthediscussion of Rahner, hewouldlikely raisesomecritical
guestions at the point which the HGI beginsto threaten human transcendence. Pannenberg would also likely demur
if intervention threatens humanity’ s innate openness to the future. Still, they would make these criticisms without
reference to the body.

1l bid., pp. 90-103.

%2McClendon, Doctrine, Vol II: Systematic Theology, (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1994), p. 189.

Blbid., pp. 159.

3For hisdiscussion of signs, seeibid., pp. 185-188.

lbid., pp. 147-148.

%] realizethat | am begging anumber of important and difficult questionsat thispoint rel ated to how weknow
what countsasinjury or malformation. Therewill be noway to do so apart from thelinguistic and conceptua worlds
of the communitiesto which we belong. Thefact that different peopledo not al sharein these worlds does not make
thetask of deciding at apubliclevel what counts or does not count impossible, but it doesmakeit difficult. For some
thoughts on what such a conversation might require, see my “Toward aNonfoundationalist Christian Social Ethic,”
Per spectivesin Religious Sudies22 (Spring 1995):45-62.

$’Polanyi, The Tacit Dimension, p. 88.

3BFor anarticlethat doesan excellent job of showinghow socia valuesinfiltrateand shapebiomedical practice,
seeJoannel. Finkelstein, “ Biomedi cineand Technocratic Power,” TheHastingsCenter Report, (July/August 1990):13-
16.

39T o say that the assessment must be nuanced does not meanthat | fall prey to the mistake Gilbert Meilander
worriesabout in“Mastering Our Gen(i)es: When DoWe Say No?’ The Christian Century 107 (3 October 1990):872-
875. Asl seeit, hetakesanuanced approach quite compatible with the one set out here. He affirmsthe project at the
sametimethat he argueswe must say no to certain uses of knowledge and technology developed by theHGI. | would
wholeheartedly agree. Furthermore, | think many of the decisionsasto what to affirm and what to deny—evenwithin
widely agreed upon parameters such as somatic therapy—must be made on acase-by-case basis, not in general terms
and not in the abstract.

4C.P. Snow, The Two Culturesand the Scientific Revolution (New Y ork: CambridgeUniversity Press, 1961).
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