Philanthropic patronage thus “solidified the centrality” of
Cold War-oriented international and area studies to polit-
ical science at UC-Berkeley (p. 135).

An intriguing insight presented by the book is that the
battle at the University of Michigan between the ISR-
affiliated behavioralists and their older political science
colleagues was not about research methods. Hauptmann
shows persuasively that these tensions were instead rooted
in a deep disagreement on the purpose of political science.
For the older guard, the discipline’s main mission was to
prepare students for public service, whereas the younger
advocates of behavioral political science sought to orient
graduate training and political scientists’ careers predom-
inantly toward research. Similarly, the conflict that pitted
the international and area studies faculty against the
political theorists at UC-Berkeley in the 1960s was not
about how to study politics. At its core, the conflict—
which coincided with the emergence on campus of the free
speech movement—reflected radically divergent visions of
the university: Should it refashion itself as a community of
scholars and students committed to knowledge for its own
sake (the vision favored by the theorists and allied student
activists), or should the university continue its transfor-
mation into a massive producer of research useful to
government and corporate clients?

The book concludes with a thought-provoking obset-
vation. Hauptmann points out that the research-oriented
culture of political science shaped by the foundations in
the mid-twentieth century remains in place even as the
favorable material conditions of that era—abundant phil-
anthropic and (later) government research support,
coupled with a rapid expansion of faculty ranks—no
longer apply. Doctoral programs in political science con-
tinue to produce large cohorts of hyperspecialized
researchers even though research patronage has become
scarcer (the National Science Foundation, for example, has
recently phased out its political science program) and even
though higher education institutions have increasingly
been hiring contingent instructors at the expense of full-
time research-oriented faculty. I wonder if conditions are
ripe for contemporary mainstream philanthropic leaders
(Bill/Melinda Gates? Michael Bloomberg?) to transform
political science once again by realigning it with current
political-economic realities.

Creating Human Nature: The Political Challenges of
Genetic Engineering. By Benjamin Gregg. New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2022. 250p. $105.00 cloth, $34.99 paper.
d0i:10.1017/51537592723001858

— Colin Farrelly, Queens’ University
farrelly@queensu.ca

Benjamin Gregg takes on important and timely issues in
Creating Human Nature: The Political Challenges of Genetic
Engineering. The rapidly developing biotechnologies of
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gene editing, embryo selection, and the like raise challeng-
ing ethical predicaments and regulatory challenges for
democratic societies to navigate. Gregg’s contribution to
these debates is a welcome one that helps fill what is
something of a lacuna in normative political theory:
theorizing about the significance and challenges of scien-
tific innovation and the regulation of new biotechnologies.
Gregg tackles these issues with both ambition and careful
attention to the science.

Creating Human Nature concerns itself with the ques-
tion, “What kind of human nature should humans want to
create for themselves?” Advances in human genetics, like
the sequencing of the human genome, the rapid expansion
of genetic tests and clinical trials for gene therapy, and
genome editing, have ushered in a new era of medicine
where the prospects of personalized medicine and genetic
engineering have shifted from the realm of science fiction
to reality. Genetic engineering “refers to the genetic edit-
ing of living things—to the specific addition, removal, or
modification of DNA sequences, for example, to correct a
particular gene’s defective functioning in a specific biolog-
ical context” (p. 42). Many scholars in the humanities
and social sciences may shy away from these issues, at least
in part, because of the troubling history of eugenics. The
suggestion that science should be harnessed to directly
manipulate our biology raises the worry that we may repeat
the injustices of the eugenics movement that started in the
1880s and lasted into the mid-twentieth century. These
injustices included racism, the exclusion of those already
marginalized in society, and violations of reproductive
liberty and other human rights.

Gregg begins Creating Human Nature by noting the
prevalence of racism in the political writings of Western
Enlightenment philosophers, ranging from Kant and
Diderot to Rousseau and Voltaire. He contends that today
the Enlightenment inspires a Janus-faced response to the
prospect of human genetic engineering: “One face regards
nature as yielding to culture: culture as human will and
imagination in its limitless plasticity, as the capacity to
shape and endlessly reshape ideas, artifacts, and institu-
tions. The opposite face regards nature as a limit to human
belief and behaviour: the ‘natural’ as a standard by which
to reject the ‘unnatural’” (p. 3).

These two dimensions of Enlightenment thinking,
contends Gregg, raise different concerns for the prospects
of genetic engineering. The skeptical side will raise con-
cerns about respect for individual autonomy and our
identity as members of the species homo sapiens. By
contrast, the optimistic side sees the potential that genetic
manipulation offers to promote freedom by helping
humanity more effectively abate disease and disability.
The goal of Gregg’s book is to navigate a path between
the skeptical and optimist faces of European Enlighten-
ment. He believes this can be done by highlighting the
political dimensions of human genetic engineering,.
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Perhaps one way to frame Gregg’s point more effectively
would have been to devote a least one full chapter of the
book to the details of past eugenic aspirations and policies
and explore the lessons that could be learned from diag-
nosing their injustices. For example, this could have been
done by explicitly highlighting their impoverished scien-
tific understanding of human biology, as well as the racism
and the other faulty moral premises of policies like the
sterilization of “the unfit” and “positive eugenics” (e.g.,
encouraging those perceived to have desirable traits to
breed). By doing so, Gregg’s aspiration to steer a judicious
middle ground between skepticism and optimism about
genetic engineering would have been more feasible than an
abstract, ahistorical normative analysis. Instead, Gregg
believes these problems can be abated by addressing the
issue of genetic engineering from the methodology of
“political bioethics.”

Greg’s account of political bioethics is the central focus
of part 1. He develops this methodology along four
dimensions (p. 13): method (proceduralism), standards of
evidence (more than local, less than universal), a notion
of human nature (socially constructed), and a conceprion of
human dignity (autonomy). The proceduralism that Gregg
champions combines expert committees with deliberative
democracy. This part of the book will be of particular
interest to political theorists because it engages with core
normative concerns of the discipline concerning deliber-
ation and democratic legitimacy. Political bioethics, Gregg
contends, is “/ess plausible the more it presupposes shared
common values or insists on creating them as the only
acceptable grounds for regulation and public policy”
(p- 38). The plausibility of political bioethics thus requires
that regulatory decisions about genetic engineering be
acceptable to both participants and affected persons. The
legitimacy of just decisions arises from their basis in
procedural legitimacy.

Despite the somewhat agnostic stance about the ethics
and policy regulation of genetic engineering that a com-
mitment to proceduralism would seem to entail, Gregg
advances specific normative arguments and prescriptive
conclusions that seem to be at least in tension with, if not
contradictory to, the commitment to proceduralism and
political bioethics. For example, Gregg rejects human
nature-essentialism—the position that human traits are
innate, invariant, universal, and unique (p. 65)—and
appeals instead to a consequentialist notion of human
dignity that regards all norms, including moral status, as
social constructs. This consequentialist conception of
human dignity places the primary moral concern on the
future person’s “decisional autonomy” (p. 99). But at these
points in Gregg’s argumentation I could not help but
think back to his earlier claim that political ethics “is Jess
plausible, the more it presupposes shared common values or
insists on creating them as the only acceptable ground for
regulation and public policy” (p. 38).
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The potential tension between the commitment to
majoritarian proceduralism and more substantive moral
commitments is amplified in part 2; there, Gregg invokes
the social good of democratic political participation to
contend that the genetic engineering of embryos to over-
come severe congenital cognitive disability may be justi-
fied. Invoking a specific account of political personhood to
justify using genetic engineering of embryos to improve
the likelihood that future persons will not fall below the
threshold for participating in the processes of participatory
politics raises a whole quandary of potential concerns that
I think Gregg could have devoted more time to consider-
ing. For example, because Gregg’s analysis focuses only on
the genetic engineering of embryos with a high risk of
cognitive disability, there is some ambiguity about how far
he believes society would be justified in aspiring to bring
about this threshold for cognitive functioning,

The claim that there is “a human right to parental
choice in genetic selection of embryos” (p. 176) presumes
that prospective parents, or at least that small percentage
undergoing IVF, will want to use genetic engineering to
modify their embryos in the hopes that doing so would
reduce the probability of their potential offspring having
severe cognitive impairment. But what if the prospective
parents do not want their embryos to be genetically
modified? Are there limits on how far majoritarian proce-
duralism can go in promoting the social good of demo-
cratic political participation? What about mandating
genetic testing for all prospective parents to discourage
(at least) natural reproduction among carriers of condi-
tions like Fragile X syndrome? Or encouraging large
families among those deemed to have the best “genetic
constitutions” for the realization of the intellectual virtues
of democratic political participation? In other words,
what constitutes a reasonable balance between respect
for reproductive freedom and the aspiration to improve
the deliberative and participatory aspects of the political
community? Greater attention to such concerns would
have strengthened Gregg’s analyses and demonstrated the
importance of not repeating the mistakes of past eugenic
policies.

There are also some surprising omissions from the book.
Gregg’s focus on topics like intelligence, epigenetics, and
the Anthropocene—a period in which the planet bears “a
tectonic Auman impact on its ecosystems and geology”
(p. 202)—provides valuable and distinctive contributions
to these debates. But the book pays surprisingly little
attention to the impact that genetic engineering could have
on human health, especially across the complete lifespan.
Aging populations are vulnerable to multimorbidity in late
life, including diseases of the brain that undermine the
social good of democratic political participation about
which Gregg is concerned. But his narrow focus on the
engineering of embryos means these other concerns and
types of genetic intervention are not addressed.
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The kind of project explored in Creating Human Nature
requires a scholar to have the courage to take the intellec-
tual risks inherent in developing an interdisciplinary nor-
mative analysis that yields some practical prescriptions for
an area of scientific research where there still remains much
uncertainty. And yet, at the same time, such an intellectual
undertaking also requires a scholar to possess the requisite
amount of intellectual humility to see the limits of what
normative political theory can contribute to these complex
issues. Gregg should be commended for his innovative efforts;
his book will, I hope, inspire othets in the field of political

theory to devote more attention to these pressing issues.
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— Anna Drake =, University of Waterloo
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Research Methods in Deliberative Democracy is an ambitious
book and one that fills an important gap in its large and
varied field. The first of its kind to gather a comprehensive
overview of different methodological approaches to the
theory, practice, and examination of deliberative democ-
racy, this collection has broad appeal. For those new to
deliberative democracy, the book provides an impressive
overview of the many different ways we can study and
measure it, setting out the state of the field and highlight-
ing the wide range of ways a person can “do” deliberative
democracy. The book is also of great value to those who
have been working in the field for decades. While the
chapters are short, and aim to introduce the reader to a
particular way of studying (part of) deliberative democ-
racy, the content is rich. Chapters offer both the method-
ological insight one would expect from such a book, along
with rich discussions of the limitations—and room for
improvement—of the individual approaches, particularly
as they fit into the larger field of study. To this end, while
we might find that “deliberative democracy is a contested
field of study” (Graham Smith, p. v), these contestations
are set out in collaborative and generative ways.

In their opening chapter, the editors note that “the book
aims to practice what deliberative democracy preaches:
enabling reflection and advancing critical engagement
across different perspectives” (p. 1). This is no small task.
In starting this conversation (p. 19) the editors hope the
dialogue inspired by reading these various methodological
approaches together will encourage readers “to engage
across different methods and approaches and contribute
to the development of deliberative democracy as an inno-
vative, reflexive, and inclusive field of study” (p. 1). Many
of the components necessary for this are thoughtfully set
out in the subsequent 5004 pages. Importantly, the
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volume examines both the ways that individual methods
can make these contributions, as well as the connecting
points and overlaps between different approaches. Con-
tributors reference other chapters and highlight ways that
the field might grow from these interactions. Having these
30+ methodological approaches in one place and pre-
sented in this generative way is important for those of us
who study our “own” areas of deliberative democracy, and
who would benefit from an up-to-date overview of these
specializations and the connections between them. The
editors do an impressive job curating these approaches.

The book is divided into four main sections: theorizing
(pp- 27-79), measuring (pp. 83-262), exploring (pp.
265-419), and enacting (pp. 423-475) deliberation.
While there is considerably more space devoted to the
empirical methodological sections in the middle, the
sections on theory and enactment play a crucial role in
the book’s broader purpose. There are rich entries in these
bookend sections that provide crucial context for the more
technical discussions. The editors note the “important and
sometimes inevitable overlap” between the four categories
and helpfully set out core questions that each approach
aims to answer (p. 8). There is an additional breakdown of
the research methods in deliberative democracy identify-
ing the ways scholars engage in the four approaches
(p- 11). Having a core overview of the different emphases
that particular methods—theoretical, empirical, and
action-oriented—focus on is a useful resource as we
collectively aim to deepen our understanding and evalu-
ation of deliberative democracy.

While the book itself is consistently strong, there are
some stand-out chapters. One of these is Simone Cham-
bers’ contribution, “Methods of Theorizing.” Chambers
sets out an excellent typology of theory in the delibera-
tive democratic context. Noting “five very broad ways”
to understand normative theory, Chambers sets out a
rich and concise overview of different approaches, draw-
ing important connections and highlighting the
strengths and flaws crucial for further advancement of
deliberative theory. Chambers extends this analysis to
work undertaken by people who “are not ‘normative
theorists,” and in doing so underscores one of the main
takeaways of the book: that the interaction between
normative and empirical work, when we do it well, only
serves to deepen both areas and strengthen deliberative
democracy. This chapter is an excellent choice to start
the “Theorizing Deliberation” section. It nicely sets up
the frame of reference for the collection as readers
encounter specific lessons from each methodology and
can think through these implications in light of the
broader interplay and bridging work between normative
theory and empirical work: something the editors stress
in their opening chapter.

The collection wraps up with a concluding chapter
penned by Jane Mansbridge. Asking how we can find
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