
healthy individuals. In many sectors of 
our competitive “winner-take-all” 
culture, incremental advantages have 
disproportionate consequences on 
our economic wellbeing. In these 
situations, engaging in cosmetic neu-
rology would be economically advan-
tageous. The psychological incentives 
are self-evident. Rather than address-
ing mental health indirectly, as was 
argued in support of cosmetic sur-
gery, cosmetic neurology ameliorates 
emotional pain directly. Television and 
Internet advertisements will likely 
bolster demand and provide access in 
unprecedented ways. For physicians, 
in an increasingly bureaucratized 
health-care system (in the US), the 
attraction of a fee-for-service practice 
may be overwhelming, as evidenced 
by “boutique” clinics that mushroom 
in wealthy suburbs. 
If history serves as a guide, then cos-
metic neurology will follow in the 
footsteps of cosmetic surgery. The 
challenges for physicians and ethicists 
are clear. How will physicians respond 
when financial and fiduciary incentives 
collide? Will ethicists have an influ-
ence on the shape of this practice, 
even as it is propelled by a larger cul-
tural tide? 

 

Cosmetic neurology:  in the footsteps of 
cosmetic surgery? 
Anjan Chatterjee, M.D.  Governing Board Member 
One commonly hears of athletes on 
steroids, musicians on beta-blockers 
and students on amphetamines. These 
practices generate considerable public 
discussion, as evident in recent con-
troversies surrounding drug-testing 
policies for US high school students. 
Athletes, musicians and students, 
however, only represent the tip of a 
much wider social trend.  As our un-
derstanding of the biology of motor, 
cognitive and emotional systems 
grows, so does our ability to manipu-
late these systems. “Cosmetic neurol-
ogy” is the use neurotechnologies 
(most often pharmacological manipu-
lations) to enhance normal abilities. 
Cosmetic neurology raises deep ethi-
cal concerns that touch on distribu-
tive justice, conditions of coercion 
and threats to personal authenticity. 
Despite these concerns, cosmetic 
neurology is likely to be practiced 
widely. 

 

Cosmetic surgery is another medical 
intervention used to enhance healthy 
individuals rather than treat disease. 
In 2004, board certified physicians in 
the US performed over 9 million cos-
metic surgical procedures. How did 
this practice, at which many look 
askance, become so commonplace? 
Technical, cultural and financial factors 
contributed to the evolution of cos-
metic surgery. These factors remain 
robust today and will almost certainly 
drive the evolution of cosmetic neu-
rology. 

Cosmetic surgical techniques evolved 
from reconstructive procedures de-
veloped during the First World War. 
Trench warfare and shrapnel injury 
meant that many young soldiers suf-
fered disfiguring facial injuries. The 
availability of antibiotics and anesthe-
sia improved survival before and after 
surgery. As though playing out a tech-
nological imperative, these techniques 
were transferred to civilian popula-
tions after the war. A major hurdle in 
public acceptance of cosmetic surgery 
was the idea that it was frivolous. 
Over time, the frivolity sentiment was 
countered by the view that enhancing 
one’s appearance was a rational deci-
sion on economic and psychological 
grounds. One’s appearance influenced 
the chance of being hired and how 
much one got paid. Simultaneously, 
Adler’s idea of the inferiority complex 
captured the public imagination in the 
first half of the 20th century. The idea 
that relatively minor physical imper-
fections produced major psychological 
disabilities meant that cosmetic sur-
gery could be a mental health inter-
vention. The media further promoted 
demand for these procedures. Finally, 
surgeons, initially skeptical about cos-
metic surgery, found that their prac-
tices could be bolstered by lucrative 
fee-for-service cosmetic procedures. 
This financial incentive increased as 
the need for reconstructive proce-
dures decreased with the use of seat-
belts, shatter proof glass and better 
chemotherapy and radiation treat-
ments for head and neck cancers. 

 

We are now awash in an epidemic of 
cognitive and affective disorders. As 
our abilities to modify and treat these 
disorders improve, it will be a small 
step to transfer these interventions to 
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NS Newsletter going digital 
The next issue of the Newsletter will 
be emailed to your inbox in October.  
The newsletter will be formatted for 
easy printing and distribution.   
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Update on Neuroethics Society Executive Committee Meeting 

By Andrew J. Rosenthal, NS Administrative Coordinator 

The Executive Committee of the Neu-
roethics Society met in April to review 
the Society’s first year and plan for the 
future, including a membership growth 
strategy, a first annual meeting, new 
avenues of communication and fund 
raising, among other topics.  The Com-
mittee members, Steven E. Hyman, 
Judy Illes, Turhan Canli, Martha J. 
Farah, Hank Greeley, and Barbara Sa-
hakian, spent one and a half days dis-
cussing this agenda at the Dana Center 
in Washington, DC. 

The Executive Committee decided to 
change the format and frequency of 
the newsletter to accommodate more 
information about events, articles and 
interviews of interest to members.  
The Committee set ambitious mem-
bership growth goals and is excited to 
report that we have over 200 mem-
bers, including over 40 student mem-
bers already.  More than a quarter of 
our membership are from countries 
other than the United States.  The 
Committee also discussed ways of 
increasing student involvement in neu-
roethics.  Among the plans discussed 
was the undergraduate writing prize, 
described below. 

 
Committee members also participated 
in a public program, “The Neuroeth-
ics of Enhancement: How Smart are 
Smart Drugs?” introduced by Dana 
Foundation Chairman William Safire.  
Staffers from political and research 
organizations as well as regulators and 

Announcing the first annual Neuroethics Society Undergraduate 
Writing Prize for the best undergraduate neuroethics paper 
 
The Neuroethics Society, in collaboration with the Penn Bioethics Journal (PBJ), invites submissions of papers on any aspect of 
neuroethics written by undergraduate students.  Papers can be reports of empirical research or novel syntheses of previous 
work in science, philosophy, public policy, or any other discipline addressing an issue in neuroethics. 
 
Submissions will be reviewed by the Editorial Board of PBJ, which will select 6 semifinalists, and a committee of Neuroethics 
Society members, which will select the winning paper and 2 runners up.  The author of the winning paper and the runners up 
will receive cash prizes of $300 and $100 each, respectively, and framed citations.  All three papers will be published in PBJ.  In 
addition, some or all of the other semifinalists will also be published in PBJ as space permits. 
 
Paper Submission Guidelines:  Papers should be no longer than 2800 words, excluding abstract and references, prepared ac-
cording to the APA style sheet.  Each paper should include an abstract of no more than 250 words describing the neuroethical 
issue addressed, approach and conclusions.  Only papers written by undergraduates, without more senior co-authors, will be 
considered.  Students are encouraged to submit papers they have written for courses, edited to conform to the length and 
style requirements.  Students must have a faculty member or instructor from their institution sponsor their submissions. Spon-
sor forms and additional instructions can be found at the Penn Bioethics Journal website: www.bioethicsjournal.com 
 

Submission Deadline: The deadline for submissions is January 18th, 
2008.  Winners will be announced by the end of February. 
 
Questions?  Contact Bo Peng, Executive Editor of the Penn Bioethics 
Journal, at editors@bioethicsjournal.com. 

interested members of the public at-
tended the at-capacity program.  A 
streaming video-cast is available 
online; the link can be found on the 
Neuroethics Society website, 
www.neuroethicssociety.org. 

 
The website, which will continue to 
expand to serve the needs of NS 
members, includes a complete calen-
dar of Society and allied organization 
events, not all of which are listed in 
this newsletter.  Two events of par-
ticular interest to members are the 
October 19th program in Washing-
ton, DC during the ASBH conference, 
and the mid-April first annual meeting 
of the Neuroethics Society.  The 
meeting will be in San Francisco, as a 
satellite to the annual meeting of the 
Cognitive Neuroscience Society.  
More information on these and other 
events will be sent to members via 
email and posted on the website. 

Andrew J. Rosenthal 



ries of certain traditional questions, 
like the mind-body  relationship and 
the so-called problem of free will, are 
no longer adequate in the face of 
what's happening in neuroscience.  As 
a pragmatist I believe that science 
reshapes philosophy - the Copernican 
revolution and Darwinism are good 
examples of how this has happened in 
the past.  I believe neuroscience could 
do the same, so neuroethics is more 
than a department of bioethics.  After 
all, as I told a journalist some time 
ago, the brain is the organ with which 
we do ethics. 
 
NS: Give us some advice…  What do 
you think the field of Neuroethics 
needs most, at moment?  And how 
might the Neuroethics Society help 
foster the intellectual and professional 
vitality of our new field? 
  
Moreno: Funding!  Well, I guess aca-
demics always whine about not having 
enough support.  Besides that con-
stant, we need to think about curricu-
lum: what does a neuroethicist need 
to read and know?  We haven't quite 
got that figured out in bioethics yet so 
that will take some time. 

 
Student members — Are you 
interested in interviewing a Neu-
roethics Society member for an 
upcoming issue of the newslet-
ter?  Contact Andrew Rosenthal 
at info@neuroethicssociety.org. 

NS:  Your latest book is Mind Wars, a 
fascinating look at military  
uses of neuroscience.  What got you 
interested in this topic? 
 
Moreno:  I first came to appreciate 
the need for bioethicists to address 
national security issues when I 
worked for President Clinton's advi-
sory committee on  human radiation 
experiments in 1995-96.  Building on 
that experience I wrote Undue Risk, a 
history of human experiments for 
national security purposes.  Then af-
ter the fall 2001 anthrax attacks I or-
ganized about a dozen authors in an 
anthology on bioethics and bioterror-
ism called In the Wake of Terror. 
Around that time several of us in bio-
ethics were asked to attend neurosci-
ence meetings.  That's how I came to 
get interested in neuroethics.  But 
then I asked myself how the national 
security aspects of neuroscience 
might also raise ethical issues.  I only 
needed to scratch the surface to con-
clude: A lot!  That's how the idea for 
Mind Wars was born.   If I hadn't spent 
ten years learning about the national 
security system and its history I 
wouldn't have been prepared to an-
swer that question. 
 
NS: What are some of the neuroeth-
ics issues that arise in national secu-
rity? 
 
Moreno:  Just about any neuroethics 
issue you can name has an analogue in 
the national security area.  For exam-
ple, what are acceptable uses of neu-
ropharmacology, like beta blockers, if 
they could be used as prophylaxes 
against stress from trauma to dissoci-
ate long-term memory from emotion?  
Or could brain-machine interfaces be 
used to develop long-range wireless 
weapons?  What about fMRI or NIRS 
for interrogation?  And then there are 
more specifically security issues, like 
using opioids in aerosolized form in 
hostage situations or for crowd con-
trol?  What’s more surprising is how 
clueless most neuroscientists are 

about the potential for their work to 
be “dual use,” applicable to both civil-
ian and military needs. 
 
NS:  What is your next project? 
 
Moreno: I've become very interested 
in the sociological and historic role of 
bioethics in politics.  I'm currently 
preparing a co-edited collection of 
original papers on progressive bio-
ethics.  This project is partly a re-
sponse to the very effective role that 
conservative and neoconservative 
bioethics has played in the nation's 
politics in the last few years. I'm also 
continuing to follow the neuroscience 
and national security issues and I'm 
thinking about a long-term project on 
the ethics of chimeras, lab animals 
with human cells. 
 
NS: Politics is certainly front and cen-
ter in the bioethics of reproduction 
(especially if we include stem cell re-
search under that heading) and end-
of-life issues.  How do you see it in-
tersecting with neuroethics?  Are 
there neuroethics issues that galvanize 
the left or right? 
 
An example of a “wedge issue,” some-
thing that divides the left from the 
right, is the manipulation of traits 
thought by many to define what it is 
to be a human being, such as genetics 
or reproductive processes.  Of 
course, there are progressives who 
are skeptical about science as well, 
but they are usually not galvanized by 
those issues, whereas for cultural 
conservatives they are often central 
to their political self-definition.  Many 
neuroethics issues fall into that cate-
gory, like neural implants. 
NS:  You were trained as a philoso-
pher and have spent most of your  
career in the field of bioethics.  How 
does "neuroethics" relate to bio-
ethics" in your view? 
 
Moreno:  I'm of the rather unpopular 
school among philosophers that be-
lieves that the  language and catego-
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“to promote the development and responsible 
application of neuroscience through better 

understanding of its capabilities and its 
consequences.” 

August 26-28  “Implanting Change: The Ethics of Neural Prosthetics ”  The Nittany Lion Inn, University Park, Pennsylvania.  This confer-
ence will provide an intensive dialog among leading thinkers about the rapidly evolving ethical dilemmas related to neural implants.  
http://rockethics.psu.edu/events/neuroethics.htm 
August 31  “The Neurology of Consciousness: What Can We Learn from the Vegetative State"  EPFL School of Life Science—The Brain 
Mind Institute.  Lausanne, Switzerland.  2007 Annual Life Sciences Symposium "Neuroscience : Molecules, Systems and Diseases” with 
Steven Laurey.:  http://lss07.epfl.ch/ 
September 6  “1st World Congress on Controversies in Neurology ”  Berlin, Germany.  Includes discussions of controversial neural thera-
pies including TMS and DBS.  http://www.comtecmed.com/cony 
September 11  “Time Out for the Brain ”  British Association for the Advance of Science Festival of Science 2007, John University, UK.  
Find out about the brain, leisure and entertainment - and join our special discussion on the film that follows, 'Eternal Sunshine of the Spot-
less Mind'. Speakers include Professor Barbara Sahakian, Cambridge.  http://www.the-ba.net/the-ba/Events/FestivalofScience/index.html. 
September 26-27  “International Symposium on the Vegetative and Minimally Conscious State  ”  Cambridge, UK.  The program will not 
only focus upon the latest findings and application to clinical practice, but will give everybody the opportunity to discuss emerging questions 
and issues as we continue to learn more about these devastating conditions.  http://www.wbic.cam.ac.uk/~mrc30/conference_home.html 
October 2  “The Impact of Current Developments in the Neurosciences on the Concept of Psychiatric Disease ”  Bonn, Germany.   Despite 
of this considerable advance the relationship between neuro-scientific research and the clinical disciplines neurology and psychiatry proves 
to be strained at times. Especially in psychiatry the extent to which the neurosciences improve clinical practice or, to the contrary, amount to 
an undue “scientification” of psychiatry is a hotly debated issue.   The lack of agreement concerning the adequate concept of psychiatric 
disease is not only responsible for misunderstandings between the neurosciences and clinical practice but has also considerable conse-
quences on the impact of psychiatry on society. http://www.neuroscience-psychiatry.de/ 
October 4-5 “The Ethics of Neuroimaging”  Delft, Netherlands.  This two-day event will address the moral problems arising as a result of 
the increasing use of neuroimaging technology.  http://www.ethicsandtechnology.eu/ethics_of_neuroimaging 
October 18  “Commercializing the Gaze: Brain Imaging and the Marketplace”  Dana Center, Washington, DC.  Panelists sift the truth from 
the ad copy and discuss the proposals for use and the commercialization of imaging - its promises, the reality behind them, and the ethics 
of imaging-for-sale.  www.dana.org/events 
October 24   “Neuroethics and the Ethical Implications of Augmented Cognition”  University of Central Florida.  This interdisciplinary work-
shop follows an interdisciplinary conference “Cognition: Embodied, Embedded, Enactive, Extended.”  Panel participants include Andy Clark 
(Philosophy, University of Edinburgh).  http://www.philosophy.ucf.edu/neuroethics.html 
November 6  “Neuroethics Society Members Dinner” at the Society for Neuroscience annual meeting, San Diego, CA. Details will be 
emailed to members in the fall. 
November 16  “Brain Research: Improving Global Harmony”  National Academies, Washington, DC.  The Science Technology, Economics 
and Policy for Society (STEPS) foundation international meeting to discuss the application brain research to social issues.     
http://www.steps-peace.org/eighth_eighth.htm 

Members are encouraged to submit event listings for consideration to events@neuroethicssociety.org 


