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Ethics and Aesthetics

ELISABETTA DI STEFANO

Abstrael: The Twentieth Cenlary produced s remarkable progress in physics and biology, thanks to the supporl
of new lechnical instruments, generally endarging the horizon of scientific rescarch, The genctie alteralions are
olerated in those fields, such as medicine, where they are beneficial o man, whereas they provoke perplexity
and amxiety in the adistic field, where the infervention on living forms, since it is nof justified by a principle of
wtilily, seems to fall into futile hedonism. After a brief review of the main theories on the relationship bebveen
ethics and biotechnologies, started in the 70s, we will analyse some transgenic works by lhe Brazilian artist
Edoarde Kace, in order to, on the one hand, emiphasize the etbical, philosophical and social value of these living
forms of art, and on the other, clarify how the arrival of new technolegies has influenced the fransformation of
fraditicnal acsthetic categorics.

The Twentieth Century produced a remarkable progress in physics and biclogy, thanks to the
support of new fechnical instruments, generally enlarging the horizoa of scientific research.
Charles Darwin’s theory on natural selection and Gregor Mendel’s theory on the inheritance
of certain traits have found today new consensns and wide acknowledgement also in the
gencral public. The experiments on genetically modified organisms enhance hope for their
benefits. For instance, the Golden rice, a variety of rice that can accumulate provitamin A, has
been very heneficial in South-East Asia, where many people suffer from sight impairment due
lo vitamin A deficiencies. The S. Marzano GM (omato, fo quote another exampie, was made
resistant to a virosis that was endangering the whole production. Ilowever, bestdes some
immediate advantages, there are also concerns about possible negative consequences in the
future. In the communis opinio a great deal of perplexity, in relation to technologies oporating
on Hving forms, prevails and it is due to a static understanding of the biological world, rather
oriented towards an harmonic balance and the preservation of the stafus gque. On the base of
such an Edenic vision of nature, inherited by classical and humanistic culture, any human
intervention replacing the creating divinity is condemned as an act of arrogance (iiybris).
There are also some myths, as for instance Frankenstein’s, that feed the common imagination
with prejudices, according to which the biclogist who manipulates the laws of nature is often
compared to Faust, who makes a deal with the devil, The main issue concerns the criterion of
what is just, that means whether i is possible (o take the operations on living organisms, that
man can today accomplish thanks to technological development, as ethically correct. The
genctic altcrations arc tolerated in thosc Gelds, such as medicine, where they are beneficial to
maun, whereas they provoke perplexity and anxiety in the artistic field, where the infervention
on living forms, since it is not justified by a principle of utility, seems to fall inte futile
hedonism. After a briel review of the main theories on the relationship between ethics and
biotechnologies, started in the 70s, we will analyse some lransgenic works by the Brazilian
artist Edoardo Kac, in order to, on the one hand, emphasize the ethical, philosophical and
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social value of these living forms of art, and on the cther, clarify how the amival of new
technologics has influenced the transformation of traditional aesthetic categories.

1. Ethics and biotechnology: the issue of what is just,

The debate starting in the 70s and developed in the ficld of biocthics has tried to provide an
snswer to & fmdamental guestion: whether or not everything that is operatively possible is
also ethically justifiable. The principle of responsibility’, revisited by the German phifosopher
[ians Jonas, is finaily very relevant. Jonas believes that the augmented operative potential of
man forces him/her to ethical actions that are compatible with the permanency of life on
earth?, thus limiting his/her Lreedom of action. Opposite to Jonas® “precauntionary”
responsibility, we find Tristram Engelhardt’s concept of “cmancipating” responsibility’,
supporting the Icgitimacy of ethical pluralism and establishing the principle of the agent
autonomy, that is the compulsory acknowledgement of cach individual’s right to decide about
histher own good. Actually, according to Roberto Marchesini, both Jonas” position and
Enpelhardt’s derive from a misunderstanding of man’s position in relation te culture, techno-
scientific activities and nature itself. Jonas®™ analysis expresses indeed a conservative
hardening and employs old concepts, such as Avbris, to provent any intervention in relation to
the intangible alterity; Engelhardt’s theory instead supports human prerogatives and rights,
leaving nature out of consideration, according to a seif-referential and anthropocentred
scheme. Therefore, according to the Ntalian scholar, both the supporters of precautionary
responsibility and the supporters of emancipating responsibility adopt the samc
presupposition adopted by the theorists of incompleteness, according to which, from Herder
to Gehlen®, man is biologically deficient and only thanks to culture it is possible to
compensate his/her deficioncics and adapt to the environment, To the contrary, Marchesini
claims that cultural conquests shift continuously the threshoid that supports the hybridisation
processcs botween bios and fechme’, thus producing previously unexpected needs.
Accordingly, he then presents & theory in bioethics that rcecognizes alterity and etero-reference
as essential moments of techaological activitics. Marchesini’s remarks on the concepis of
threshoid and chimera can guide us to a better understanding of the biotechnological arts, and
of the reason why, whenever they overcome the boundaries of experts’ culture, they provoke
controversies in the media as well as people’s indignation, and they ate condemned as mere
spectacularity.

! See L. Battaglia, Dimensioni defla biceticu, Genova, Name, 1999,

¥ H. Jonas, Das Privzip Verantworfung, Frank furt am Main, Inscl Verlag, 1979,

*HT. Engelhardt, The Foundations of Bioethics, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1986, Sec R, Marchesini,
Bioetica e biotecnologie. Ouestioni morall nell’era bietech, Bologua, Apéiron, 2002, p. 110,

*A. Gehlen, Der Mensch. Seine Nair snd seine Stellung in der Welt, Berlin, Tunker und Diinchaupt, 1940 and
Die Seele im technischen Zeitafter. Svziolpyychioloyische Probleme in den industriellen Gesellschafl, Reinbek,
Rowohll, 1957, On {he concepl of “deficient being” sce M.T. Panscra, L'wemo progefto delfa nanrd.
L amtropolagia fisiologica di Avnold Gehlen, Roma, Studium, 1990, p. 76 ff.

R Marchesing, ff concetio df soplio, Roma-Mapoli, Theoria, 19972
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2. Art and biotechnologies: the issue of what is useful.

Since ancient fimes the binomial art-life refers to the theory of art revolving around the
principie of imitation of nature, Classical and humanistic sources, from Pliny (Natwralis
historia, XXXV, 65-66) to Vasari (Le Vife de’ pitr eccellenti architelli, pitiovi, ef sculiori
italiani, Fiorence, 1550, 1568), are full of anecdotes referring to paintings that are so realistic
to seem true, or to sculptures that seem to breath®, however the enlargement of the arlistic
horizon @ the second half of the Twentieth Century, while replacing pictorial and sculptural
representation with real exhibition of human and animal (fiving) bodies, has given a propér
content to what was before just a metaphor, Nevertheless, whereas classic aesthetics (Horace,
Vitruvius’) strictly respected the laws of nature and condemned chimeras ss unlikely
monslers, today the fopic of hybrid has a revived actuality, thanks to those technolopies
aliowing disturbing grafts among different species’. If it is true, as Marchesini claims®, that
the relationship between biological world and technological produciion can be traced back to
the time when, through agricultare and animal breeding, man has deeply medified the
ecosystems’ conformation, we shall remark that today biotechnological interventions on
vegetable and animal orpanisms should not be placed on the monstrum axis, i.e. the line of
violation of nature, but simply on the axis of the development and refinement of procedures
applicd since farever. Consequently, the employment of biotechnoiogies by artists should not
provoke greal sensalion, since the aim of art has always been an early grasp of cultural
transformations and their — aiso provocative — popularization.

In the 70s genetics appeared as a discipline for experts with scanty consequences on
daily life. The hermencutic tools in the hands of the non-expert public, in order (o understand
what was happening, were tofally inadequate to grasp the impertance of the ongoing
biotechnologicat revolution. Common imagination was vel shaped by myths and metaphors
{Frankenstein} branding {he manipulations on fiving forms as a transgression of ethical and
rchigious laws, by which man was aftemnpting to replace God®®. In such a context, the works of
several artists, particularly sensitive to the ongoing cultural fransformations, made use of
bictechnologics in their artistic praductions, in order to orentate the debate on some of the
most important questions of our time, Among them, Edoardo Kac'! has gained intemational

® Reference to spivantia siena can be found in Viegi and Stafivs, but also’in Petrarca and Polizizro. Sec E. I
Stefano, Dof Medioevo al Seicento, in L. Russo (vd.), Exteticu defla scuftura, Palcrmo, Acsthetica, 2003, p. 50-
51.

? Horace (drs poetica, vv. 9-10%, although he was giving lo pusts and painiyrs equal power lo allempt anything,
exhoried them to avoid the adynaton, the creation of cenlaurs, syrens or olher ndicoulus monsiers, Simdarly
Vitruvius {e evchitectura V11, 5, 3) protests apainst the profiferation of that kind of wall painting that was
mixing realistic and Fantastic clement, thus creating unlikely figures half man balf animal.

® K. Fiorani, §. Ceresol, Jbridazioni. Nuovi ferritori della scienza e della tecnica, dell’avie ¢ della wente,
Boelogna, Apéiron, 2000,

¥ R. Marchesini, Sioetica e bistecnologie cit., p. 5-6.

0 thid., p. 105.

I Edoardo Kac (Rio de Janciro, 1962) Yives in Chicago where he works as professor of Art and Technology at
the Schout Atl Tastitute of Chicago. He is also s member of the staff of the presligious review Leonarde
published by the Massachusctis lnstitate of Technology. His interests focus on dialogical exchanges and
conununication among different forms of life. His artistic path, aiming e sualyse social tiansformations caused
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renown to the general public as well through the mass media. The Brazilian artist has troubled
the souls with his creation of fluorescent animals, very often taken as the exhibition of a mere
spectacularity, that is, a useless inflicted suffering in order fo emulale, not only on a
melaphorical level any more, the creative power of God.

The analogy between the artist and Ged has given substance to the Renaissance’s
aesthetics, as (o emphasize the creativity of the work of arf and the inteliectnal vale of its
author, However, when we shift from simple representation to proper generation of
manipulaled living organisms, the metaphor acquires a troubling concreteness. As a matter of
fact, although the reference to divine creation appears in more than one of Kac’s works, as in
Genesis (Ars Electronica, Linz, 1999) and The Eighth Day (2001), the primary focus of his
research does not revolve neither around this aesthefic cafegory, nor around the new
passibilities opened up by technelogy. Ilis works focus on other questions, as for instance the
diafogical relationship between artist, artwork and public, In his productions, as in most of
bictechnoiogical art, the artist is not a god penerating vegetable beings and nonexistent
animals, but rather the person who starts a project that is able to cstablish relationships, The
work is in fact accomplished thanks to the public who decides unpredictably its evolution. We
can then apply to his productions the categories of “collective” author and “plural” artist'?,
thal in the relational art’ as in the interactive art {employing digital technologies) defines the
figure who is able to creatively relate with the public as well as with a team of collaborators
{IT technicians, experts from scveral disciplines). In Kac’s transgenic art the element of
dialogical relationship acquires further ethical, social and emotional connotations, since it
concerns the relationship between author, public and living forms of art. Consequently, the
concept of responsibifity of each member of the public in relation to the organisms becomes
very important whenever one decide to participate in the work. Moreover, responsibility
etymologically means “the ability to give a response™. Thus the concept can properly enter the
aesthetics of diafogue™ promoted by Kac in all his artistic projects.

Genesis by Eduardo Kac is a polemic artwork on the human dominion, decided by God,
on the other living forms (Genesi 1, 26: “Let man have dominion over the fish of the sea, and
over the fowl of the air, and over every living thing that moves upon the earth”), The biblical
verse is ranslated in Morse code; this Iatter is then converted in couplets of DNA nucleitide
hases. An artificial gene is thus created, the “artist pene®, then grafted into (non pathogenic)
bacteria of Escherichia Coli. Afterwards they are exhibited in an art galiery. The public,
through their presence or from whatever part of the world, through the Web, can switch on a

by technolopical development, focuses in the 80s on Tolecomunications Ar, & series of works employing
telecommunication media in onder to lel displaced users inferact. In the 90s with the Tolepresenee Art, he
promotes distance faleraction combining lelecommumication with robotics and interact. Af the cnd of the 908 he
gets to the Biotelematic Art, where he connects living species (human, animal, vegetable) to felecommumication
and roboetics. Sce http/fwww.ckac.org.

2 Plural arlist is the definition of Paclo Rosa and Andrea Balzola (L arte fuori di 56, Milano, Feltvinetli, 2011, p,
£53),

2 On ihe relational art developed in the middle of the 90s circa see N, Bourriaud, L'esthdtigue relationnefie,
Dijon, Les presses du réel, 1998,

"R, Kae, The Aesthetics of Diafogue, intervicw realized by 8. Osthoff, “Revista do Mcstrado de Arte ¢
Teenotogia da Tmagem™ 0, (1994 (htipr/fwww unh.br/visfrevistark him),
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UV wave lamp provoking alterations in the DNA of the bacteria. Accordingly, the word of
God, genetically incorperated in the bacteria, is modified, thus guestioning the divine
command and human supremacy on the other species. The pelemic and symbolic infent is
made clear when, afterwards, through the opposite process, the artist gene is translated back
into Morse code and then in English, producing new meanings'®,

Genesis has further symbolic value, since it emphasize the responsibility of the commeoen
man as well in the biotechnological era. To cfick or not fo click becomes then an ethical
dilemma between the acceptance of the sfgius guo and the risk of unpredictable changes. Not
clicking, the public accepts the divine law, clicling, instead, hefshe cannot anticipate (he new
gencrated meanings, With Geresis Kac denounces the confidence of genetic engineering that
in due time will be able to permeale daily life. A simple click, a familiar gesture already, can
have unaccountable consequences, according to what Kac has defined as the “paradoxical
condition of the non-expert in the biotechnological era™'%, The use of new technologies is
indeed today increasingly casier, thanks to straightforward interfaces: it suffices to digit on a
keyboard or to touch an icon. The person who does these pestures however is not always
perfectly awarc of the applied algorithms, the activated processes, and their more or less big
consequences: for instance, in Kac’s work, a genetic mutation. Therefore the aim of Xac's
project is precisely to rovive the topic of the responsibility of the subject and a new ethical
protocoi in art. Only endorsing an ethical responsibifity and an educational role, the arlist who
employs new bictechnofogical media can give full sense to histher artistic operations. In a
period of wide-spread aesthetism, where everything is played on the level of mmage {of
objects, people, lifo-styles), art can stiil bo the vehicle of a new “ethics of form™ 7, however it
mmst orientate technology so that its use is not empty, seif-referential, or destructive.

The Eighth Day as well provides new hard content to ancient aesthetic categories. Now
art not only completes the work of nature, as a classic fopos suggests, but also generates
unnatural hybrids. Thaoks to technology man is able to continue the work of God in the “eight
day” when transgenic organisms and hie-mechanical hybrids arc created. For the first thme, in
this work several fluorescent creature (plants, amoebas, fish, mice) are independently
developed in several laboratories and are then gathered together in u biologieal robot™®

Y ¥, Liarte iransgenica: geni sinteiicl, ivansgenici e biobois, in F. Fischnaller {ed), F-ari. Arie, societd ¢
democrazia nell’era della rete, Roma, Bditori Riuniti, 2006, p. 109-112.

¥ T, Bioestetica, arfe frangenica ¢ i coniglio verde, inlerview realized by M. Bolopsini, in S. Lux, drfe
ipercontemporanea ¥n cerfo lovo sguardo...ulteriori protocolii defl ‘arfe contemporanea, Roma, Gaopemi, 2006,
p. 433439, in particalar p. 434. Sce also E. Kac, Sioesfefica ¢ arte transgenica, in M. Bologmini {ed),
Postdipitede. Conversazione sull urte ¢ Ie nuove tecnologie, Roma, Caroced, 2008, p. 75-80,

¥ The appeal to an cfhics of form in relation to the new technologics is brought forward both on the side of
aesthetics (P, Monlapi, Bioestetica. Senso comune, tecnica e arte nell et della globalizzazione, Roma, Caroce,
2007, p. 1069-112) and on the side of arf criticism {A. Balzola, Principi etici nelle arti multimediali, m A,
Balzola-A. M. Monteverdi, Le artl multimediali digitadi, Milano, Garzanti, 2004, p. 424-47), however with no
reference fo biotechnological arts. On the relationship bebhween cthics and bioart see I, Zylinska, Hioethics in the
Age of New Media, Massachusctts Institute of Technology, 2009.

* By bichot Kac means a robol with an active biological elemont commanding some aspeets ol its behaviour. In
The Eighthr Day the bichot has a colony of amoebas GFP working as brains cells: sinee they form a network
inside the biorcactor that is the brain structure of the biobot. When the amosbas divide, the bicbot slowly moves
forward and backwards in its cnvironment, The biobot also works as an avafar for the public, who can confrol the

227




ELISABETTA DI STEFANC

{biobot}, in order to shape a new artificial and biclumineseent ccosystem, cnclosed in a
transparent perspex dome {a sphere of one metre and twenty centimetres in diameter with an
internal clear blue light} evoking the image of the earth seen from out of space'. The work
represents the expansion of bicdiversity beyond natural forms of life. It is clear that genetic
engineering will have increasingly deeper repercussions on the social, medical, political and
financial sphere and by conseguence art cannot be indifferent fo these tlopics. The ethical
engagement is very clear in Edoardo Kac’s own words, who in several interviews declares to
be interested in analysing the several social implications of genctics. According to him the
task of art is fo make the implicit meanings of the biolechnological revolution expiicit, and to
contribute to the shaping of alternative points of view, making the language of genetics more
accessible™,

From these remarks it becomes clear that the production of chimeric animals in Kac’s
artistic projecis is very far from the hedonistic and decorative purpose of other transgenic
forms, such as the GloFish?!, GM fluorescent fish on sale to decorate your [ish tank. The
Brazilian artist’s goal is 1o open the dialogue among artists, scientists, and philosophers, as to
awaken public opinion on important issues i relation to genetics: for instance, the rclation
between genes and environment, the identity of living beings as not only genetic organisms,
the sense of cquality and alterity among living beings, the communication among different
species, He is then trying to reformulate the role of the artist as an individual, who is able to
stimulate thinking, not only on abstract aesthetic catepories, but also on urpent, actual
problems, highly refevant in our political and social context,

Aware that new technologies always push further the threshold between bios and
techne, and that today society is now oriented towards post-humanism, where
biotechnoiogical hybrids will co-exist, Edoardo Kac wants to awaken throuph his projects the
awareness and the sense of responsibilily of individuals in relation to genetically modified
organisms. Such is the meaning of his Transgenic Art;

There is no transgenic art without a firm commitment fo and responsibility for the
new lile form thus created. Ethical concerns are paramount in any artwork, and
they become more crucial than ever in the context of bio art. From the perspective
of interspecies conununication, (ransgenic art calls for a dialogical relationship
between artist, creature/artwork, and those who come in contact with it

audiovisnal system of the biobof, through 2 specific device connected to the web, The biohot's movements allow
the public te have a changing perspective on the environment, The visitors of (he gullery can see the terartem
with the fransgenic creatures both fom outside the dome and from inside, thanks o 8 computer that provide the
public with the sams experience of the people in internet. Since it provides the possibility to live the environment
inside the dome from the point of view of the biobot, the work allow a first porsen thinking of the meaning of
transgenic ceology, B, Kac, L arte transgenica: geni sinfefici, transgenici ¢ hiohafs ¢, p. 112,

% 1. Hauser {ed.), Art Biotech, it. ed. by P.L. Capucci, I, Torriani, Bologns, Claeb, 2007, p. 58-59.

MR Kac, L'arte ransgenica: geni sinteficl, transgenioi e biobots cit., p. 112

M See the official website Lty feranw . alofish.com.

P In 1998 Kac invents the expression “transgenie art™ in a writlen lext that is also its manifest: E, Kae,
Transgenic  Art,  “Leonarde Eleclonic  Almanac™ 6/ {1998) (mow  available here
hitp/fwwyw.ekac orgfitansgenic.himi)y: “Transgenic art, [ propose, is 2 new art form based on the usc of genctic
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1t is not by chance that Kac’s fransgenic projects have often taken into account “pet” animals,
with whom man has always established an inter-relation, such as the dog {GFP K-9) and the
rabbit (GFFP Bunny). GFP is the acronym of Green Fluorescent Profein, a protein extracted
from the jeilyfish Aequorea Victoria (a species of the Norlh-West Pacific Oceun), that
becomes fluorescent when exposed to UV lighl, The implantation of a pene carrying this
protein in the DNA of the mammat embryo leads to the birth of organisms flucrescent under
specific light conditions. As Kuc has emphasized several times, the GFP has long been used
as marker in the laboratories of molecuiar biology and it is inoffensive for the animal health,
not altering its vital functions®,

At the end of the 90s the artist fried fo implant the protein in the DNA of a dog. The dog
is the pet animal par excellence and its temperament predisposes it to social interaction.
According to Kac “the dog is a quintessentially dialogical animal™**. But the project GFP K-9
was lef! to an early stage because of several difficulties, among which the lack of & complete
mapping of the dog genome, without which the project could not be carried on safely for the
health of the animal. Tn 2000 the artist attempted the experiment again with a rabbit®, a
species that man has long been using for hybridisation and selective breeding, GFP Bunny
was thus bom, the green rabbil, tenderly calied Alba. Both projects envisaged three phases
equally important for the success of the ariwork: the first one, properly creative, is the genetic
manipulation in laboralory with the help of scientists and it is concluded by the birth of the
transgenic organism®®; the second one (that we could call communicative or expository) is the
museum exhibition and media communication of the transgenic animal, in order fo solicit
public debate and shake common people conscicusness; the third one, that we could call
dialogical or relational, is the integration of the fransgenic animal m & domestic
environment”’. Therefore also in GFP Bunny the concept of responsibility of the public is
present, as care of the other living heing perceived as diffcrent. The hybrid, in [act, is not the
monster generating fear (henee the choice of animals such as the dog or the rabbit), but rather
biodiversity with which we should learn how to co-exist:

engineering technigues {o fransfer synthetic genes tr an organism or to fransfor nataral genctic material from one
species iuto another, to create unigue living beings™.

B \d., Bioestetica, arte trangenica e if coniglio verde cit., p. 435,

¥ 1d., Transgenic Art cit.

¥ The lransgenic rabbit is made in Jouy-cn-Josas (¥rance) in collaboration with the Instilute National de Ja
Recherche Agronomigue {(INRA) (hal since 1995 was using the GFP in cxporiments on embryos of frogs and
cats, Since 1998 it was working on the injectiun in whitish rabbits' ovarics of the flucrescent green protein,
following a safc procedure, finalized to the chemical iracing of some evenls in the body of the rabbit, as the
growth of fumours or the development of genctic Hinesses. F. Fischmaller, E-art. Arte, sociefd e democrazia
nell ‘era della rete, Roma, Rditort Riuniti, 2006, p. 51-52.

* ATbw was born in 2000 from the colluboration of the Brazilian artist, the zoosystemist Louis Bec and the
scientists Louis-Marie Houdebine and Patrick Prunnet. See E. Kac, GFP Bunny, in P.T, Dobrila, A. Kostic
{eds.}, Kdoardo Kac: Telepresence, Biotelematics, Transgemic Ary, Marihor (Slovenia), Kibla, 2000,

3 Kac's artistic project cavisaped to live with the rabbit in a roon: especially arranged for the exhibition and to
bring il aflerwards o Chicago in order fo inserl it in the domestic lifc of his family, as te devclop the analysis on
the insertion of the different in the social and family conlext, S. Lux, Arfe ipercontemporauea un cerfo loiv
sguardo cit., po 425,
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Motecular genetics allows the artist to engineer the plant and animal genome and
create new life forms. The nature of this new art is defined not only by the birth
and growth of a new plant or animal but above all by the nature of the relationship
between artist, public, and {ransgenic organism. Organisms created in the context
of transgenic art can be taken home by the public to be grown in the backyard or
raised as human companions.”®

The acsthetic (ension of the work, as the artist remarks, comes from the conflict between the
familiar bunny and the hypothetical monstrosity of the transgenic being. According to Kac it
is important that socicty learns how to accept and welcome clones and chimeras. He is not
interested in emotional and spectacular aesthetics, but rather in the involvement of another
subject®. Also this project is therefore included in the diafogical aesthetics characterizing ail
his artistic productions; “GFP Bunny gives continuation to my focus on the creation, in art, of
what Martin Buber called dialogical relationship, what Mikhaii Batkhin called dialogic sphere
of cxistence, what Emile Benveniste called intersubjectivty and what Humberto Maturana
calis consensual domains: shared spheres of perception, cognition and agency in which two or
more seatient beings (human or otherwise} can negotiate their experience dialogically” 30

The artist however could not accomplish the project that was blocked by censorship at
the first stage. He tried anyway to get to the second phase through a massive media
communication that made the image of the green rabbit known all around the world. The
reasens behind the censorship, marking the boundaries between scientific research and artistic
project, are nevertheless very interesting. Kac’s transgenic art proceeds indeed paraliel to
scientific research (in the use of laboratories and instruments, in the collaboration with
technicians, biologists, gencticists, in the common sharing ol some goals), but it diverges
from it in the analysis of the results: for the field of research the transgenic rabbit is the
vehicle of an ongoing scientific study and it must therefore be kept in the laboratory, for the
field of art, instead, # is full of expository and aesthetic values, Although thanks to Kac for
the first time an operation of genctic engineering is associated with the supposcd uselessness
of art’’, as a matter of fact, artists, as scientists, have as their own purpose fo contribute to
knowledge. However, differently from the scientists, often working in the secrecy of their
laboratories, the artists aim to shake people sleepy consciousness and animate a debate, in
which ethics and acsthetics can coliaborate to inform the general public on the ongoing
cultural transformations,

| Translated by Tessa Marzotio]

®g, Kae, Transgenic Art cit.
¥1d., Rioestefica, arte angenica e H coniglio verde cit.,, p. 436.
* Intervicw conducled onfine, with guestions posted to the Genolog website, Fuly-Seplember 2000
(‘h{lp Hgenutog comislash). CR. hitpr/www.ekac.org/genointer. himl.
V. Kac, Bivestetica, arfe trangenica e if coniglio verde cit, p. 435,
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