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WILLIAMS REPORTEDLY TO
STAY IN SUSPENSION

Thelastissuecarried areport of thecryonic
suspension of baseball legend Ted Will-
iams, who died (deanimated) July 5. Will-
iams' oldest daughter, Bobby-Jo Williams
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Ferrell, was opposed to the cryopreserva
tion and instead insisted that her father be
cremated according to directives given in
his 1996 will. Two other children, John
Henry and Claudia Williams, produced a
second document dated November 2000
and signed by thetwo and Williamshimsel f
in which the three of them express wishes
for “bio-stasis’ or cryonic suspension. Fi-
nally, on December 20 the oldest daughter
reportedly agreed to allow the cryonic sus-
pension. The daughter will aso have an
equal share, with thetwo other children, in
atrust totaling some $645,000, something
from which she was originally excluded.
Nonethel ess, shewasreportedly “very dis-
appointed” and dropped her demands for
cremation only for lack of fundsto pursue
the case in court. In any case, cryonicists,
myself included, who hold out hope for
Williams' eventual reanimation, areunder-
standably relieved.

References. For online news reports
see: http://news.google.com/news?hl=en-

& g=ted+williams.

NEWS FROM CREEKSIDE/
VENTUREVILLE

The last (fall) quarter saw two important
publiceventsat the Creekside Preserve, the
namerecently chosenfor David Pizer’ srea
estate project at Mayer, Arizona. The Pre-
serveis now open for business to the gen-

Page 1

Notes

eral public as arustic resort and vacation
spot. Guests may choose from among fif-
teen cabins along Big Bug Creek which
runs through the property, or they can rent
aroom in the lodge, which is a spacious
building housing, among other things, a
recreational facility and aconferenceroom
able to accommodate over a hundred visi-
tors. Planscall for eventua construction of
a community especialy for cryonicists;
meanwhile the site will interface with the
existing cryonics establishment as far as
possible. “Ventureville” is the tentative
name for the cryonicsaspect of the project,
which is to develop into the full-blown
community astime and resources permit.
Returning to the present, the two im-
portant events, both cryonics-related, were

JohnGrigg (left) listensasAlcor CEODr.
Jerry Lemler addresses the gathering at
the Grand Opening, Oct. 27.
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(2) the Grand Opening on October 27, and
(2) Alcor’sannua Cryofeast, hosted at the
Creekside Preserve December 15.

At the Grand Opening there were sev-
eral hikes to acquaint attendees with vari-
ous features of interest, including a small
observatory perched on an outcropping.
(This boasts a Schmidt-Cassegrain reflec-
tor telescope with a 12-inch mirror, a re-
spectableamateur astronomer’ stool.) Din-
ner—anicemeal prepared by DavePizer's
wife Trudy—was followed by a brief ad-
dress by Alcor's CEO Dr. Jerry Lemler .
Alcor’ splansinclude, among other things,
the equivalent of a “Ronald McDonald’
house, where dying persons can be accom-
panied by their families. One possibility
would beto housethisfacility at the Mayer
siteitsalf, so that it would become part of
Ventureville (and would also be available
for use by other cryonics organizations be-
sides Alcor).

The second public event was Alcor’'s
annua Cryofeast, held December 15, which,
as it happened, was nine days after the
resort actually opened for business and
handleditsfirst regular customers(Decem-
ber 6). Among other activities was a tree-
planting ceremony, giving attendees the
chance to help create a small fruit orchard
out in front of the lodge, by the highway.
After this guests were served a sumptuous
meal, mainly thanks to Trudy again. Dis-
cussionsranged over many subjectsinclud-
ing how towin certain betting gamesinLas
Vegas, conversion to a hydrogen-based
economy, and again, Dr. Lemler’ sideasfor
the “Ronald McDonald” house.

More on these two events, including
photos, should appear in Alcor’s publica
tion, Cryonics.

Another event of notewas agathering
of the loca (Mayer) Chamber of Com-
merce on the evening of December 10. The
meeting was held in the main conference
room of thelodge. I'll let John Grigg, who
isDave’ smanager-in-training at the Creek-
side Preserve, summarize the event (I'm
quotingfromGrigg' s11 Dec. Cryonet post-
ing, #20592.)

“Last nighttheMayer Chamber of Com-
merce had a mixer at in our main lodge
building great room. We had expected only
about forty peoplebut threetimesthat num-
ber showed up! Marilyn, the sweet repre-
sentativefromthe Chamber, gavetheopen-
ing remarks to thank her volunteers and
then she turned things over to David.

“He shared his love for the place and
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described all it had to offer. Quite a bit of
humor wasincluded about some of the ups
and downs we had in getting to this paint.
Davedefinitely wonover hisaudiencewith
his remarks. At a certain point he put his
hand on my shoulder and introduced meto
the people of Mayer as his manager-in-
training. | felt very proud at that moment
andhadalumpinmythroat. Davealsogave
a great deal of credit to his wife and the
gentleman whose company did agood job
building the lodge.

“After histalk heand | divided up the
crowd and took them on tours of the place.
| led quite an exodus to the cabins below
and received numerous compliments about
what they saw.

“1 am not a natural ‘ schmoozer’ but |
will learn in time. | did my best to make
peoplefeel welcomeas| got to know those
attending. | was fortunate to have Jerry
Searcy, an Alcor volunteer and friend of
ours to help out in this matter. One of the
best contacts| madewaswiththemarketing
representative from Arcosanti. Thisis an
experimental community not far from us
which sponsors various excellent concerts
and lectures.

“The entire evening was a success be-
yondour wildest dreams. Obviously people
wanted to see what we had to offer and |
believethey really liked what they saw and
heard. A bondisdevel oping betweenusand
thelocal peoplewhichwill helpaswemove
forward to seeing Ventureville take root.”

RECENT CRYONIC
SUSPENSIONS

Sincethelast (3rd Q) issuethere have been
awhopping seven cryonic suspensions, four
at Cryonics Institute, three more at Alcor.
Cl now has45 patients, Alcor, 55. Hereisa
brief rundown asto date, organization, and
other particulars. Suspensions are whole-
body unless otherwise noted. (The alterna-
tiveis“neuro” or head-only preservation,
for which there is some special terminol-
ogy. “Cephalicisolation” refersto surgical
removal of thehead or cephalon. Theratio-
naleisthat futuretechnol ogy shouldbeable
to replace the missing body.) All these
suspensionsarereported on Cryonet; orga
nization and message number are given in
parentheses. Datesrefer tothetimeof death
where known, marked with a dagger (1),
and otherwise to the date the message was
posted. Attribution: Cl Cryonet postings
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cited areby Robert Ettinger; Alcor postings
areby CharlesPlatt except #20524 whichis
by Jerry Lemler. Ben Best isto bethanked
for consultationregardingthe Toronto (Cl)
case, #20402.

28 Sept (Cl; #20207). The patient, a
signed up Cl member of moderately ad-
vancedyears, died of liver failure. Washout
and perfusion were done at alocal mortu-
ary, starting within and hour of death. The
patient was packed indry iceand arrived at
Cl’sfacility inDetroit, Michiganthat night.

3 NovT (Alcor; #20399). The patient,
a middle-aged, male cancer victim, died
after many weeks of intensive care and a
standby that had to be scaled back because
of the long delay. Fortunately, when the
patient finally arrested, arelativewhoisa
doctor performed emergency procedures
precisely asdirected by Alcor’ sDirector of
Suspension Services, CharlesPlatt. Within
7 hoursthe patient was at Alcor, traveling
by air ambulance. Due to the desire for a
whole-body suspension without cephalic
isolation, aprotocol usingaglycerol-based
perfusate was used rather than a more re-
cent procedure involving a different
cryoprotectant. Surgery went well, and a
terminal glycerol concentration of about
7.1 molar was reached. Perfusion of the
brain seemed good, and edema was mini-
mal. Tanya Jones happened to be visiting
and contributed her extensive experience.
Platt thought afterward the outcome was
much better than he had expected.

4 Novt (Cl; #20402). The patient, a
brave and intelligent, elderly woman with
cancer, died and was perfused in Toronto,
Canada. Shewasthen packedindryiceand
shipped to ClI’s facility in Michigan, for
further cooling andthestandard, long-term
storageinliquidnitrogen. Much credit was
due to severa members of the Cryonics
Society of Canada—including membersof
Alcor and the American Cryonics Society,
aswell asCl—who served asvolunteersin
various capacities. These included Ben
Best, Gary Tripp, Christine Gasper, and
KeithHenson. David Pascal helped aswell,
and of course the Michigan personnel.

The glycerol-based perfusion, per-
formed at alocal funeral parlor by mortu-
ary personnel, was a two-stage process,
with an hour spent doing the head, then
another hour for thebody. Theend stage of
the head perfusion included a heavy infu-



sion of 75% by volume (10.3 molar) glyc-
erol.

Many problems were encountered,
both during the perfusion and earlier asthe
patient deanimated in her apartment. (She
had been urged to move to Michigan near
Cl's headquarters, which would have
greatly facilitated her suspension, but in-
sisted on remaining in Toronto.) But over-
all the operation seemed a reasonable, if
lessthan perfect, success, at |east based on
what we know and don’t know at the tech-
nical level. Further detailswill befoundin
the online report by Ben Best at http://
www.benbest.com/cryonics/toronto.html.

27 Novt (Alcor; #20524; neuro). This
Alcor member and his wife had recently
relocated to Scottsdale so he could obtain
a better suspension. Bill Faloon, a long-
time cryonics advocate in south Florida
wherethepatient had beenliving, deserves
credit for encouraging the move. Cardiac
arrest occurred at 8:20 PM Arizonatime,
and the patient wastransported inlessthan
an hour to the Alcor facility, where the
surgical team and operating room staff
were ready and waiting. The patient wasa
cancer victim whose right carotid artery
had been obliterated by avery largetumor.
Cryoprotective perfusion through the re-
maining vessels was rapid and thorough,
however, and was compl eted without inci-
dent in the early hours of Thursday, No-
vember 28. Tanya Jones again assisted;
sheisnow aveteran of 20 suspensions.

This case (and the CI case reported
above) underscored the need to facilitate
relocation as one's time of deanimation
approaches. Alcor isnow looking into pos-
sible acquisition of a permanent, local fa
cility for terminal membersandimmediate
family. It would not only meet basic lodg-
ing regquirements but offer such ancillary
servicesasgrief management counselling.

28 Nov (Cl; #20519). No additional
information.

19 Dect (Alcor; #20676; neuro). This
elderly male patient experienced an unex-
pected cardiac arrest in aroutine session of
rehabilitation therapy following a hip op-
eration that he underwent earlier thisyear.
(Hehadrequestedfull confidentiality inhis
signup documents, but had been actively
involvedin cryonicsfor well over adecade
and was well known in thefield.)

Nurses at the southern Californiare-
habilitation center wherethearrest occurred

had been told about the patient’ sdesirefor
cryopreservation and promptly contacted
Alcor headquartersin Scottsdale, Arizona.
Alcor personnel, assisted by the nursing
staff, packed the patient in ice and admin-
istered preliminary medicationsto prepare
for body washout. The washout was com-
pleted at alocal mortuary. The patient had
chosen the neuro option, and transport of
the entire body to Alcor’s Arizonafacility
would haveinvolved somelegal complica-
tionsand consequent delays. Tofacilitatea
rapid transport and initiation of cryopro-
tective perfusion, cephalic isolation was
carried out at the mortuary after washout
and the cephalon reached Alcor’s facility
early thefollowing morning.

Perfusion using a new, vitrification
protocol proceeded without major inci-
dent, and the patient reached cryogenic
temperatures within a few more hours.
Among those deserving credit are Alcor
personnel CharlesPlatt, Dr. Jerry and Paula
Lemler, Russell Cheney, Bobby June, James
and Jessica Sikes, Mathew Sullivan, Hugh
Hixon, Jerry Searcy, and Mike Read. More
details, including a candid discussion of
the problemsencountered, will befoundin
Charles Platt’s online report at http://

three.pairlist.net/pipermail/alcornews/
2002/000001.html.

26 Dec (CI; #20715). No additional
information.

VENTURIST ANNUAL MEETING

Theannual meeting of the Society for Ven-
turism was conducted by email thisyear as
circumstances permitted, extending from
29 October to 11 November. The minutes
fromlast year’ smeeting, held Dec. 1, were
approved. The existing directors were
unanimously reel ected and officesassigned
as before: David Pizer (President, Trea-
surer); Mark Voelker (Vice President);
Mike Perry (Secretary); Trudy Pizer; Joe
Hovey; Mark Plus. The floor was then
opened for discussion.

Joe Hovey suggested the Venturists
might beinterestedin purchasingand main-
taining a house in Phoenix, near Alcor’s
facility, for use by Alcor members who
have a terminal illness or who are other-
wisein the process of deanimating, but are
not quiteready for hospicecare. Themem-
bers could be accompanied by their fami-
liesintheir living quarters. (Alcor CEODr.
Lemler had proposed the purchase of such
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a“Ronald McDonald” house; see above.)
Joe noted that, for reasons of conflict of
interest, Alcor should not own the house
itself, but could make funds available for
its purchase.

Mike Perry then raised possibility that
at some point another cryonics organiza-
tion might open a “Phoenix branch” and
also wish to use the house. The question
would then be whether the fact that Alcor
had donated money (and might continueto
donate for upkeep) would allow it to le-
gally claimspecial privileges. Jerry Lemler
was contacted and promised to look into
the matter when time permitted.

Other issues were raised, such as the
need for a caretaker and the possibility of
more usua rental income when the house
was not needed by a deanimating cryoni-
cist. Withthethought that thematter should
be pursued further, the meeting adjourned.

ALCOR CONFERENCE

Alcor's Extreme Life Extension confer-
ence, held in Newport Beach, California,
November 15-17, may have been the best-
yet gathering of itskind. The stellar cast of
speakersincluded Al magnate and futurist
Ray Kurzweil, noted antiaging researcher
and crusader Aubrey de Grey, and famed
cell biologist Michael West. And thetalks
didnotdisappointeither. Alcor’ sDr. Lemler
and colleagues helped make the case for
cryonics. More will be found in Alcor’'s
publication, Cryonics, and I'll try to have
some personal notes next time, with pic-
tures.

FIRST CLONED BABY?

A Bahamas-based company, Clonaid, has
announced the birth of a baby it saysisa
clone. The little girl, dubbed “Eve,” was
delivered by Caesarean section December
26, said Bridgitte Boisselier, a chemist
whoheadsthecompany. Scientistsareskep-
tical, however. Theclaimsofarisscientifi-
cally unsupported, and Clonaid inturn has
links with the Raelians, a controversial,
pro-cloning religious group that believes
life on earth was created by extraterrestri-
als. References: see, for example, http://
www.iol.co.za/index.php?click_id=79-
&art_id=ct20021228113454607C4507-
44& set_id=1.

| R @R
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Banotech versus Nanotech

by E. G. Ross

E. G. Rossis Editor of The Objective American Dally,
(TOA Daily) from which this articleis reprinted.

There are people who can neither find
happiness in their own lives nor permit
those around them to be happy. The best
you can do is get such people out of your
life. —Thomas Sowell

WE HAVE all heard of nanotechnol-
ogy. Nanotechisengineeringontheatomic
and molecular scale; putting atoms and
molecul es together in precise ways to do
what men want them to do. For instance,
scientists recently announced the creation
of atiny, light-powered engine consisting
of asinglepolymer molecule. (Seeour Oct.
19, 2002 “Positive Plenum” feature.) The
promiseof nanotechisgargantuan. Experts
envision making minuscule machines to
root out plague from arteries. Others be-
lieve they'll be able to build incredibly
small reconnai ssance-battle robotsandin-
ject them by the millions into the blood-
stream or brain to search out tumors and
destroy them; a kind of artificial immune
system. Aerospaceengineersenvision hav-
ing quadrillions of tiny assembly robots
build new, super-strong and super-light
airplanewingsfromatomsonup. Andlife-
extension scientists believe nanotech ma-
chinesmight repair age damage, leading to
practical “eternal” life.

The suggestions are legion and
progressisaccel eratinggeometrically. Not
all, but many of the speculationswill prob-
ably cometrue in the next twenty years.

Okay, so you've heard of nanotech.
But have you heard of banotech? |’m sure
you haven't, because banotech ismy term
for those people who want to ban not only
nanotech, but any new, exciting technol-
ogy.

There are a bunch of banotechs, all
braying adlightly different call, but essen-
tially in the same direction. Just as they
object to genetic engineering, nuclear
power, SUV's, supersonic planes, war ma-
chines, and a host of other modern tech-
niques and devicesfor life' simprovement
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and defense, so the banotechsare marshal -
ling their forces against nanotechnology.
Some of them find the step rel atively easy.

Betrothed to Genetics. For example,
certain cadres who hate genetic engineer-
ing are bright enough realize that the field
could someday empl oy nanotechnology to
achieve greater gene manipulation than is
possible with current techniques. Nano-
tech could supercharge genetic engineer-
ing. Hence, in their view, nanotechnol ogy
ismorally contaminated. Guilt by techno-
logical association. By this reasoning, we
have an equally good case for banning the
writing of the banotechs because, after all,
they could have produced it on computers
usingelectricity generated by “evil” nuclear
or fossil fuel power plants. The point is,
when you' re determined to grasp at straws
any kind of grasswill do.

Pollution Ploy. Othersobject to nano-
technology becausethey seeit asakind of
mechanical pollution. For instance, Glenn
Harlan Reynolds recently wrote on
FOXNews.com that some organizations,
“LiketheETC Group, say that nanoparticles
will be‘the next asbestos,” though thereis
littleevidencethat thisisthecase.” Indeed.

Wreck the Robots! Reynolds also
mentioned somethingwe’ vecriticized sev-
era timeshereat TOA DAILY : therantings
of Sun Microsystems head, Bill Joy. You
may remember the guy. Great business-
man, but oddball pessimistic futurist. He
believes nanotechnology—and several
other fields of investigation—should be
banned from the halls of research. How
come?Itwill, hefeels, makepossiblecom-
puters and robots powerful enough to dis-
place human beingsasthetop predatorson
the planet. To prevent that, he thinks the
government—indeed, al governments—
should stop progressacrossawideswath of
scientific endeavor. He feels that we may
be creating our own evolutionary replace-
ments; kind of a giga-brain race of mech-
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men. Sure, that’ saremote possibility. Sci-
ence-fiction has explored it for decades.
But what’ s the answer—enforced human
stagnation?That hasabout asmuch chance
of succeeding asBill Clinton hasof geneti-
cally engineering himself acoupleof spare
penises.

Wild Preservers. One can aso find
banotech environmentalists who dislike
fresh feats of engineering on principle.
Why? Because they take us “farther from
The Wild"—i.e., from the caves, from
which our race has spent the last hundred
thousand yearstrying to fully exit. Asone
such protester told me, “Every new tech-
nology is another stab in Mother Nature's
breast.” Oh, the horror of it! Never mind
that this Gaian philosopher had ahigh-tech
boom box next to him, thumping away his
favoriteneo-junglerhythms. Asmany such
self-styled experts will tell you, consis-
tency isthehobgoblinof littleminds. (I've
alwayswondered: doesthat imply that the
path to agreat mind is perpetual inconsis-
tency?)

Labor Luddites. Next one finds the
union banotechs. They growl that robotics
and other developmentsresulting from the
21st century’s nanotech boom will “cost
jobs.” That's always an interesting objec-
tion. It reveals such a profound lack of
confidence. All new technol ogy costsjobs;
alwayshas. It’ sthehistory of progress. new
methods, engineering, and machinery re-
place less efficient, old ones. But the pro-
cess also creates many more jobs—nearly
40 million net new jobsin the U.S. alone
since the early 1980s. Those who fear this
natural trend of economic expansion are
confessingthat they can’t (or don’t wantto)
learn enough to find work in the evolving
era. It's a strange complaint. Most work-
ers—at leastintheU.S.—manageto adjust
just fine, year in and year out. But then,
most U.S. workersarenot unionized. Could
there by a connection?



Nano Soldiers. Finally, there are the
banotechs who want to stop nanotechnol-
ogy—not to mention several other kindsof
high tech—becauseit could “fuel the U.S.
killing machine.” Well, it's doubtless true
that nanotechnology will one day play a
critical role in U.S. national defense. For
instance, mi croscopic robotsmight beused
toinvadeand destroy foreign weaponsand
battle management centers during a war.
But why should thisbe particul arly shock-
ing? There' shardly atechnology out there
that doesn’t havewar potential. Heck, when
you get right down to it, you could use a
banotech protester asaweapon, too. How?
Just aget areally big guy to swing him as
aclub or to throw him at someone. Does
this mean we should ban banotechs be-
cause they could “fuel the U.S. killing
machine” ? (By theway, most of the quota-
tions used here are taken from actual pro-
test signs recently spotted at Oregon
banotech gatherings.)

Oh, well. That's probably enough of
this. After awhile, refuting the banotechs
gets as boring as shooting turtleson alog.
They’'re just not fast enough to provide
much sport. I'll halt here for this Saturday
and wish you a great weekend. But if you
perchance run into any banotechs in the
near future, let "em know what their new
nameis. They sometimesfinditintell ectu-
ally challenging to come up withtheir own
original material.

DON'T HESITATE to pass on the
preceding commentary or essay to your
friendsand others. Wedon’t mind. Infact,
we urge you to do so. Please tell others
about this site. We encourage you to tag
your e-mails with this line “Want an
independent voice for positive, rational
living? Read The Objective American
Daily, www.Obj ectiveAmerican.com.”

The preceding article appeared in The
Objective American Daily, Saturday, No-
vember 2, 2002, under thetitte ECONOM-
| CS: Banotech vs. Nanotech (WR: Leap of
Feith; PP: Dead Bear?) The article may be

found at http://www.objectiveamerican-
.com/archiveshow.cfm?id=1231.

ONE SMALL COMMENT: The refer-
enceto” shootingturtles’ mademewince—
| don't likethat sort of thing—but themain
points seem valid enough. —Ed.

Honest to God
by John A. T. Robinson

reviewed by Mike Perry

The 1960s were atime of intellectual fer-
ment aquesti oning of many societal norms
and memes, especially inWest. The Chris-
tian religion which had so long dominated
there and in some other places did not
escape scrutiny. John Robinson, onetime
Anglican bishop of Woolwich, England
and later Dean of Trinity College, Cam-
bridge, wrote a short volume in 1962 that
challengesthe Christianreligious perspec-
tiveand callsfor arealignmenttoamodern
scientific worldview. Following Paul
Tillich, Honest to God rejects the tradi-
tional notion of God asabeing in favor of
an impersonal “ground of our being.” The
difference between this position and athe-
ism, aquoted passage from Tillich assures
us, is that for the true atheist “life has no
depth.” Whoever “knows about depth” in
fact“knowsabout God.” Robinsongoeson
to argue that a reverent and meaningful
outlook on life is possible—and in fact
highly desirable—in which belief in the
supernatural (Robinson’s equivalent term
is “supranatural™) isabandonedinfavor of
amore or less intense focus on this world
anditsproblemsand possibilities. | deas of
others such as Dietrich Bonhoeffer and
Rudolf Bultmann additionally furbish this
viewpoint.

Onethenaimsfor a“ Christianity with-
out religion” inwhich thereally important
elements of the ancient faith are salvaged,
adapted, and perpetuated in a modern set-
ting. Another thingthat isclearly salvaged,
andwithwhich| takeissue, istheterminol-
ogy which, whileit may havenew interpre-
tations, is carried over more or lesswhole
cloth, too often without much explanation
or comment. Robinson speaks repeatedly
of the“resurrection” of Jesus, for example,
butisnever clear astowhat hemeansby it.
Many other questionsareleft unanswered.
It appears that “Christianity” is now to
becomeavariant of secular humanism, but
thisisnot stated, or certainly nottooclearly.

Thereare, nonethel ess, someinterest-
ing hints. Tillich himself suggests alterna-
tive terminology for those uncomfortable
withthenew understanding of “God.” This
is duly reported and, by implication, en-
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dorsed. In place of “God,” “Kingdom of
God,” and “Divine Providence,” Tillich
proposes, respectively, “the depth of his-
tory,” “the ground and aim of our social
life,” and “what you take seriously in your
moral and political activities.” (Itisworth
noting how the new concept of God is
rather flexible and restatable in various
forms.)

Another interesting secularization is
suggested in Robinson’s discussion of
prayer. Early on he (refreshingly, in my
view) admitsheisnot theprayingtype, and
notesthisistrue of quite afew otherswho
profess or attempt adherence to his reli-
gion. “[T]heir prayer isin the practice of
their trade,” he notes after much discus-
sion, quoting from Ecclesiasticus(Sirach).
“My own experience,” he then offers, “is
that | amreally praying for people, agoniz-
ing with God for them, precisely as | meet
them and really give my soul to them.”
“Prayer,” then, has a new, generalized
meaning, not necessarily requiring any-
thing supernatural at the other end.

Overall, one sees in this book what
could have started a conversion of Chris-
tianity, or amajor portionof it, toasecular,
humanistic creed. It did not materialize,
and indeed, today the pendulum seems to
have swung the other direction, to a more
literal and supernaturalist affirmation of
the Christian faith. Thistrend, one thinks,
must surely be temporary. Scientific ad-
vances brought about the state of affairs
that produced the book under review and
other “liberal” religious thinking, and, |
shouldthink, further advanceswill eventu-
ally carry the day against all supernatural
beliefs. But these advances must be in the
area of quality of life, and must be truly
revolutionary: theelimination of agingand
diseases and the immortalization of the
human species, with options to advance
beyond present levelsin many ways. Itis
probably only then that the human popul a-
tion asawholewill be able to abandon its
ancient mythologies, including such asso-
ciated terminology as “God” itself, and
placeitsfull trust in simple reason.
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Reason-Based Religion,
Venturism, and
Transcendence

eligion is a controversial subject that

is often disparaged by intelligent
people, who inturn are skeptical of claims
of the supernatural or paranormal. Reli-
gion, they say, involvesbelief in some sort
of otherworldly agent, most commonly a
supreme being or God, whose existence
cannot be conceded. They look forward,
they think, to atimewhen all religion will
be forgotten, superseded entirely by sci-
ence and reason.

Herel will makethe casethat religion
canbeunderstoodinadifferentandstrictly
rational sense that does not invoke beliefs
inthesupernatural or divinerevelation. So
understood, it hasavital roleto play inlife
today, to convey asense of purpose, mean-
ing, and value that otherwiseislacking or
inadequate. Future scientific advances,
whilenot guaranteei ng support, do not nec-
essarily threaten such areason-based reli-
gion, and may infact strongly supportit. In
particular, Venturism, a philosophy of life
that endorses cryonicsasapossible means
of physically overcoming death, provides
a suitable foundation for a reason-based
religion, one which can be of service to
humanity asit hopefully advancesto some-
thing greater than human. It should be
emphasized here that advancement to a
more-than-human level, including elimi-
nation of diseases and the aging process,
with options to personally develop into a
greater being, is a central and sacred goal
of the Venturist movement.

Before proceeding further it would be
well to consider what we really mean by
religion, and in particular, how it is pos-
sible that a religion could be based on
reason alonerather than incorporating ele-
ments of untested faith or a belief in the
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by Mike Perry

supernatural. Somebackgroundisrel evant.

Memory, reason, and language are
basicto being human, and are so far devel-
oped in us as to distinguish our species
from other known life forms. With them
people become superlative problem solv-
ers, bothindividually and collectively. Y et,
as in the case of many other great gifts,
there is a downside. Two very important
partsof solvingaproblemare(1) recogniz-
ing and identifying the problem, and (2)
caring enough about solvingtheproblemto
devote the requisite effort. Caring will in-
evitably inducestress, and wehumansmay
stressagreat deal over adifficult problem,
in proportion to how important we think it
istofind asatisfactory resolution. Some of
the most difficult problems are also the
kind we perceive as the most important,
problems connected with basic surviva
needs and with the overall meaning and
value of our existence. Religion, philoso-
phy, and science are enterprises that have
arisen, inroughly that order, to addressthe
more difficult problems of life.

Early hopesfor solving hard problems
rested on beliefs in the miraculous. Evi-
dence of the miraculous was not hard to
find; one had only to look around and
comparethe phenomenaof naturewiththe
far more modest effects of human ingenu-
ity. Weather; seasons; fire; the rising and
setting of thesun, moon, andstars; lifeinits
great variety and complexity; sicknessand
recovery; deathandrenewal—all suggested
the workings of organized powers on a
scalebeyond human comprehension. Itwas
frightening, yet also exhilarating, and it
offered a basis of consolation and hope,
since one could imagine somehow estab-
lishing a rapport with the great powers,
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who might then bedisposedtowork toward
one' s benefit.

Inthisway, wecanimagine, primitive
religions may have first gotten started, to
be later refined. A “religion” was, in this
case, abody of beliefs, attitudes, and prac-
tices centering about what was considered
to be sacred and conveying a sense of the
purpose, meaning, and value of life, at a
deeplevel. Tangible, worldly benefitssuch
as abundant harvests or good health and
fortune were also often sought through
religiouspractices. Buttheelement of mean-
ingis, | think, more fundamental, asit has
also beentolater devel opmentsinthevari-
ousreligioustraditions.

While religions tended to emphasize
belief in superhuman powersand miracles
(as the dominant ones still do), another
field of thought eventually came into be-
ing, philosophy, that centers on the use of
reason, and is very general in scope. Phi-
losophy studiesthe meaning and justifica-
tion of beliefs about the most general, or
universal, features of things. It isnot typi-
cally carried out by experiment and careful
observation, but by carefully formulatinga
problem, offering a solution, giving sup-
porting arguments, and engaging in dia-
logue about the subject. Existence, good-
ness, knowledge, truth, beauty—and the
value, meaning, and purposeof life, arethe
sort of topicsconsidered. With philosophy
we can rationally approach the important
issuesraised by religions, such aswhether
gods or other supernatural beings exist,
and whether beliefs could have positive
valueevenif untrue. Philosophy also stud-
ies the issue of truth more generally, and
how to arriveat acorrect view of reality. In
this way philosophy fosters the develop-



ment of science, in which experiments,
careful observation, and reasoned argu-
mentsand inferences|ead to acomprehen-
sive understanding of reality. The under-
standing in turn can be tested through the
methods of science, so that errors can be
corrected and deeper understanding ac-
quired.

Science and itshel pmate, technology,
have transformed our life in the past few
centuries, conferring ways of dealing with
problems that before were unknown. To-
day, for example, many diseases can be
cured where before one attempted to deal
with them in other ways, which might in-
volvereligion (praying to godsfor help) or
philosophy (learningto accept theproblem
as part of life rather than expecting to
eliminateit). A second function of science
isto offer explanations of phenomenathat
wereoncethought torequiretheassistance
of sentient powers. The origin of living
species, for example, isnow accounted for
by Darwin's evolutionary theory which
requires no divine designer.

Still, even now weareconfronted with
some very hard and important problems
that scienceisunableto deal with, andthus
philosophy and religion are still widely
invoked and respected. We may reason-
ably askif thiswill alwaysbeso. Inthecase
of philosophy, the answer seems clearly
affirmative. Scienceisconcernedwithtruth
andtruthal one, whilephil osophy al so con-
sidersmattersof taste(beauty for instance).
Moreover, science is continually advanc-
ing, something which seems destined con-
tinue indefinitely, and philosophy is the
mother of science, calling attention to un-
charted areas of human knowledge that
might becomescientificfieldsintheir own
right. Physics, for example, got its start as
“natural philosophy” but now hasfound a
more systematic and mathematical devel-
opment that haselevated it to thelevel of a
hard science.

Philosophy, then, seems assured of a
placeinthefuture, but what about religion?
Isreligion going to survive, and should it
survive? The answers one favors will, of
course, depend on one's worldview, ex-
pectations, and hopesfor thefuture. Herel
will arguefromthestandpoint of scientific,
materialistic immortalism. (I do, in fact,
think thispoint of view ishighly defensible
based both on scientific evidence and on
considerations of what ought to be and to
happen. It isalso the prevailing viewpoint

in Venturism and something | favor per-
sonally, though of course it is not abso-
lutely “proved” correct, any morethanany
scientific principle or theory can be estab-
lished with absolute certainty.)

According to the immortalist view-
point, science and technology can reason-
ably be expected to progress until biologi-
cal limitations on life are overcome and
people are essentially immortal. Mean-
while, no evidence will befound of super-
natural or mystical forcesor powers, thatis
to say, elements of reality that cannot be
reasonably accounted for by scientific
theory. Ancient, untrue beliefs in these
putative aspects of reality must beincreas-
ingly called into question and are unlikely
to survive, nor should they. Religions that
depend on such beliefs must undergo sub-
stantial changesif they areto survive, and
| think they will only survive, and should
only survive, by becoming fully reason-
based and dependent on the same, materi-
alistic conception of reality onefindsinthe
sciences. Wemust then ask if itispossible
for areligion to be purely or substantially
reason-based, andevenif so, isitdesirable,
that is to say, is it worthwhile to have a
religion at all?

Toapproachthesematterswereturnto
our suggested definition of a religion: a
body of beliefs, attitudes, and practices
centering about what is considered to be
sacred and conveying a deep sense of the
purpose, meaning, and value of life. For a
reason-based religion we must have acon-
cept of the sacred that can be taken seri-
ously yet dependsonly onelementsthat are
accessible by reason, that is, we must ex-
clude divine revelation and any attendant
beliefs or claims not open to scientific
inquiry. (Another point to note is that a
“belief” must havethe status of aworking
hypothesisrather than adogmademanding
unquestioning certainty.)

There are, in fact, religions that sub-
stantially meet these requirements, among
the oldest and most successful being
TheravadaBuddhism,inwhichreleasefrom
life's burdens is sought through virtuous
conduct and self-denial. (The" self” iscon-
sidered an illusion and actually nonexist-
ent. More generally Buddhist doctrine as-
serts the “impermanence of al things.”)
The more committed adherents practice
asceticism and celibacy, their highest aim
being the state of nirvana, an extinction of
all of craving. We might say that, for the
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devoteg, lifeitself, by being rightly lived,
becomes something sacred, hence mean-
ingful at a deep level, though there is no
appeal to gods or other mystical entities.

Though Theravada Buddhism can be
described as godless, it is interesting to
note that this does not apply to all reason-
basedreligions. InDeism, for example, itis
held that God, a supreme, sentient being,
created the universe and watches over it.
God, however, is revealed and known
throughthe“ book of nature,” that isto say,
purely by scientific observationand deduc-
tion rather than, for example, a“revealed’
scripture.

Thecaseof Deisminturnisinteresting
inasmuch as its claims are, to a limited
extent, testablescientifically. Thus, around
1800 an “argument from design” was in-
voked by Deists to support the hypothesis
of aGod. Livingthingsin particular seemed
tohaverequired agrand, intelligent Artifi-
cer, else how did such complex structures
as eyes, grasping appendages, and brains
come into being? Common sense and sci-
ence too seemed to support this position.
Unfortunately, however, subsequent de-
velopments in science have not offered
strong support. I nstead alternative hypoth-
eses, such as Darwin’s principle of evolu-
tion, seem able to account for even such
complex effects as life and its machinery
without requiring intelligent design. This,
then, shows how science, as it develops,
need not continue to support the claims of
a reason-based religion, though certainly
such support is not ruled out. But Deism,
which also held that the dead would even-
tually berestored to life through the good-
ness of God, declined from the popularity
it enjoyed two centuries ago and has few
adherentstoday.

Some reason-based religions of more
recent originarehumanistic; humankindis
accorded a kind of sacred status and ben-
efiting it becomestheideal. Material com-
forts and other advantages of society and
civilization are recognized as among the
important benefits, to contrast with the
more ascetic focus of Buddhism. Comte's
Religion of Humanity (mid-1800s) and
modern Unitarianismarenotableexamples.

Reason-based religions offer the pos-
sibility of approaching and appreciating
the sacred within the confines of philoso-
phy. “Religion” as a whole would then
become that branch of philosophy con-
cerned withwhat itisabout lifethat can be
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consideredinspirational and meaningful at
adeep level. In any case we must ask how
reason-based religions have fared in the
marketplace of ideas alongside their more
mystical and lessrational cousins. Thean-
swer isnot particularly well, and the cause
does not seem hard to see. The reason-
based approach has not, up to now, been
abletooffer asatisfying answer tothegreat
guestions of life, which center around the
problem of death and thewishfor transcen-
dence.

Peopl ewant something morethanthis
present existence, with its predictable ter-
mination after afew decades of declining
health. They are not satisfied with imper-
manence. They would instead prefer alife
beyond the grave, or not dying in the first
place. Here is where reason-based reli-
gionshave sofar proved deficient. (Deism
isan exception sinceit did offer hope of an
afterlife. But Deismitself has suffered un-
der scientific scrutiny, aswe noted, so that
it, too, hasonly hadlimited successagainst
religionsbased on claimsof divinerevela-
tion.) Science and technology have not
offered muchintheway of overcomingthe
problem of death, nor in fostering hopes of
an afterlife. Hopes of transcendence have
continued to require some form of mysti-
cism, at least for the vast majority who
entertain them.

Continuing progress in science and
technology, however, begins to suggest a
different picture that challenges the tradi-
tional view of the immutability of aging
and the inevitability of death. Aging is
being systematically studied and hasyiel ded
some secrets. Calorie restriction will ex-
tend life in certain circumstances, as will
telomerasein others. The progressthusfar
is suggestive of greater things to come.

Onceagain, itisarguableand, | think,
likely that substantial improvementsinthe
human conditionwill bepossiblerelatively
soon. Aging and now-terminal illnesses
should all be cured. Along with these fun-
damental advances should comeincreased
wealthand prosperity, and other gainssuch
as greater knowledge and, more impor-
tantly, increased intelligence—provided,
of course, that the opportunities offered by
the new technologies are managed rightly
and wisely. It is hard to imagine how far
this could go or where it may lead, but the
prospects seem exciting, putting it mildly.

Today, however, we are still faced
with the same biological limits our fore-
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bearswereforcedtoaccept. Mustwedothe
sameasthey, resign ourselvesto apredict-
abledeathwithout astruggle?No, say afew
voices—those of us who advocate cryon-
ics. Cryonics is the practice of cooling
persons who have just clinically died and
storing them indefinitely at a low, sub-
freezing temperature, in hopes that tech-
nology will advanceeventually tothepoint
that they can be restored to consciousness
and good health. (Bear inmindthat clinical
deathisnot necessarily truedeath since, for
example, resuscitations often occur after
cessation of breathingand heartbeat.) Such
hopes are controversial and the evidence
that they can berealized is circumstantial,
inasmuch as no large organism or body
organ hasyet beenrestoredtoafunctioning
state after cryopreservation. Y et the pros-
pects of eventual success are not zero.

Evidence favoring cryonics comes
from the fact that some cells and tissues
have resumed functioning after cooling to
liquid nitrogen temperature (-196°C or
—320°F) and rewarming, and fromthehigh
degree of structural preservation seen in
cryopreserved tissue, including the brain.
Advancesinnanotechnol ogy, thecontrolled
mani pul ation of matter at the atomic scale,
suggest that eventually it should be pos-
sible to make repairs to freeze-damaged
tissueat thelevel of individual cells. Fairly
extensive damage might thus be reversed,
much asalibrary could be pieced together
after its books were torn to fragments,
provided one had al or most of the frag-
ments to work with. Or alternatively, the
textsmight havebeenredundant, witheach
book present originally in several copies,
so that damaged portionscould beinferred
andreconstructed evenif much of theorigi-
nal is missing or indecipherable. In the
brainthe"text”—identity-critical informa-
tion such as memories—is, in fact, redun-
dantly encoded, further suggesting that suc-
cessful repairswill be possible.

Cryonics, with its unproven nature,
remainsalong shotintheeyesof many who
have studied the practice, but is endorsed
by some prominent scientists, among them
encryption expert and nanotechnologist
Ralph Merkle, artificial intelligence pio-
neer Marvin Minsky, and biotechnol ogist
Michael West. Several organizations offer
the service, al based in the U.S. About a
thousand are signed up for the procedure,
and about ahundred are currently cryopre-
served. Many of the arrangements are for
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“neuro” or head-only preservationwhichis
cheaper than the comparable whole body
option and hassome other advantages. The
thinking hereisthat future, cloning-related
technology should be able to rebuild the
rest of the body from information in the
DNA. This rationale, however, is contro-
versial even among cryonicists; not all or-
gani zati onsoffer theneuro optionand many
cryonicists prefer and are signed up for
whole-body.

Cryonics is not cheap; costs vary
widely, depending on the organizationand
the procedure selected, but are at least
several times that of conventional burial,
evenforthehead-only variety. (Theproce-
dures themselves are more costly than the
cosmetic preparation of atraditional burial,
and, even more importantly, enough fund-
ing must be set asidefor indefinite mainte-
nance of the patient from the interest in-
come.) The cost, however, can usualy be
met through life insurance, so that the of-
ten-aired claim that cryonicsis “only for
therich” isunfounded. But the uncertainty
(so far) as to whether cryonics will work
must still be taken as a serious challenge.
Y et cryonicsissignificant becauseit poses
areal challenge itself to the ages-old dic-
tum that clinical deathisirreversible, that
real death (irreversible loss of conscious-
ness) isinevitable. (It should be noted that
awarm-temperaturealternativetocryonics
in which the tissues are chemically fixed
and preserved also offersthe possibility of
eventual reanimation but hasnot seenmuch
use, despite the lower cost and ease of
maintenance compared to cryopreserva
tion.) Cryonics in fact offers a possible
technological routetoimmortality. Itisnot
itself areligion, of course, but is best seen
asamedical procedure. But asmall move-
ment, Venturism, hasarisen, inwhich cry-
onicsin effect becomes the centerpiece of
areason-based religion.

Venturismis concerned with (1) what
is of ultimate significance, (2) what ought
to be, both from the standpoint of defini-
tion and of implementation, and (3) the
physical immortalization of theindividual .
Individua lifeisheld sacred, and death is
adetriment that can and should be defeated
scientifically. Through immortalization,
and expected, subsequent development, the
individual will achieve transcendence and
optionsfar beyondthepresenthumanlevel.

The deep questions of life are ad-
dressedinVenturismwiththefirmposition



that it is up to us humans, and the more-
than-humanswewill likely developinto, to
solvethese problems scientifically. An at-
titude of cautious optimism prevails; it is
felt that somehow even the most difficult
problems will be satisfactorily resolved,
though very considerable effort may be
required, even at the more-than-human
level. This is not a feeling of dogmatic
certainty—\V enturistsdo not insist on dog-
mas—but alevel of confidence that justi-
fies the working hypothesis that all prob-
lems are to be handled through reason.

The Venturist ethic is based on en-
lightened self-interest, extrapolated over
infinitetime. The hopefor and reliance on
immortalization creates aperspectivethat,
it isfelt, elevates self-interest to an unim-
peachableideal and fully reconciles altru-
ism and egoism. Eachindividual will need
an extraordinary code of conduct to safely
interact with neighbors over eternity and
realize maximum benefit. Though many
details cannot now be known, it seems
clear that success will require extraordi-
nary benevolence. Venturists thus advo-
caterespect and lovefor others, practicing
theGolden Rule, andwillingnesstodefend
others against danger.

A requirement for membership in the
Venturist organization isto have arrange-
mentsin placefor cryonicsuspension (cryo-
preservation). This, and a wholehearted
and goodhearted desire to take part in the
organization, are essentially the only re-
quirements. (Thus a Venturist could, in
fact, be a theist or possess other beliefs
going beyond the very limited formal re-
quirements of Venturism.) The Venturist
organization (officially known asthe Soci-
ety for Venturism, a501(c)3 nonprofit in-
corporated in 1986) takes its interest in
immortalization as a solemn moral com-
mitment. In particular thismeans assisting
members with their cryopreservation, to
theextent that helpisneeded and resources
areavailable. InadditiontheVenturistsare
committed to seeing that those who are
preserved for eventual reanimation are, in
fact, reanimated induecourse, if and when
this should become possible.

Another consegquence of the stance on
immortalization isthat Venturists support
the development and responsible use of
life-extendingand|life-enhancing technol o-
gies. Today some call for the suppression
of such technologies because their use
would supposedly interfere with our “hu-

manity.” Itwould bepreferable, they think,
for us to grow old and die in the time-
honored fashion, and otherwise remain at
the level that evolution has assigned us,
apparently forever. Venturists, of course,
aremost strongly opposedtoany attempt to
impose mortality and other limitations in
this principled fashion, and recogni ze that
becoming more than human is a worthy
goal to consider.

There are, needlessto say, some chal-
lenging difficulties with Venturism as a
religion. Themembership policy itself has
been called into question. Persons, for ex-
ample, might be excluded from member-
ship based onfinancial difficulties; people
who are poor and disabled may not be able
to afford cryonicsarrangements even with
lifeinsurance. One possibility would beto
dlightly broadentheadmission standardsto
includeany formof bi ostasisarrangements,
in particular, the less expensive chemo-
preservation. So far, however, persons
desiring this form of preservation have
been so rare that the matter has not been
addressed. Inany case, theVenturists' con-
cernfor theindividual doesnot stopwithits
own membership but extends, as far as
resources alow, to others less fortunate
who aso have similar needs; rescue mis-
sions are not ruled out.

Other difficultiesaremorephilosophi-
cal. Thescientific stanceof Venturismfor-
bidsit from making guarantees. One must
livewithuncertainty, evenwhenimmortal -
ity istaken seriously; thereisno absolutely
assured salvation, even if there is ground
for hope. Morespecificaly, cryonicsmight
not work; wherewould that leave Ventur-
ism? Finally and relatedly, there is the
serious problem of those who have died
without special preservation. They are
lost—decayed or cremated—and cannot
be resuscitated in any usual, straightfor-
ward sense. Arethey goneforever, so that
theirliveswereentirely livedinvainand so
much wasted effort?

Such difficulties are formidable, but
have been addressed at length, in one pos-
siblefashion, in my book, Forever for All.
There a philosophical system called Y uai
isdevel oped that providesfor other, even-
tual means of restoring past individualsto
life scientifically. Cryonics, when avail-
able, is still defended as a better route for
attempting immortality. The Venturist or-
ganization incorporates an Order of Uni-
versal Immortalism (OUI) which is de-
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voted to Yuai.

Not every Venturist is able to accept
the premises of Y uai, including the exist-
ence of multiple universesand thevalidity
of pattern survival (the position that origi-
nal personsmay survivein copiesor repli-
cas). More generally, no one is denying
that therearemany philosophical problems
in Venturism that call for careful thought.
But Venturism is a significant, possibly
unique, attempt to develop arational reli-
gionaroundtheideaof scientificimmortal-
ism.

This brings up the question, hinted at
earlier, of whether any such attempt is
worthwhile. Do we need a rationa reli-
gion? | submit that not only do we need it
now, but as the future unfolds, a future of
fantastic possihilities, the need will grow.

It is only through religion that the
deepest issues of life, such aswhy welive
lifeinthefirst place and what sort of aims,
goals, and values ought we to have in the
process, can be faced with the seriousness
they deserve. Science may provide the
means to accomplish things that were for-
merly impossible, but scienceby itself can-
not determinewhat weought to dowith our
capabilities. If suitable progress is made,
we may be able to create an immortal
community, but having the ability will not
by itself supply the motive. Supplying this
motive will in turn, | think, pose a formi-
dable challenge.

Up to now we have, in a sense, been
lucky. Natural selection has determined
our motivational psychology and we have
not had tothink so much about it ourselves.
Inparticular, thedemandsof reproduction:
selecting mates and bearing and raising
offspring, have occupied much of our time.
Technology, withitspromise of biological
immortality, will very likely change all
that. The making of offspring will surely
declineinimportance, and likely approach
thevanishingpoint, whilethefavored means
of doing sowill alsoradically change. This
is al the more reason we will need to
rethink our positiononlifeanditsmeaning,
and why we will need areligion, one that
fitscomfortably with science and thus, su-
persedestheancienttraditions. If areligion
isconceived asarational enterprise, it can
be developed within the safe confines of
philosophy and, | think, will suitably serve
our purpose. Present-day Venturism pro-
vides at least a serviceable starting point.

b 3 ke
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To Be Immortal

Writings of Evan Cooper

Edited and Arranged in Book Form

by R. Michael Perry
Chapter 6. Answering the Critics

Background: We continue with the serial-
ization of To Be Immortal, writings of cry-
onics pioneer Evan Cooper who in 1963
started the Life Extension Society or LESto
promote the freezing idea. This chapter
dealswithtwo scientific criticsof cryonics,
technological forecaster Robert Prehoda
and cryobiologist Armand Karow. Both
thought cryonicsunlikelytowork, but could
give no ironclad arguments why it would
not. Their scientific criticismhasbeen ech-
oedinthedecadessince, whilethecryonics
cause has been championed by otherswith
scientific backgrounds.

The Problem of Freezing Now

If freezing eventually resultsin the exten-
sion of life for those properly frozen, will
we as a civilization and as individuals be
held responsible by future ages for monu-
mental unconcern over the disappearance
of millions of people? LES policy and
advocacy hasbeento freeze or preparefor
freezing the dying for whom there is no
hope remaining, and those who have just
died. This assumes, of course, that the
personinquestiondesirestobefrozen. The
reasons for advocating freezing can be
briefly reiterated asfollows. Although the
validity of the freezing hypothesis hasn’t
beenprovenoutinclinical practiceit prob-
ably will be in time. If the person isn't
frozen when death comes he is most cer-
tainly gone for good. However, if he is
perfused and frozen, even by our present-
day means, he stands some chanceof being
repaired and reanimated in the future. To
read thefutureand say that it can’t bedone
isgrossly unscientific asfar aswe can see.
However, this isn’'t the way some other
people look at it apparently. The problem
came up in an article by Robert Prehoda,
““Human Hibernation’’ (Pageant, April
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1966), where he stated: ‘*Almost al re-
duced metabolism experts regard the pro-
posal to freeze the dying or dead at the
present time as totally unfeasible because
they do not believe that cellular damage
caused by current freezing techniquescould
ever be corrected.”” We should like to ask
thesegentlemen somequestions, suchas: If
you wished to try for areturnto activelife
in the future, how would you dispose of
your body at death? Freezing? Pickling?
Dicing? Burial? Cremation?

We brook so at anyone saying that a
person presently frozen could never be
reanimated for several reasons. So often
the experts have been too conservative in
what they thought sciencecoulddo. Wasn't
it Lord Rutherford, oncetheworld’ sgreat-
est expert on the atom, who said that it
could not be split and its energy released?
We have a whole history of this type of
pessimism as well as of those who were
more optimistic. Second, the future en-
compasses a staggering amount of time.
There is no known reason why the pres-
ently frozen cannot be held indefinitely
until the necessary problemsaresolved. In
the more extended future they could be
stored in natural cryogenic areas such as
spaceor onthemoonsof Jupiter (e.g.) at no
cost for as long as necessary. Cost might
not even beaconsiderationinthelongrun.
Lastly, itisthehistory of sciencethat there
ismorethan oneway to skinacat provided
you have the cat to work with. It is even
conceivable that ‘*massive cellular dam-
age’’ would not need to be repaired. New
cells could be substituted and the identity
of theindividual retained. Thepossibilities
areendlessandtodiscourageanindividual
fromtryingfor afuturelifeseemsfromthis
vantage point immoral.
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Evan Cooper from Macleans, Apr. 2, 1966.

Possible or Impossible?

If apersonwerefrozen now isreanimation
possibleinthemoredistant future? Dothe
expertsthink it is possible or impossible?

The history of science repeatedly re-
minds us that much more has been discov-
ered and solved than men generally ex-
pected. Most of ushave heard of along list
of predictionswhichweredeclaredimpos-
sibleand yet eventually cameto pass; such
as, atomic energy, the airplane, the rocket,
the iron ship, radio, etc. One less well
known predictionwasthat of the 19th Cen-
tury scientificoptimist Auguste Comte. He
reasoned that since science could not reach
and samplethematerial of stars, their com-
position could never be determined. Of
course, inafew yearsmenwiththespectro-
scopefound precisely whichelementswere
in the sun, our closest star, and also found
new elements as yet unknown on Earth.

In particular instances the history of
scienceprovesnothing. Butit shouldteach
us to be very wary of underestimating the
possibilities of science and to be excep-
tionally careful of saying that problems
amenabl e to the techniques of science can
never be solved. It seems most reasonable
to claim that reanimating a frozen person,
even if damaged, is within the domain of
science. Weareinitially pessimistic that a
person could be reanimated for we seldom
stretch our imaginationssufficiently tocon-
ceive how presently insurmountable prob-
lems might be solved in the more distant
future. Wetendto confusethe present with
thefuture. Werestrict the future by imput-
ing to it our present limitations. Even in
theory we tend to forget how deep in time
the future could be. With an unlimited
amount of time obstaclesthat seem almost



insurmountable can eventually be over-
come.

Let us expand our imaginations for a
moment and explore how the presently
frozen human brain might be reanimated.
One possibility isthat it may be much less
a problem than we expect. If Prof. Suda's
experiment is valid—perfusing and then
freezing for half ayear acat’s brain, with
successful reanimation—it would indicate
that something of the same can bedonefor
the human. It might then be extravagant to
claim, asMr. Prehodadoes, that most of the
cells would be damaged beyond any con-
ceptual means of future repair. True, the
cat’'s brain is smaller and less complex.
True, Prof. Suda’ sexperiment hasnot been
duplicated, asyet. However, other freezing
experiments indicate that such an experi-
ment should be possible. As Bronowski
and C. P. Snow write, trust is an integral
part of science. It doesn’t meanthat Suda’'s
resultsshould not bechecked. They should.
But it might be more practical for progress
to trust that Suda has done a reasonably
accurate experiment until we learn other-
wise.

A second possihility isto grant alarge
amount of damage andimaginewhat could
be done repairwise. In centuries to come
and provided enough isknown about lifel
see no reason why brain cells could not be
repaired at the molecular level and recon-
nected. Granted thisis along way in the
future. | don’t wish to stretch my imagina-
tion out of joint, but it is conceivable that
there would be machines with 1Qs higher
thanwedarethink of, and sophistication so
great that they could patiently rebuild cells
atom by atom at the speed of light.

A third possihility, if the cell walls
were broken or for whatever reason, could
be to remove or copy and transplant the
molecularly structured memory into anew
cell. This idea is related to Prof. Elof
Carlson’ spredictionthat King Tut (or some
other ancient Egyptian) could berecreated
from his particular genetic code which
should be preserved in his dried tissues.
King Tut’'s memories would have been
lost. But it isinteresting that even abodily
recreation can now be considered as a
futureproject for science. Thiscould hardly
have been dreamed of in the decades and
centuries previous to ours. With the in-
creasing sophistication of science, who
knows, perhaps it might not be such a
ridiculous idea to perfuse the body with
some cryophylactic agent and store it in
Antarctica, although science certainly
seems to indicate that cryogenic tempera-
tures in addition would be better. If the
Egyptian has such luck asto have adupli-

cate of his body recreated in some future
century, then by cryogenic storage others
may find themselves completely whole,
living, and thesamein somefuturecentury.

Concerning when to start the freezing
processthereisno disputefrom thiswriter
that it would be preferable to begin or at
least have everything ready when the per-
son is still aive. What is possible in fact
may be another thing. Also we should al-
ways remember the extreme relativity of
death. In someinstancesapersonin previ-
ously excellent conditionwho hasjust died
might be perfused and frozen immediately
and bein better shapefor reanimation than
an aged and disease racked person whose
perfusion and freezing were carefully pre-
pared for in advance of death.

We al know the perfect method of
freezing is not at hand. But we do believe
that a person attempting to see the future
will bewell advised to preparefor the best
freezing available now. Asimprovements
come hewill beready to take advantage of
them. So, even if it were true that by
“‘present’’ freezing methods the person
could not come back, he would still bein
linefor discoverieswhich might occur be-
fore his death.

Concerning the leading reduced me-
tabolism experts (cryobiologists) Mr.
Prehodaisplain enough. | simply stand in
amazement that over half of the 36 men on
alist he compiled were so conservative or
pessimistic about future possibilities. Per-
haps they should be polled from time to
timeto seeif there is achange of opinion,
given that “not one of them” (of the half
who were asked) “thinksthat thereiseven
a remote chance of reanimating people”
(even in the distant future) “frozen under
present cryobiological techniques.”

It may betoo early to see whether the
“*freezing cult’” or movement is stimulat-
ing fundsinto research. After all weareas
yet rather few in numbers and very few
havebeenfrozen. Generally speaking, funds
areonly spentinresearchwheninterest has
been generated. The large sums spent for
war research, space included, and medi-
cinerevolve ultimately on public interest.
It is doubtful that the freezing program
would be exempt from this pattern.

Moreimportant, however, we have an
obligation to the presently living and dy-
ing. If our assessment of science and the
futureiscorrect they have some chance of
entering the future. We are obligated to
help them as much as possible and not
sacrifice them to the future when helping
them hereand now might possibly enhance
their chances.
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Answering Another Critic

ArmandKarow, Jr.isawell-known cryobi-
ol ogist who, along with Prehoda, haswrit-
ten at some length against the freezing
possibility. Pickling“inthemanner usedto
preservefrogsfor theuseof biology classes’
is an alternative, he contends, with “the
same order of probability for reanimation
inthefuture.” If youwill pardon my saying
so, I'm pickled to death at his suggestion,
but really he must be pulling our leg.

Surely he wouldn’t say that if Suda
pickled one brain and perfused and froze a
second one, he would get a better brain
wave from the pickled brain after six
months? What does he think of Suda’'s
experiment? Does it seem to indicate that
there was a serious problem of denatured
proteins, as he claims would follow for
freezing?l don’tmeantherewon’t beprob-
lems. But wouldn't he fairly admit that
Suda’'s work indicates that freezing the
brain holds more promise than pickling?

| think he passed up, perhaps gra-
ciously, abetter alternative than pickling.
That is dicing. He rightly and repeatedly
worries about the difficulty of perfusing,
and later warming after freezing, thelarge
tissue masses. Dicing is the answer. No
problem perfusing, no problem freezing,
no problem warming, but there may be a
dlight jigsaw problem for the future. How-
ever, if this appears risky, let usreturn to
freezing the whole body or at least the
whole brain as Suda did with the cat.

There is one argument that | blush to
think he would use in his critique, yet he
does. That is: ‘* The layman must simply
take the scientist’s word that this is true
...."" If the layman always took what the
expert said asgospel truth throughtheages,
| fear we might have neither our present
civilization nor perhaps science herself.
Let uslook at protein chemistry and any
other such supposedly arcane subjects cit-
ing experimentsor giving reasonsthat show
reanimation cannot come to pass.

The cost of cryogenic storageis prob-
ably not relevant to our original debate.
However, the additional side problems he
raises are more than welcome. Fundamen-
tally wewishto know if reanimationinthe
future, usingtomorrow’ stechniquessuper-
imposed on today’s freezing methods, is
possible.

True, we have to use sufficient funds
to initiate cryogenic storage of humans.
Butitisafair bet that automated economies
of abundance can carry the load easily in
thefuture.

| dosympathizewith Dr. Karow’ sneed
for research funds. But as Ettinger hassaid
of Prehoda? he has the cart before the
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horse. Human cryogeni c storagewon’ t take
away research funds, rather it will stimu-
latefundsthrough theinterest it generates.

Some Final Thoughts

In neglecting to freeze the dead and dying
there is no overt killing but something
similar nonethel ess: eliminatingthechance
of afuture life—in this case—by apathy,
ignorance, lack of faith in scientific
progress, and a basi c unconcern with indi-
vidual life. It appears highly likely that
society, the vast majority of individuals,
and even the scientific subculturesare still
infected with this monumental unconcern
for the life of the individual. This is the
status quo: a belief that the race would be
better off with death. They cannot imagine
the development of dynamic individuals
with time. If they could so imagine and
become concerned they would bend every
reasonableefforttofreezethedyingevenif
itisn’t knownfor certain that the cryogeni-
cally suspended can ever be reanimated.
Reanimation remains agood scientific bet
for thoseproperly preserved, givenenough
time.

Wewonder, infact, if scientists—and
others who know of the freezing theory—
don’'t have amoral obligation to make the
best effort possible in supporting and
spreading the idea. If 1% of the world's
populationdiesper year thisseemstomean
that asmany as30milliongototheir deaths
unnecessarily. Shouldn’t they at least be
presented with the information that there
may eventually be a longer, even richer,
life for themselves if they will have their
bodies frozen at death?

It goeswithout saying that noneof this
could conceivably be final. Let us follow
the scientific evidence and alwaysbewill-
ing to change. But let us not—because of a
pathetic conservatism or afailure of nerve
andimagination—Iet that minority of opti-
mistic individuals, who might avail them-
selves of freezing, slide to oblivion be-
cause we cared not enough of individual
humanlifetosupport theideaandtoinform
others.

1. A.Karow, Freeze-Wait-Reanimate26 3
(1966).

2. Mundth et. a, Cryobiology Sep.-Oct.
1965.

To be continued.
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CRYONICS ORGANIZATIONS
OFFERING SUSPENSION
SERVICES TO THE PUBLIC

(Venturist full Members must be signed up
for cryonic suspension. To the best of our
knowledge, thefollowing arereputablecry-
onics organizations and would be consid-
ered satisfactory. Organizations are listed
alphabetically.)

Alcor Life Extension Foundation, 7895
East Acoma Drive, Suite 110, Scottsdale,
AZ 85260; 480-905-1906; fax: 480-922-
9027(fax); info@alcor.org; http://www-
.acor.org/; emergencies only: 800-367-
2228.

American Cryonics Society, 1901 Old
MiddlefieldWay, Suite17, MountainView,
CA 94043; 800-523-2001; 415-254-2001;
fax: 415-967-4444; cryonics@jps.net; http:/
Mww.jps.net/.

Cryonics Institute, 24355 Sorrentino
Court, Clinton Township, M1 48035; 810-
791-5961; fax: 810-792-7062; cryonics@-
cryonics. org; http://www.cryonics.org/.

TransTime, Incorporated, 3029 Teagarden
Street, San Leandro, CA 94577, 510-297-
5577; fax: 510-297-5579.
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