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BEFORE READING

This book critically examines the academic peer review system, highlighting how its slow pace and restrictive nature often hinder meaningful discourse. While peer reviews are ideally expected to be thoughtful and thorough, the reality is that many evaluations barely rise above the quality of an internet troll’s comment.

My critique stems from a series of rejections I encountered when attempting to publish an article on the Philosophy of Biotechnological Sciences. Historically, philosophy—as part of the humanities—has remained detached from the exact sciences, particularly those within the health domain, such as Medicine, Pharmacy, and Biochemistry.

The purpose of this book is to close that historical gap by forging a dialogue between philosophical thought and the health sciences, through a revisionist lens that critically assesses transhumanism.

Transhumanism, as a movement, promotes the enhancement of human capabilities through technologies like genetic modification and surgical procedures—though its methods extend beyond these. The central argument I advance is this: “Transhumanism, still in its experimental stage, will ultimately become—once mainstream—a form of human enhancement limited to the economically privileged.”

In this future, we may see the emergence of a “tailored human,” whose so-called improvements are based on subjective criteria.

Ideally, transhumanism aims to:

a) Improve health by reducing disease;

b) Counteract age-related decline;

c) Increase life expectancy.

Yet access to such outcomes will remain unequal—especially for populations in developing regions. Any additional enhancements promoted under transhumanism will also be driven by individual taste and bias. Even its core goals are not universally desired—people may choose not to pursue them at all.

The notion of transhumanist posthumanism, which aspires to elevate humanity beyond its current form, prompts a deeper philosophical question: Are we moving toward Nietzsche’s Übermensch—or something else entirely? And if transhumanism is still in its formative stage, what would its perfected form look like? A version in which “the death of death” is achieved?

But who will benefit from this future? Will a person surviving on less than three dollars a day in Latin America have access to these advancements, or will they remain the privilege of those who can afford them?

This concept of a “custom-made human” adapted to personal desires and conveniences raises concerns: does it not risk undermining what it means to be human? If transhumanism’s ultimate version is so elusive, so defined by subjectivity, then is it not overly utopian—or even naïve—to imagine achieving the Overman, who has triumphed over death?

This inquiry shapes my critique of academic institutions and their peer review mechanisms. The resistance shown by journals to allow voices from the humanities, philosophy, or even the exact sciences to engage with these pressing issues reveals the rigid limitations of today’s academic environment. This, in essence, defines the Philosophy of Biotechnological Sciences I advocate and leads me to a final conclusion:

We no longer function within a system governed by peer review—we now operate in a system governed by pay-to-publish policies.
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TO THE READERS OF THIS BOOK

To everyone who has taken the time to purchase and read this small book, I offer my sincere thanks and hope you find it both thought-provoking and enjoyable. Up to now, most of my work under my name has involved academic writing—typically in the role of editor or information compiler. This is the first occasion in which I speak directly from my own perspective.

Without intending to stir controversy, I’d like to emphasize one of the most exciting aspects of the Philosophy of Biotechnological Sciences: it is evolving in real-time, alongside the progress of technology itself. Turning a blind eye to the rapidly growing technological developments that could shape or alter our humanity is no longer an option. The present moment offers a unique opportunity to reflect—through an academic lens—on how transhumanism and transhumanist posthumanism might influence us personally and collectively.

I invite you to approach this book as a personal exploration, a rhetorical journey shaped by my own viewpoint as its author. The sheer breadth of this subject becomes evident when considering that a single paragraph of vague feedback from academic reviewers—who, despite lacking clarity, at least responded—is what inspired this extended reflection, and still fuels my ongoing effort to publish the original paper.

Eduardo Delatorre Q.

Author

PROLOGUE

TWO ESSAYS ON CONTEMPORARY SOCIETY:

THE HUMAN–ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE RELATIONSHIP

FROM THE AUTHOR’s PERSPECTIVE

Essay No. 1

VERSUS PARAHUMANISM

In many ways—and moving beyond the scope of the Philosophy of Biotechnological Sciences—it is both striking and thought-provoking to consider the rapid advancement of artificial intelligences and their exponential development, particularly in terms of applications and user-interactive "languages" (for lack of a better word), such as those employed in platforms like Midjourney or Discord. I don’t intend to take a revisionist stance here, as I may be mistaken regarding the technical specifics of these tools and their underlying systems.

Nevertheless, and without presuming to be an “All-Logist” (a term I will define later in this work), there is a growing and evident decline in human creative capacity in the face of AIs capable of generating music, videos—even full cinematic productions—and, arguably, sculpture and painting as well (though I haven’t personally explored the latter). Writing, too, could be included—why not?—though that deserves its own separate discussion.

What’s most intriguing is this convergence: how artificial intelligence, through the act of creating art, can evoke genuine emotion in a human observer—regardless of whether the piece is autonomously generated by the AI itself or curated and refined by a human, as would be the case with a music or film producer.


This entire convergence—the drive to emulate human qualities through artificial intelligence—is what I refer to as PARAHUMANISM: a simulation of humanity that can be either partial or, potentially, complete. In the latter case, it would require no human intervention whatsoever. The AI—regardless of its specific form—would be capable of continuous creation, and even, albeit still limited as of June 2025, of publishing and distributing its own content autonomously.


To illustrate this, one could simply instruct an AI—through a well-crafted prompt or a structured line of code—to “create, create, publish, distribute,” and possibly even collect royalties from its output.

At present, the ability to monetize AI-generated content remains restricted. However, I (Eduardo Delatorre, author of this book) believe this limitation is less about protecting human creators—writers, musicians, filmmakers, directors, actors—and more about serving the commercial interests of large corporations. In other words, the lack of monetization may function not as a legal safeguard for artists, but rather as a corporate strategy designed to secure long-term control over content and its economic value.

I will share my personal experience, without intending to bore anyone:

For those who don’t know me, I am a Chemist and Pharmacist by profession. I work and make a living from my career—thanks Jesus (since I am a believer). Editing, publishing, and writing have been more of a hobby that I have tried to professionalize and even profit from, though not very successfully. Despite having worked on nearly 42 books—as if I were Hermes Trismegistus himself (with all due respect to him; the distance is on his side, not mine—those who understand, understand)—I have not earned much from writing. But not from the kind of writing I want to criticize here, which is writing assisted by artificial intelligence. My critique will focus on music.

I call it Musical Parahumanism, where artificial intelligence (or its languages, applications, or whatever you want to call them on Discord) enables the creation of songs. Specifically, I want to talk about SUNO. I do not want to criticize the capability of this AI to create; rather, my critique is aimed at the traditional system and the current algorithm-driven system (because in entertainment, the algorithm rules). This is the system I want to challenge in my first critique.

I will tell my musical story—not to evoke sadness or nostalgia in anyone, just as it is.

At age 14, in the late 1990s, I watched a Guns N’ Roses video—the song November Rain—and it made a tremendous impact on me. Though the video was released in ’91, I didn’t watch it late; I might have seen it when it came out. Perhaps I forgot about it because back then I was only five or six years old, and Ecuador—my home country—is not predominantly a rock nation. Still, by 1999, when MTV (which I think was already somewhat declining) aired November Rain, it inspired me with the desire to write songs. By the time I was 16, without any formal musical education beyond the basics, I decided to compose my own music.

If you, dear reader, have never heard of the singer-songwriter, producer, or musician Denial Maker (my pseudonym since around 2001 or 2008—I don’t quite remember), it’s clear I never reached the mainstream.

Time passed, and by 2008, at the age of 23, I thought that with the arrival of YouTube in Ecuadorian society, I could begin to popularize—and why not, professionalize—my music.

I uploaded a video around March 2008 on YouTube, and within a few days, it reached about 800 views. While that number seems trivial now, back then, when hitting one million views was considered a huge success, I didn’t think it was bad at all. Previously, I had also created a Myspace page for my project, a Hi5 profile featuring my music, and even, at one point, I was invited to be the vocalist (at least once) for a punk rock band called KAOS, known for their mildly rebellious and aggressive style, which already had some history in 2008.

None of these things fully materialized, but I believe that once a musician, you never stop being one. And so, even in 2025, I continue making music, though the nature of it has changed—and I will explain why.

By late or mid-2024, Microsoft’s AI application called CoPilot, specifically SUNO, allowed me—free of charge—to add music to certain songs I hadn’t been able to record, to create covers of my own tracks where the original recordings were somewhat lacking, and even to compose music for lyrics I had never managed to set to music or had simply left aside.

This critique of Parahumanism comes from me, a self-proclaimed Parahumanist. I continue making music with artificial intelligence, and modesty aside, with the current SUNO model (version 3.5), some of my songs have turned out really well. Yet, I must admit a small frustration: the lack of monetization. It’s clear that AI-generated content is difficult to monetize. However, there are songs by other artists—not mine—that have gone viral and spread widely online; even parody songs of well-known artists have been performed by those very artists, whose voices were cloned at some point.

In my particular case, I wrote the lyrics to a song in 2004, and it took me 20 years to give it decent music, which I accomplished using SUNO AI, model 3.0, resulting in a two-minute song. I paired it with a video from the early 2000s TV series Smallville. Although the song only reached about 1,800 views—a modest number for YouTube—the most meaningful moment for me was when I was riding in a car and my 12-year-old son Edward started singing it. He knew it by heart, even though I rarely played it at home.

From my personal perspective, that was one of the best moments I could have experienced.

Will I stop making songs just because they don’t generate income? The answer is no, because I’ve been a musician since I was 14. It’s part of who I am, and I love it.

But what is my criticism? The system itself. Back then, to record a song you needed a computer—which I didn’t have in 2003—and had to borrow one from friends to record my homemade demos.

It’s not so simple, since the algorithm heavily blocks AI-generated content. This “shadow banning” is very real—you could ask ten friends to share a video, but if it doesn’t pass the algorithm’s filters, it will stay stuck at those ten likes and won’t spread further.

But what will happen when the algorithm eventually allows monetization of AI-generated songs—likely with some favoritism involved? That will bring a collapse to the music industry as we know it.

Some skeptics might say, “Maybe you’re just resentful because you never found success, so you’re bitter.” But let’s look at another example: Latin American videos made with VEO 3 (Google Flow, Flow Labs). I’ve seen many short clips—usually up to 8 seconds max, since that’s what the platform mostly allows (though there are continuous ones I haven’t tried). Many are comedic, often prompted by humans, and genuinely funny.

What does this mean? What will it lead to? Many influencers, content creators, and internet comedians who produce short, funny videos now face a direct rival and competitor. The flaws of AI like VEO 3 are often obvious—exaggerated wide eyes, people suddenly running for no reason—which sometimes results in comedy.

Internet short-video comedians—not traditional, live comedians or cinematic comedy—should be concerned. This Parahumanist trend, aiming to emulate or generate emotions through simulated acts, targets these short-video creators directly as a kind of weapon. It makes sense: short content, where human nuances like regional slang, biases, or attitudes might cause some rejection, contrasts with AI’s exaggerated, often comical gestures.

Music is different. A musician can create a symphony, and AI can do that too—but a musician can also gather other musicians and perform whatever they want live. The “para-humanist musician” (the one who uses AI) seems unable to step outside the virtual world of social media and the internet.

A similar but opposite situation happens with internet short-video comedians. They might one day perform live—and perhaps not be funny (depending on the comedian). It’s somewhat ironic—this is coming from me, since I also do comedy, though unofficially—that artificial intelligence is entering direct competition with “short-video comedians.”

When did I, a science fiction fan myself, ever imagine AI would do comedy alongside humans?

It’s still incredible how many people doubt the intelligence of artificial intelligence, even minimizing it as just some kind of data processor.

Regarding music, some AI-generated songs have lyrics that lack logic, tend to be repetitive, and if the voices aren’t used well, they sound like the same singer across several songs. This is visible, for example, in all those “sung comments” videos on TikTok.

Both good comedy and good music usually require well-crafted writing—and here, writing brings up some interesting issues.

About 72% of Ecuador’s population doesn’t read books—a statistic I cite but won’t go into detail about. Worse, there’s no clear data on how many of those who read also buy books. I’m part of that group since most of my reading is digital—I’ve read around 360 books that way (though I’m not good at citing sources). This isn’t out of convenience but economic necessity.

Beyond that, it seems the reading and writing communities are somewhat resistant to using AI, which makes sense since it’s not yet a mass phenomenon in Ecuador.
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