
Dominium in the Age of Neurotechnologies: Who Is the Subject of Neurorights? 
 

Many scholars expressed concerns about how potential misuse of neurotechnologies may threaten 

some basic rights such as right to privacy, freedom of thought, freedom from self-incrimination, right 

to fair trial, prohibition of discrimination, etc. In order to ensure an effective protection against these 

potential threats concrete proposals, such as reconceptualizing already existing rights or creating new 

rights, are set forth. Nevertheless, the academic debate on how to protect effectively the domain of 

cognitive liberty from potential violations is conducted without any explicit or implicit reference to 

the theoretical foundations of human rights. More precisely, in this debate there is no open discussion 

on who should be the subject of neurorights. This is not surprising at the first glance, for there is a 

quasi-unanimity on the content of the notion of “human” as the subject of human rights. The proposed 

categories of neurorights, especially that of cognitive liberty do not contradict the existing human 

rights concept in this respect.  

 

The recently flourishing scholarship on the history of human rights, however, offers a critical study 

of the abstract concept of human as the subject of human rights. The present paper, in line with this 

scholarship, attempts to introduce a historiographic perspective to the debate on neurorights by asking 

whether the concept of human as maintained in the theory of human rights is suitable for defining a 

subject of rights in the age of neurotechnologies. First, the paper offers a historical account on how 

the concept of human was formed theoretically at the dawn of modernity. Secondly it explains the 

concept of dominium from a historical perspective and links it to the modern theory of human rights. 

Finally, it discusses whether neurotechnologies present a challenge to the theoretical constellation 

around the subject of human rights originating from the notion of dominium.  
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