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At the end of 2016 year the monograph “Philosophical
anthropology as the methodology of “culturological turn” in
bioethics” by Volgograd scientists Boris Alexandrovich Navrotskiy
and Maria Vladimirovna Reymer was published [1].

The authors have collected the comprehensive material
for bioethical discussions in the modern western intellectual
community which is compared to the domestic bioethical tradition,
though they do not apply the scale ‘good-bad’. The main
advantage of the book is the freedom of thought which the authors
give to readers. There are not any absolute judgments and definite
conclusions in the monograph. The authors are likely to suggest
that the readers could reflect on the fate of modern bioethics. In
fact, there were many difficulties in the development of that field of
science.
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B wxomye 2016 200a ysudena ceem monocpagus
soneozpadckux yuenvix bopuca Anexcanoposuua Haspoykozeo u
Mapuu Braoumuposuvt Peiivep «@unocogckas anmpononocus
KaKk — Memooono2us  «KyJIbMypoi02U4eckozo — Nosopomay» 6
ouosmuxey [1]. B knuee cobpan obuupHblili mamepuan OUCKyCccull
0 buosmuxe 6 COBpEMEHHOM 3ANAOHOM UHMENIEeKMYATbHOM
coobwecmee,  KOMOpbIll  CPAGHUBAEMCA € OMeEYeCMmBEHHOl
buosmuyeckoll mpaouyueil, Xoms OYeHKU NO WKAle «XOPOulo —
naoxo» aemopamu ne npumensiomcs. Boobwe Odocmouncmeom
paccmampusaemoll KHueu AeIsemcs c60000a MuICau, KOMOpyo
OHU npedocmagnam yumamensim. 30eco Hem aOCONOMHBIX
cyacoenuii  u  Kameeopuunvlx  66160006. Ckopee,  asmopul
npeonazaiom nOOyMams emecme ¢ HUMU O cyobbe coepeMeHHOl
buosmuxu. A cyovba sma ckiadvl8aemcs HenPOCMo.

Kniouesvie cnoea: Ouosmuka, Kyibmypono2uuecKui
nogopom,  NOCMMOOepHU3M,  urocogpckas — aHMpPonoaous,
KOMMYHUMAPU3M, UHOUBUOYANUIM.

Originally bioethics was the attempt of normative
regulations for scientific researches in medicine involving
human subjects [2]. Then its research field began to expand
rapidly. The natural scientific paradigm remained, but there
was the necessity of a) ethical reflection on practical
medicine which was associated with professional medical
ethics before and b) formulation of bioethical principles as
personal maxims for every person, not only for health care
professionals as the subject of bioethics according to V.R.
Potter is the moral attitude of man toward live objects [3].
The founder of bioethics himself considered the science as
the unity of scientific and human values. Consequently, it
would be reasonable to pursue such unity in philosophy [4].
As ‘the youth’ of bioethics was at the time of post-modern
expansion into philosophical world, it is easy to understand
what methodological basis of bioethics was actively
discussed by scientists [5]. But this discussion lead to the
considerable disappointment, and new searches for
methodology of bioethics were not so active as before.
Increasingly, bioethics played the role of the normative
regulation to the detriment of theoretical search for
meaning of life. Only the social expansion of new
biotechnologies, in particular “human enhancement
technologies”, revived the interest in philosophical
fundamentals of bioethics [6]. And in this sense, the
presented monograph is unique as it proposes the new —
culturological — paradigm which differs from modern
western “culturological turn”.

Such approach has been already presented in the
first chapter — “Russia and the West: the peculiarities of
“culturological turn”. Here the authors review the history of
bioethics in Russia in natural science, normative and
culturological variants and prove the actualization of the
transition to culturological interpretation in Western
philosophy. They tried to find positive aspects in the post-
modern impact on the development of bioethics and they
found them: “Modern medical philosophy ceases to be the
branch of philosophy of science and become the branch of
philosophy of culture. We think that such intellectual trend
occurred due to post-modernism and the critical analysis of
its experience. This analysis has shown that medicine is
fundamentally embedded into culture and cannot be
considered beyond culture” [1, 39]. The authors believe,
therefore, that bioethics ceases to be the description of the

formation of cultural identity in compliance with various
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kinds of cultural patterns, but effectively prevents the
cultural destruction of man and society.

In the second Chapter — “Necessary and sufficient
conditions of “culturological turn” (deliberative approach
to bioethics)” the authors prove the central idea of the
monograph — philosophical anthropology constitutes the
methodology of “culturological turn”. M.V. Reymer has
already floated this ides in one of her papers [7] but without
extensive grounding. This grounding is presented in the
monograph. Also the axiology of communitarism and
individualism has been considered in details. The authors
come to the conclusion that “the interpretation of man in
philosophical anthropology allows to explicate the
culturological sense of bioethics avoiding, on one hand, the
technicist model of medicine and post-modern model of
uncertainty of individual existing, on the other hand”
[1,72]. Criticizing the communitarian approach for the lack
of attention to person, rejection of the creativity of personal
ethical judgments, they admit that the mechanism of
integration of person into culture has been developed in this
approach. The individualistic approach emphasizes the
value of personal ethical judgments, though largely ignores
the cultural impact on person. Consequently, the optimal
variant is the integration of these two approaches, but only
in the context of intersubjective model of deliberative
bioethics. It calls for much speculation as the variants of
integration can be various and readers should make the
choice themselves.

The title of the third chapter is symbolic:
“Culturological turn’ in bioethics has occurred: what is
next?’. Perhaps nobody has the unambiguous answer to this
question. That is why the position of the authors, who
propose to reflect on the most significant features of new
status of bioethics, seems true. This section of the book is
especially pleasant to read because issues for discussion
have deep personal sense for every of us. The comparison
between literary bioethics and narrative bioethics draws to
the conclusion which is indisputable for Russian scientists
because it is understood for them. “Narrative approach is
not typical for national bioethics, literary approach has
been represented very well but it is not systematic. The
modern understanding of moral problems in Russia is
impossible without the interpretation of the moral
foundation which was laid at the turn of the last century.
Moreover, the birth of bioethics in literary works initiated

the program of its development for the next period until

enshrined values and developed norms became required for
the science” [1,134]. “Culturological turn” in bioethics
can’t be definitely connected with the narrative pattern
though it is extremely common in the West. The unique
literary tradition in Russia and the invaluable experience of
classic literature prove the advantages of literarily bioethics
over narrative bioethics. And we fully agree with this
statement [8]. It is literarily bioethics, not narrative one, is
able to overcome the crisis of post-modernism. However,
the authors consider that the real way out is phronesis.
Phronesis underlies bioethical choice and unites cultural
and moral values of an individual and a society.

In conclusion, the authors contribute the idea of
good as the backbone factor of “culturological turn” in
bioethics with the full description of its benefit. This idea is
not original and the authors admit it. The idea of good was
suggested by E. Pellegrino [9], and the authors invite to use
it precisely in Pellegrino’s interpretation. However, the
proposed idea is related to the questioning of its
application: “Modern utilitarianism of clinical bioethics
related with medical commercialization will avoid
realization of this concept” [1,135]. That is why the task of
culture experts is the active support and promotion of this
concept. It is true, but this task is not only for culture
experts, but for every specialist in the field of bioethics and
philosophy. We hope very much that this interesting and
original monograph will contribute to increasing the
number of supporters of the idea of good as the
fundamental one in modern bioethics, and create the
impetus for developing philosophical problems in

bioethics.

References

1. Navrotskiy B.A, Reymer M.V. Philosophical anthropology as
the methodology of “culturological turn” in bioethics [Text]:
monograph/ B. A. Navrotskiy, M.V.Reymer - Volgograd:
Publishing house of VolsMU, 2016. — 152 c.

2. Navrotskiy B.A. Complementarity of interpretative procedures
in biology and bioethics [Text]/B. A. Navrotskiy // Challenges of
information society: from bioethics to bioethics. Proceedings of
VII International symposium, 22 — 23 October, 2015, Kiev. Kiev:
Publishing house of NMAPO. — 2015. — P. 49.

3. Potter V. R. Bioethics: bridge to the future [Text] /V.R. Potter.
M.: Editorial URSS, 2010. — 370 p.

4. Sedova N.N. Bioethics as applied philosophy [Text]:/N.N.
Sedova//Bioethics. 2010. Nel. P.7 — 10.

5. Reymer M.V. Bioethics in the cultural paradigm of post-
modernism [Text]/M.V. Reymer// Bioethics. 2014. Ne 1. P. 16-19.
6. Navrotskiy B.A. Ethical patterns of “human enhancement
technologies” [Text] /N.N. Sedova, B.A. Navrotskiy// Survival
strategy in the context of bioethics, phylosophy and medicine. Issue
21. Chisinau. — 2015. - P. 8 — 12.

7. Reymer M.V. Communitarian approach as the consequence of
anthropological tradition in bioethics [Text] / M.V.Reymer //
Proceedings of  XIV international correspondence practical

62


http://elibrary.ru/contents.asp?issueid=1258189
http://elibrary.ru/contents.asp?issueid=1258189&selid=21403867

conference «Scientific discussion: issues of sociology, political
science, phylosophy, history» M. 2013. — P. 82-86.

8. Natalya Nikolaevna Sedova and Maria Vladimirovna Reymer.
From literary bioethics to bioethical literature // Life Science
Journal 2014; 11(10s) — P. 538 — 543.

9. Pellegrino, E. D. and. Thomasma D. The Christian Virtues in
Medical Practice. — New York: Oxford University Press. — 1996.-
302 p.

Jluteparypa

1. HaBpoukuii B.A., Peiimep M.B. ®usocodpckas aHTPOHOIOTHS
KaK METONOJOTHS «KYJIbTypPOJIOTHYECKOTrO II0BOPOTa» B OMOITHKE
[Texcr]: monorpadus/ B.AHasponxmii, M.B.Pelimep. —
Bounrorpaa: Uzn-so BonrI'MY, 2016. — 152 c.

2. Happoukmii B.A. KommieMeHTapHOCTE OOBSCHHTENBHBIX
nporenyp B Ouomornu u Ouostuke [Texct]/b.A.HaBponxuit/
Bukinku  inpopManiiHOro cycnwiabcTBa:  Big  GIo€THKH 10
HooeTnku. Matepianmu VII Mixzapogsoro cummosiymy, 22 — 23
sxoBTH: 2015 p., r.Kuis. Kues: U3x-80 HMATIO. — 2015. — C. 49.
3. orrep B. P. buostuka — moct B Oyaymee[ Teker]/B.P.Ilorrep.
M.: Equropuan YPCC, 2010. — 370 c.

4. Cepmoa H.H. buootmka kak mpukiaagHas —Quiocodus
[Tekcr]:/H.H.Cenosa//buoatuka. 2010. Nel. C.7 — 10.

5. Peiimep M.B. buoostumka B KyIbTYpHOH Iapagurme
nocrtmonepumMal Texcr]/M.B.Peiimep// buootuka. 2014. Ne 1. C.
16-19.

6. HaBpoukuii b.A. DTnueckue pUCKH TEXHOJOTHH «yIydIICHHs
genoseka» [Texcr] /H.H Cenosa, B.A. Hasponkuit// Cmpamezus
BbIJICUBAHUA 6  KOHmMeKcme — Ouosmuku,  uiocopuu  u
Mmeouyunst. Beimyck 21. Kummnes. — 2015, — C. 8 — 12,

7. Peiimep M.B. KoMmMyHuTapHBIi 1OIXOA Kak CIIEICTBUE
AHTPONONIOrHYecKoil Tpaauuuu B 6uodtuke [Tekcr] / M.B.Peiimep
/" Marepuansl XIV MexIyHapomHOH 3a0YHOH IPaKTHUECKOI
koH(pepeHun «HaydHas JUCKyccHs: BOIPOCHL  COLHOJIOIHH,
nonuronoruu, Gpunocodun, ucropum» M. 2013 ¢ 82-86.

8. Natalya Nikolaevna Sedova and Maria Vladimirovna Reymer.
From literary bioethics to bioethical literature // Life Science
Journal 2014; 11(10s) — P. 538 — 543.

9. Pellegrino, E. D. and. Thomasma D. The Christian Virtues in
Medical Practice. — New York: Oxford University Press. — 1996.-
302 p.

63


http://elibrary.ru/item.asp?id=21403867
http://elibrary.ru/item.asp?id=21403867
http://elibrary.ru/contents.asp?issueid=1258189
http://elibrary.ru/contents.asp?issueid=1258189&selid=21403867

