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CORRELATION OF NEUROETHICS AND BIOETHICS
Bryzgalina EV &, Gumarova AN

Lomonosov Moscow State University.

Neuroethics is an interdisciplinary field of study that considers ethical issues raised by increased understanding of how the brain works and development of
technologies of research and influence the brain function. In addition, neuroethics is understood as the study of neural processes of moral decision-making.
Originally, the problems of neuroethics have developed in bioethical context. With the expansion of the set of questions and the emergence of a separate
discussion of the ethics of neuroscience, as well as the development of research on classical issues of ethics using neuroimaging technologies, neuroethics is
becoming a separate field of study. In the article, the authors consider two approaches to the relationship between neuroethics and bioethics: (1) neuroethics
as a special area of bioethics and (2) neuroethics as an independent discipline that has its specific features. Understanding neuroethics as a part of bioethics
predetermines the consideration of its problems as a study of the social consequences of the achievements of neurosciences and the normative regulation of
medical and research practice. The approaches that define neuroethics as an independent field emphasize the combination of multidirectional study (ethics of
neuroscience and neuroscience of ethics) as a specific feature of the discipline. These studies are related by their common object of research — the brain. The
approach of reductionism underlying the dominant research in neuroethics is noted in the article as a factor of a shift of neuroethics from the humanitarian context
of bioethics towards neuroscience.
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COOTHOLLEHUE HENPO3TUKN N BUOITUKU
E. B. BpbizranuHa &, A. H. Tymaposa
MOCKOBCKMIN rocyaapCTBEHHbIN yHBEpcuTeT uM. M. B. JlomoHocoBa, Mocksa, Poccus

HepoaTuka SBnsSeTcs MexXaMCUUMIMHAPHOM 001acTbio MCCNeAoBaHNs, KOTopas PACCMaTpuBaeT 3TMHECKME BOMPOCHI, CBA3aHHbIE C YryONeHeM NOHUMaHNA
TOro, kak paboTaeT MO3I 1 Pa3BUTEM TEXHONOMUIA AN UCCNEeAOBaHMS MO3ra 1 BAVSIHUS Ha Hero. Kpome 3Toro nop, HeMpO3TUKOW NOHMMAETCS UCChefoBaHVe
HEPOHHbBIX MPOLLECCOB MPUHATS MOPasbHOMO PeLLeHUs . VICTopuyeckn mpobnemaTiika HEMPOSTVKM pasBrBanach B 610STNHECKOM KOHTeKCTe. C paclumMpeHnem
Habopa BOMPOCOB W CKadblBaHneM OOOCOBNEHHOrO OOCYXOEHUS STUKM HEMPOHAyK, a TakkKe PasBUTVMEM WCCIEAOBaHUI KNaCCU4ECKMX BOMPOCOB STUKM
C NPVIMEHEHNEM TEXHOMOMMIA HEMPOBM3yanu3aumun, HeMpPoaTKa CTaHOBUTCS OTAENBbHON UCCNEA0BATENLCKON 06nacTbio. B cTaTbe aBTOpbl paccMaTpuBaioT
[Ba nofxoda K COOTHOLLEHVIO HEMPOSTUKM 1 BUO3TUKK: (1) HEMPOSTUKA Kak CrelyanbHoe Hanpasnenne B1osTUKK 1 (2) HEMPOSTUKa Kak caMocTosTeNbHas
OVCUMNVHA, CBSA3aHHas ¢ 61MO3TVKOM, HO obnafatoLLas COBCTBEHHON MpeaMeTHON Ccrneundmkom. MoHnMaHe HEMPOITUKN Kak YacTi BUOSTVKM NpefonpeaenseT
paccMoTpeHne eé NpobneMaTVki Kak WUCCNefoBaHVst CoLpanbHbIX MOCNEACTBUA LOCTUXKEHWA HEMPOHAYK Y HOPMAaTUBHOMO PErynvpoBaHUs MeaULMHCKON
1 YicCnefoBaTenbCKom NpakTukK. [ofaxoapl, oNpefensitoLLe HeMPOSTUKY Kak HE3aBMCYIMYO 061acTb MCCNefoBaHYs, MOAYEPKNBAIOT B KA4ECTBE CreLmdneckon
OCOBEHHOCTY AMCLMMINHEI OObEeaNHEHVE Pa3HOHANPaBIEHHbIX UCCNEA0BaHUI (STUKM HEMPOHAYKMN 1 HEAPOHAYKW STUKM), CBA3aHHbBIX Creumdunkon obbekTa
vcenenoBaHnii — Mosra. PegyKUVOHUCTCKU NOAXOM, Nexallmin B OCHOBaHUM FOCMOACTBYIOLLMX B HEMPOSTVIKE MCCNefoBaHWiA, OTMEYEH B CTaTbe B Ka4ecTBe
hakTopa, OTAANSOLLErO HEMPOSTVKY OT NYMaHUCTUHECKOTO KOHTEKCTa BUOITVIKN.
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KOMHUTUBHbIE CUCTEMbI, UCKYCCTBEHHbIV HTENNEKT».
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INTRODUCTION

Neuroethics is a young field of study, the conceptual
foundations and disciplinary boundaries of which have been
determining since the early 2000s. Researchers are still
discussing various approaches to understanding the issues of
neuroethics, grounds for referring neuroethics to humanitarian
or scientific approaches and interdisciplinary classification
of questions. Unclear position of neuroethics among novel
interdisciplinary areas of concern is also confirmed by various
opinions about the correlation of bioethics and neuroethics. Is
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neuroethics a subdivision of bioethics or should it be developed
independently?

[t has to be noted that neuroethics is a general term for
two different subjects [1]. The first subject is the ethics of
neuroscience; it includes ethics in medical research, and social
and humanitarian analysis of ethical and legal implications
of practices associated with the use of neurotechnologies in
different areas of life. The second subject is the neuroscience
of ethics, which investigates the neural basis of ethical
decisions as well as reconsidering the essence of ethics itself
based on empirical data and brain function. There is a close
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correlation between the two subjects: neuroscience of ethics
provides neuroethics with empirical materials, whereas ethics of
neuroscience provides for regulatory research control.

If neuroethics is considered as the ethics of neuroscience,
then bioethics and neuroethics must be taken as cognate
disciplines with intercrossing problematic fields. For example, the
problem of death criteria is one of fundamental issues traditionally
developed in bioethics. However, it is currently at the intersection
of neuroethics and bioethics as the concept of brain death and
criterion of death in the form of brain death are approved [2].
Modern researches of dying processes concentrate on the
investigation of attenuated brain activity [3]. Though the criterion
of brain death is accepted in medical practice, the validity of
using the criterion is still discussed due to medical, philosophical
and ethical aspects of uncertain brain death registration in
practice and difficult registration of pediatric brain death.

Another common object of interest for bioethics and
neuroethics is a possibility to improve a human being. Human
enhancement practice is a set of biotechnology-based bodily,
genetic, psychoemotional and cognitive transformations
necessary to change the physical, cognitive or ethical human
attributes [4].

Due to specific issues associated with free will, nature of
consciousness, mechanisms of taking an ethical decision and
specifics of cognitive processes, neuroethics can be considered
as an autonomous research area. To solve specific problems,
neuroethics uses the concepts of consciousness philosophy,
cognitive neurobiology, neurobiology of emotions and social
neurosciences [5, 6].

In this article, we consider two approaches to how to define
the relationship between neuroethics and bioethics: neuroethics
as subspecialty within the study of bioethics and neuroethics as
an independent discipline.

NEUROETHICS AS SUBSPECIALTY WITHIN THE STUDY OF
BIOETHICS

According to the first approach, neuroethics is considered
as subspecialty within the study of bioethics used for ethical
analysis of brain working practices but being an interdisciplinary
field. The purpose of bioethics and neuroethics as its domain
consists in regulatory control of practices of interacting with
the living material. Being a type of applied ethics similar to
bioethics, neuroethics is based on bioethical principles. One
of them is the concept of Beauchamp and Childress with four
principles developed: respect for autonomy, nonmaleficence,
beneficence, and justice [7]. Neuroethics is comprehended
as a restricted professional medical ethics, applied research
ethics, social and humanitarian innovation expertise.
Neuroethical issues and its institutionalization initially
occurred in the area of bioethics, and medical ethics of
neurology and neurobiology, in particular. According to llles
and Bird, modern neuroethics is rooted in researches devoted
to ethical implications of lobotomies, and eugenics programs
in Nazi Germany, closely connected with discrimination by
mental signs [8]. Since 1960-1980, brain-related ethical issues
expanded as neurosciences developed and were discussed
in the general context of bioethics. In 1996, the International
Bioethics Committee of UNESCO (IBC) presented a special
report on ethical implications of neurobiology achievements [9].
During the first conference devoted to neuroethics entitled
‘Neuroethics: Mapping the Field’” and held in 2002, William
Safir said that the problems of bioethics and neuroethics were
identical. He referred to neuroethics as ‘old wine in a new
bottle’ [10]. Wolpe, an American bioethicist, stressed that

the problem of neuroethics estimates the ethnicity of brain
examination medical techniques associating neuroethics with
medical ethics. He stated that ‘the term neuroethics is used
by European neurologists to refer to ethical issues in brain
disorders, such as stroke or epilepsy, and it had been used at
times of ethical concerns in psychiatry, child development, and
brain injury rehabilitation’ [11].

Russian neurosurgeon L. B. Likhterman speaks about
medical specifics of neuroethics: ‘Neuroethics aims at the
development and usage of ethical standards in neurology,
neurosurgery and psychiatry’ [12]. According to him,
neuroethics is an instrument that humanizes neurosurgery,
making the tasks of neuroethics closer to biomedical ethics.

Discussing future purposes and perspectives of neuroethics,
researcher Eric Rasin also believes that neuroethics is part
of bioethics. The leading directions include an improved
interaction between medical staff and patients during treatment,
consideration of private problems associated with neurological
and mental diseases such as mental patient care, investigating
the phenomenon of a mental disturbance, provision of
compulsory aid to patients with disturbed consciousness [13].
The important area often falls outside medical bioethics and
can be taken under the responsibility of neuroethics. Thus,
neuroethics, treated as humanitarian expertise of research
practices and techniques, brain therapy and effect, approaches
the applied bioethics.

NEUROETHICS AS AN INDEPENDENT AREA OF
EXAMINATION

According to the second approach, neuroethics is an
independent discipline with its own grounds and problematic
boundaries, which are different from those of bioethics. The
approach expands the comprehension of bioethics and includes
research of the nature of ethics, effect of neurobiological
research on human self-understanding and fundamental
categories of law and ethics, apart from professional ethics,
research ethics and humanitarian expertise [2]. As ethics of
neurobiology develops, neuroethics is interpreted as a novel,
reconsidered ethics of cognitively improved digital society.

The basic peculiarity of the neuroethics comprehended
in such a way is that it discusses ethical issues associated
with the unique organ with the functions incompatible with any
other organ of a human body. It makes the related problems
completely different. Based on the documents of The Human
BRAIN Project (USA), it is stated that though ethical issues
typical of other areas of biomedicine influence the neuroscience
research, there exist special ethical aspects unique for the brain
research: ‘as the brain is the source of consciousness, our
most inner thought and basic human needs, technological brain
studies influenced the occurrence of new social and ethical
issues. Can brain development research be used to improve the
cognitive development at schools? What are the circumstances
when mechanistic understanding of dependance and other
neuropsychiatric disorders can be used to determine the liability
in the legal system?’ [14].

The project where neuroethics is considered as a discipline
is based on the assumption that the brain is an organ, which
determines the human personality and is of a paramount
importance in interpersonal relations. The approach due to
which neuroethics turns into an independent research area
makes it closer to the biological direction of the human entity
research. In the reductive approach, the thought is expressed
as ‘you are your brain” and ‘brain is a place where the human
personality is located’. Neuroethics considered as the birth of
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scientific neurorotation tends to examine not just physical but
mental issues as well. Considering the disciplinary specifics of
neuroethics, Vidal and Ortega state as follows: ‘unlike bioethics,
neuroethics could gain acceptance as it claims to be exclusive
because ontological beliefs are considered as empirical facts’ [15].
The reductive grounds for neuroethics are explained by the fact
that neuroethics was developed due to expanding possibilities of
neurovisualization. The methods of neural process visualization
show what direct knowledge looks like: we are more certain that
observing the physical processes that take place in the brain
makes is possible to comprehend the nature of consciousness,
predict human intentions and even read thoughts.

Different approaches to the philosophy of consciousness
differently treat the issue of consciousness and cerebral
substance correlation: some believe that mental processes
result from physical processes (Churchland, Dennet), others
only notice the correlation between physical and mental
processes (Chalmers, Daniel) [16-19]. However, as far as an
empirical aspect of neuropsychology goes, brain damage
definitely leads to the change in the personal qualities and
type of cognitive processes. Ethical regulation of therapeutic
and research intervention to the brain, use of neuroscience
potential in various fields of life, and neurobiological research of
the interrelation between the brain activity and human behavior
turn to be relevant general areas of neuroethics.

Russian bioethicist Sidorova suggests that based on the
relationship between neuroethics and reductionism related
interpretation of psychophysical processes and human nature
in general, neuroethics must be considered as part of bioethics
or area close to neurobiology [20]. If biological reductionism
is behind the neuroethical consideration resulting from
neurophysiological determination of neuroscience, neuroethics
is taken as an independent discipline.

With such an approach, neuroethics cancels the focus
of research and practices on the most important bioethical
principles and justifies radical technological interventions into
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