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BIOLOGICAL AND SOCIAL: TWO PROBLEMS OF HUMAN IDENTITY IN THE CONTEXT OF MEDICAL
ETHICS
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At present, the most important problems of medical ethics related to the issues of fair access to medicine and health care as the main human benefits are of
particular importance. In this regard, the study of biological and social foundations seems to be especially relevant, allowing us to consider a person not only
as a user of medical services, but also as a sense-making center, influenced by the value-driven norms and societal ideas. The aim of the study is to consider
the following two aspects of conceptualizing a person in medical ethics: his/her biological and social status. Dialectical method, system analysis, cultural and
phenomenological approaches constitute the article’s methodological basis. Based on the discussion undertaken in modern scientific literature, these allow us to
come to an understanding of a person in the system of medical ethics. It is noted that consideration of a person in the context of issues of medical ethics goes, first
of all, in two main directions: first, the role of a person is revitalized in the process of choosing treatment methods and understanding the degree of risk associated
with the treatment and prevention of his person as a biological being; the second is the immersion of a person, engaged in decision-making, into the system of
values and traditions of society. It is shown that the second aspect is connected with the understanding of a citizen as a social being. Comprehension of a person
should be undertaken through the study of his moral, spiritual, emotional, physical and biological foundations of being; at the same time, biological and social
approaches should not act separately, but in unity, and lead to a holistic concept of man.

Key words: medical ethics, human, healthcare, medicine, health, society, humanitarian knowledge, natural sciences, consciousness

Correspondence should be addressed: Dmitrii N. Khristenko
Revolutsionnaya, 5, Yaroslavl region, Yaroslavl, 150000, Russia; khristenko1983@mail.ru

Received: 07.10.2021 Accepted: 24.11.2021 Published online: 30.12.2021
DOI: 10.24075/medet.2021.029

BNOJIOTMHECKOE N COLIMAJIbHOE — BA PAKYPCA WOEHTUYHOCTW YEJIOBEKA B KOHTEKCTE
MEOULUMHCKOW 3TUKMN

0. B. Koznosa, . H. Xpricterko &
Apocnasckuii rocyAapCTBEHHbIN MEANLIMHCKUI YHUBEPCUTET, Apocnasns, Poccus

B HacTosilLee Bpems BakHeilLve MpobneMbl MeOULWHCKON 3TVIKW, CBSi3aHHble C BOMPOCamX CrpaBef/IMBOro JOCTYMa K MeaMuvHe U 34paBoOXpaHeHuio
KaK OCHOBHbIM Gnaram 4YesnoBeka, nNprobpeTaloT 0coboe 3HaqeHve. B aTOM nnaHe OCOBeHHO aKTyasbHbIM MPEACTaBAAETCA UCCenoBaHne OUONOrMHecKmx
N coumanbHbIX OCHOB, MO3BOMSOLLMX PacCMaTpyBaTb YENOBEKa He TOMbKO Kak Momb30BaTenst MeOULMHCKMX YCIYT, HO M Kak CMbICO06pasyioLLero LIeHTpa,
MCMbIThIBAIOLLIErO BAVSHNE LIEHHOCTHbBIX HOPM M MPEACTaBAEHN, MPMHATLIX B 06LLIEeCTBe. Llens nccnenoBaHvs — paccMOTPETb [Ba acrekTa OCMbICNIEHNS YenoBeka
B MEOVILMHCKOM 3TUKE: B1ONOrMHYeCcKuin 1 coLmanbHbii cTaTycbl. MeToo0NorM4eckort OCHOBOW CTaTbl SABASIETCA ANANEKTUHECKUA METOL, CUCTEMHbIN aHanua,
KyNBTYPONMOrMHECKNI 1 (DEHOMEHONOMMHECKIIA MOAXOLb!, MO3BONAIOLLME HA OCHOBE MaTepuanoB AVICKYCCUN, MPEANPUHATON B COBPEMEHHOMN Hay4HOM nuTepaType,
MPUATU K OCMBICNIEHNIO YeNoBeKa B CUCTEME MEOULMHCKON 3TUKU. OTMEYEHO, YTO PaCcCMOTPEHVE HYeroBeKa B KOHTEKCTE MPobnemM MeAMLMHCKOM STUKN UOET,
npexze BCero, no AByM OCHOBHbIM HanpaBieH!aM: NepBOe — aKTVBU3aLMA PO YenoBeka B MPOLIECCe Bblbopa METOAOB SIEHEHNS 1 OCMBIC/IEHUN CTEMEHN PUCKA,
CBSI3aHHOMO C JIeYeHVEM U MPOMUNIAKTUKON Ero NepCoHbl Kak BUONOrMHYECKOro CyLLECTBA; BTOPOE — MOrPy>XeH1e YenoBeka B NMPOLECCe MPUHATUS PeLLeHN B
CUCTeMy LIEHHOCTe v Tpaamumin oblecTsa. NokadaHo, YTO BTOPOW acmekT CBA3aH C OCMbICNIEHMEM MPaxxaaHyHa Kak coupanbHoro cylectsa. OcMbicneHvie
YenioBeka 0MKHO ObITb MPEANPUHATO Yepes N3yHeHre ero HPaBCTBEHHDBIX, [yXOBHbIX, SMOLIMOHABHBIX, (IU3NHECKUX 1 BUONOMMHECKMX OCHOB ObITUS; MPY 3TOM
OUONOrMYECKNI 1 COLMabHBIV MOOXOAb! AOMKHBI BbICTYNaTh HE PA3PO3HEHHO, a B €AVHCTBE 1 MPUBECTU K LIENOCTHOMY MOHUMAaHIO YenoBeka.
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Currently, the most important problems of medical ethics
related to the issues of fair access to medicine and health care
as the main human benefits assume special importance. In this
regard, studying biological and social foundations allowing us
to consider a person not only as a user of medical services, but
also as a sense-making center, influenced by the value-driven
norms and societal ideas, seems to be particularly relevant.

In today’s environment, the citizen’s decision-making within
the bounds of medical care requires certain grounds. In this
context, the principle of respect for human rights and human
dignity is the key principle of medical ethics. Every citizen has
the right to protection of health, however, as EV Bryzgalina
rightly points out, “personal, professional and life experience,

system of values, nonverification of multiple parameters and
the impact of social norms make it possible to describe
the healthcare resource allocation at the micro level as the
bioethical choice, but not the act of deciding” [1, p. 43].

Considering a person in the context of the issues of medical
ethics goes, first of all, in two main directions: first, the role of
a person is revitalized in the process of choosing treatment
methods and understanding the degree of risk associated
with the treatment and prevention of his person as a biological
being; the second is the immersion of a person engaged in
decision-making into the system of values and traditions of
society. It is obvious that the second aspect is connected with
understanding the citizen as a social being.
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From our point of view, comprehension of a person
should be undertaken through the study of his moral, spiritual,
emotional, physical and biological foundations of being. Both
biological and social approaches not act in unity, and lead to a
holistic concept of man.

In this regard, research is notable, conducted by Ralph
Emerson, who was the figure in the transcendentalist
movement. The filosopher substantiates the importance of the
person’s spiritual advancement. However, he writes about the
necessity to consider the individual’s biological needs as well. To
his mind, mankind has done nothing to learn about the mystery
of fate, and feeble efforts to conceptualize the human nature
have put the human person on the edge of madness. That is
why the researcher rejects all dogmatic measures applied to
humans, neither biological, nor social. He aims to uplift the soul
of every person to make him/her understand the moral beauty,
and to hypnotize everyone into understanding the importance
of human dignity. Emerson encourages every person to
discover oneself and identify the person’s better qualities. His
book Moral Philosophy is the apotheosis of unity of the human
spiritual and corporeal being mediated by Supreme Wisdom:
“Human spirit should prefigure our philosophical plans exactly
how the human body needs are taken into consideration when
building the dwelling house” [2, p.7].

Biological substantiation of human evolution made in
the 19" century evoked protests from many philosophers.
In this regard, VS Soloviev has noted the following: in case
we hide behind the idea of humanity as an abstract concept,
we would begin to replace true values with imaginary ones.
According to V. S. Soloviev, we would begin to see “in our
nation the zoological side, its brutal instincts, strengthen its
brutal character; whom and what do we love here, whom
and what do we serve?” [3, v. 5, p. 393]. When criticizing the
attitude toward a person from the perspective of the prevailing
biological nature, Friedrich Nietzsche wrote the following about
the renegades: “Those young hearts have already all become
old — and not old even! Only weary, ordinary, comfortable...
their first companions must be corpses and buffoons” [4,
pp.154-155].

In the 20™ century, evolutionary ideas were criticized by
mane researchers. E. Durkheim opposed absolutizing the
biological basis of humans in the context of sociology [5]. VF
Malinovsky [6] completely excluded evolutionary concept from
social anthropology. In this regard, it is important to emphasize
that empirical methods of acquiring knowledge continued to
have a strong influence on the human nature conceptualization
in the early 20" century in the context of both naural science
and the system of humanitarian knowledge. Conversely,
medicine in general and the development of medical ethics in
particular were greatly influenced by the functionalist concept,
which interpreted human life through the prism of one’s status
in the family, social group, society. Thus, Leland Yeager wrote
that history did not prove that people had invented ethical
norms on purpose. Furthermore, he pointed out that “some
rules of families and other groups, including statutes enforced
by governments, have been deliberately adopted” [7, p. 97].

Clear delineation of the terms “biological” and “social”
primarily on ethical grounds was first noted in the mid-20th
century. According to T Dobzhansky, exaggerated importance
of bilogical component in the conceptualization of man is the
red herring for the mystery of man. Dobzhansky emphasized
the danger of relapse into the racial theories, being equipped
with the biological basis for determining human nature only. He
stressed the implications of the one-sided version of human
nature: “some biologists make fools of themselves over and
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over by enforcing the solution for social and political problems,
which is based on the idea that man is just an animal”
[8, p. 157].

Conditional division of the functions of natural sciences
and humanities was achieved by the mid-20" century.
Furthermore, studying the biological basis for the existence of
nature and man was the main object of natural science, and
humanities focused mainly on the spiritual, social, cultural and
ethical aspects of the human being. Thus for example, Erwin
Schrodinger, Austrian physicist, carries the biological patterns
over to the emotional and psychological sphere of human
life. He notes the fact that many elements of the individual’s
conscious activity (where the person feels happy when
reaching a goal) are not subject to volitional control, and some
physiological processes (for example, breathing in the room full
of smoke) on the contrary may slow down. Schrodinger calls
these phenomena “misconceptions of mnemonic hereditary
nature” [9, p. 13]. That is why he describes the manifested
human spirituality, such as the emerging faith and religion, as
the “absurd support” fearfully grasped by the “weak, deceived
human spirit” [9, p. 205]. In this regard, it is interesting to
note that Descartes excluded sensations from the category of
mental quite often: “when we see an animal heading towards
us..., when this figure is extraordinary and very scary, i. e. when
it vividly brings to mind something that hurt the body in the
past, it sparkles the passion of fear in the mind, which could be
followed by the passion of courage...” [10, p. 575].

Here we are talking about the Freud’s idea that many
mental acts are unconscious and therefore there could
be some unconscious desires and beliefs. According to
Freud, desire is covertly constructed as the condition, which
produces certain behavior. Thus, Freud has come to believe
that conscious access to certain conditions is insignificant in
explaining behavior. Consequently, the person’s awareness
never constructs the being of something as the belief: “...there
are present in all men destructive, and therefore anti-social
and anti-cultural, trends and that in a great number of people
these are strong enough to determine their behaviour in human
society” [11, p. 20].

Representatives of the behaviorism movement developed
a new psychological explanation of human activity, which left
no room for the informed assessment. The belief that the
internal states were not related to the explanation of human
behaviour was the primary reason for this view. That is why
interpretation of human activity is independent of phenomenal
concepts. Currently, David Chalmers tries to rationalize the
concepts of behaviorism. He points out that defining the role of
mental in the production of human behavior requires focusing
on psychological properties. When considering the experience
of the human consciousness mental states, we should base
on phenomenal concepts: “To assimilate the phenomenal to
the psychological prior to some deep explanation would be to
trivialize the problem of conscious experience; and to assimilate
the psychological to the phenomenal would be to vastly limit
the role of the mental in explaining behavior” [12, p. 35].

In this regard, fundamental research was performed by
Konrad Lorenz, who tried to define the term “instinct” by
monitoring animal behavior, and studied the inherited patterns
of behavior in animals. Comparative analysis of behavior in
wild and domestic animals led Lorenz to believe in the loss
of vitality in domestic animals. The thinker also noted the
adverse impact of urban infrastructure on the domesticated
animal management. By extrapolating his observations
into the development of modern civilization, Lorenz came
to understanding the ambiguity of the moral and esthetic
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foundations of humanity. He considered political activism in
the society as the aberrant aggressive instinct. Lorenz came to
a conclusion that human cognition emerged in the course of
evolution to preserve the species: “this should be studied as a
function of some real system that has emerged naturally and
interacts with the equally real world” [13, p. 15].

|ldeas of Konrad Lorenz did not go unnoticed by the
academic world. These were further developed by Edward
Wilson, Harvard University, in his book On Human Nature.
Wilson, who was one of the founders of sociobiology, defined
the goal of the new science, sociobiology, as a “systematic
study of the biological basis of all forms of social behavior in
all kinds of organisms, including man” [14, p. 5]. He tried to
shift the humanities towards absolutization of the biological
basis of the human being based on evolution theory, providing
true interpretation of human behavior. Wilson promoted the
social development strategies in the same way as the “human
animal survival strategy” insisting that social relationship had
the biological basis [14, p. 96]. The thinker believed that even
science was not totally free of constraints imposed by the
human evolutionary inheritance. Wilson aimed to define and
specify certain levers allowing one to both explain and predict
human behavior in the framework of the natural selection theory.
For example, the researcher attributed the incest taboo to the
fact that primitive society had a genetic intention to increase
their capability of reproducing. Wilson paid close attention to
four major (in his view) categories of behavior, such as altruism,
sex, aggression and religion, and treated each category as a
human evolutionary strategy.

Edward Wilson concluded that knowledge of genetic
strategies was the basis of human sciences. That is why the
researcher substantiates the fact that “there is a threshold
beyong which biological evolution would start reversing the
cultural evolution” [14, p. 80]. His famous saying, “Genes hold
culture on a leash” [14, p. 167], demonstrates the desire to
justify the priority of the human being biological determinants
over the social bases. It is also important to pay attention to
the distruction of the basis of medical ethics attempted by thus
author, since, according to Wilson, there is no way to prove that
ethics is more important to define the behavioral determinants
compared to genetic basis. That is why the person’s fear of
sickness or death impedes the individual’s activity, whether he/
she is a doctor or a patient. Therefore, the Wilson’s conclusion is
as follows: ethics and culture should only be considered in terms
of necessity of these spheres of the human being for evolution.

In the current context, many ideas of Konrad Lorenz are
further developed by Paul Nurse, the distinguished British
scientist and and Nobel laureate. He substantiates the concept
of natural selection and declares widespread use of this concept
in the areas other than biology. The thinker demonstrates the
importance of natural selection for economics and computer
science. He emphasizes the fact that the algorithms used to
operate technical devices simulate the natural selection. In his
writings, he revives the idea of man gradually transforming into
machine, proposed by philosopher La Mettrie: “Is it likely to ever
meet any other life forms?... | am sure that they, like us, will be
self-sustaining chemical and physical machines, built around
information-encoding polymers that have been produced
through evolution by natural selection” [15, p. 219-220].

Donna Haraway, American historian, takes the opposite
view. After studying reports on the life of primates, the
researcher concluded that males dominated in the groups.
She disputed the finding that gender differences were natural.
This provision provided the basis for criticizing the priority of
biological foundation in understanding the human being. She

demonstrated the difference between the terms “gender” and
“sex”. Haraway showed that the human life biological basis
itself was produced by means of social relationships, could be
only remotely related to the natural basis, and moreover, could
not be explained by evolution theory [16, p. 23]. The researcher
criticized the feminist call for determining the foundation of
women’s emancipation. She denied the possible biological and
social rationale for the free choice of “sexual identity”.

Victor Ten has adopted a conciliatory position between
the advocates of biological approach and the supporters of
sociological justification of human behavior. In his writings, he
tries to provide a way out of the cul-de-sac, the science, unable
to shift from the reflex theory, has been stuck in. He is offering
to start a new science, psychophysiology, which would be
capable of answering the following questions:

1. How did humans manage to free themselves of reflexes?
2. What tragedies did they experience in the transitional
stage?

After studying the writings of physiologists, Victor Ten
concludes that animal reactions are always preset by their
biological nature and constantly unambiguous by the way of
realization. The animal behavior variation may be only tolerable
within the narrow confines of species by means of the well-
formed conditioned reflexes. And humans are capable of
responding to certain situations in the completely unpredictable
manner: “he can shout (curse) like a dog, run away as a hare;
he can climb the tree as a squirrel; he can get into a fight as
a bear standing on two legs; he can act like Socrates and
stay calm” [17, p. 259]. Thus, the researcher finds that the
human nature is universal. His anthropological theory is based
on accepting polymotivation of the human being. In this regard,
were are unable to find exact motives of human behavior. The
motives would always be mediated not only by instincts and
volitional beginning, but would also show the lack of basis, the
intuitive freedom of choice. V Ten notes that “in philosophical
speech, human behavior is considered activity, i. e. represents
the inverted subject-object relationship” [17, pp. 259-260].
However, according to the author, when engaged in activity,
man objectifies his personality and “subjectifies” the object of
his activity. Animal behavior does not consitute activity, it is just
a reflex behavior. Animals have no resource for the situation
conceptualization, that is why animal reactions are immediate
and result from unconditioned and conditioned reflexes.

David Reich, American geneticist, studied the modern
human populations and set the goal to discover the population
diversity. The researcher compared DNA of modern humans
with DNA of our earliest ancestors and concluded that the wide
diversity of human traits cannot be fully explained by genetic
factors. In this regard, the individual’s behavioral characteristics,
athletic performance, artistic talents, and intelligence are not
affected by the parameters of the population. Therefore,
David Reich concludes that social bases of the human being
are a priority. However, he cautions against exaggerating
the importance of biological origin in the human life, which
is inherent in certain scientists, since the biological concept
absolutization always gives birth to racist theories, which
are based on group stereotypes. David Reich opposes any
“stereotype labels” applied to people: “Phrases such as “you
are black, then you are surely musically gifted” or “ you are a
jew, so you have to be smart” are definitely harmful” [18, p.
351]. With that in mind, the researcher concludes that in case
of well-chosen social conditions everyone can develop their
potential and achieve great success in any sphere of activity,
even with low genetic predisposition to this sphere. David
Reich encourages us to treat every person as an extraordinary
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person, and the society should give everyone the chance to
realize their potential. It is respect of the rights and capacities
of every person that is the main leitmotif of his writings.

IL Andreyev, expert in cultural and historical anthropology,
aims to consider the neurophysiological basis of consciousness
and functional state of the brain with regard to explaining
human social behavior. He identifies the main difference
between humans and animals, and sees not only the premise
of language and abstract thought, but also the basis for
reflection in the left cerebral hemisphere. According to the
researcher, the man’s ability to adhere to the norms of morality,
law, and cultural beliefs accepted in society results from the
hemispheric asymmetry. The author consistently supports the
priority of evolution theory in the context of the human formation
conceptualization. He rationalizes the idea that “evolutionary
and age-related metamorphosis of the brain in the course of
the disease or during ageing has its basis in the trend of the
brain’s situational or permanent return to the status of endocrine
organ in the spirit of the Hegelian principle of negation of the
negation...” [19, p. 26]. In this regard, we cannot agree with
IL Andreyev, who concludes that mass panic, conformist
behavior, fashion and other kinds of “psychic contagion” are
induced by hormonal impulse. Thus, in accordance with his
concept, intellectual potential of mankind would become a
powerful evolutionary impulse.

The book Operation Mensch by Ariel Noltze is important for
conceptualization of biological and spiritual bases of the human
being. The main goal of the book is to show the reader the path
towards harmony in all spheres of life. The author demonstrates
gravity of disregard for the spiritual aspects of understanding a
person when providing medical care. His book is focused on
the search for true foundations of medical ethics. According
to Noltze, declarative medicine is unable to provide the bases,
which are required to understand human life in its entirety:
“Removal of something large may be excessive, and removal
of something small may later appear to be insufficient — this is
a balancing act that may be committed only with humility and
respect for life” [20, p. 50].

Ariel Noltze poses a very important issue of medical ethics,
the issue of the doctor’s responsibility for the patient’s life and
health on the one hand, and the issue of the patient’s trust
in the doctor as a person raised to the level of God. The
researcher reflects on the situations when a person being
subjected to medical intervention completely loses control over
his/her life, he/she transfers control over his/her physiological
parameters to the doctor. There is a difficult issue of medical
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