I[NPEIVNCIOBUE PENAKTOPOB

Editors’ preface

Tpernir pa3 xypHan Topos mo-
CBSIIAET OTHEJIbHBIA HOMEP aHa-
JIU3y BOIIPOCOB U NPOOGIJIEM, BO3-
HUKAOWMAX B  COBPEMEHHBIX
obmecTBax B CBSI3U C Pa3BUTH-
€M HOBeUINX OUOTEXHOJIOTUH.
B 2007 romy Mbl 00603HAUUIU
TEMY COOTBETCTBYIOUIETO CIIEL-
Beiycka «CoOBpEMEHHblE 6HO-
TEXHOJIOTUM U TpaHcopmalus
obpasa 4YeJyIoBEKa», COCPELOTO-
YUBIIACh HA 6A30BBIX OHTOJIOTU-
YECKUX 1 HOPMaTUBHBIX aCMEKTax
O6UOTEXHOJIOTUYECKUX BbI30BOB;
B 2014-Mm — «TechnoLogos: couu-
asibHble 3(P@PEKThl COBPEMEHHBIX
610- 1 UHHOPMALMOHHBIX TEXHO-
JIOTUI», NPENJIOKNUB COOTHECTH,
KaK Ha3BaHHbIE TEXHOJIOTUU pe-
KOHQUTYpPUPYIOT Y HANPaBJISIOT
COLMaJIbHOE€  B3aMMOIEHCTBHE.
Hacrosmuii BBITyCK CQOKYCHU-
POBaH Ha COBPEMEHHOM COCTOSI-
HUM 6GMOMEJIULIVHBI U HalleJIeH Ha
aHa/Ju3 pa3HOOOPA3HBIX CJIBUTOB
Y CMelIeHUH (9K3UCTEHIMAIbHBIX,
MOPAaJIbHBIX, HOPMAaTUBHBIX, KOM-
MYHUKAaTHUBHBIX, [OUCKYDCHUBHBIX,
BMUCTEMOJIOTUYECKUX), KOTOpbIE
MPOMCXOIAT B CBS3U C peasm3a-
L€ HEKOTOPBIX KJIIOYEBBIX TEX-
HOJIOTUYECKUX M MHCTUTYLMO-
HaJIbHBIX HOBAaLlMN B MeEJUIIMHE

This is the third time the journal
Topos devotes a separate issue to
analysis of various challenges and
problems that arise in modern
societies due to the development
of biotechnology. The first issue,
published in 2007 and entitled
Contemporary Biotechnologies and
Transformation of the Human Image,
was focused on the basic onto-
logical and normative aspects of
biotechnological challenges. The
second one, that appeared in 2014
under the title TechnoLogos: So-
cial Effects of Contemporary Bio-
and Informational Technologies,
suggested to correlate how these
technologies reconfigure and di-
rect social interactions. The pres-
ent issue is concentrated on the
current state of biomedicine and
is aimed at analyzing the various
shifts and displacements (exis-
tential, moral, communicative,
discursive, epistemological ones)
that have been occurring due
to implementation of some key
technological and institutional
innovations in medicine over the
past several decades.

At the end of the last cen-
tury, the publications of I. Illich
and D. Haraway produced an
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B NIOCJIEIHNE HECKOJIBKO JEeCITU-
JIeTUA.

B KOHIle mpoUJIOro CTONeTUs
ny6aukanuu Y. Vnnnda u [, Xa-
paysil MpOU3BEJM BIEYATIIHIO-
Y0 aHTarOHMCTUYECKYIO pas-
METKY TIOJI1 OHTOJIOTMYECKUX
U CTPaTEernyecKux BO3MOXKHO-
CTEN [JIs1 4EJI0BEYECKOTO MMUPa,
CBSI3aHHBIX C KQY€CTBEHHO HOBBIM
ATANlOM B Pa3BUTUU GMOMeEIUII-
HBI U B [1€JIOM COBPEMEHHOH TeX~
HOHayku. VX equHOOyIINE B aHA-
JIUTUKE BBHITJISLLENIO TeM OoJee
MOpPa3UTEbHBIM, YeM 6oJiee He-
MPUMUPUMBIMU OBLIIA UX OLLEHKU
MPOAHAJN3UPOBAHHOTO CHUCTEM-
HOTO TE€XHOHAy4HOTrO IPOU3BOJ-
CTBa 4YEJIOBEYECKUX CAMOCTEMN.
9¢dPexToM 3TOro NOyYUTEIbHOTO
TEOPETUYECKOrO CIAppMHra CTa-
Jla oJIsipu3alysi ropu30HTa 6y ny-
mlero: KaTacTpo(puieckoro (njs
€BPOIENCKOr0  NPEICTABIEHUS
0 JINYHOCTHU) C OJHOU CTOPOHHI,
MPUBETCTBEHHO MOCTTYMAaHUCTU-
YeCcKOro ([Jisl TeX, KTO ONUICHIBa-
eT ce0s1 B TepMUHAX «OHTOJIOTUU
KUOOProB») — ¢ npyro. Dra mno-
Jsipu3alus B OLIEHKAax BJIMSHUS
OUOTEXHOJIOTUI Ha camoollpe-
IleJIEHAE 4YeJIOBEKA MOXET pac-
CMaTpUBaThCA Kak CBoeobpas3Has
TOYKa OTCYETAa AJI AAHHOIO HO-
Mepa, HO HE B TOM CMBICJIE, YTO
aBTOPB! JOJIXHBI OYAyT Npucoe-
IUHUTHCS K KAKOU-TTN60 OIHOU 13
TEOPETUYECKUX NO3UL UM, CIOBHO
Obl MPUHSB UX MPOTUBOCTOSIHUE
33 HOBOE 3TUYECKOE UIN-UJIN.

OuamerpanbpHasi  NPOTUBO-
MOJIOXKHOCTh Tno3uuuu  Unnu-
ya u Xapaysil o06yaZaeT o0co-
6011 3BpUCTUKOI, UGO CO BCeu
OCTPOTOM IIOKAa3bIBAET, O YEM,
O Kakoil MHTpuUre, COOGCTBEH-
HO, UJET peYb B COBPEMEHHBIX
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impressive antagonistic outline
of the scope of ontological and
strategic opportunities for the
human world, associated with
a qualitatively new stage in the
development of biomedicine and
in general, of modern technosci-
ence. Their unanimity in analytics
seemed all the more striking, the
more irreconcilable were their
judgments of the analyzed sys-
temic technoscientific produc-
tion of human selves. Such an
intriguing theoretical sparring
resulted in polarization of the
horizon of the future: catastro-
phic (for the European concept of
personality) on the one hand and
post-humanistically welcoming
(for those who describe them-
selves in terms of the “cyborg on-
tology”) on the other hand. This
polarization of judgments about
the effects of biotechnology on
human self-determination can be
considered a principal reference
point for the given issue, yet not
in the sense that its authors will
have to join one of the polar theo-
retical positions as if the very op-
position of these poles was a new
ethical Either-Or.

The diametrical opposition of
the judgments of Illich and Har-
away is a significant intellectu-
al background due to its sheer
heuristic which shows with all
sharpness what is at stake in
all modern socio-humanitari-
an studies and discussions re-
lated to biotechnology, namely
the building of reflective bridges
to the future. Furthermore, the
epistemological lesson implied in
this kind of polarization is rath-
er that one should refrain from
extreme judgments as long as
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COLIMOTYMAHUTAPHBIX ucciue-
IOBAaHUSIX U JUCKYCCUSIX, Ka-
CaloIIUXCI OUOTEXHOJIOTHM, a
MMEHHO — O I[IPOKJIa/IbIBAHUU
pedIeKCUBHBIX MOCTOB B OyZAy-
mee. [Ipy 3TOM BIIUCTEMOTIOTYE~
CKUH YPOK, KOTOPBIN COLEPKUT-
Cs B TaKOTO pofa NOJSIpU3aLuiy,
COCTOUT CKOp€e B TOM, UTO HYXX-
HO, KaK MOXXHO J0JIbllle BO3HAEpP-
SKMBasiCb OT KpPaWHUX OIEHOK,
JleTaJIbHO TIPOCJIEXXUBATH IIPOUC-
XOAsIe B HalleM >XU3HEHHOM
MHpE CIOBUTU U aHAJM3UPOBATh
MX KaK B OTHOLIEHUM 3aKJIIOYEeH-
HBIX B HHUX BO3MOXXHOCTEH, Tak
Y B OTHOIIEHUU CTPAXOB U pUC-
KOB, C HUMU CBSI3aHHBIX. IMEHHO
DTOI YCTAaHOBKE CJIELYIOT aBTOPBI
HAaCTOSIIETO BBITYCKa.

B HoMepe, B NEpPBLIX TPEX Py-
OpuKax, MpeACTaBJIEHbl COOT-
BETCTBEHHO TPU IMPOOGJIEMHBIX
KOHTEKCTa, CBSI3aHHBIX C KOH-
KPETHBIMU  OMOMEIUIUHCKUMU
00BEeKTaMU M/UIN OUArHO3aMU:
(1) >oM6PUOHOM KaK O6BEKTOM Me-
OULVHCKUX MaHUNyJSLUil (0T
abopTa OO HOBEUIINX TEXHOJIO-
TUii TeHEeTUYeCKOTO penaKTu-
poBaHus); (2) nmempeccued Kak
MCUXUYECKUM  PaCcCTPONCTBOM,
MeIULMHCKAasl TPaKTOBKa KOTO-
pOro 3acTaBisieT 3afaTbCs BO-
npocoM 06 OTHOLIEHWU CaMo-
cTu u 1ncuxodapMmakoTepanuy,
(3) onkomnorueit kak cpepoii, ac-
COLMUPYIOLIENCS] OJJHOBPEMEHHO
C KpaiHe BbICOKUMU 3SKOHOMU-
YeCKHMHU 3aTpaTaMU U C YPE3BbI-
YallHO BBICOKOHM CTENEHBIO CTUT-
maruzanuu. YeTBeprast pyopuKa
MOCBSAIIEHA NEePeXUBAHUI0 60U
KaK (PyHIaMEHTAJIbHOMY aHTPO-
MOJIOTUYECKOMY OIBITY, KOTOPBI
BJIUSIET Ha OTHOILEHUE YeJoBe-
Ka K MUPY U K JIPyTUM U TpebyeT

possible and, in so doing, trace in
detail the shifts occurring in our
life-world and analyze them both
with respect to the opportunities
implied in them and with respect
to the fears and risks associated
with them. This is the attitude
which authors of the issue adhere
to.

The first three sections of the
edition present respectively three
problematic contexts connected
with specific biomedical objects
and/or diagnoses: (1) the embryo
as an object of medical manipula-
tions (from abortion to the latest
genome editing technologies); (2)
depression as a mental disorder
whose medical interpretation
makes rise a question of relation
between self and psychopharma-
cotherapy; (3) oncology as a field
associated simultaneously with
extremely high economic costs
and an extremely high degree of
stigmatization. The fourth sec-
tion is devoted to the phenome-
non of pain as a fundamental an-
thropological experience which
affects a person’s relation to the
world and to the others and re-
quires a complex methodological
approach.

The issue is characterized
not only by the clearly articula-
ted interdisciplinarity, but also by
a combination of theoretical anal-
ysis and empirical research. The
discussion and involvement of
various theoretical concepts and
research methods are accom-
panied by a certain emphasis on
the phenomenological approach.
The last one allows to explicate
and describe the displacements
and shifts in question procee-
ding from different meaningful
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ocoboro METOH0JIOTUYECKOTO
nogxopa. OTIWYUTENIBHON Yep-
TON HOMEPA SIBJISIETCS HE TOJIBKO
€r0 $SIPKO BbIPA’KEHHASI MEXIUC-
LMIIJIMHAPHOCTD, HO TaKXe coYye-
TaHUE TEOPETUYECKOTO aHajn3a
Y SMIUPUYECKUX UCCIIELOBAHMIA.
Ob6cyxaeHne U 3aJeliCTBOBOBA-
HME€ Pa3JINYHBIX TEOPETUYECKUX
KOHUENUUA U METOHOB UCCIe-
IOBaHUSA COIPOBOXOAETCI IpU
5TOM OIPEAEJIEHHbBIM aKLEHTOM
Ha (GEeHOMEHOJIOTUYECKOM IO~
X0me, KOTOpBbIN IIO3BOJISIET BbI-
SBJISITb U OIKCBHIBATH MHTEPECY-
IOIMe HAaC CMEIEeHUS U COBUTHU
KCXO[ISl U3 PAa3HOOOPA3HbIX CMBIC-
JIOBBIX KOHTEKCTOB >KM3HEHHOTO
MHUpa, OOHapy>XMUBasi UX Xapak-
TEPHYIO HECBOIUMOCTD K JIOTMKE
COBPEMEHHOM MEULIMHCKON TeX-
HOHAYKU.
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contexts of the life-world and re-
vealing thereby remarkable irre-
ducibility of these contexts to the
logic of contemporary medical
technoscience.

Vitaly Lekhtsier,
Tatiana Shchyttsova
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