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Cultural Reading of 

Bioethics in China –  

From Comparative Studies  

Towards a Cultivated Bioethics   

 

Ole Döring / Hunan Normal University, 

China 

 

Abstract  

This article explores the problematic usage 

of comparative methods in the context of 

cross-cultural bioethics. Cultures are 

understood as contingent and collective 

clusters, symbols of meaning stabilized over 

time that are presented through descriptive 

expressions. Thus they cannot serve as 

sources of normative validity, without 

committing the Natural Fallacy. However, 

comparative methodology can be valid and 

instructive, when it employs comparison, 

together with other methods, in a 

 
1 The European Journal of Sinology is focusing on Chi-

nese traditions. This paper was accepted, since it 

is a theoretical discussion of Chinese and Western 

contemporary and historical bioethics from a ge-

neral, systemic and comparative viewpoint, refer-

ring back to ancient Chinese and Western (Kant, 

sophisticated manner, to learn about 

options to advance practice and theory, and 

an improved basis of ethical understanding. 

The proper way to manage this work is 

identified as cooperation across relevant 

disciplinary and methodological 

perspectives, as an open but structured 

process. Some pilot studies are referred to 

as illustration.  

 

Key words 

Bioethics, comparative studies, cultivated 

bioethics, Kant, Spengler 

 

1 Introduction1 

“The self-image of Western cultural 

sciences (Kulturwissenschaften)2 is more or 

less comparatistic” (Heiner Roetz 2006, 8). 

Like with other foundational features this 

self-image has been taken for granted as 

scientifically valid and useful in the 

academic community, raising it to become a 

Gold Standard to legitimize moral diversity. 

Spengler) traditions of ethics. It is also a work 

report on a research group sponsored by the 

German Science Foundation. – The Editor.  

2 I am using the term “science” / “scientific” in the 

inclusive sense of the German “Wissenschaft”.  
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However, the comparatistic design of these 

studies was not systematically developed or 

critically revised, within these disciplines, 

although the implications for methodology 

and theory of cultural sciences are grave, or 

probably rather, because they are. The 

theoretical assumptions that allow for 

claims of a scientific approach to 

understanding culture(s) through compare-

son, are rich, and the burden of building 

evidence to disentangle and justify this load, 

is on the side of the proponents.  

The basic setting of scientific enquiries 

allowing for straightforward comparison, 

structurally reduces the scope to such items 

that can be construed as descriptively 

distinct, measurable and defined in their 

interrelatedness in terms of a directly 

 
3 It is easy to read through the pathos of Simmel's 

apparently anachronistic language and appreciate 

the description of culture as a dynamic, dialectic 

process of an active evolution from humanity to 

humaneness. “The human being does not just 

accept the natural condition of the world and 

blend in without asking questions, as it is with 

animals, he tears himself apart from her. (…) This 

great primary dualism is the origin of an endless 

weaving process, between the subject and the 

object. Within the mind (Geist) itself he encounters 

his second instance (as a human being). Amidst 

this dualism resides the idea of culture.” (Simmel 

1998, transl. OD, 223) “Culture is the pathway 

connected tertium comparationis. This bias 

might be benign when it is limited to 

enquiries into physical objects or 

quantifiable events, combined with a 

detached objective approach. This is why 

the pragmatic research programs of the late 

colonial period in Europe were able to 

support the essentialism in cultures, the 

“China watching” attitude and the structural 

alienation, confrontation and ultimately an 

instrumental assessment of “oriental” 

societies - although it should be noted that 

conceptual alternatives were expressly 

available, since such outlooks had been 

clearly criticized by contemporaries such as 

Albert Schweitzer (Schweitzer 1992; Roetz 

2004) or Georg Simmel3 (Simmel 1998), in 

juxtaposition against Spengler (Spengler 

leading away from the disclosed unit, through the 

unfolded diversity, towards the unfolded union (of 

humaneness).” (dit. 225) “Then, a gap opens 

within this embedded structure, one that had been 

engrained there since the primordial beginning. 

This intrinsic gap transforms the subject-object-

synthesis, that is, the metaphysical meaning of her 

idea, into a paradox, yes even a tragedy.” (dito, 

240) “According to the epitome of culture, the 

mind is creating independent objects, through and 

by which the development of the subject may 

proceed, from itself toward itself.” (dito, 249)  
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1963) and other representatives of the 

Zeitgeist. After the “cultural turn” in the 

1950s, the exercises of cultural sciences, in 

contributing better and deeper 

understanding about the complexities of 

globalizing modernity, where driven by a 

desire to overcome the colonial frameworks 

of the post-industrial revolution phase of 

globalization (Osterhammel 1985), thereby 

introducing a normative dimension that was 

inspired by considerations of ethics (justice), 

epistemology (constructivism) and 

responsibility (researcher as actor). 

Methodologically, the narrative turn 

introduces a genuine interest to connect the 

subjective with the relevant inter- and trans-

subjective perspectives, and exercises a 

detached, gentle stile, so as not to conquer, 

mutilate and alienate the objects of cultural 

studies, in their integrity as subjects. Also 

the derivation of interpretations and 

constructions of meaning was thus 

considered. Alas practical hermeneutics was 

not deliberately consulted.  

Such an approach is still desired as a 

sophisticated theory. The development 

recognized above did not include rigorous 

programmatic collaboration between 

philosophy and the cultural studies, so that 

crude problems, such as the natural fallacy, 

the legitimacy of representation or 

counterfactual empirical postulates could 

not be appreciated in their systemic import 

on cultural studies. Such preoccupations 

have some bearing on the host of 

comparative literature, such as, on Chinese 

versus European values, ethics, political, 

social and economic systems. For instance, 

comparison of “values” or “mentalities” is 

not very hopeful when based on flawed or 

outdated understandings of their proper 

categorial association (and confusion, 

respectively). In the relevant academic 

discourses, this conceptual entrenchment 

was further supported by neighboring 

biases, such as, behaviorism, positivism and 

social engineering that in retrospect reaffirm 

the difficulty for science to emancipate her 

work from the Zeitgeist.  

Moreover, the potential bearing of 

flaws in the representation of cultural actors 

on the real world must be considered with 

special scrutiny, when they impact practice, 

such as in policy development, regulations, 

judgements in social context, or 

international arbitration. The quality of 

scholarship in matters of bioethics, medical 

ethics and applied technology, for example, 

should be even higher when touching 

normative issues of culture. Hence, the 

process of comparison in cultural studies 

and the findings delivered regarding 
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practice, clearly needs to account for the 

twofold responsibility of researchers, bound 

by the standards of scientific code, and as 

privileged citizens. Unfortunately, the 

financially potent ELSI program that 

shaped much of the academic 

infrastructures and professional standards 

in the area of bioethics, far beyond the US, 

has never pursued this line of enquiry.  

Obviously, we can still learn something 

from comparison, already starting with the 

concerns it raises and the scrutiny it 

requires. However, the theory and 

methodology need to be refined and defined 

according to the best state of philosophy 

and theory of science, and the research 

should be exercised with a mind on the 

tension between the need to build the 

theoretical groundworks and the desire to 

address problems under the expectation of 

cultural meaning. This includes 

programmatic guiding questions, such as:  

How to deal reasonably with the 

limitations of our symbolic forms and 

infrastructures (languages, cultures), that at 

the same time are prerequisites for 

methodological reduction, to which all 

positive knowledge is bound? How to 

access and express genuine cultural meaning 

beyond its systemic extension, opening 

cultural monologue(s) for discourse 

engagement?  

What are the questions and the forms 

of problems that can be answered (at least 

to some significant extent) through 

comparative studies, and which ones 

cannot? And, what are the fundamental 

postulates that we can justify based on 

critical scientific self-reflection?  

Hence, it requires significant efforts in 

meta-theory, empirical corroboration, inter-

disciplinary hermeneutics and ethics, 

together with plasticity of science as a 

learning system, if we hope to best benefit 

from the propensity of comparative 

engagement to enlighten us about the 

objectives of interest.  

In the following, I argue for a perfor-

mative and recursive employment of com-

parative studies, together with a pro-

portional modesty in the resulting 

explanatory claims, and scrupulous caution 

when it comes to normative assertions.  

 

2  A Research Project Attempted To 

Clarify Key Concepts   

When the German research group on 

„Culture-Transcending Bioethics” (Kultur-
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übergreifende Bioethik, KBE)4 was devised, 

right at the beginning of the 21st Century, 

the members from the different disciplines 

involved identified comparative 

perspectives as core considerations, in terms 

of methodology and theory. The general 

task of the group, that received funding 

from the German Research Fund (DFG) 

between 2002 and 2004, had been to use 

regulatory and discoursive responses 

expressed in different countries and cultures 

to developments in biotechnology, to assess 

a wider specter of biomedical-ethical 

anthropologies, with a special interest in 

issues at the beginning and the end of life, 

beyond the European perspectives, and 

identify the conditions and limitations for 

common ground based approaches toward 

universal standards. The group had 

clustered 10 subgroups based all over 

Germany, targeting the situation in different 

countries (Japan, China, South Korea), 

religious societies (Islamic, Buddhist), intra-

European cultural diversity and as a 

methodological focus points, discourses on 

health literacy, and reactions to the universal 

standard of “informed consent”. A 

 
4 Cf. www.rub.de/kbe  

5 Notably, some aspects of the work went into the 

conceptualization of the Sino-European 

nominalistic definition of “culture” was 

rejected from the onset, and the need to 

develop a related theory of culture that 

would allow for both, empirical validity and 

normative signifycance was appreciated. 

The ethical perspective was described in 

terms of concerns about justice in the area 

of health, in the face of inequalities on the 

levels of individuals and countries, 

especially addressing trans-border 

regulatory differrences and associated 

mobility of patients or researchers, taking 

on the social-economic dimensions of 

ethics. The project was discontinued after 

four years, for lack of additional funding.5  

Whether, when and how to resort to 

comparison or comparative methods when 

trying to learn about the meaning of 

different cultural views and representations 

of bioethical questions and frameworks, 

appeared to be just as puzzling as the very 

meaning of culture, (Kroeber, Kluckhohn 

1967) and the role and substance of 

„culture(s)“ in relation to ethics and 

empirical accuracy requirements. How 

could we make sense of definitions of 

cultures based on national, religious, 

BIONET consortium that operated under 

funding from the EU FP7 between 2006 and 2009. 

Cf. ww.bionet-china.org  
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abstract structural, communal or societal 

association? At the same time, regarding the 

objectives of our endeavor, we were 

enquiring into the mechanics of “cultural 

values” and their assumed normativity. This 

meant to aim at a moving target, or rather a 

cluster of such, that is, social realities 

emerging in historical process and 

discourses in the making, in part by 

amalgamating developments from the life 

sciences and biotechnology, with their 

impact on society and conceptual 

frameworks, (Rose 2006) in part by 

migration of people, ideas and technologies 

that transform cultures, and in part by 

strategies for dealing with globalization and 

to manage post-cold-war orientation 

struggles; mostly but not in principle 

focusing Asia. Such a primordial 

composition of culturally significant 

developments required a model of culture 

that would serve as both, a source of 

descriptive empirical enquiry and a space for 

normative discourse in its own right.  

Marking the Group's target interest, 

the word „bioethics“ includes these 

challenges nicely and in a nutshell: How 

does biology relate to human life and how 

do both interrelate or correlate with ethics? 

What kind of framework could be theorized 

so that the puzzling challenges would not be 

lost in the maize of the status quo's 

frameworks but inspire true learning on par 

with the enormous tasks at hand and, 

preparing for those yet to come. How could 

the diversity of cultures, languages, sciences 

and social-economic factors, considering 

their multiple modes of interconnectedness, 

be captured so as to contribute to develop a 

timely approach, for understanding and 

collaboration across the board? Namely, to 

make sense of humanity under conditions of 

globalizing market-industrialized-high-tech-

information-cum-bio-societies?  

 In the discourses across and among 

the sub-disciplines of the cultural studies, 

the research group was faced with 

unresolved theoretical dilemmas, such as, in 

particular, of ethical culture-relativism 

versus universalism, and ambiguities of 

central ethical concepts, such as “autono-

my” or “dignity”. Methodological issues 

obviously hinge upon the answers to these 

questions. Those considerations led to 

efforts in contextualized reconstruction of 

narratives and exploration of the actual 

meaning of moral statements, institutions 

and social arrangements, in terms of the 

subjects, especially through enquiries into 

the normative practice under consideration, 

namely, informed consent as a problematic 

means intended to protect dignity. And they 
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indicated a need for clarification of 

terminology, such as, “autonomy”: the 

impact of defining it either scholarly as 

“self-legislation according to the laws of 

freedom” (in the Kantian sense), or, 

contextually, as “self-determination” in a 

social-psychological-political sense, on the 

structure and performance of the ethical 

theory and the normativity of culture, is 

grave, to the extent that both approaches 

systematically can be described as different 

cultures of ethics. Their conceptual 

interrelation requires expressed delibera-

tion, probably arbitration, but not reitera-

tion of the respective internal state of art.  

On the other hand, in general, the state 

of adaptation of the relevant hermeneutics, 

namely ethical and cultural hermeneutics, as 

an academic resource, in the context of 

bioethics was found to be weak and 

underdeveloped, domestically and globally. 

This was to be expected, given the 

scientifically unorganized and interest- and 

power-driven formation of the 

predominant global bioethics profession. 

The need to mend this scientific 

underdevelopment scientifically is self-

explaining. ELSI did not only miss this 

opportunity but contributed to the problem, 

as it supported and exported biased 

ontological, strategic and relativistic 

frameworks. It leaves us with deep 

desiderates for theoretical and methodical 

skills, such as, for „reading“ and 

“translating” cultures with regard to values, 

perspectives, narratives and guidance; to the 

extent that the very notion of culture(s) in 

the context of ethics proved to be vague and 

flawed.  

The German philosopher of 

technology assessment, Armin Grunwald, 

has proposed a program for a critical 

cultural theory of planning, as a topic for 

philosophy of practice (Handlung), and 

redefines the exploration of technology 

development as a task for hermeneutics.  

(Grunwald 2012) His approach lends 

substantial support to the concept of a 

culturally reflected bioethics as cultivated 

bioethics. The fact that it has been written 

in regard of the theoretical foundations of a 

philosophy of technology 

(Technikphilosophie) and in special 

consideration of a critical framework for 

reasonbound planning signifies that ethics 

(including bioethics, medical ethics, 

research ethics, business ethics, 

environmental ethics, etc.) can only make 

sense if it structurally and theoretically 

acknowledges the entrenchment of 

specialized fields of interest, within a 

coherent (albeit contingent) social field of 
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activities, requiring frameworks that include 

the relevant patterns of interaction and 

direction, that is, the cultural context that 

transforms them into normative practice.  

(Grunwald 2000) 

Accordingly, a methodical theory of 

science (in the German sense of the word), 

engaged in reflections of critical rationalism, 

with a focus on cultures of planning and 

decision-making, could advance the course 

of bioethics. Because this is designed as an 

open research program, (Lakatos 1978) it 

can be methodically connected with and 

extended by closer scrutiny into sociological 

and micro-sociological presentations of 

such cultures in practice.  (Graumann and 

Lindemann 2009)  

In the KBE research group, after 

extensive review of literature, field studies 

and “glocal” academic and trans-disciplinary 

interactions, the state of art in formalized 

Bioethics was found to leave fundamental 

concerns unanswered and cultural biases 

and other shortcomings re-ascertained 

(Eich and Hoffmann 2006; Steineck and 

Döring 2009; Roetz 2009). At that time, at 

the beginning of the 21st century, politics 

determined much of the agenda of 

bioethics. More fundamentally then the 

moral matter and her themes, it was the 

structure of the questions and 

methodologies posed for bioethicists to 

resolve, with an expectation that they would 

be utilized for the setting of regulations and 

policies, as a system of coordinates for 

practice; however, this structure of the 

enquiry that made little sense in terms of 

ethics but was suited rather to benefit 

ideologies and economics of the post-

Reaganomic world order of science-and-

technology based research industries. The 

display of muteness and self-mutilation of 

the cultural and human sciences that was 

found in the international arena did not 

support the movement of bioethics as a 

critical scientific sounding board for 

national and international discourses on the 

development of cultural resources, for the 

benefit of the quality of bioethical 

scholarship or professional sovereignty. 

Those who could ally with the powers that 

be, gradually managed to form a new 

profession, to facilitate the making and 

implementation of “bio-policy”, within the 

bounds of pragmatic assignments.  

Therefore, for example, mainstream 

bioethics accepted tasks to negotiate 

standards to determine the normativity of 

life-related problems, mainly in terms of 

biology, and to some extent in terms of law 

and economics. The logical impossibility of 
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such a task that openly ignored the natural 

fallacy and the fact that normative 

propositions related to life mostly connect 

with a plurality of diverse constructions of 

meaning; these could by no means be 

circumscribed through narratives of legal or 

natural positivism. Attempts to standardize 

regulation on the basis of specific schools of 

ethics, such as utilitarianism or religious 

moralism, or on credentials of future 

benefits of certain biotechnological 

strategies, such as human embryonic stem 

cell research, or the just as fundamentalist 

alarmism, would be tantamount to the 

uniformation of cultural and moral 

diversity, on behalf of usurped power, 

without ethical legitimacy or scientific 

validity. This debate entirely was build on a 

misconception of the nature of her objects. 

Life in its moral and subjective meaning 

provides no possible ground for general 

substantial prescriptions that go beyond the 

basic codes of humanity. The question of 

good practice was replaced by status 

definitions of volatile entities. This 

discourse overruled responsibility and care 

by the power to monopolize truth and to 

exercise practice accordingly.  

As an exemplary case in point, we 

descriptively covered debates and analyzed 

processes on how human cloning was 

ontologized, politicized and regulated under 

the dominant narrative that did not hide its 

civilizational superiority claims and 

economic designation. The main tone of the 

global and local bioethics discourses 

accepted a twofold reductionism, of life and 

of culture, reconstructing both so as to 

render them manageable for adminis-

trations, controlling and optimized exploit-

tation. Plainly, the constituencies allegedly 

forming cultural entities with a defined 

moral position regarding the 

implementation and regulation of such 

technologies, did not exist in reality. Nor 

were they engaged in any participatory 

process that would help clarify and 

contextualize the social meaning of these 

emerging and sometimes challenging 

interventions. Proponents who argued in 

the name of culture were mostly scholars, 

politicians or religious ministers, sometimes 

NGO operatives or social activists. The 

cultures that were invoked, for either 

confirmation or rejection of a material 

moral position, were thus invented by ways 

of postulates, to serve obvious aims of 

persuasion – to streamline opinion under 

the presentation of the surmised beneficial 

and rational dictum of science and 

technology.  
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The decision of the UN to engage a 

consultation process and form a moral 

declaration, though well intended, furthered 

two major wrongs: it politicized the moral 

and scientific debate, leaving space for 

strategic negotiation and cynicism to unfold, 

instead of genuine moral deliberation; and it 

disseminated an erroneous scientific 

language, by framing the guiding question as 

to the permissiveness of “therapeutic 

cloning” versus “reproductive cloning”. 

This is not a trivial mistake that could be 

overruled by power to coin terminology, 

because the semantics as such is confused 

and misleading. The main objections being 

that, first, the mere proclaimed intent to 

promote a technology in basic research on 

biological sub-cellular mechanics doesn't 

bring it close to meriting a “therapeutic” 

label; and, second, since each cloning 

process, be it occurring naturally (as in 

monozygotic twins) or induced technically, 

is biologically defined as reproductive, 

nothing is gained by distinguishing them.  

The more tenable term, “research 

cloning” would have indicated an effort in 

sincerity, but it would not have resolved the 

moral matter. The acceptability of early 

abortion and the legitimacy of tampering 

with human embryos in vitro in IVF or 

PGD has never been established. This could 

not have been achieved through a magic 

coalition between sloppy scientific language 

and moral ignorance, but belongs among 

the matters that need ethical clariication. It 

would have been a mere exercise in 

scholarly scrutiny to explain that there 

basically can be no positive answer to moral 

problems of this kind, typical for bioethical 

questions, and that hence procedural and 

responsible ways to handle the respective 

claims with care would be called for. 

Obviously, this is not a strategy that would 

straightforwardly support industrialized 

global markets of life science research and 

development. In the end, the moral lines of 

demarkation on the UN level resembled a 

compromise between existing 

reproduction-moral camps and 

expectations to be part of a glorious new 

industry.  

Below the level of national voting, 

domestic or constituents' stake holders 

formed the expectable heterodox landscape 

of opinions. For example, buddhist 

positions were found to vary: from (1) a 

clear rejection of research cloning because it 

involved the destruction of life, but 

conditioned acceptance of reproductive 

cloning provided that no harm would be 

induced, owing to further progress in the 

maturity of the technology, because all life is 
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cherished intrinsically; to (b) the permission 

of research cloning as justifiable by its 

intended charitable outcomes. (Schlieter 

2014) The statutory mode of the majority of 

Buddhist positions described made it 

difficult to foresee any development of a 

procedural or even a cultural response to the 

moral challenges, or a social-political 

constitution that would define a basic 

consensus. Apparently, Buddhism, as a 

group of religious, philosophical and social 

symbolic guidance systems, was too broad 

and heterogeneous to provide a distinct 

cultural context for moral orientation.  

The Islamic positions, reconstructed 

on the basis of fatwahs, written regulations, 

court rulings, public discourse and (medical 

as well as religious) expert interviews, were 

also found to be heterogeneous in moral 

content, scholarly base and methodology. 

When confined within the limits of 

traditional legitimacy, that is, marriage and 

family, technological interventions to 

support reproduction, directly through 

medical technology or indirectly through 

the investment into such technologies, 

would be permissible or even imperative. 

The moral state of the matter was discussed 

by correlating the language from holy scripts 

and scientific terminology. However, still a 

fundamental conflict was identified. Would 

human causality in the biology of 

reproduction transgress the border to 

hubris, as if “playing God”; or would it 

rather express “God's license” to make best 

use of human capabilities and use 

technology liberally – within the established 

constraints. (Eich 2005; Ilkilic 2009) Again, 

Islam as a group of religious, philosophical 

and social symbolic guidance systems was 

too broad and heterogeneous, and even 

more vastly spread, diversified and stratified 

than Buddhism, to provide a cultural 

context for moral orientation. Different 

from Buddhism that has little institutional 

or political constituency, the Islamic states 

can provide a direct power connection 

between politics and moral code.  

Considering the case of cultural 

indicators for a moral inclination regarding 

human cloning, the study of China provides 

an additional aspect of the complexity of the 

picture. In terms of cultural significance, the 

analysis of key players in bioethics appeared 

to be of limited merit. The focus on the 

wording of relevant legal documents and 

ethical guidelines could not be regarded as 

expressing very much about Chinese 

culture. (Döring 2003) There was no basis 

found for claims of given positions to 

represent the majority of the Chinese 

people, a vivid tradition, nor even a majority 
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of certain groups in society, let alone the 

entire moral spectrum of one culture. First 

of all, laws are not produced in a transparent 

manner in the framework of biomedicine-

related policy making, and key players are 

individuals with their own agenda. 

Therefore, they and their statements were 

strategic and could not symbolise genuine 

moral expression that might be validated as 

a manifestation of cultural activity. 

However, such statements still convey an 

array of culturally and ethically relevant 

information, even when they are 

appreciated as political testimony. They help 

the student to assess the mindset and 

preferences of a selected target group. 

Although, in the case of laws or regulations, 

it can be difficult to identify the members of 

a particular group and their respective 

interests or values in terms of authorship or 

sovereignty. They also inform us, 

tentatively, about a culture of politics, power 

and decision making that resides in the 

“black box”, the core of power in a political 

system that is not transparent. (Döring 

2006a, 103) 

 

These cases illustrate exemplarily the 

impossibility and naivety to use nominalistic 

or naturalistic concepts of “cultures” and 

then “compare”, what is described as such, 

for a better understanding and legitimacy of 

moral claims in bioethics, or ethics in any 

domain. The real discourse seemed to be 

drawing from a vicious tension, between 

poor empirical evidence and 

misconstructions of the matter of culture, 

from confusion of culture with society, 

ethnicity, religion, or other postulated 

constituencies.  

In a recent summary, Margaret 

Sleeboom-Faulkner describes the common 

sense framework in bioethics regarding 

cultural diversity and tension as follows: 

First, there is the dominant school of 

“neoliberal views that subscribe to the 

notion of a universal bioethics”, that “would 

persuade other cultures of the fairness” of 

that “Western” approach, providing “a 

degree of 'social justice' and increase the 

choices available to individuals”. Second, 

critiques argue that this approach 

“prescribes guidelines and regulation to 

other cultures under the economic pressures 

of capitalism and through international 

hegemonic neoliberal institutions”, 

rendering states without such institutions 

“uncivilised”. Third, a type of “native 

bioethics” often claims “that bioethics and 

so-called human rights are not universal, 

and that indigenous views on bioethics 
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should replace those of 'the West'”, being 

more fair in local and cultural terms. 

Sleeboom-Faulkner adds that there are 

countries in which such “'native views' 

represent dominant domestic stakeholder 

views, which can potentially violate the 

wishes of minorities”. (Sleeboom-Faulkner 

2014) (Sleeboom-Faulkner 2014, 108f.)  

This is an obviously dissatisfying 

framework. A range of authors have 

expressed alternative views and offered 

different approaches. For example, Nie 

Jing-Bao has used the case of “informed 

consent” to de-mystify the basic 

assumptions on the semantics of values and 

the ways in which we can refer to “culture”; 

(Nie 2001) and Yu Kam Por has rejected the 

East-West-approach to charting human 

rights as counter-factual. (Yu 2003) Such 

scholars can show the general direction to a 

way out of this impasse. (Döring 2008a)  

One of the issues here is that not only 

is the idea of cultural monoliths wrong, 

 
6 This is also called the “Copernican Turn” in 

philosophy. In ethics, it indicates the deliberate 

change of the mode and interest of the discourse, 

away from nominalistic, empirical or metaphysical 

groundworks in ethics, towards enquiries into the 

“reason-based condition of the possibility” of, for 

example, leading a good life – in this case, this 

regarding both the empirical complexity and 

the value discourses; moreover we cannot 

accept the insinuation that bioethics could 

be conceptualized independently from 

general ethics. This can be ascribed to a 

widely spread slip of the tongue, namely to 

the non-standardized usage of “ethics” as 

interchangeable with “morality” or “moral 

theory”, or, to an absence based on 

ignorance or ideology, of a scientific 

approach to ethics. This cursory glance 

reveals an astonishing fault on the 

bioethicists subscribing to the approaches 

above. While claiming authority to theorize 

about different systems of culture, (such as 

the notorious “Eastern” versus “Western” 

bifurcation), they miss the opportunity to 

learn about and from the (allegedly) other 

culture, so as to acquire a sufficiently 

elaborated understanding of the diversity 

and depth of what is then called the “West”, 

which is very often their “own” culture. 

Namely, the entire dimension and quality of 

the Kantian transzendental turn6 in ethics is 

condition would be defined as “autonomy”, again 

in the Kantian sense of self-legislation according 

to the laws of freedom, which may not be 

confused with self-determination. in English, this 

is equivocal with the traditional “transcendental”, 

which indicate propositions transcending possible 

experience. In German, the distinction between 
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kept out of the equation.This would matter 

less, if this particular turn would not be 

designed to open up the theoretical and 

philosophical horizons that can help sorting 

out and interconnect the basic conundrums 

of both, the cultural and the ethical sense in 

bioethics, methodically and systematically. 

Thus bioethics is deprived of and 

disconnected from fundamental resources, 

in particular philosophy proper, sociology 

and ethics.  

The scholarly leniency that fails to 

promote rigorous studies for an appropriate 

construction of culture as a valid concept in 

ethics, is still receiving political support 

from a general shift in the purpose of 

bioethics, namely from an engaged spirit of 

care, protection and justice, to 

administrative and economic rationales and 

the related shallow philosophical 

justification (much of this, for the relevant 

part of the powerful and structurally 

imperialistic US-bioethics, has been neatly 

summarized by Tom Koch) (Koch 2012). 

Hence some of the KBE group resorted to 

a renewed confidence in developing a 

 
“transzendent” and “transzendental” clearly 

indicates this difference.  

7 Cf. Raji Steineck 2014. The mentor of that group, 

Heiner Roetz, has demonstrated in many of his 

procedural and critical understanding of 

Kantian ethics and dialectic-hermeneutics 

of culture, following Simmel's and Cassirer's 

lines of thought, 7  (Steineck 2014) as the 

most comprehensive signposts for what 

could become a learning system of new 

bioethics, on top of the issues and not just 

muddling through in their wake. The 

research is continuing.  

In my own works I have explored an 

alternative reading of culture, especially 

when considered in relation to her bearings 

on the normative. (Döring 2006b; Döring 

2006c; Döring 2004a; Döring 2008b) As a 

preliminary finding, in terms of cultural 

philosophy, I suggest that, probably, the 

notion of “culture”, as a descriptively 

empirical entity, such as a naturalistic or 

nominalistic proposition, is misleading in 

the first place, considering the form and 

moral grammar connected with this notion. 

An empirical entity is of a different category 

than events circumscribed by social space and 

quality assumptions, and from 

conceptualizations that may provide such 

entities with meaning, that is, cultural 

works, the scholarly validity and methodological 

usefulness of such a framework. Independently, 

scholars such as Nie Jing-bao and Yu Kam Por 

have expressly published in a similar spirit.  
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significance, in both theory and practice. In 

any ethical sense, it is a dialectically framed 

process, navigating practice in a tension 

field generated between semi-stabilized 

affirmation of rules and apperceptions, 

rather than an object that can be described 

as independent from considerations of 

actual meaning. 8 (Simmel 1998) Culture is 

contingent and temporary in her material 

forms and expressions, including those 

intentionally prescriptive. Moreover, culture 

is relational, by virtue of her propensities for 

self-reflection and creativity, to 

accommodate learning processes or other 

forms of change that generate 

transformation according to the respective 

telos and circumstances. This is why I 

introduced the concept of “cultivated / 

cultivating bioethics”, rather than the use of 

“cultures of bioethics”. (Döring 2015; 

Döring 2014; Döring 2004b)  

The significance for comparatistics is 

obvious: accordingly, cultivated bioethics is 

a teleologic process, that can be measured 

and compared along the lines of changes 

over time, such as before and after the 

initiation of a learning phase, in 

 
8 I am following the general theory laid out by Georg 

Simmel 1998 

consideration of quality outcomes. Unlike in 

the conventional frame of “cultures of 

bioethics”, individual experiences and drafts 

of cultivation, such as narratives, cannot be 

compared by measure, but only in their 

quality, by apperception. The cultural ethical 

quality is an aspiration that can never be 

exhaustively expressed in positive terms: 

not in a language of law, of literature, art, 

religion or ethics. Moral claims can at any 

instance drive the development of 

understanding and alert the attentiveness of 

learning and in practice, aiming beyond the 

given state of affairs and at the telos' 

imperative. Moreover, to state that 

description of cultural perspectives on 

values cannot be prescriptive as such does 

not rule out that such description should be 

taken appropriately serious and included as 

factual information, for example, in terms of 

self-declaration, as concrete contributions 

for advancement posed by such moral 

claims.  

After all, this approach does not only 

render cultural ethical relativism flawed but 

fundamentally meaningless, because this 

relativism denies any logical or empirical or 
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normative standard of reference, and leaves 

no conceptual explanation for learning and 

development, that is: it contradicts the very 

notion of ethics. On the other hand, a 

qualitative conception of culture allows for 

both, empirical accuracy and normative 

orientation, enacting the regulative 

reasoning inspired by the telos. Thereby, it 

can inform scholars, policy and law makers, 

stake holders and society at large, 

realistically about the ethical problems and 

resources for intervention and 

improvement.  

 

3. What Makes Cultural Comparison?  

After such clarifications, we can 

continue to enquire, why are we interested 

in differences or variations when we 

consider cultures? Can comparison of 

complex and semi-flexible propositions, of 

clustered expressions of value and meaning, 

in their inter-subjective and institutional-

structural frame, deliver more than 

entertainment of curiosity, as we have 

known it from the overcome fashions of 

Chinoiserie9 and romantic Orientalism10; or 

more than a pretext for cultural chauvinism? 

 
9 Regarding Chinoisérie (and Européerie): Woesler 

2006. 

What distinguishes such a venture beyond 

the weighing of mere objects, and is it even 

possible to establish “culture” as a signifier 

for normative attitudes? Are expressions of 

distinctive characteristics of postulated 

cultures, even when framed in a moderate 

understanding of exploration, and 

hypothetically, in any scientific sense 

relevant for ethics when compared?  

Obviously, we can expect to learn 

more from ways of differentiation when 

based on well defined descriptions of the 

objects and justified expectations of 

outcomes. In particular, even a hypothetical 

change of perspectives, that is, as if we were 

to hold a “different cultural point of view”, 

could inspire interest and openness for 

imagination, for ingenuous outlooks and for 

alternative ways to reflect perceptions, as 

long as we refrain from claims to generate a 

conclusive or positively normative picture. 

This can help us, to focus our attention on 

problematic empirical assertions, such as 

about the correct delineation or even the 

very existence of a presumed cultural entity 

and thereby determine research desiderates.  

10 # 
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This relates to one part of the basic 

assertions in Kantian theory, namely that 

"Thoughts without content are empty, 

perceptions without concept are blind." 

(Kant 1781: B75) In our context, this can 

guide the research to establish the proper 

reconstruction of content in any postulated 

culture. Moreover, according to its second 

part, this sentence requires us to reflect and 

justify the definition of the category, the 

semantic extension and the structural 

composition of the concept of culture in 

play, including the clarification of any 

intrinsic normative, moral or teleological 

reasoning. Structuring the thought-

perception in terms of a problem, 

reconfirms the semantic interconnectedness 

and socializes the moral concern, making it 

intersubjectively meaningful. Thus the 

cultural act, to create a problem-perspective 

and express it intelligibly lends possible 

substantiality of content, clarity of concept 

and preliminary validity of status to the 

respective culture-postulate. It can stimulate 

intellectual curiosity, open-mindedness and 

respect for the other subject, in a 

propaedeutic and methodically significant 

manner. Attention, care, genuine learning 

and deliberate modesty are thereby vitalized, 

to allow for development, to integrate the 

new and unexpected, while rendering the 

genetic traits of cultural origin secondary. 

Moreover, it can induce the origination of 

genuine cultural acts, such as, the creative 

forming of normative assessments in 

relation to a context of intersubjectivity. 

This is the playing field for exercises in 

cultivation.  

For example, consider “informed 

consent” regarding “genetic information.” 

Both notions are, first, intrinsically 

problematic. Second, they are augmented by 

the purpose of “informed consent”, to help 

organize best practice when dealing with, in 

this case, ”genetic information”, that brings 

up another type of problems.  

First, ”informed consent” is a standard 

to ensure that non-coerciveness plus 

voluntary cooperation of the consented 

subject are in place, and no violation of 

physical or emotional integrity shall ensue, 

under the overall assumption that sufficient 

information is provided to explain the 

proportionality, reasonability and dignity of 
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the respective intervention. 11  The 

underlying intellectualist-romantic bias of 

equally literate participants in the 

conversation, the counter-factual premise of 

capability and willingness of all parties 

involved to exercise the imperatives of this 

setting, the difficulties for most subjects and 

countries to competently and effectively 

stage the scene for the actual ”consent” 

according to purpose, raise major 

fundamental theoretical and practical 

concerns about the aptness of this form of 

measurement to govern social affairs in 

medicine. Moreover, the vested presence of 

secondary motives and unexplained agendas 

is challenging the trustworthiness of the 

heterodox medicine-science-economy 

complex, especially since economic 

definition of value and quality, of industrial 

scale, has been attached to biotic substances 

as well as to the professional codes of 

scientific productivity.  

This is an exemplary point to illustrate 

the fate of an instrument that had been 

defined under distinct conditions of practice 

(physician-patient-relationship), historical 

context (the Nuremberg Trials), with a 

 
11 The following pointed summary does not attempt 

a comprehensive account of the critical state of 

“informed consent” discussion in the literature. 

clearly defined complying part (namely the 

doctor or scientist), and a substantial moral 

mission (not to harm), but gradually has 

been eroded through the contingencies of 

practice, to an extent that allows 

instrumental manipulation or even abuse, to 

contradict the spirit of medical and research 

ethics as well as common sense. An 

unambiguous cultural task became 

ambiguous and dubious. It comes as no 

surprise that, in particular countries with no, 

or a meekly developed, legal and democratic 

social culture, find it difficult to subscribe to 

such “best practice” or to implement it as 

policy, detached from the thick moral codes 

attached. At that point, it could only be 

managed by standardized and positive 

forms and institutions, rather than entrusted 

to responsible individuals and peers, making 

it even more difficult not to encourage 

alienation and cynicism. Thus, the quality of 

“informed consent” largely depends on the 

humanistic culture embedding the practice. 

Among people who are culturally enabled to 

understand and adhere to the process 

according to its purpose, the chances are 

higher (and the need for legally defined 

(Cf. Faden and Beauchamp 1986, Manson and 

O’Neill 2007.).  
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forms lower) than in places where parties 

customarily do not trust that the expressed 

moral creed genuinely is the ultimate 

concern in play. Here, the cultural problem 

lies within the sincerity and dependability of 

social institutions for interactions among 

unequal groups and individuals.  

 “Genetic information” constitutes an 

entirely different cluster of concerns. It 

deals with construction and introduction of 

presentations of matter (“genes”), and 

biological relations to potential health 

outcomes, rather than the order of affairs. 

The ways in which it can be presented for 

the purpose of “informed consent” 

determine the sensitivity and scope of issues 

as well as the organizational framing of the 

related communicative transaction. For 

example, people who accept a naturalistic 

reductionism will be inclined to interpret the 

information as genetic determinism and 

perhaps seek for an expert's advice for 

guidance; science-literate people might 

rather use them as empirical basis for 

assessing health-risk-probabilities and 

informing related health-decision-making or 

life-stile management; while others who 

ascribe little significance to the particular 

scientific outlook for the framing of the 

meaningful things in life can develop a 

distanced or even hostile attitude when 

confronted with an explanatory framework 

for health based on “genetic information”. 

Such a constellation makes the interaction 

between physicians/scientists with 

patients/clients/customers more likely to 

deteriorate into a negotiation between 

subscribers to different ontologies, or 

efforts to persuade the other side about the 

premises of one's narrative, or to override 

such pains by means of power. Even if it is 

explained as standard procedure, the chosen 

course will obviously impact the success of 

both, the presentation of information and 

the quality of any consent given regarding 

interventions based on genetic findings. It 

defines how much trust may be expected to 

thrive. Depending on the organized 

determination to support the best course of 

deliberation and action in terms of the 

patient's protection and self-determination, 

the respective practice might effectively 

support violations of deviant though 

legitimate mindsets and thereby further the 

alienation between the holders of different 

ontologies. Here, once again, different 

cultures interact. This kind of diversity 

refers to the subject's understanding of the 

connection between presented knowledge 

about genetic information and their range of 

meaning for practice.  
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Such epistemological and micro-

sociological information is in order to 

sustain cultural plurality while maintaining 

general standards for quality on the side of 

the providers, when communicating 

“genetic information”. As a consequence, 

attitudes of a scientific/medical paternalism 

that are common among practitioners and 

researchers and that, for example prescribe 

a general duty to seek for “genetic 

information” on their own behalf, are ethi-

cally problematic, when applied to 

individuals or constituencies who either 

have no prior experience in dealing with the 

minds of life-sciences, or deliberately reject 

the proportions of the claims of genetic 

anthropology, to provide guidance.  

As a conceptual framework that can 

help assess the diversity of cultures 

regarding “genetic information”, and to 

capture the bifurcated intellectual and 

substantial symbolic nature of the matter, 

this constellation can also be described in 

terms of that which is “given” (data), as is 

commonly associated with “genes”, and that 

which is “made” (facts), in terms of the 

epistemic, scientific or social representta-

tion. The given is the realm of the empirical 

world, and perceived accordingly, whereas 

everything else, including the perception 

and apperception of these “things”, belongs 

to the “affairs”: they express or result from 

practice and have been made. Inversely, 

here, “culture” can be assessed as both, a 

closed chapter accessible through 

archaeological, historical, philological or 

hermeneutic means and then a “given” 

“thing”; and on the other hand, as man-

made “affairs” continuously in the making. 

Ethics can serve in the particular 

exploration of the ways in which the 

normative telos is justified and related to the 

affairs, or, the ways in which practice is 

being made. “Cultures” and “genes” share 

this bifurcated structure, both represent 

empirical findings that depend on sound 

science and intellectual reconstruction, 

including acts of social practice that lend to 

improved planning and normativity. 

Thereby, they can become central themes in 

a discourse on culture and bioethics.  

From a scholarly standpoint, the scien-

tific basis for an ethical approach can be 

supported without committing the Natural 

Fallacy. Interdisciplinary work can combine 

a nuanced description of the “matter of the 

fact”, that is, the process of interpretation of 

genetic data, genetic information and valid 

statements about what can and cannot be 

known and realistically achieved on these 

grounds, in terms of health or other 

concerns, the different types of approaches 
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and recognized cultures involved and the 

resulting code for attentive and reflected 

cultural mediation. Thus the preconditions 

for proper education of medical (and other) 

personnel on the scientific complexity of 

“genetic information” in societal context 

can be advanced, based on a proper under-

standing of the things that matter and how 

they do.  

 

Second, making sure that “genetic 

information” is organized, managed and 

transferred properly, with support from 

“informed consent” or other standardized 

measures, creates a playing field within 

which to connect expressions of affairs and 

matter, within a wider realm of bioethical 

cultural practice. In this sense, the 

bifurcated structure of the matter is 

transformed into an instance of contingent 

affairs, sublimating the quality of the matter 

so as to dissolve it in acts of communicative, 

pragmatic, negotiating and evaluative 

practice, that is, “affairs” in the full social 

and practical sense of the term. Thereby, 

“genetic information”, through the lens of 

ethics and with support from auxiliary 

concepts such as “informed consent” 

becomes a topic beyond the life sciences, 

namely an exercise in inter- and trans-

disciplinary cooperation. It is thus 

conceivable to design innovative research 

programs, that cover all steps and 

disciplines, together with different areas of 

social interaction, economic or political 

purposes, for educational, analytic or policy 

activities.  

A most timely topic for such a 

program would be to develop glocal studies 

that could inform the curriculum and the 

governance system for the emerging 

professions responsible for genetic 

counseling. Based on the approach 

described here, the extended/integrated 

science communities have a chance to learn 

from mistakes of the ELSI-driven bioethics 

and overcome limitations in the cultural 

studies, by mobilizing all relevant resources 

for the best – and the most humanely-

inspired set of findings and recommendda-

tions. Perhaps, the readiness to collaborate 

fruitfully across such a specter of disciplines 

will be the first major challenge of such a 

quest.  

Notably, such studies can draw not 

only from science, ethics and sociology but 

also from classical philosophy, including 

European and Chinese schools. That is, if 

we attend to these sources as resources for 

understanding practice, and not only as 
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texts. For example, the classical Confucian 

Daxue describes the categorial difference 

introduced above in a congenial manner. 

Accordingly, we are instructed to distin-

guish a practice related to dealing with 

“things” (wu) from the ways to master 

“affairs” (shi). Both are presented with their 

specific logical and relational ethical 

rationality. The matter-like things unfold 

their programmatic developmental potential 

in co-causality with limiting factors, from 

the nascent “roots” (ben) to the “twigs” (mo), 

of the entity's full shape. “Affairs”, on the 

other hand engage social interpersonal 

relations and require competent decision-

making, practical judgement, policies and 

capability building, when dealing with all 

that matters, including people and things. In 

the perspective of “affairs”, the “things” are 

obviously included, albeit not as detached 

objects but as signifiers related to the 

composition of affairs, in the practical 

sense.  

Culture can thus be reconstructed as a 

stabilized pre-arrangement of patterns that 

organize the perceptional and expressive 

structure of “affairs”, whereas ethical norms 

provide a culture-transcending teleological 

frame to reflect on the coherence and 

acceptability of these patterns. To 

operationalize culture according to the rules 

of “things” would obviously commit the 

flaw of erroneous reductionism. On the 

other hand, culture can pre-arrange 

“things”, perceptionally and practically, in 

their relation to “affairs”, when aligned 

through a telos. The latter is clearly identified 

as ren (humaneness) and yi (righteousness), 

as distinct from and of higher priority than 

considerations of li (profit). Apparently, a 

discourse that utilizes Confucian and 

Kantian concepts and experiences holds a 

promising potential for inspiring bioethics 

as an exercise in cultivation of humanity. 

Such an approach has never been tried in a 

systematic scholarly fashion. Clearly, it 

cannot be understood in mere comparative 

terms.  

 

4 From Cultural Comparison to Cultural 

Cooperation: Sharing Resources For 

Cultivation  

This approach envisages cultures as 

tentatively robust and complex, often 

interconnected social constituencies that 

can help us to explore and analyze the fabric 

of expression and manner of enactment of 

orthopractice, within a given setting and 

attached to a certain teleology. Capturing 

the entrenched instances of moral 

experience and expressiveness is an 
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ambitious task. Notably, the ethics at work 

here is implicit rather than positive, abstract 

rather than concrete and structural rather 

than substantial. The reference frame by 

which an actual tertium comparationis can be 

established, for the interrelated description 

of cultures and the fundamental normative 

rules of the field, such as bioethics, can only 

be hypothetical, even when the moral sense 

aspires for universal ethical validity. This 

undertaking is not only academically 

ambitious, it is also highly sensitive, bearing 

on political, ethical and social 

responsibilities of scientists, and other 

groups. And of course it claims to be 

entitled to regulate and thus interfere with 

individuals' lives. Accordingly, it would be 

justified and appropriate to invest 

significantly into the systematic 

advancement of this field that, alas, has been 

allowed to become a gap between 

specializing disciplines, in an awkward 

continuation of Snow's “Two Cultures” 

divergence. As indicated above, cases like 

dealing with “genetic information” cannot 

be properly addressed within the orthodox 

framework of the present state of art, but 

are prone to further confusion and flawed 

thinking when culture and ethics are at 

stake.  

When drafting a program to advance 

the theory and methodology for a cultivated 

bioethics, some methodological specifics 

need to be considered, in order to confirm 

the specific characteristics of this inter-

disciplinary and integrative approach. The 

reconstruction offered here provides a 

different picture than descriptive or 

aesthetic modes of comparison. This is 

because our range of capabilities and ways 

to perceive concepts and forms of 

judgement are limited by the conceptual 

structures of empirical and aesthetic 

knowledge, where we deal with given 

patterns, events, rational or empirical facts 

(including sentiments) and related 

judgements. The situation of comparison in 

ethics, that is with a purpose to understand, 

learn and improve in terms of the telos, 

belongs to a different category. It is neither 

closed nor subjectively arbitrary nor in any 

way given or certain, as, in contrast, is the 

program of comparison of the matter of 

objects. It is genuinely an enquiry of 

intention and expression, reflection about 

the real options for practice, and a 

reconstructive interpretation of a proper 

language to tentatively capture the meaning 

from a plurality of perspectives bound by 

proper legitimacy.  
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The bias for comparatistics and the 

failure to develop an acceptable theory to 

relate to ethics, in the cultural sciences, can 

be partly explained by an unaltered 

continuity of the traditional focus on texts, 

philology, classical hermeneutics, history 

and linguistics. In this context, studies are 

driven by an interest in the genealogy of 

ideas, by genetic comparison of potential 

influences between authors, of abstract 

motifs or literary themes. Another related 

type of comparison in literature is the 

contrastive comparison that discusses 

differences and similarities among authors 

within one cultural context or even within 

one genre. Here, ethical issues can be 

addressed in terms of a description of the 

different ways authors approach their 

discourse. This approach might inform us 

about specific moral positions and motives 

for engagement, but without providing a 

genuine ethical argument. Lubrich has made 

this point with reference to literature studies.  

„A comparative literature which 

genuinely aims to involve a comprehensive 

study of writing in different languages 

cannot but arm itself with the tools of social 

sciences  in order to understand the 

local conditions under which the examined 

texts have emerged. Modified in this way, 

the discipline can claim a new ethical 

legitimacy.“ (Lubrich 2006, 48)  

 

Accordingly, the discipline as such 

needs to justify her methodology, and is 

called to advance in cooperation with 

neighboring areas of significance. Again, 

this is an ethical imperative, but not an 

ethical argument.  

Apparently, literature studies have 

progressed in such a spirit, as proclaimed by 

Peter Szondi half a century ago. Szondi 

regarded literature is an ethical medium, 

posing existential questions that – in the 

hermeneutic mode – require an answer. The 

term “Allgemeine und Vergleichende 

Literaturwissenschaft” (literally, general and 

comparative literary science) is 

programmatic. It proposes to relate the 

specific to the general, to (re)connect 

literature with theory, to negotiate 

individual aesthetic contemplation and 

objective reflection and thereby to furnish 

the proper foundation for sophisticated 

literary exegesis and comparison. (Szondi 

1975; Lubrich 2006, 55.)  

The cultural studies where formed 

similarly, as literary studies with an emphasis 

on philology and under historical conditions 
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that did not invite ethical and political 

criticism. Ethics was never high on the 

agenda. (In this, cultural studies differ 

significantly from neighboring anthro-

pology or ethnology). This can be seen 

positively as a prudent self-confinement. In 

philology textual exegesis stands in the 

focus; not comments on the real world. 

However, as we have seen, cultures cannot 

be reduced to certain forms or genres of 

expression, and ethics, in general and in her 

particular fields such as bioethics, cannot be 

directly related to “cultures”, by ways of 

application or deduction or representation. 

It is an ethical imperative (and a requirement 

of good science) to revise and advance the 

frameworks of cultural studies accordingly, 

in order to make best use of humanity's 

resources for the improvement of our 

understanding of ethical issues and to 

empower us to cultivate our lives under 

conditions of the 21st Century.  

 

5 In Conclusion  

In cultural studies, comparison can 

support a nuanced, multifaceted and 

multidimensional basis, to picture the 

relational and substantial aspects of the 

issues and ask informed questions that can 

feed into the process of ethical enquiry. 

Such a sophisticated and inter-disciplinary 

approach to the methodology of 

comparison can upgrade the quality and 

explorative capability of cultural studies and 

perhaps induce some measures to increase 

their academic integration and impact on 

science in general. As both examples, the 

debates about “informed consent” and 

“genetic information” indicate, this picture 

becomes more instructive, providing more 

factual, relational and quality-related 

information in relation to embedding 

context and interpreting perspectives. But it 

is not as such normative. The normative 

dimension is borne through synthetic acts 

that connect the human being, as individual, 

social and cultural subject, with the 

teleological superstructures that express the 

meaning of ethics. The scope of a 

normatively interested cultural science and a 

cultivated bioethics is much broader than 

any disciplinary horizon. It covers the “ten 

thousand things” (wan wu) and the “affairs” 

(shi), together with the exploration of the 

conceptual frameworks, that is entirety of 

science in a holistic and inclusive sense.  

Accurately speaking, the exercise is not 

about "comparing" but about employing 

comparison, among other methods, in a 

sophisticated manner, to learn more about 

how to advance practice and theory, for an 
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improved basis of ethical understanding. 

The proper way to manage this work is 

cooperation across relevant disciplinary and 

methodological perspectives, as an open but 

structured process. Here, comparison can 

be useful, when soundly organized. The 

point of this enquiry is obviously not to 

abandon the comparative methodology in 

culture and ethics, but to put it into 

proportion, so as to utilize this method 

more effectively. It is the how and the what 

for that matter – the method and the 

purpose. In other words, culturally educated 

bioethics pursues an orchestrated account 

of the social-empirical meaning and the 

teleology of a regulation when we want to 

understand what it prescribes normatively. 

Thereby regulations can become more just, 

more acceptable and more effective - within 

and across their domestic domains and 

constituencies, balanced by practical reason 

and checked according to the overarching 

teleology.  

In particular, in the context of 

implementation and legitimacy, this 

framework interconnects the criteria to 

support functionality and quality of 

regulations in cultural context, and 

generates a powerful resource for ethics. 

This arrangement can actually help 

cultivated bioethics, in the search for ways 

to detect critical problems and learn to make 

it better – because we thus understand what 

“making it better” actually means.  

The cooperative pathway to culture 

and normativity in bioethics invites and 

habitualizes the expectation of the 

unexpected from all sides. It renews the 

open mind, curiosity and serious dedication 

to knowledge and understanding, namely 

the spirit of science. And it builds an 

intrinsic connection to learn more about the 

practical sense of responsibility. It prepares 

us to take advantage of such scholarly 

enquiries as exercises in realizing autonomy 

(in the Kantian sense), making it practical. 

On the side of the subjects, cultivated 

bioethics can encourage integrity and 

attentiveness, as a creative source to correct 

and, when found indicated, transform the 

limiting functions of the institutional state 

of art and positive formation of norms. It is 

a recipe for thinking outside the box, on 

great and minute matters, to liberate our 

minds from constraints of imagination 

while it encourages learning about options 

for advancement that can contribute to the 

ongoing discourse.  
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