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INTRODUCTION
Entering the XXI century, humanity is experi-

encing a technological revolution, which is de-
termined by the development of fundamental 
and applied science. Science is one of the main 
achievements of all mankind. 

Scientific achievements of civilized nations, 
science and technological progress have be-
come perhaps the most important, integral ele-
ment of the functioning of postmodern society. 
Thanks to science, humanity has already en-
tered the post-industrial era, where science-in-
tensive information technologies dominate.

However, everything in social reality does 
not exist separately, each phenomenon or 
sphere is closely intertwined in other determi-
nants. Along with scientific progress, there are 
profound transformations associated with this 
process in the socio-psychological and cultural 
spheres, the cause of which is the penetration 
into mass culture and the mentality of new 
ideas, conceptions and terms.

The issue of biomedical transformations and 
their collisions has become the subject of sci-
entists’ examination. Recent researches have 
addressed a number of issues related to updat-
ing the understanding of the determinants of 
bioethics in various areas. First of all, we should 
pay attention to the genesis of the basic stan-
dards of bioethics. T. Beauchamp and J. Chil-
dress in many publications and reprints have 
transformed the notion of the problem over 
the course of forty years and now agree that it 
should be considered within the framework of 
four broad moral principles: respect for auto
nomy, cooperation, benevolence and fairness 
[4]. They can and should be seen as historically 
and philosophically derived from general mo-
rality, as universal morality (contrary to pure rel-
ativism or pluralism) has gradually become an 
integral part of the principled approach [4].

Research in the field of design bioethics as a 
planning and use of specially designed, engi-
neered tools for bioethical research, education 
and interaction and analysis of psychological 
levers used to motivate people (public, patients 
or health professionals) to make specific deci-
sions or behavior that determine ethically rele-
vant dimensions that should be considered for 
practical use [5, 14, 25, 35, 36].

A significant transformation of social reali-
ty has taken place in the last two years, due to 
the pandemic threat. Understanding and im-
portance of bioethics at this time is especially 
relevant. L. Amy and others investigating the 
changes suggest that the COVID-19 pandemic 
caused a number of ethical concerns, but a key 
one was the possibility that health systems may 
need to ration the scarce resources to provide 
health care [22]. 

H. Malm and others address the issue of med-
ical duty in crisis situations. The authors provide 
a critical analysis of the grounds for the obliga-
tion to treat: consent, indirect consent, special 
training, social contract, as well as professional 
oaths and codes and manifestations of the ob-
ligation that will arise in the context of a pan-
demic of infectious diseases [19].

Another area of scientific analysis is the 
analysis of national characteristics and glob-
al bioethical standards [9, 15, 16, 20, 31, 43].
J. Barugahare identifies the criterion of inter-
action as “ethical imperialism” as a potential 
alternative to “Western principledness”. He 
motivates the existence of “African bioethics”, 
which should be native to Africa and reflect 
African identity [2]. P. Marshall and B. Koenig 
in this question stand on the position of mul-
tidimensionality, as there is no unambiguous 
answer to whether global bioethics can im-
plement a variety of variable sources of cul-
tural differences [21].

Taking into consideration of all the latest 
trends in biomedicine, the aim of this article is 
to address the problem of developing biomed-
ical legal standards in Ukraine and issues of 
combining them with national identity in the 
current pandemic crisis.

The relevance of this topic is important for 
several reasons: 

1) can serve as a basis for a comparative anal-
ysis of the practical application of biomedical 
legal standards; 

2) the example of Ukraine is valuable as a 
research standard of legal policy of the former 
USSR countries for the analysis of the develop-
ment of the post-Soviet socio-legal and cultural 
sphere; 

3) will allow to interpret identity in the con-
text of globalized changes.
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THE IMPORTANCE OF BIOETHICS IN THE GLOBALIZED 
REALITY AND ITS LEGAL REGULATION
To understand the essence of bioethics, we turn to the se-

mantic understanding: “bios” indicates reasoning about life-de-
pendent values, and “ethos” indicates involvement in meta-
morality, which evaluates the results obtained in biology and 
medicine. This combination reflects the synthesis of various 
kinds of knowledge and the tendency to unify the common 
rules, their interpretation and implementation in practice. At 
the end of the twentieth century, science was formed as a nec-
essary search for knowledge and a section of applied ethics, a 
philosophical discipline that studies the problems of morality 
primarily in relation to human and all living things, determines 
which actions towards living things from a moral point of view 
are acceptable and which are unacceptable. The latest biologi-
cal sciences and medicine have led to the emergence of a new 
research and applied field, as there have been new rules of con-
duct that have uncertainty in their understanding, moral, spiri-
tual, cultural and scientific interpretation.

Particular attention should be paid to the need to analyze 
human rights in the field of medicine in the context of the 
global transformation of all areas of human life, the develop-
ment of science, medicine and biotechnology. Such technical 
progress has led to conflicts and gaps in the legal regulation 
of many new patient rights, guarantees of their protection and 
area of responsibility. In particular, the development of genet-
ics, the latest reproductive technologies, transplantation, organ 
and tissue cloning, sex reassignment techniques, etc. have led 
to the transformation and modernization of the legal sphere 
as a matrix for establishing and ensuring the necessary social 
reality in accordance with modern human development. This 
necessitated the consideration of debatable moral and ethical 
issues and their legal establishment, including the status of the 
embryo and fetus as a patient, intervention in the human ge-
nome, cloning, the admissibility of sex reassignment and organ 
transplantation, reproductive techniques. It is bioethics that is 
designed to find a clear line between the rights of the individual 
and the interests of society and future generations.

Modern medical technologies (organ and tissue transplanta-
tion) use for the treatment of embryonic and stem cells, gene 
therapy, in vitro fertilization, cloning, etc. Their use has caused 
concern and heated debate among scientists and the general 
public. For the most part, it was a huge responsibility to make 
decisions about the use of these technologies in general medi-
cal practice. After all, the possibility of manipulating the human 
genome has brought civilization closer to the limit, the transi-
tion through which could threaten the existence of Homo sapi-
ens as a biological species. All these advances in biomedicine 
have given a powerful impulse to the formation of scientists’ 
understanding of the need to develop moral principles that 
would be the basis of human behavior in relation to all living 
things and the environment. This objectively led to the emer-
gence of bioethics.

Today it includes an interdisciplinary field of scientific re-
search, the subject area of which covers biological, medical, 
ethical and legal issues that require comprehensive consider-
ation for the crossing of content fields.

Bioethics eliminates social deviations from progress. It is al-
ways possible to use new opportunities for the unworthy goals. 
The first reaction of society is rejection and prohibition. Bioeth-
ics protects science from prohibition, promotes the develop-
ment, normalization of radical manifestations of science on the 
basis of agreed principles and standards.

Global scientific discoveries have transformed reality in an 
unforeseen synergetic space, the bifurcation point of the world 
life can be transformed instantly and the vector of change is 
unpredictable. This is primarily due to the technical progress. 
Artificial intelligence mimics “human-specific intellectual pro-
cesses, such as the ability to reason, make sense, generalize, or 
learn from past experience”, to achieve goals without obvious 
programming for specific actions [1]. The development and use 
of such a powerful force causes fear, the wide potential for fu-
ture accomplishments, uncertainty and a number of legal gaps.

Bioethics tries to use the available anthropological material 
to coordinate the manifestations of a globalized society and to 
protect the individual from the violation of their rights and free-
doms, from arbitrariness, violation of the principles of human 
value and discrimination [10, 17, 34, 40, 44].

In turn, global crises, environmental incidents affect the in-
dividual, potential, characteristics, internal determinants. A hu-
man’s personal world does not change as quickly as technical 
characteristics, moral and religious norms, customary and men-
tal characteristics as well. Therefore, there is a significant impact 
on the anthropic environment, which causes a human-centered 
crisis [6, 11, 13]. The boundaries between bioethics, health law, 
and human rights are penetrable, and border crossings, includ-
ing blind practice, are common [8, 12, 23–25].

To fulfill its task, bioethics used legal mechanisms, including 
regulations and institutional means. Today, several hundred in-
ternational legal acts regulating the problems of biomedicine 
and bioethics have been developed. These acts contain inter-
national legal standards, including many international bioeth-
ical and legal standards in the field of ensuring and protecting 
human rights.

The Universal Declaration on Bioethics and Human Rights 
(UNESCO, 2005) explained that “ethical issues arising from the 
rapid progress of science and technology must be considered 
with due respect for dignity and human rights”. According to 
art. 3 of this Declaration full respect for human dignity, human 
rights and fundamental freedoms should be ensured. The in-
terests and well-being of the individual must take precedence 
over the interests of science and society.

In 1997, the 29th session of the General Conference of 
UNESCO adopted the Universal Declaration on the Human Ge-
nome and Human Rights. This is a key act, which is now the pri-
mary one; it formulates the desire to achieve a balance between 
the guaranteed human right to dignity and the need to ensure 
freedom of scientific research [41]. The disadvantage, however, 
is its recommendatory and often declarative nature. In general, 
we can group the basic principles of bioethics: recognition of 
the autonomy of the individual and his/her right to dispose of 
somatic characteristics; informed consent, which provides for 
voluntary and conscious permission of the patient for medical 
intervention; minimization of damage caused by medical inter-
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vention; the principle of good will, which provides for the inten-
tion of the doctor to take action aimed solely at improving the 
patient’s condition; the principle of fairness, which enshrines 
equal treatment of patients and a fair distribution of resources 
in the provision of medical care; the principle of human digni-
ty, aimed at guaranteeing a dignified treatment of minors and 
patients, even if they lose their physical or mental capacity; the 
principle of human value, focused on ensuring the sanctity of 
psychophysical integrity of a person, the prevention of viola-
tions of personal identity on the basis of interventions in the 
genome, and so on.

Regional and interregional bioethical standards tend to be 
more specific, especially when they represent the requirements 
of international integrative organizations, such as the Euro-
pean Union or the Council of Europe. Such standards provide 
for stricter liability within an intergovernmental association 
for states that violate these standards. Such special region-
al international bioethical legal acts include, for example, the 
Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Dignity of 
the Human Being with regard to the Application of Biology and 
Medicine, adopted by the Council of Europe in 1997 [7] and its 
additional protocols.

A number of organizations have been established at the in-
stitutional level, since 1993 the International Bioethics Commit-
tee has been operating, which include 36 independent experts, 
and the World Commission on the Ethics of Scientific Knowl-
edge and Technology (COMEST) since 1998. However, even 
here, regional guarantees are more effective, in particular the 
functioning of the European Court of Human Rights.

However, the main array of creation and implementation of 
legal standards in the field of bioethics belongs to nation states. 
Therefore, the peculiarities of mentality, culture, legal aware-
ness, and historical legal practices significantly affect the legal 
policy to establish the principles of bioethics.

UKRAINIAN LEGISLATION 
IN THE FIELD OF BIOETHICAL PROBLEMS
Let’s start with the issues of legal regulation of the human 

genome. Ukrainian legislation has a significant gap in this is-
sue. The law does not mention the genome as an element of 
the somatic body at all. There is also no medical code or law 
on patients’ rights that could hypothetically regulate this issue. 
For modern Ukraine, the issue of genetic identification is par-
ticularly acute, because “during hostilities… the bodies of ser-
vicemen are torn, burned, damaged so much that it becomes 
extremely difficult, often impossible, to identify such a body 
using conventional methods. In addition, due to contusions, 
pain shock, and other medical conditions, servicemen entering 
medical facilities and units are unable to provide information 
about themselves and remain unknown”, so creating a military 
DNA database would solve a number of problems. The issue of 
discrimination on the basis of genetics is also not regulated by 
labor law and in the field of insurance.

The modern understanding of cloning includes two types – 
reproductive and therapeutic. When concerning the first one 
the international standards on the prohibition of human repro-
ductive cloning and a special Law on the “Prohibition of Human 

Reproductive Cloning” were ratified in Ukraine [30], which pro-
hibits the creation of a person genetically identical to another 
living or dead person by transfer to a female gamete deprived 
of its own nucleus, the nucleus of another person’s somatic cell, 
then there is no regulation of reproductive cloning [45]. With-
out resorting to the moral argument that the potential for infer-
tility control is the strongest argument for banning reproduc-
tive cloning, because we understand the motivation for such 
a ban, we will point to the safety and demand for therapeutic 
cloning. Many European countries, the United Kingdom and the 
United States lifted the ban a decade ago on the grounds that 
therapeutic cloning has great potential as a means of replacing 
damaged tissue and organs, which can be an opportunity for 
a person to a decent standard of living, medical motivation for 
the absence of organ rejection is also important.

Another controversial unresolved bioethical issue is surroga-
cy as a way to procreate. Opponents of surrogacy fear the vicious 
practice of turning children into goods, creating a situation in 
which rich people can hire women to bear their offspring. Com-
mercial surrogacy has been completely legal in Ukraine since 
1997, and the state allows anyone to undergo surrogacy. Ac-
cording to statistics, there are about 500 surrogate pregnancies 
in Ukraine per year. However, these figures are probably under-
estimated, because in May 2020, due to quarantine restrictions, 
surrogate parents could not pick up as many as 46 newborns 
from only one clinic in Ukraine [18], which indicates a much 
greater spread of such business in Ukraine. Moreover, Ukraine 
has become a center of surrogate tourism for citizens of many 
countries, where this method of procreation is prohibited. How-
ever, despite the widespread use of surrogacy in Ukraine, there 
is still no comprehensive legal regulation of reproductive rights. 
The state leaves such an important issue to the jurisdiction of 
contractual regulation. This is not typical of a state where the 
normative act as a source of law classically dominates. In prac-
tice, this is rather an exceptional case, because the state is char-
acterized by a lack of subjectivity in relations, excessively regu-
lated problems in other areas and industries.

However, the problem is broader than the peculiarities of le-
gal regulation. The Ukrainian community does not approve of 
such a medical procedure, and the moral norms of society of-
ten implement religious principles, which also deny this way 
of procreation. “The Fundamentals of the Social Concept of the 
Ukrainian Orthodox Church” notes the admissibility of insemina-
tion by a man’s gametes because it does not destroy the integri-
ty of the marriage, while heterologous insemination encounters 
a categorical denial as violating the sanctity of the sacrament 
of marriage and being a form of adultery [39]. Legal regulation 
should be based on its demand in social reality. Today, Ukrainian 
women act as surrogate mothers for foreigners, acting exclusive-
ly as people who trade their bodies. Our survey of student youth 
(such a group of respondents was taken deliberately to avoid 
the possibility of opponents to point out the outdated legal 
awareness of respondents), among 560 students, only 14% indi-
cated that they consider surrogacy a method of procreation that 
can be legalized in the state. The results of the survey showed 
the public demand for the settlement of problematic aspects 
of medical relations and their harmonization with constitution-
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al human rights. The Plenum of the Supreme Court of Ukraine 
in paragraphs 1, 19 of the Resolution of February 2, 2009 No. 1 
“On judicial practice in cases of protection of dignity and honor 
of individuals, as well as business reputation of individuals and 
legal entities” noted that dignity should be understood as “rec-
ognition values of each individual as a unique biopsychosocial 
value, honor is associated with a positive social assessment of 
the person in the eyes of others, based on the correspondence 
of his/her actions (behavior) to generally accepted conceptions 
of good and evil” [29]. We cannot provide official data because 
state authorities did not conduct a legal expertise of this issue, 
the Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine has never held parliamentary or 
committee hearings in this area.

Thus, in general, we can state that there are significant gaps 
in the legislation in the field of bioethical issues, as well as the 
dissonance between moral, religious and normative rules.

We see the lack of harmonization of ethical norms in the legal 
regulation of medical issues in the issue of the right to abor-
tion. It is regulated taking into account two factors – the term 
of pregnancy and medical and social indications. Therefore, 
in accordance with art. 281 part 6 of the Civil code of Ukraine 
“artificial termination of pregnancy if it does not exceed twelve 
weeks, can be carried out at the request of the woman” [33]. 
Artificial termination of unwanted pregnancy is carried out in 
accordance with the List of grounds on which artificial termi-
nation of pregnancy is possible, the term of which is from 12 to 
22 weeks, approved by the Resolution of the Cabinet of Minis-
ters of Ukraine of February 15, 2006 No. 144 [28]. In particular, 
such grounds may be: some infectious and parasitic diseases 
of women; the presence of children diagnosed with hereditary 
and other diseases; the age of the pregnant woman is less than 
15 and more than 45 years; rape pregnancy; the likelihood of 
acquiring a disability due to pregnancy.

Let us turn to the genesis of the issue. On November 23, 1955, 
a decree of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR 
legalized abortion in the country, which is explained not by a 
special struggle for women’s rights, but by the need for wom-
en’s labor activity. This approach has been inherited in inde-
pendent Ukraine from the former USSR, and it should be noted 
that these issues have not been reviewed and are considered 
positively regulated since then. Since then, the consciousness 
of citizens has grown significantly, attitudes toward many fami-
lies and domestic values have changed, and the role of religion 
has changed, as the principle of religious freedom is actually 
ensured in an independent state.

Representatives of theological theory are naturally categor-
ically against the legalization of abortion at any stage of preg-
nancy. Pope Paul VI encyclical “Humanae vitae” (“Humanae vitae 
tradendae munus gravissimum” – “The most important gift of 
human life”) is devoted primarily to issues of birth control, it has 
become an important official position of the Catholic Church 
in the broad field of bioethics [26]. In contrast to the utilitarian 
bioethical approach, which focuses on the public good to which 
the individual must submit, the Christian anthropological con-
cept defines the value and dignity of the human person as the 
core and main goal. The paradigm of utilitarianism solves the 
problem not in favor of the existence of the individual, because 

it recognizes the primacy of quality of life: moral rules are scant-
ily taken into account, the emphasis is on maximum benefit, in 
particular for society as a whole and not for the individual.

In contrast to permissive legal regulation, restrictive actions 
in the field of bioethics are also important. This time we repre-
sent the position on chemical castration as a means of coercion 
by the state. On July 1, 2019, the Verkhovna Rada adopted a 
bill “On Amendments to Certain Legislative Acts of Ukraine to 
Strengthen Liability for Crimes Committed Against an Under-
age, a Minor, a Person Who Has Not Reached Sexual Maturi-
ty”, which concerns, in particular, chemical castration. The law 
strengthens the responsibility for rape and abuse of minors by 
amending the Criminal Code of Ukraine, namely the introduc-
tion of art. 59–1 “Compulsory chemical castration”. According to 
it an additional measure of punishment was introduced in the 
form of mandatory compulsory chemical castration of persons 
who committed such a crime (does not apply to persons who 
committed crimes under the age of 18 and over 65) [27]. The 
President of Ukraine vetoed this Law, arguing, inter alia, that the 
creation of a public register of pedophiles contradicts the Law 
of Ukraine “On Personal Data Protection”, according to which 
the processing of personal data, including criminal convictions, 
and data relating to health, sexual life, biometric or genetic data 
of a person is prohibited. Thus, this Law is legally imperfect, al-
though the basic ideological concept is not subject to discus-
sion. It is mandatory to carry out a procedure when it comes to 
recidivism, because imprisonment as a means of punishment 
and correction has not fulfilled its main purpose, because pre-
viously convicted persons are not able to control their sexual 
urges. Therefore, in order to protect potential victims, such per-
petrators should undergo medical treatment (chemical castra-
tion). The public is radical in its support for the bill. According 
to a media survey, 98% of respondents supported the idea of 
chemical castration, only 2% of respondents opposed chemical 
castration [42]. Therefore, the demand for such prohibitive reg-
ulation indicates the need to return to this issue.

CONCLUSIONS
The analysis of the represented problems gives the chance to 

allocate bioethical features of the Ukrainian identity. They are 
based on national-ethnic historical experience and stereotypes 
that are formed within ethnic self-consciousness, instilled in 
early childhood as a possible way of seeing the world [37].

Firstly, we would like to note that the understanding that 
health care should become a real priority for both society and 
the state is gradually growing. However, paternalistic attitudes 
persist among Ukrainians, since many members of the public 
are accustomed to shifting the care of their own health to the 
state. We find similar conclusions in M. Shchyrba’s dissertation, 
which motivates that the careless attitude of patients to their 
state of health is impressive, motivating it by official indicators 
that for the last year only 42% of citizens turned to a doctor for 
a preventive examination [46]. Subsequently, the development 
of medicine and medical law led to the realization of bioethics 
as a valuable knowledge.

Secondly, the consequences of the command-administra-
tive system remain strong, building medical relations on the 
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Semashko system (the model of the national health care system, 
in which medical services are provided by a hierarchical system 
of public institutions, united in the Ministry of Health and fund-
ed by national budget) and the inheritance to an independent 
state of legal norms and relations that have become established 
and are not revised in the light of globalization transformations. 
Medical reform has been declared as one of the priorities in the 
state, but no significant achievements have been made.

Thirdly, the formation of legal standards does not take into 
account social demand and public opinion. Often the national 
public position, mental principles and religious norms do not 

correspond to the rule-making consequences, which under-
mines the bioethical values in the state.

Fourthly, the state quite often does not regulate the discus-
sion areas of relations, relying on contractual regulation. Thus, 
lawmakers avoid controversial areas while creating significant 
gaps in legal regulation, which leads to a decrease in the level 
of protection of the rights and legitimate interests of citizens. 
Our position is consistent with the ideas of scientists that “the 
development and implementation of the concept of strategic 
planning for the development of information” [38] is a neces-
sary factor in a planned legal policy.
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The article is devoted to bioethical problems that exist in a transformational society. The most important issues are considered, including organ and tissue transplantation, use of embryonic and stem cells for the 
treatment, gene therapy, in vitro fertilization, cloning, etc. It is emphasized that along with scientific progress there are deep transformations connected with this process in the socio-psychological and cultural spheres, 
the reason for which is the penetration into mass culture and the mentality of new ideas, conceptions and terms. 
Emphasis was placed on the need to create a DNA database of servicemen, which is especially relevant during the wartime in Ukraine. Attention is drawn to the need to create special legislation for quality legal 
regulation of surrogacy, which is especially relevant today. 
The problems of biomedical transformations and their conflict became the subject of consideration by scientists. Recent studies are devoted to a number of issues related to updating the understanding of the 
determinants of bioethics in various directions. First of all, attention should be paid to the genesis of the basic standards of bioethics. T. Beauchamp and J. Childress in many editions and reprints have transformed the 
understanding of the problem over forty years, and it is now agreed that it should be considered within four broad moral principles: respect for autonomy, benevolence, and justice. They can and should be seen as 
arising historically and philosophically from general morality, as universal morality (as opposed to pure relativism or pluralism) gradually became an integral part of the principled approach. 
Taking into account all the latest trends in the field of biomedicine, the purpose of this article is to address the problem of the development of biomedical legal standards in Ukraine and the issues of combining 
them with national identity in the current conditions of the pandemic crisis. The relevance of this topic is important for several reasons: it can serve as a basis for a comparative analysis of the practical application of 
biomedical legal standards; the example of Ukraine is valuable as an experimental benchmark of the legal policy of the states of the former USSR for the analysis of the development of the post-Soviet socio-legal and 
cultural sphere; will make it possible to interpret identity in the context of globalized changes.
Keywords: human rights, bioethics, transformational society.
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Стаття присвячена біоетичним проблемам, що існують у трансформаційному суспільстві. Розглянуто найважливіші питання, серед яких пересадка органів і тканин, використання для лікування 
ембріональних і стовбурових клітин, генна терапія, екстракорпоральне запліднення, клонування тощо. Акцентовано увагу на тому, що разом із науковим прогресом відбуваються пов’язані з цим 
процесом глибокі перетворення в соціально-психологічній і культурній сферах, причина яких – проникнення в масову культуру й менталітет нових ідей, уявлень і термінів. 
Наголошено на необхідності створення бази даних ДНК військовослужбовців, що надзвичайно актуально під часи війни в Україні. Зосереджено увагу на потребі створення спеціального законодавства 
для якісного правового регулювання сурогатного материнства, що в сьогоденні має особливу актуальність.
Проблема біомедичних перетворень та їхніх колізійних норм ставала предметом розгляду науковців. Останні дослідження присвячені низці питань, пов’язаних з оновленням розуміння детермінант 
біоетики в різних спрямуваннях. Першочергово слід звернути увагу на генезис основних стандартів біоетики. T. Beauchamp і J. Childress у багатьох виданнях та перевиданнях протягом сорока років 
трансформували уявлення про це питання, і нині погоджено, що його слід розглядати в межах чотирьох широких моральних принципів: повага до автономії, доброзичливість і справедливість. Стандарти 
біоетики можна і слід розглядати як такі, що історично та філософськи випливають із загальної моралі як універсальної моралі (на відміну від чистого релятивізму чи плюралізму), яка поступово стала 
невід’ємною частиною принципового підходу. 
З огляду на всі новітні тенденції в галузі біомедицини, метою статті є звернення до проблеми розвитку біомедичних правових стандартів в Україні та питань поєднання їх із національною ідентичністю 
в сучасних умовах пандемічної кризи. Актуальність цієї тематики вагома з кількох причин: може слугувати основою для компаративного аналізу практичного застосування біомедичних правових 
стандартів; приклад України є цінним як дослідний еталон правової політики держав колишнього СРСР для аналізу розвитку пострадянської соціально-правової та культурної сфери; дає змогу 
інтерпретувати ідентичність у контексті глобалізованих змін. 
Ключові слова: права людини, біоетика, трансформаційне суспільство.


