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The schism between preventionists
and moralists over what the correct
strategy of HIV/AIDS control should
be is evident internationally. We
suggest that the roots of this schism
have a fundamental nature.



What they suggest

“Preventionists’:
The more sexual education and
harm reduction, the better.

“Moralists”
As little sexual education and
harm reduction as possible.



“Wreventionists and moralists use
complementary descriptions of the
same biosocial phenomenon.

Preventionists attempt to exactly describe and
fix biomedical parameters

Moralists attempt to exactly describe and fix
soclal and moral parameters.

The usage of two complementary descriptions
of the same biosocial phenomenon is the
reason of schism between preventionists and
moralists.



Preventionists and moralists
use complementary
descriptions of HIV/AIDS
epidemic, sexual behavior and
drug addiction. That is why
they do not understand each

other.



Uncertainty in descriptions of
dual-natured phenomena

It IS not possible to measure both moral
and biomedical parameters of any
biosocial phenomenon exactly and
simultaneously. It is also not possible to
adhere strictly and simultaneously to both
prevention and moral descriptions
(theories) in practice.



Approximate descriptions of dual-natured
phenomena

If we still want to use both types of descriptions
simultaneously it is possible only in approximate form.
Approximate values of biosocial parameters lay between
the extreme values of alternative complementary
descriptions.

The compromise may be defined as the approximate
description (measurement) of biosocial parameters.



Uncertainty in Descriptions
of Biosocial Phenomena

Moralists Preventionists
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Sexual education in schools, harm
reduction, methadone therapy,
HIV screening, abortions



How do we reach a compromise?
(How do we approximately measure biosocial
parameters?)

Mechanism of compromise IS
parliamentarism in a broad sense of the
word.

Politicians, the only masters of
compromise, are often labeled as
unscrupulous.



If we measure approximately how we
reach the goal?



The size of “minimal personal single
dose” of illicit drug in Russia as
determined by special decisions of the
State Duma

Before 2004 2005 May 2004



Attitude to routine HIV testing in USA
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Establishing a bracket

X o

Undershot target Overshot
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Principle of “artillery bracket” or
feedback in goal achievement have been
used by people for ages. As a scientific
principle it was generalized by N.Winer
and forms the basis of cybernetics.

In human society, when achieving major
goals, this principle reveals itself In
periodic changes of policy towards a
problem if it is not resolved.



Compromise an




The “norm” is “a standard, model or
pattern, regarded as typical: social
norms”

The American Heritage College Dictionary 2002

A rule generally accepted in a certain
community, an opinion or a maxim
expressed as a law

Large Soviet Encyclopedia, second edition 1953



Some norms are more fundamental or
conservative, whereas other may change and
evolve more readily. Deviations from a norm
are inevitable, but there is still a general
gravitation towards it. Social regulation is
connected to the social norm. The system of
soclal norms determines self-regulation of the
society.

The concept of “stigma” should be discussed
In the context of its connection to the social
norm.



New social norms and new forms of
soclal partnerships are generated on
the bases of compromise which can
be achieved as the result of
complicated interaction of new
complementary descriptions
(“different opinions”) with existing
norms.
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Compromise Descriptions
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Compromise Descriptions
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The results of a compromise will be different in different

societies



Attitudes toward mild narcotic substances are
guite tolerant in some Eastern cultures.

Different compromises in different countries

may Yyield equivalent resolution of a common
problem. For example, Australia and Sweden

have different policies on the control of illicit
drug use, but both countries are successfully
controlling the spread of HIV.



Scientists often think that scientific
evidence Is sufficient to change social
norms. Is it correct?



Social norms:

- hundreds of millions Research:
of people X thousands - thousands of people X
of years several years

Is science sufficient for changing social
norms?
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wmenHu H.H. Mouceesa

BubnoTeka XypHana «3KeNorna U XuaHbs M O I S E EV

Moiicéei

Bepa B cuny NpakTM4ECcKoro onbita
CpeaHeBexKnBbLiO

CbHopHuk

B mione 1998 rona «HesanucumMan razeTar OMyGAMKOBATE HETEPeC HBL
Roxnan Ilons Qettepaberna <Tanunell H THPAHAS HCTHHE, IPSACTABNIEH-
- . it exe B 1987 rogy Kpakoscxoif katonuicckolt akagemun. Ha pycckoM xe
A #i3bIKe OH GBUI ONTyGAHKOBaH BllepBhie. B 3ToM MHTepeCHOM NOKJIAZE PaccKa-
r a n n O r u t ' 3K[BAETCA 0 CODLITHH Hayana XVII Bexa, KOTOpoe CHIPaIc BAXHYIO PONL B
' ’ HCTOPHM HAYKH M 0611SCTBEHHOM COIHAHHH, — O XOPOLIO H3BECTHOM KOH-
dinakre Tamunes u nepxpy. KoHdHKT 6KIT CBS3aH ¢ o6CyXIeHYeM Tol Kap-
- - THHE MHP2, KOTOPad BIepBhe Gpita TipeacTapnena KonepHUKOM. ABTopD fo-
Belief In the power o e
cHOPMYNHPOBAHHYIO KAPAHHANOM BennapMuHOo B TO! AHCKYCCHH.
HecMoTp4 Ha To YTO B loKane 06CYXAAI0TeA BONPOCK MoyTH 400-fler-
- - Helt TaBHOCTH, OHH BITOJTHE COBPEMEHHH H, TIO CYTIGCTRY, ARAMIOTCA HATIO0-
ractical experience e A Lo
p MEHHOM CGIUIECTBE, C& OTBETCTBCHHOCTH U [IPARY Ha Ge3aNelUsIIHCH OCTh
CYXKIACHHI,
H Hajo NpH3HATECA, 9TO NO3KIHA KapIMHata BesulapMuHEG (Kax 4 1o-
avuna Qeitepabesins, KoTophd ¢ HUM COMANAPH3NPYCTCS) MHe G/iiXe HC
COBPEMEHHEIX LIPCACTABICHWH NPEATIOYTHTEILHEE HEIIPHMHPHMOCTH AJTH-
Jies1. He 04eHE cyIecTBEHHO, YTO KAPAMHAN FOBOPHT ASLIKOM LIEDKOBH)CIIy-
xuTeNis. Bonee Baxaio To, YTo ocTopoXHAH XpuTHUM3IM Beanapmito, ripy-
3IHaHHE HM MparMaT#yeckoll UEHHOCTH cxeMil KormepHMKa H 0TKa3 cakTaTth,
YTO MHp YCTPOEH T2K M TONBKO TakK, KakK 310 cKazan KonepHuk, 6onee :oot-
BETCTBYIOT CEMOMHALIHEMY ITOHHMAHHIO CMBICTa HAYYHLIX TEOPHH, Yel 3Ha-
MEHHTHIE CToBa [Aminest: «A BCe-Taki OHa BePTHTCHS. .
Bor mouemy ToT paaroBop, KoTophii 11 et ToMy Ha3an saTesan OgFicp-
abeHj, IOAHHMMAET BONPOCH, JANEXO BRIXOAALIKE 32 PAMKH ACTPOHOMAH H
«Tarexe Kos thr3uxu. Ux obUIECTREHEOE 3BYYAHHE CTAHOBHTCH BCe Gollee 3HAYHMEN 110

Mocksa . ‘ 226 -
2003 '




W J ISR LEARR. .
M Hano npusHaThCs, YTO MO3HLHMA KapAuHana BeutapMHHo (Kak 4 To-
3uuus Qeitepabenna, KoTOpHIA ¢ HUM CONMMAApU3UpYETCH) MHe GIIXeE U ¢
COBpeMEeHHBIX NPeACTABICHUH NpeAMOYTHTEIbHES HEIIPUMHPHMOCTH [ AJIH-
Jies. He oueHs cymecTBeHHO, YTO KapAMHal F'OBOPHUT A3HKOM LIEPKOBHICITY-
xurenq. bonee BaXXHO TO, YTO OCTOPOXHKI! KPUTHULIM3M Be/l1apMUHO, [1pH-
3HaHHMe HM NparMaTi4ecKoi HeHHOcTH cxeMbl KorlepHHKAa M OTKA3 cuY¥TaTh,
4YTO MHP YCTPOCH TaK M TOJIBKO TaK, KaK 310 cKa3an KornepHuk, 6oJiee :00T-
BETCTBYIOT CErOAHALIHEMY ITOHMMaHMIO CMBIC/Ia HAYYHERIX TEOPUH, YeN 3Ha-
MEHHTHIE cJToBa [anmnes: «A Bce-Taky OHa BEPTHTCA». |

nm TTAUALIV TAT nanarnonn_ vamanitif 11 mam vavny 1raaanm samean mﬂ.j'l‘ﬂ- 5

It must be admitted that cardinal Ballarmino’s position ...
IS closer to me and more preferable than implacability of
Galilel. It is not vital that the cardinal speaks language of a
clergyman. It is more important that careful criticism of
Ballarmino, his acknowledgement of pragmatic value of
Copernic’s scheme and refusal to believe that the world is
arranged exactly as Copernic says, corresponds more to
the present day understanding of scientific theories than
famous words of Galilei “And still it’s revolving”.



possibilities... Science is not autonomous... ltis
involved into “wider institutions”... Mankind faces the
Inevitable change of civilization paradigms. It needs
guiet wisdom of democracy courageous enough to
refuse the supremacy of dogmas which | call “tyranny
of truth”.

It iIs democracy that is to create a new scale of values
common to all mankind with the help of science and
other institutions...

N.N Mioseev "Tyranny of Truth”



Medical Hypotheses (2006) 67, 433—436
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Editorial

Despite their inevitable conflicts — Science,
religion and New Age spirituality are essentially
compatible and complementary activities

ciency and effectiveness [13]. Although science

continues to expand its scope, it is based around

progressively narrower truth evaluations and there-

fore leaves-out many social and individual func-

tions — aesthetic, economic, legal and so on.

Science also leaves-out those religious functions

which are well-served by ‘social’ churches and per-

sonal spiritualities. Therefore, science will never o of the ancient British

_dernization imperative. Exe-

take-over the whole of human life. il

Bruce G Charlton

Editor-in-Chief — Medical Hypotheses
University of Newcastle upon Tyne,
NE1 7RU, UK

nail address: bruce.charlton@ncl.ac.uk



I €00 DUICHED B AR AICATON SERACES LUSTRATION Y EFFREVPRLO

roposals have be
other communities
Implications of scie
“public voice” to b
decision makina
EDITORIAL

Where Science Meets Society

he theme for next week’s American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS) annual
meeting, “The Nexus: Where Science Mects Socicty,” reminds us of many events of the past few
years that suggest that the relationship between science and socicty is undergoing significant stress.

Snmc members of the public are finding
disquicting, while others challenge the kind
in attitudes pmdxcl a morc difficult and it
we've enjoyed in the recent

Examples of these strains in 1 the relationship incluc
cloning and stem cell research. Although many underst
troubled about scientists working so close to what they
ideology came dangerously clos cly trumping
only two votes to defund a set of grants from the Nation
HIV/AIDS, and drug abuse that made religious conse!
research was critical to solving major public health |
community is enmeshed in a continuing battle to keep t
whether schools should be allowed to teach non—science-!

evolution in science classrooms.

The common thread finking these cxamples is that scit
more frequently with certain human belicfs and values
closely on heavily value-laden issucs, members of the
role in both the regulation of science and the shaping of

‘To many, this appears to be a new dimension of th
(in truth, it may be a recurrent dimension, because the sa
atother historical moments). We've been used to having sc
primarily on the basis of potential risks and benefits. H
suggests that a third, values-related dimension will influen
in the future. Taizo Nishimuro, chairman of the board at Tot
and Technology in Society Forum in Kyoto, Japan, in N¢
and technology have changed society, socicty now is lik
to help shape their course.

For many scient uch overlay of valucs on th
and our historic success. Within the limits of the eth
believe that no scientifically answerable question sho
inquiry to bear on socicty's most difficult questions is v
world things that it might not initially like.

Independence and objcetivity in the shaping and conc
ability to serve society. Still, our recent experiences sugg
a while, and that we nced to lcarn to work within this |
constraints on science has been the usual response, but it

An alternative is 10 adopt @ much more inclusive a)
discussing the meaning and usefulness of our work. We s
discourse. We have had some success with programs su
Ethical, Legal and Social Implications program. Anoth
and Religion, which brings scientists together with relig
and how they relate to other belief and value systems.

Simply protesting the incursion of value considerations
that insanity is doing the same thing over and over and ex;
discussion and see how that gocs for a change.

Chief Executive O,

wwwsciencemag.org  SCIENCE
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‘Going public

Should scientists let the public help them decide how government research funds are spent? Yes they should, because the
feared.

consequences are to be welcomed, not

irc 1600: discusions seith the pub-

one prominent rescarcher, are litde betier

| N than lisening to the ‘maunderings of a babbling hog” So ssid
| Willam Gilbert,a ioncer o rescarch into clctriity and magnetism.

Today's scientists are, at east in the main, 3 more open-minded

‘ bunch. Bt e prefiices and s htundeli Giberts remark
havenotentirelygo i

Takelast monts eportby Demos, UK

many researchers it will make Gightening reading, The lefleaning
Demos makesthe st coherentcall for upstresmengagement —the
involvement of non.-specialsts in seting rescarch prioritcs Britsh
cientists have scen the public swayed by misleading media coverage

| of geneically modifed (GM) food and vaccines. For them, the pro-
posal must e clase o iving the hnatics the keys toth asylum.

Such concerns will not be resricted to Briain: environmental
organizations across Europe are committed in practice to ending
esearch into GM crops. Some religious groups in the nited States
would end rescarch involving human embryos i they had the power

] 10dos0. And it would be impossibl todevelp e and more -
| cient muclear panwer sa willprobably be necded to tackle
| climate change, if anti-nuclear groups have too much influence on

| resessch policy:

Vet there are good reasons why scientists should ignore these fears
andembraceupstream engagement. On an ethicaland politicallevel,
the rescarch community has no right to reject public involvement

| outright. Taxpayers fund rescarch, buying themselves the right to
helpshape o Objcin o publicimwvemen wouldsinply
undermine the current enthusiasm 5 science funding by
some governments,suchas e b g s o b

Balance of power
“There is also plenty of evidence to suggest that upstream engage-
ment, if managed propec, il not brin an end to any ara of
rescarch. Such engagement is already being quietly and uscfully
practised in Tt sy Sctor Wb e stied f iy
ing organizations are_non-scientists. And the slew of new
initiatives being proposed for the public sector involve giving the
public less power than the trustees, and certainly not a veto over
rescarch spending.

When worrying about engagement, British rescarchers may also
| be swayed too much by the GM fiasco, in which propaganda put
| out by environmental groups and the biotechnology industry made

p\lhll(dtbalemwmelydm i Butotherxrcaesbhaveproved s
combative and mare f ironment Research
Councl o Faimghe. sk yeur tan publl: consultations on a new
sesearch programme. Tt led 10 a new theme — the sustainable man-
agement of marine bioresources—beingadded to the programme.

Get the process right, and other consultations could produce

equally meaningful input. No one wants to haul people off the
street and make decisions based solely on questionnaires, There are
‘umerous mechanisms for engaging the public, from citizens’ jurics
10 consensus conferences and deliberative mapping processes. The
detais vary, but all invove giving non-specialiss access to a range

NATURE|NOL ) 121 OCTORER 2004 www st com/catsre

of different perspectives on 4 particular topic, and allowing them to |
develop theirown recommendations through structured discussion. |
Sociologists say that the techniques need to be cvaluated to sce which
‘works best, but that's no reason not tostart now.

Funding bodics are the obvious target for cngagement cxcrciscs

Inited States, the National Institutes of Health (NTH) faces.

increasing lobbying from advocacy groups, often representing the
needs of patients with a specific discase, who want the agericy 10 do
less basic research and more drug development, Public engagement |
<ould help the NTH bolster it efforts to incorporatc a broader range
of viewsintoits decision-making processcs.

Nothing to fear

n many European nations, there islite call for upstream engage-
ment. But Britain, where 4 lack of public trust in science is per-
ceived a3 a serious problem, is a notable exception. Not all of the
country’s funding bodics have taken this an board. The Biotechnol-
ogy and Biological Sciences Rescarch Council, which is setting up a.
permanent committee of nan-scientists to advise on strategy, leads
the way. But the Engincering and Physical Scicnces Rescarch Goun
cil (EPSRC) has lagged behind. This is worrying, as the council
funds research in nanotechnology, an area of science that could one
day transform everything from drug delivery to computing,

Tudging by the few consultations that ha
nanotechnolog
Non-specialists tend to reject the call for a moratorium on nanotech
research made by one more extreme environmental group. Instead,
they suggest that evironmentally useful applications, such as new
solar-power systems, should be made more of a priority: More work
on the environmental impact of nanaparticles is another common
request—acallechoed by July’s report on the same topichy the Royal
Socictyand the Royal Academy of Enginecring.

Upstream engagement is 10 panacea. On its own, it won't solve
Britain's crisis over trust in science. Nor wil it resolve thorny ques-
tions about what types of science are worth pursuing, and which
)lnmhlbenvunlrdh:mu.\n\llmkuo technology such as weapons of
mass destruction. But ing — provided that allinvolved |
consider two points ulngmnmg. !

, the processes must be long-term and properly funded. |
ney spenton engagement is often diverted from basic research. So |
if governmentsare serious about upstream projects,they should talk
o vecarch gencieabout bt i fenc ooney toru the con-
sultations. In Britain, this i likely to amount t0 4 few million a year
rourallcitnces afiaclion aapes em o the ol staceludest

More importantly, funding organizations must make 3 genuine
commitment 10 react to the results of engagement processes. This
daesn't mean simply accepting the outcomes; rescarch councils
shald clearly remain in ultimate charge of priority setting, But for
theprocesato b meningfl, anders mus cxpliwhy they choose
0 accept some picces of advice and reject others. The UK govern-
ment ran a public debate on genetic modification last year and is
ikdlybetleved (o e lgnoed the ks somelhngonlyalktle
less offensive than talking about babbling ha

2004 Nature Publishing Group.




Conclusions:

1. We see that certain fundamental concepts,
like the concept of uncertainty, may be
universal for widely separated areas of the
reality. We see that the concept of biosocial
uncertainty may constitute the new paradigm in
studying the biosocial phenomena.



“®Conclusions (continued):

2. Itis impossible to reach absolutely true
multidisciplinary descriptions of biosocial
systems. Rather, only incomplete or approximate
descriptions are possible. It seems that truths
about these systems are relative and are
connected with our purposes through feedback.
By seeking his or her personal goals, the
observer plays an active role as a participant in a
biosocial process. No absolute and purpose-
Independent truth about such complex systems Is
possible.

We live in “approximate” world.



Conclusions (continued):

3. The existing schism between
preventionists and moralists concerning
HIV/AIDS and similar issues Is a result of
uncertainty of complementary
descriptions of complex biosocial
systems. It is being resolved through
compromises which may vary in different
countries. In global health we should pay
more attention to cultural peculiarities.



Conclusions (continued):

4. The policy decision making process
must rely not only on scientific

evidence wit
but also on't

N Its Inherent uncertainty,
ne cultural, historical,

religious anc
soclety.
Teaching the

political traits of a given

principles of compromise

must become an integral part of
educational programs.



Are dual-use technologies possible in biosocial sphere?

t)

() (+)

Are there such biosocial interventions that can give a
positive effect in one case and do harm in another case
(intentionally or folly)?



