(e n 1=y 5 61 81> 2016 4£ 10 H » & 37-57
Applied Ethics Review, Vol. 61, 2016, pp. 37-57

HEAEMREE : BRI
T

i 2
A RRE BB RF R E L T > £ 5 LR
Fopd hrRiRpasd BA 3 {508 2 Redf 7> Mo Kk
SR DK AT AHE D BARE A Bk A
W P ERRREFRLEE Sely e o TEA R 2 HER
FOEAURS o LW Lk FhRALE 2 RS MR
82 FHE 82 hp B2 FHBE £ g s A

AAL g R G EAES Aph g g a 2 me

BERT 8 2 B EA 2 S B G FoRB G 2k

c

N

e

ARAERS 2 A2 A ERS I
E-mail: arete@mail.cgu.edu.tw



38 (Fen t51rdeHk) T 61 3s

Rethinking Autonomy: A Relational Approach
Ya-ping Lin"

Abstract

Starting from my preliminary observations and reflections on cases in
teaching and clinical settings, | examine the liberal individualistic conception of
autonomy employed in mainstream bioethics and medical ethics. Drawing on a
feminist approach to relational autonomy, this article argues that autonomy
should be characterized as more than an individual right to independent decision
making and informed consent. Promoting relational autonomy in socio-cultural
and medical context in Taiwan, it is argued, needs to develop a richer and more
complex conception of autonomy and respect for autonomy which accommodates
independence and interdependence while being sensitive to the social and power

relations.

Keywords: Autonomy, Relational autonomy, Medical ethics, Physician-patient

relationships, Shared decision making
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4 T. L. Beauchamp, J. F. Childress, 2001, Principles of biomedical ethics (New York: Oxford
University Press). #2#% & > 2000 (4 & %Ge {215 A ) (FFRF) ¥ 4 &7 2
15 F 140-154

> S. Benhabib, 1992, Situating the self: Gender, community, and postmodernism in contemporary
ethics (New York: Routledge). D. Callahan, 2003, “Individual good and common good: a
communitarian approach to bioethics,” Perspectives in biology and medicine 46(4): 496-507.
A. Maclntyre, 1981, After Virtue: A Study in Moral Theory (London: Duckworth). M. Sandel,
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Relational Autonomy: Feminist Perspectives on Autonomy, Agency, and the Social Self (New
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and possibilities,” Yale JL & Feminism 1(1): 7-36. S. Sherwin, 1998, The politics of women’s
health: Exploring agency and autonomy (Philadelphia, PA: Temple University Press).

7 R. Fan, 1997, “Self-Determination vs. Family-Determination: Two Incommensurable Principles
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8 J. Hardwig, 1990, “What About the Family?” Hastings Center Report 20(2): 5-10. O.
O’Neill, 2002, Autonomy and trust in bioethics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).
Edmund D. Pellegrino, David C. Thomasma, 1988, For the Patients Good: The
Restoration of Beneficence in Health Care (New York: Oxford University Press). T. E. Quill,
H. Brody, 1996, “Physician recommendations and patient autonomy: finding a balance
between physician power and patient choice,” Annals of internal medicine 125(9): 763-769.
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Press). D. F. C. Tsai, 2008, “Personhood and Autonomy in Multicultural Health Care
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% Sheila A. M. McLean, 2010, Autonomy, Consent and the Law (Oxon: Routledge-Cavendish).
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(- ) a2 %= (Independence) 5745 > f #& (Interdependence)

AR CMEAN B B FERE R L emi U 2R, - 2t T REE RN
"RAfREE | (relational autonomy) #:%: - F5R AR A1 FEAE AR
KB H T+ > Susan Sherwin SGRFHEFEEy " B HILEHRY  (socially
situated)&Y, " Jki%(L. , (contextualized) i E#H - '° Catriona MacKenzie
Bl Natalie Stoljar f5H - " BA(RHE T, ‘S [EEEAEPE—IHE T
& R “umbrella term” > U & —FAMHRARUERES » Ht

1S Sherwin, The politics of women s health: Exploring agency and autonomy, p.19.
""" C. Mackenzie, and N. Stoljar, eds., Relational Autonomy: Feminist Perspectives on

Autonomy, Agency, and the Social Self, p. 4.
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BB A F AR e Fp 0 ANA Ak RS ko
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FERBAE B E BRI > BRGRIE )2 58 A R — (B R B R s
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12 C. Mackenzie, and N. Stoljar, eds., Relational Autonomy: Feminist Perspectives on
Autonomy, Agency, and the Social Self, p. 26, note 1. J. Nedelsky, “Reconceiving autonomy:
Sources, thoughts and possibilities”.

13 J. Nedelsky, “Reconceiving autonomy: Sources, thoughts and possibilities,” p. 12.
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ZEIRIRBR GRE S (R A 6 - S ERR PR E EAVBIRRE - H
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Fofrlia it & & (81558 (L R E HLE AR BRI E - BAFRE F5d
ARTTREESIRESL ~ nbg - B~ b - EREERIIRRE <20
ELREREERA LA TSR NEERE -  HEHE —H
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'S, Dodds, 2000, “Choice and control in feminist bioethics,” in Relational autonomy:

Feminist perspectives on autonomy, agency, and the social self.
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WS R - MES AEENE > HEREEEEFFRRAE
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'S, Sherwin, The politics of women's health: Exploring agency and autonomy, p. 26.
'S, Dodds, 2000, “Choice and control in feminist bioethics,” in Relational autonomy:

Feminist perspectives on autonomy, agency, and the social self, p. 214.
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B - st g H R E E AR - EM T REEE T —
{lil " FHEHY  (reciprocal) B2 T 3 {FHY | (collaborative) AY B REER
HEXZ AN, EREEEANAREANSE  MEXEBITE—
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HIE A S o ' Donchin {47 1H 5 Bh FE FH 7 44T 75 8 ] 2 B Lok
Bl £F T - HEGEERE > PRI BB E & S G hER

""" A. Donchin, 2000, “Autonomy and interdependence: quandaries in genetic decision-making,”
pp. 239-240.

'8 A. Donchin, 2000, “Autonomy and interdependence: quandaries in genetic decision-making”.
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!9 A. Donchin, 2000, “Autonomy, interdependence, and assisted suicide: respecting boundaries/
crossing lines,” Bioethics 14(3): 187-204.
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EAORERERE - TR H OB LR (REA ML & AE 1 N T R B A PR
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2 M. Spriggs, 2005, Autonomy and patients’ decisions (Oxford: Lexington Books), pp. 51-54.
*' 0. ONeill, 2002, Autonomy and trust in bioethics (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press), p. 26.
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Beauchamp, T. L., and Childress, J. F., 2001, Principles of biomedical
ethics, New York: Oxford University Press.
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