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Introduction

The challenges of ethical behaviors in
a global village are more relevant
than ever. Edmund Pellegrino once

commented, «As the biosphere expands to
embrace the whole globe, every nation has a
stake in every other nation’s health. For
these reasons, the practical and conceptual
questions of transcultural biomedical ethics
are more sharply defined than in some other
domains of knowledge»1.
In different parts of the world, the practices
of medical tourism, organ trafficking, selec-
tive abortion based on gender, and lack of
individual informed consent are seen as vi-
olations of universal human rights by inter-
national standards. At the same time, many
of these practices are economically driven
because of the availability of relatively inex-
pensive medical services, body parts, or
wombs-for-rent. Due to the general under-
development of local bioethical reflection in
these parts of the world, it is not uncommon
for academics and governing ethical bodies
to adopt wholesale secularized bioethical
principles. 
At the same time, the attempt to catch up
economically and technologically in devel-
oping countries such as China, India, or
Brazil has however created certain unease.
Technology and free market economics are
not value-free. They often come with a
worldview that champions liberalism, indi-
vidualism, unfettered capitalism, scientism
and a blind trust in technological solutions.
Modernity is at the same time attractive to
many developing countries and at odds with
its traditional values.

Can an all-encompassing global bioethics
offer a solution to these difficult questions?
Others have raised the question of whether
or not global ethics of universal human
rights might not be neo-colonialism in dis-
guise. For instance, certain Asian scholars
claim that values based on traditions, familial
relationships and religion which they claim
are more compatible with local customs and
superior to the Western rights-oriented in-
dividualism2.
How can the natural law tradition shed light
on these challenges? The International The-
ological Commission document The Search
for Universal Ethics: A New Look at Natural
Law seeks to address the perennial problem
of universality and particularism in ethics. It
proposes rationality as the common ground
to deduce the universal basis for human
rights and dignity, thus avoiding the danger
of consensus ethics prevalent in the secular-
ized West on the one hand, and the danger
of conflating multicultural and multi-reli-
gious settings with ethical relativism on the
other. 
The paper will finally look at the question
of the incommensurability of ethical traditions
with a look at the response of Alasdair Mac-
Intyre. While shunning cultural relativism,
he recommends mutual understanding of
rival moral traditions through in-depth ra-
tional debates and encounters in order to ar-
rive at the most valid moral system.

The Tension between Universalism and Particularism

Bioethics as we know it began in the USA,
but suffered a process of secularization that
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I have described elsewhere, with principlism
becoming the dominant approach in poli-
cymaking and at the bedside3. This secular-
ized version of bioethics was eventually
exported to the rest of the world as part and
parcel of Westernized medicine. 
Together with this exportation, an open de-
bate was raised on whether the claim of
global ethics—be they in the form of prin-
ciplism, human rights or natural law—is
necessarily commensurable with local tradi-
tions. Certainly, local characteristics vary a
great deal from place to place. The reality of
cultural diversity, however, should not nec-
essarily infer the inevitability of moral plu-
ralism even though this is sometimes
conceded, for instance, by some Asian
bioethicists who advocate «a collage of cul-
turally informed perspectives built upon an
ever-increasing aggregate of shared experi-
ences»4. 
Without entering into the finer details of
the nature of global ethics, this paper will at-
tempt to verify whether or not the claims
of universality necessarily stifle local partic-
ularism, and thus suppress cultural and reli-
gious patrimonies5. Certainly, the tension
between universalism and particularism in
ethics is an old one, but it has become more
urgent in today’s global context touching a
multitude of bioethical issues6. A wide num-
ber of answers are available; these range from
an outright rejection of global ethics to an
acceptance of it on a pragmatic level to en-
thusiastic embrace. These positions will be
evaluated, leading to an examination of nat-
ural reason espoused by the Catholic tradi-
tion. 
Among those who object to the possibility
of global ethics is the prominent postmod-
ern philosopher Richard Rorty. His radical
relativism and skepticism undermine any
foundational of morality. He explores the
incommensurability of cultures to demon-
strate the failure of reason and intercultural
dialog on moral truth7. In a similar vein,
David Hall argues that difference and moral
diversity characterizes postmodern thought,
in which reality is subjective and decon-
structed to such an extent that it is impossi-

ble to find coherence or any “essentialist”
notions of Truth, Good and Beauty. In place
of an obsessive search for unity or univer-
sality, the postmodern West should approxi-
mate the East with a philosophy of
difference. Interestingly, he claims that Dao-
ism and Confucianism, in spite of their
monolithic appearance, share this language
of difference8. 
Bioethicist Tristram Engelhardt traces the
failure of Enlightenment rationality to West-
ern Christianity’s emphasis on reason, and
claims that as a result of cultural
pluralism, moral diversity is inevitable. We
are all moral strangers unless we belong to
the same tradition. Unlike the late Rorty,
however, he renounces relativism and states
that the problem is epistemological—truth
exists, but he is skeptical of the ability of
human reason to reach it9. As a convert to
Orthodox Christianity, he proposes that
truth can only be known through the noetic
experience of faith10. In a compilation of ar-
ticles Engelhardt edited in Global bioethics:
The Collapse of Consensus, a majority of the
authors reiterate the existence of differ-
ences—religious, cultural, and methodolog-
ical—to such an extent that they eschew the
possibility of any attempt to achieve com-
mon ground11.
Then again, contenders for a universal
global bioethics are not absent. Principlism
was one of the first attempts at the dawn of
bioethics. In the latest edition, Beauchamp
and Childress further elaborate a defense of
this methodology which is founded on
prima facie or self-evident principles.
Beauchamp reiterates the case on the basis
of a common morality that is binding on all
humanity, irrespective of race and culture12.
Tai, among others, favors the approach of
incorporating Asian and Chinese values,
while adapting the four principles to local
sensibilities13. We have seen that Engelhardt
and company are doubtful of such attempts
because of the incommensurability of cul-
tural values. A characteristic of culture is the
ability to change through time. Is it possible
to imagine a culture without certain built-
in flexibility in its values that can react,
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stretch, and accommodate to external inputs
and historical circumstances? Hence, one
must be careful about static cultural para-
digms. In light of this, some authors propose
principlism as a method that may provide
the scaffolding or common framework,
while the structure is to be filled in by local
values14. This is not to say that principlism
in itself, rooted in secular liberal philosophy,
is unproblematic from a Christian and nat-
ural law perspective. Above all, it tends to
absolutize individual choices at the expense
of other values, and falls into emotivism that
MacIntyre complains about15. 
Another pragmatic candidate to global
ethics is the “overlapping consensus” of John
Rawls. It can serve as the basis of common
morality among different visions of the
good in a society, by picking the lowest
common denominator. Rawls recognizes
the lack of broad agreement about what
constitutes the good life in modern demo-
cratic societies. A plurality of doctrines—re-
ligious, political or philosophical—raises the
interrogative as to how society could recon-
cile these differences. He reformulates the
possibility of “overlapping consensus” in
public debates based on a political concep-
tion of justice. Overlapping consensus pro-
vides a core of moral standards that all
reasonable individuals in a pluralistic society
with different comprehensive conceptions
of the good would support since they are
largely uncontroversial. Overlapping con-
sensus is the area of agreement, shared by all
reasonable participants in this social con-
tract16. All these aforementioned approaches
have given up on the concept of moral truth
as something objective and accessible by
reason. However, if ethics is not based on an
objective and common human nature but a
product of majority consensus, then it is
prone to abuse or ideological manipulation
where “might becomes right”17.
Yet another frequent appeal to global ethics
is found in the language of human rights.
After the tragic experience of the Second
World War and the Nuremburg trials, many
nations felt the need for a safeguard against
future abuses and inhuman acts. Thus, in

1948 the United Nations signed the Univer-
sal Declaration of Human Rights. Its preamble
says: «All human beings are born free and
equal in dignity and rights». These rights are
deemed basic to all humans and transcend
all cultures and nationality. Since then, many
other national and international documents
have recourse to the language of human
rights in the areas of politics, labor, educa-
tion, healthcare, and the environment. In the
field of bioethics, worth mentioning is the
UNESCO Declaration on the Human
Genome and Human Rights (1997)18 and
the UNESCO Declaration of Bioethics and
Human Rights (2005)19. Article 12 of this
latter document on “Respect for cultural di-
versity and pluralism” is of particular inter-
est: «The importance of cultural diversity
and pluralism should be given due regard.
However, such considerations are not to be
invoked to infringe upon human dignity,
human rights and fundamental freedoms...». 
A few years ago, some Asian leaders com-
plained that human rights were a Western
invention that is imposed on the rest of the
world20. There were other complaints that
these declarations never explicitly define the
meaning, content, and foundations of
human rights. Fortunately, Mary Ann Glen-
don traces the development of the 1948
Declaration and shows that the signing na-
tions looked for a political consensus rather
than a moral or philosophical treatise on
human nature21. In spite of this deficiency,
nations affirmed human rights and dignity
because man’s inhumanity to man was fresh
in their minds—the Holocaust, slavery,
genocide, ethnic cleansings, political mur-
ders of dissidents in totalitarian regimes, re-
ligious coercion, human trafficking, torture
and degradation of prisoners. It was through
this via negativa that they affirmed the exis-
tence of universal human rights22. Even
though many people uphold that some
moral propositions such as “slavery is always
wrong”can be universally held, they are un-
able to agree upon the rationale behind this.
Can natural law rationality supply the miss-
ing foundation of human rights based on
human dignity and natural rights? 

9
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The Search for Universal Ethics

At this juncture, we will explore the Chris-
tian response to global bioethics. There is
not a common front among the different
Christian traditions on bioethical issues. This
has been conditioned by historical circum-
stances, different theological approaches and
sensitivities, differing views on the role of
authority, and the relationship between faith
and reason. The process of secularization in
the West further complicates the matter,
widening the spectrum of ethical perspec-
tives within Christianity as it faces moder-
nity, resulting in a divide between
conservatism and liberalism on several is-
sues. In terms of
methodological ap-
proaches, the positions
roughly range from
fideism (Orthodoxy ap-
peal to Tradition, Evan-
gelicals appeal to sola
scriptura) to rationalism
(liberal Protestants and
Catholics). Between
these two poles is the traditional Catholic
approach of natural law which espouses a
harmony between reason and faith. Ration-
ality is the common basis and the starting
point of ethical reasoning, but it is not the
only font of knowledge since it is open to
transcendental truth and revelation23. 
The 2008 International Theological Com-
mission (ITC) document The Search for Uni-
versal Ethics: A New Look at Natural Law is an
outstanding update of this approach on
global bioethics24. The beginning of this
document highlights the need for an aware-
ness of a global solidarity and calls for the
«search for common ethical values» amid
current challenges. Most interesting is the
recognition of the presence of natural reason
in «the wisdom traditions and religions of
the world»—Dharma and Ahisma in Hin-
duism; the five ethical precepts or sila of
Buddhism; the Tao or the Way in Daoism;
the harmonious virtues indicated by the
way of Heaven (tian dao) of Confucian
thought; the ethics of life in traditional

African religions; and the morality of obe-
dience in Islam25.
The ITC document recognizes far-reaching
applicability of natural law in the global
context of bioethics and human rights. It
traces the historical development of this
from Greco-Roman sources, especially their
legal tradition, with enrichment from Chris-
tian thought and finally the Catholic mag-
isterium. Roman law, Francisco de Vitoria,
and Grotius have made important contribu-
tions to the notion of natural rights that pre-
pared the way for modern human rights.
However, without a firm acknowledgement
of human nature, human rights in the ab-
sence of duty and limits can be abusive26. On

the other hand, it pro-
tects individual con-
science in face of
unjust laws: «Facing the
menace of the abuse of
power, and even of to-
talitarianism, which ju-
ridical positivism
conceals and which
certain ideologies

propagate, the Church recalls that civil laws
do not bind in conscience when they con-
tradict natural law, and asks for the acknowl-
edgment of the right to conscientious
objection, as also the duty of disobedience
in the name of obedience to a higher law»27.
Confronting relativistic individualism—in
which every subject decides for himself
what is good and right—and cautious about
democratization of ethics based on consen-
sus, natural law proposes objective moral
truths knowable by human reason. As a mat-
ter of fact, the most recent encyclical by
Benedict XVI emphasizes the indivisible
characteristic of human ethics—ecology,
bioethics, social ethics and business ethics
are all addressed in a single book28. Natural
reason can engage secular positions in public
debate by presenting non-sectarian argu-
ments, which are also directed towards in-
dividual and common good29. 
Grounded on our natural capacity to reason,
it can concurrently counteract the claims of
cultural relativism while permitting inter-
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cultural and interreligious dialogue. In fact,
Pope John Paul II spoke of a «grammar», «a
moral logic which is built into human life and
which makes possible dialogue between in-
dividuals and peoples»30. Joseph Ratzinger,
in a famous interchange with German
philosopher Jürgen Habermas, points out
the fact that secularization which marginal-
izes the place of religion in society and pol-
itics in the West is in fact an anomaly
compared to the rest of the world. He be-
lieves that secular rationality without any
limits is not comprehensible to all humanity.
Global ethics derived from this “remains an
abstraction”. This hubris of reason is danger-
ous and threatens humanity, as the atomic
bomb and the treating of humans as prod-
ucts have shown31. A healthy tension be-
tween faith and reason, avoiding the
extremes of fideism and rationalism, takes on
an intercultural dimension as the debates
within Christian, Buddhist, Hindu and Is-
lamic cultures become more frequent. In the
Regensburg address, the Pope recognizes
that faith and reason can purify each another
from extremism: «We will succeed in doing
so only if reason and faith come together in
a new way, if we overcome the self-imposed
limitation of reason to the empirically ver-
ifiable, and if we once more disclose its vast
horizons… Only thus do we become capa-
ble of that genuine dialogue of cultures and
religions so urgently needed today. In the
Western world it is widely held that only
positivistic reason and the forms of philos-
ophy based on it are universally valid. Yet the
world’s profoundly religious cultures see this
exclusion of the divine from the universality
of reason as an attack on their most pro-
found convictions. A reason which is deaf to
the divine and which relegates religion into
the realm of subcultures is incapable of en-
tering into the dialogue of cultures»32.
For Christians, since Christ is the Logos In-
carnate, faith itself cannot be illogical. Even
though natural law finds its fulfillment in the
new commandment of charity of Christ, it
does not exclude dialogue with other
groups on a common basis that is above cul-
tural and religious differences33.

Nevertheless, many challenges lie ahead as
the recent commentary on the ITC docu-
ment from the Pontifical Academy of Life
Bioethics and Natural Law realizes34. First,
there are the oppositions from modern and
postmodern deconstructionist philosophy,
some of which we have already mentioned.
Scientific or logical positivism denies any
source of truth outside of empirical science,
whereas legal positivism places truth at the
mercy of societal consensus35. Natural law
has unfortunately been misconstrued as
equivalent to the laws of nature, physical or
biological laws. This “physicalist” interpre-
tation leads to the accusation of committing
the naturalistic fallacy of G.E. Moore or the
is-ought problem of David Hume. The latter
complained of invalidly deriving normative
statements (what ought to be) from descrip-
tive statements (about what is). A simple re-
sponse to this critique is that while natural
law reasoning takes biological data as a start-
ing point, this does not exhaust the totality
of the human person—a physical and spiri-
tual unit—with finality, rights and duties
written within36.
A related complication is the fact that natu-
ral law language has become unintelligible
in contemporary culture. Pope Benedict
XVI recognizes this difficulty in a 2007 ad-
dress: «This word for many today is almost
incomprehensible due to a concept of na-
ture that is no longer metaphysical, but only
empirical. The fact that nature, being itself,
is no longer a transparent moral message
creates a sense of disorientation that renders
the choices of daily life precarious and un-
certain»37.
In his earlier encounter with Habermas, he
observed that the problem lies with the vic-
tory of evolutionary theories which makes
it difficult today to discern the presence of
rationality within nature. In other words, it
is difficult to see purpose and finality (tele-
ology) if nature has evolved and constantly
evolves, and when these occurrences are
contingent, casual, and random. There is a
great need of natural law theorists trained in
both modern science and Thomistic philos-
ophy to engage the different fields of science
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in order to clarify, adapt, rethink and even
modify the natural law language in accord
with the latest discoveries38. It is not easy to
find or develop a new language that is clear
and intuitive, accessible, capable of engaging
secular arguments and scientific reasoning,
and address the variability and complexity
of cases. One such option proposed is the
language of “natural kinds” from analytic
philosophy, but I am skeptical that it can
avoid the same problems associated with the
language of nature mentioned already39.
One interesting and noteworthy comment
that emerges is the language of authentic
Christian witness is that of caring for all
human persons, which perhaps can turn to
be more effective than philosophical mus-
ings or finding a new terminology40.
Finally, there is the question of historicity of
natural law. The specific
question here concerns
the tension between
universalism and partic-
ularism, between the
application of universal
norms and particular
situations. Some critics of natural law high-
light the fact that certain practices such as
usury, slavery, and death penalty have been
justified by natural law reasoning in the past
but are now shown to be untenable. Others
oppose universal claims with cultural diver-
sity. A third challenge regards personal
choices in applying universal norms in con-
crete, varying situations, or in philosophical
terms, between deontology and teleology.
These apparent oppositions are resolved
with universality of the first principle of the
natural law—“One must do good and avoid
evil”—and the application of the common
precept to achieve a concrete good hic et
nunc that varies through time and place41.
The citation of St. Thomas is helpful: «The
practical reason is concerned with contin-
gent reality, which is the object of human
actions. Therefore, although the general
principles have a certain necessity, the more
particular the matters we examine, the more
uncertain the conclusions become... In the
sphere of action practical truth or rightness

are not the same in all particular applica-
tions, but only in the general principles; and
where the rightness is the same, it is not
equally known by all... And here, the more
one descends to particulars, the more the in-
definiteness grows»42.
The best course of action in concrete cases
requires the virtue of prudence in the sub-
ject. The prudent person possesses universal
knowledge but acquires the habit of «pene-
trating a contingent reality… moulding itself
to reality in as exact a manner as possible, of
assimilating the multiplicity of circum-
stances, of taking as accurate account as pos-
sible of a situation that is original and
ineffable»43. Natural law is not a set of pre-
established laws that are imposed on the sub-
ject, everyone must learn to use his judgment
based on practical reason, in accordance to

his conscience, and
choose the most ade-
quate action in each
particular situation44.
Joseph Boyle summa-
rizes the possibilities for
global bioethics from a

natural law perspective: «Practical reason can
recognize the existence of significant uni-
versal norms. On this moral view, there are
moral absolutes and universal affirmative
duties—duties whose reach is extended by
the successes of globalization. But these
principles and responsibilities give shape to
moral life only by application and specifica-
tion that takes full account of morally im-
portant circumstances. Positive morality
gives a community its uniquely moral shape
by addressing those circumstances pertinent
to its social life and common action… Thus
the positive morality introduces the local,
not ordinarily the global, and local authority
has the responsibility and capability to deal
with most of the global aspects of biomed-
icine»45. 

The question on the incommensurability of cultures

We now reach the crux of the problem: Can
any type of universal ethics—including nat-

12

The natural moral law

has as its first and general

principle, “to do good and

to avoid evil”

SB-12-text_SB  21/02/2013  19:25  Pagina 12



ural law—resolve incompatible views on a
particular bioethical issue due to cultural
differences? Besides those who infer from
this the inevitability of moral relativism,
there are others who believe that the prob-
lem lies with translating the ethical language
among different cultures and religions. Still
others propose a status quo of an unresolv-
able tension, a resignation to harmony in di-
versity46. 
This question has been amply analyzed by
philosopher Alasdair MacIntyre who ap-
proaches the question of moral inquiry as
“tradition-constituted” in Whose Justice?
Which Rationality? According to this fasci-
nating work, one cannot be an independent
observer beyond a particular tradition
speaking to all parties, but can only inquire
from within a particular moral tradition to
which one belongs47. This contrasts with the
customary mode of comparing different
cultural or religious traditions from an in-
dependent perspective of human rights or
natural law, as if one were exterior to these
traditions rather than recognizing that every
critique comes from a particular tradition48.
Macintyre claims that there is no such neu-
tral ground. He applies this paradigm in an
article entitled “Incommensurability, Truth
and the Conversation between Confucians
and Aristotelians about the Virtues”. These
two virtue-based traditions are compared
precisely because the many commonalities
mistakenly lead many scholars to gloss over
their incommensurable differences. For ex-
ample, he cites a strong interdependence
among Aristotelian virtues which is absent
in the Confucian view; and the Confucian
prerequisite of performing exterior rituals
(li) in the practice of right action (yi) would
not make sense for Aristotle or Aquinas49. 
Yet, for MacIntyre this incommensurability
does not lead to relativism, neither that of
Rorty nor the epistemological relativism of
Engelhardt. «Incommensurability, it turns
out, does not preclude rational debate and
encounter»50. Likewise, he dismisses the
claim that incommensurability is merely a
problem of translation, even though many
concepts and terms do depend on a cultural

milieu51. To enter the conversation, what is
required - other than being sufficiently flu-
ent in the languages of both traditions- is
that the inquirer must be fully immersed in
his own culture and history in order to ac-
curately represent it. 
The first stage requires scholars to write a
critical account of their own tradition, the
development and history of its theory and
practice, its successes and failures, challenges
and crises. Rational encounters with rival
civilizations take place in every authentic
tradition throughout history, when coher-
ence of customs and ethos are measured and
tested, resulting in processes of adaptation,
absorption and purification52. The second
stage involves the more serious task when
inquirers of one moral tradition write the
history of the rival moral tradition from that
rival tradition’s point of view, «employing
the standards of rational success or failure in-
ternal to that other’s point of view»53. Two
conditions are necessary for this to happen.
One must be prepared to expose one’s own
tradition with intellectual honesty and
“maximal vulnerability” without hiding de-
fects. Second, one must recognize that there
is not a neutral, independent standpoint to
judge between rival traditions. In this sincere
conversation, such exchanges and compar-
isons would allow the rival traditions to see
their weaknesses and strengths, and ration-
ally recognize their own incoherence and
the superiority of their rival, with the pos-
sibility of abandonment of their own tradi-
tion. 
However, this process is pain-stakingly slow
and difficult. Some ethicists such as David
Solomon are pessimistic that tradition-con-
stituted inquiry would offer much to resolve
the pressing issues in global bioethics54. One
reason for Solomon’s hesitancy is undoubt-
edly due to MacIntyre’s analysis of the moral
fragmentation of the West in After Virtue.
Unfortunately, the West has lost its moral
compass and forgotten its roots. Western lib-
eralism is not exactly a moral tradition, but
fragmented vestiges of different ethos of its
past, rendering it incapable of entering into
dialogue with other substantial traditions55. 
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Concluding remarks

The philosophical question of the “one and
the many” has plagued humanity since an-
tiquity. What we have seen in this debate re-
flects the different manifestations of this
inquiry: between being and becoming, be-
tween universality and particularity, between
common human nature and diversity of cul-
tures, between global ethics and local cus-
toms, between common and individual
good, and between absolute principles and
situational applications. It is certainly a gen-
eralization that Western philosophical tradi-
tion had sought the unifying principle of
being, essence, and truth whereas non-West-
ern cultures are more at
home with a changing
and mystical reality of
harmony in diversity56.
As a result of seculariza-
tion, the current post-
modern culture has
turned its back on the
search for universal
ethics which it consid-
ers too totalitarian and authoritarian. The
fragmented moral tradition prefers now the
language of diversity and tolerance. This
poses a great challenge to Christianity
which is universal in its doctrine, scope and
ethical demands. The Christian faith does
not extinguish cultural diversity, but is capa-
ble of purifying some of these elements. 
Secularization also makes engagement with
other cultures difficult, since secular liberal-
ism is broken within and antagonistic to re-
ligious input. Too often, the West has been
identified with the secular mindset which
does not do justice to its religious roots. Can
MacIntyre’s project of resuscitating Aris-
totelian virtues pick up the pieces of the
fragmented moral world? Natural reason
can certainly lend a hand, but it must effec-
tively engage science and become compre-
hensible once again to modern men and
women. MacIntyre’s tradition-constituted
conversation with well-versed scholars is an
arduous but necessary task, and responds to
what Benedict XVI’s call for the intercul-

tural dimension of natural law. Since natural
law is not closed to religious input, it can di-
alogue with ease with bioethics from other
religious traditions. This engagement is pos-
sible when reason is open to faith, while
faith-based assumptions are also open to the
critique of reason, thus faith and reason pu-
rify each other from possible excesses. 
Natural reason can thereby appeal to the
conscience of all individuals to discover the
good and avoid evil. Above all, derivations
of the first principle are apparent—slavery,
torture, racism and terrorism are to be cen-
sured. In bioethics, there are substantial
agreements on many issues—rejection of:
human or sex trafficking, using humans as

products or body parts,
female genital mutila-
tion, etc. Other issues
must still be debated.
For this reason, the
human rights and
human dignity lan-
guage can be useful in
the international set-
ting with certain legal

force, on the condition that it restrains itself
from excessive liberal extensions of rights;
that it reconsider its link to natural rights,
and not a priori ostracize religion from dis-
cussions. It is appropriate to end this paper
with a quote from Caritas in Veritate, since
charity in truth expresses the attitude we
should possess entering into this conversa-
tion: «In all cultures there are examples of
ethical convergence, some isolated, some in-
terrelated, as an expression of the one
human nature, willed by the Creator; the
tradition of ethical wisdom knows this as
the natural law. This universal moral law
provides a sound basis for all cultural, reli-
gious and political dialogue, and it ensures
that the multi-faceted pluralism of cultural
diversity does not detach itself from the
common quest for truth, goodness and God.
Thus adherence to the law etched on
human hearts is the precondition for all
constructive social cooperation. Every cul-
ture has burdens from which it must be
freed and shadows from which it must
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emerge. The Christian faith, by becoming
incarnate in cultures and at the same time
transcending them, can help them grow in
universal brotherhood and solidarity, for the
advancement of global and community de-
velopment»57.

NOTE

1 E. PELLEGRINO, P. MAZZARELLA and P. CORSI (eds.),
Transcultural Dimensions in Medical Ethics, University
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