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SIX CAUSES OF THE DISPUTE OVER LEGAL 
BIOETHICS

The growing interest in bioethics (in all its multifarious forms) that has 
occurred in the last few years may have surprised some and pleased others. 
Everyone seems to be engaged in bioethics, from philosophers (in ethics), theo-
logians, biologists, doctors, psychologists and, of course, lawyers. All of them 
(and not for the fi rst time) want to perfect man, his nature, nay his entire civi-
lization. In pondering the causes of this trend in bioethics, I have found at least 
three contributing factors. The fi rst is the helplessness of both classical and mod-
ern moral philosophy when confronted with the contemporary problems of this 
(postmodern) world. Such philosophy was intended to resolve everything (and 
once and for all) but has succeeded in almost nothing since its ethical demands 
were too high to be fulfi lled in reality by mankind and, added to this, required 
a rather more specialised type of philosophical ability. The second such factor, 
it seems, is a need to uncover a new forum for discussion in bioethics itself and 
a new language connected to the claims of bioethics. The third possible cause 
of the “trendiness” in bioethics is a need to justify the scientifi c research which 
lies at the limits of ethical acceptability and, in certain cases, beyond them. This 
complete sum of scientifi c and technological progress may be realised according 
to, above all, particular economic interests and not on an ethical basis but often 
at a considerable price –  per fas et nefas. This results in treating bioethics in an 
instrumental manner, abandoning attempts to universalise claims. Such a cause 
of interest in bioethics must, of course, arouse doubts. One cannot agree to jus-
tify statements and theory with the help of bioethics when these have nothing in 
common with the latter. Finally, participants in this discourse should possess an 
appropriate level of competence. Unfortunately the tone of this discussion very 
often given by “routine bioethicists,” calling on various assemblies according to 
different political or legislative needs whose only qualifi cation, aside from their 
fl exibility, is their “ethical correctness” and so they will for as long as debate 
proceeds in this manner. 

If we wish to create a sensible conception of bioethics (as well as a conception 
of legal bioethics) we must fi rst establish what we do not know about bioethics. 

*  Translated by Aeddan Shaw and Karolina Czerska-Shaw. Another version of this text 
appeared in E.  Kremer (ed.), Rozprawy i studia (Tracts and Studies), Wydawnictwo Uniwer-
sytetu Jagiellońskiego, Kraków 2009.

*
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Such general doubts may be expressed with the help of a range of detailed ques-
tions, of which I would like to discuss six. The fi rst concerns what is bioethics 
and the second focuses on what kind of relations may exist between scientifi c 
truths and ethical arguments in bioethical discourse. The third centres on the 
existence of an adequate theory of bioethics, the fourth on the axiological closed 
or open nature of bioethical discourse, the fi fth on the paradox of bioethics and, 
fi nally, the sixth deals with the limits of legal regulation of bioethical problems. 
An attempt to answer these questions shows that bioethical discourse becomes 
more coherent and transparent. If we avoid such an attempt then we abandon 
any chance of understanding fundamental matters. An unavoidable consequence 
of such an avoidance would be to shape bioethical discourse as a series of unre-
lated monologues (which we have been able to observe for quite some time in the 
bioethical debate in Poland).

Thus what do we not know about legal bioethics? 

1. Do we not know what bioethics is?

The debate as to what bioethics actually consists of has a deeper dimension 
not only limited to defi nitions. For some, bioethics is some kind of “new order,” 
a highly specialised fi eld of scientifi c and ethical refl ection which has arisen to 
meet the concrete needs of civilization as a result of the remarkable progress of 
science and technology, especially, in such fi elds of knowledge as biology, me-
dicine and pharmacology (but, obviously, not only these). For others, however, 
bioethics is just a “new word” and, in the eyes of its adherents, this position states 
that everything has already been discussed. This conviction has some appealing 
and strong arguments. Issues such as mankind, his nature, free will, self respect, 
responsibility, as well as many other detailed problems such as euthanasia or the 
death penalty, have been discussed in philosophy in our cultural context since 
forever and, furthermore, those who have written on these subjects have been 
the “greats.” What exists then in contemporary bioethics or legal bioethics which 
is new? Only certain aspects of genetic research have been discussed, such as the 
ability to clone and in vitro fertilisation. Is this enough to found an entirely new 
academic discipline? 

Whether or not we have at least two options. Either we opt for the narrower no-
tion of bioethics, connected with a certain type of refl ection concerning concrete 
examples of “applied bioethics” or we plump for the broader conception, supported 
by a philosophical and ethical basis. Each of these approaches has its pros and 
cons.

In the case of the fi rst, we gain the ability to answer concrete questions which 
arise in either bioethics or medicine. We are able to construct a certain appli-
cable “summary theory” connected with a defi ned fi eld of research, the limits of 
knowledge on a given subject and concrete “diffi cult cases.” Repeatedly appeal-
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ing to such an ad hoc theory would legitimise only one of the possible solutions 
to the problem. A basic criterium of the choice of a given bioethical theory then 
becomes its effectiveness. This theory also frequently implements, normally for 
its own use, “summarily situational ethics.” Such an expression and practice 
of bioethics can be accused, above all, of “instrumentalism” and of its own kind 
of “nominalism.” Bioethics is intended to furnish justifi cations for concrete ex-
amples, important justifi cations, yet only for the situation (context) which is 
connected to these examples, and thus abandoning all appeals to universalise. 
Together with nominalism, it poses an all too real threat of ethical relativism. 
It seems, therefore, that without a broader and more in depth philosophical and 
ethical perspective, one may be led to the creation of a theory of bioethics which 
genuinely allows itself to be applied but which would often be encumbered with, 
to use Petrażycki’s term, the “error of limping.”

In the second case, bioethics intends to become a more general discipline 
founded upon a philosophical and ethical basis. The theories built around it are 
supposed to decisively tackle every case of “active bioethics.” What theory we use 
(and in what areas) will no longer be determined by short-term (often economi-
cal) interests as much as “objective” ethical criteria. Depending on the context, 
solutions which claim such an universalisability of bioethics conceived in such 
a sense may have both advantages or disadvantages. On the one hand, it supports 
bioethical refl ections on a strong ontological and axiological foundation while, on 
the other, it leads us into an area of “indeterminate” arguments (and in this case 
unambiguously indeterminate) on the nature of being and values. As a result it 
may also be easy to show that “our” exquisite metaphysical and axiological theory 
of bioethics may be encumbered by yet another “error of skipping” (I will refer to 
both the limping and skipping errors on page 13). 

We must, however, decide upon something but it should be a conscious choice 
and with the “benefi ts of inventory.” Combining the two notions can lead to noth-
ing other than chaos. Furthermore, and which should not be forgotten, after 
25 centuries of discussion and argumentation, we still do not possess an un-
ambiguous and widely accepted defi nition of the basis of all the fundamental 
notions which are directly connected with bioethics in order to exchange such 
ideas as man, human nature, freedom, free will or responsibility. In undertaking 
bioethical refl ection we should be aware that it will lead us into this diffi culty. 
Unfortunately, this is not the only one!

2. Don’t we know how to reconcile scientific truths with ethical 
argumentation in bioethical discourse?

The next problem, and one which is frequently overlooked in bioethical dis-
course, is connected with the necessity of differentiating between two discourses: 
the theoretical and the practical. These two discourses possess completely dif-
ferent conceptual status. The former is a discourse strictly related to scientifi c 
ambition and, within its borders, it creates statements (truths) which can be 
verifi ed with the help of the criteria of truth (scientifi c proof). In the second, 
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however, we formulate normative theses (arguments) which we explain (or jus-
tify) by appealing to criteria other than truth such as rationality, justice, valid-
ity, credibility, importance or effectiveness.1 As a result, there is no easy way 
between these two discourses. Thus to comment on one of the most fundamental 
arguments on the subject of relations between existence and obligation of course 
has no sense. It is, however, unarguable that there does not exist any unam-
biguous, widely accepted solution to this issue. Naturally, scientifi c discourse 
in some way limits the potential borders and content which can be utilised in 
practical discourse. Certainly, however, it is not the case that we may introduce 
any statement regarded as true with the help of logical means in any kind of 
ethical thesis or argument. It is not so because it cannot be so. If we consider it 
from the other side, we also have the right to state that practical discourse may 
have (and usually does have) some kind of infl uence on theoretical discourse, on 
its composition, limits and the order of the discussion of problems whilst, at the 
same time, it may not exaggerate the truth of statements produced within the 
realm of theoretical discourse. 

Whether we want to or not, we have to learn to live with this dualism. We 
should seek a compromise, a balancing point, from which both contexts – the 
fi ndings of science and the ethical basis – may be reconciled. In an epistemo-
logical sense, bioethics is thus a kind of hybrid which uses both scientifi c state-
ments and ethical arguments. Recognising, therefore, that it only one of these 
discourse’s ‘logics’ can be used in any way does not solve our bioethical dilemma 
which manifests itself where scientifi c and ethical refl ections meet. Finally, it 
is a course which is completely incorrect, although frequently followed, to grant 
scientifi c statements a normative sense just as it is to seek a scientifi c basis for 
normative arguments. By utilising a kind of pretence of unity we are thus able 
to fi ll an ontological and epistemological void.

3. Don’t we know how to construct an adequate theory of bioethics?

An untold number of “bioethical theories” do not fulfi l the criteria of adequa-
cy. Such theories simply “exist” alongside one another not having any “common 
ground” on which they are able to compare, assess and implement any kind of 
criteria of adequacy accepted by participants in bioethical discourse. This occurs 
because, until this point, it has not been possible to create a universal “bioethical 
dictionary” which defi nes the basic notions of the subject. Theoretical discourse 
(scientifi c) affords us many defi nitions of concepts – important from the point of 
view of bioethics – which claim to be succinct. However, the very defi nitions of 
these notions (e.g. of mankind, human nature or life in and of itself) differ widely 
from one another depending on the area of science in which they are formulated 
and the concrete (as I have termed it “active bioethics”) examples in which they 
feature. If it is not enough that we do not have at our disposal even one defi nition 

1 See J. Stelmach, Die Grenzen der juristischen Erkenntnis [in:] Festschrift für Horst Konzen, 
Mohr Siebeck, 2006, p. 894.
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which we can use, their very existence is encumbered with the so called “error of 
limping” (formulating a subject too narrowly). Meanwhile, the defi nitions which 
are formed via practical discourse appeal to many different philosophical and 
ethical intuitions which frequently preclude the existence of one another. With 
these defi nitions we have a wide range of problems. Most frequently these theses 
are of a strongly normative (judgemental) character whose justifi cation requires 
us to appeal to the original philosophical and ethical context, thus consigning 
them to the “error of skipping” or formulating a defi nition of a subject which is 
too broad. 

I should say something further on the errors of skipping and limping at this 
point. This differentiation was highlighted by Petrażycki whilst he deliberated 
the conditions necessary for an “adequate scientifi c theory.” In terms of contempo-
rary methodology of science, some of Petrażycki’s considerations have a decidedly 
“archaeological” character but the interesting metaphorical language of these 
ideas may be helpful in shedding light on the problems faced by bioethics and 
legal bioethics. Thus the fi rst question is when, according to Petrażycki, do we 
fall into the trap of a limping theory? Such a theory suffers from this when the 
basis of its classifi cations are not broad enough and thus when its predicates are 
applied to a narrower fi eld than that which is specifi ed by the subject. In turn, 
a theory may “skip” when it violates the principle of narrowness, when the predi-
cates are not limited to the fi eld of the subject but are rather applied beyond its 
borders. A theory which is “adequate,” after all, is one which is free from both 
defects of limping and skipping or, in other words, it is a theory which says (or 
thinks) something about a class of subjects which are neither too narrow nor too 
broad and thus its predicates are objectively correct.2 

It seems that there exist a number of bioethical theories which are formu-
lated on a scientifi c basis which is guilty of the error of limping. In such sciences 
as biology, medicine or pharmacology, a number of theories (or defi nitions) con-
sciously narrow down the qualities of a subject since they wish to solve a par-
ticular scientifi c or bioethical problem. As a result, they succumb to a certain 
intuition to ignore what is left out. In entering the debate from a philosophical or 
ethical perspective we risk encumbering the theory with the error of skipping. As 
if it were not enough that we arbitrarily utilise (as in the former case) a certain 
intuition, we also defi ne it too widely, a result of the frequently held conviction 
that we have an “effective overview of everything.” We ought treat this with 
due diligence in order to reach a theory which, in relation to its defi nitions, is 
adequate. As can be seen in the analysis undertaken here, it is not the case that 
this will be easy, given the existence of two different sources of bioethical dis-
course. We can console ourselves with the notion, however, that these diffi culties 
in bioethical discourse may help us to perfect it. 

2  L. Petrażycki, Wstęp do nauki prawa i moralności (Introduction to Jurisprudence and 
Morality), PWN, Warszawa 1959, pp. 128, 139, 153.
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4. Don’t we not know if bioethical discourse should be “open” or “closed” 
in the axiological sense? 

Bioethical discourse often takes place in a “closed axiological space.” What 
does this mean exactly? In such a discourse we have to consider that it occurs 
when we talk about the absolute existence of values and, as a consequence, of 
only one authorised version of ethics or bioethics. Settling the concrete problems 
of bioethics becomes relatively easy since either the proposed solution is in accor-
dance with the absolute dictates of an ethical rule and thus should be accepted, 
or it is rejected and the solution must be discarded independently of other truths 
such as scientifi c ones. At fi rst glance there are both pros and cons of such an 
approach. We may certainly take decisions which will in an analogical manner 
solve a bioethical problem. In a closed discourse it is easy to construct a theory 
which fulfi ls the criterium of adequacy and, indeed, to a very high degree – in-
ternally defi ned by a given conception of axiological class. Furthermore, support-
ers of absolute ethics have at their disposal something which is indispensible in 
bioethical discourse – a sense of certainty which proponents of relativistic ethics 
lack. The practice of bioethics within a closed axiological discourse, however, is 
confronted with a number of problems. Above all, these are dominated by their 
absolute axiological assumptions. As a consequence, scientifi c discourse becomes 
ordered by ethical discourse. The basis of one “ethical truth” leads to the omis-
sion of other competing solutions. Finally, this type of axiological dogmatism 
denies or limits the possibility of having normal bioethical discourse since every-
thing is, after all, already determined from above. 

Is it possible to escape from this by implementing an “open axiological dis-
course”? The answer, contrary to appearances, may not be completely unambigu-
ous. On one hand, it is hard to question the view that every discourse capable of 
being had (I stress every discourse, not only the ethical or bioethical ones) must 
respect the principles of freedom and equality. This freedom and equality predi-
cates the existence of axiological pluralism, something which sounds very appeal-
ing and modern. On the other hand, however, it is unheard of not to have doubts. 
This type of open discourse may have an instrumental (conjunctive) character. 
In trying to fi t an ethical justifi cation to a given bioethical instance may seem 
somewhat ex post. Whether we want to or not, we fall into axiological relativism. 
In trying to eliminate or at least to limit this we revert to scientifi c justifi cations 
which give priority to theoretical discourse over ethical ones. As a result, our 
ethical postulates have something of “situational” character. Because each of the 
“diffi cult bioethical cases” may have a different ethical justifi cation (a different 
ethical situation), it raises the problem of eventually choosing between compet-
ing types of justifi cation (or type of situational ethics). In order to be able to make 
such a choice then, once again, we have two options: we must either appeal to 
some kind of meta-theory (thus threatening to regress ad infi nitum) or we have 
to justify our chosen situational ethics with direct recourse to some kind of abso-
lutist ethical theory, thus forcing us to return to a closed discourse. 
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5. Don’t we know how to cope with the “paradox of bioethics?”

In the analysis conducted above, it is clear that we do not have at our disposal 
either a sole or a best solution for the problems of bioethics. Thus far we have 
also omitted the frequent problem of the “paradox of bioethics.” Instead of wear-
ing ourselves out trying to solve this antimony, everyone may simply practice 
their “own bioethics.” For what does this awareness of the existence of this type 
of diffi culty provide us with? A number of conditions and limits which need to be 
applied to bioethical debates, a need to constantly study, to acquire knowledge 
which far exceeds rudimentary (public) debates. 

We need to be aware of the existence of paradoxes and to learn to cope with 
it in bioethical discourse.3 In posing numerous questions it becomes clear that 
bioethical refl ections have a strongly antimonical character. At the same time, 
“truths” (which are possible to apply and accept) may be found to be mutually ex-
clusive. This is why participants in bioethical discourse often talk alongside one 
another, and not to one another since each has his own “truth,” their own justifi -
cation or argument which they wish to maintain. Instead of bioethical dialogue 
we have “stubborn monologues.” One cannot speak of any kind of understanding 
in such a situation. 

We have permanent paradoxes (antimonies) to consider in bioethics. For 
some, bioethics is a specialised fi eld of knowledge that appeals to science, where-
as for others it may be a “fundamental ethics.” As a consequence, some may only 
seek justifi cation for their views in scientifi c statements while others may only 
do so in ethical arguments. In the case where the views propounded are contra-
dictory, an understanding may not be reached. This leads to the confrontation 
of two types of frequently obsessive and uncritical faiths, namely science and 
metaphysics. In such cases, theoretical and practical discourse fi nd themselves 
foreign to one another; what is more, bioethical paradoxes have differing dimen-
sions (levels). Being aware of one often allows us to see the next one. 

This is exactly the case in the defi nition of the notion of mankind (and the 
related notion of human nature) in naturalistic and humanistic bioethics, where 
we have to consider at least two opposing interpretations; the physical (namely 
the naturalistic) and the humanistic. Being aware of this initial paradox allows 
us to see the next one. Specifi cally this is that the naturalistic defi nition (espe-
cially behaviourism) of man (and consequently human nature and human life) 
is more precise than the humanistic one. Paradoxically, it is exactly this (fre-
quently scorned) naturalistic theory which allows us to build a fuller and more 
unambiguous system to protect human life. Entangled in metaphysics (in consid-
erations of the subject of man’s spiritual dimension), humanistic philosophy does 
not permit this very often.

3  A paradox (antimony) – in a logical sense – means a pair of sentences (statements) which 
may be admitted to differing degrees while, at the same time, the sentences (statements) have 
something contradictory between them and thus we may not accept them both. Mała encyklo-
pedia logiki (Small Encyclopedia of Logics), Zakład Narodowy imienia Ossolińskich, Warszawa 
1988, p. 20. 
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Whether we want to or not, we must learn to live with these paradoxes. The 
question remains, however, of how? We will always have a few different options 
but I would like to consider three of them here. The fi rst such possibility I would 
defi ne here by the term “interpretational.” Through interpretation we may elimi-
nate existing bioethical paradoxes and, where it is not possible, we can at least 
try to weaken them. It is always the case in discourse that where one will dwell 
on the differences, the other will focus on the similarities. If we wish to reach an 
agreement, we must obviously seek out the “common ground.” In the case where 
the interpretational variant is insuffi cient (or impossible to implement) we have 
at our disposal a second manner which may be termed the “procedural.” From 
the start we may identify certain aims and establish formal conditions in order 
to realise it, distancing ourselves in this manner from factual presuppositions 
which often fi nd themselves in contradiction. We assume that the justifi ed deci-
sions (correct, important, reliable, effective) are only those which are in agree-
ment with the previously accepted conditions of the given bioethical discourse 
procedure. The third option is the possibility to appeal to a “meta-theory.” In my 
opinion, this is the least effective but frequently used in bioethical discourse. In 
the case of the pure “interpretational variant” we are left at the same level of 
generalised considerations which remain in dispute (struggling with antimony) 
without appealing to some kind “third theory.” Despite this we can revert to such 
a theory which has a relation to the original one of something of a “meta-theory.” 
This is a kind of pre-existing theory or one which is constructed for application 
in a given bioethical paradox. This “repair” theory, which aims to eliminate or 
weaken existing antimonies, is in reality a third, completely new theory. The me-
ta-theoretical variant, although always possible, in application is encumbered 
with certain fl aws. Above all, if we appeal to some kind of third theory, we are in 
danger of going beyond the scope of the original bioethical discourse. In this case, 
we have to take into account the error of skipping. Another problem associated 
with this solution is connected with the possibility of regressing in the process of 
justifying that which is established in the course of considering the meta-theory. 
In order to overcome this regress, we appeal to a theory at a still higher level but 
the question remains of how to substantiate the above theory and subsequently 
the premises which determine them and so on, that is we have a justifi cation of 
the ad infi nitum type. 

6. Don’t we know how to identify the legal regulating limits of bioethical 
problems? 

Law is always concerned with the realm of “active bioethics” and this applies 
to different fi elds of law, both private and public. Legal experts have introduced 
a number of “new” notions to the fi eld which have helped to express the connec-
tions between law and bioethics such as; bioethical law (bio-law), legal bioethics, 
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bio-jurisprudence and bioethical legal philosophy.4 The legal power of many of 
these terms may arouse objections and bioethical law does so in particular. It 
is not known exactly what this term is actually intended to mean, particularly 
when we become aware that it may only be applied to “active bioethics” after 
a certain amount of interpretation. In the face of this we may not establish the 
limits of bioethical law pre-emptively, as it were. This would create a stubborn 
defi nition which would usually ignore the fact that these defi nitions are impaired 
(by skipping or limping).

If we do not ultimately know what bioethics is and, as a consequence, what 
constitutes legal bioethics, if we do not know how to accommodate scientifi c 
truths with ethical arguments, how to build an effective (adequate) theory of bio-
ethics, how to lead bioethical discourse (in an axiologically open or closed space?) 
and, fi nally, how to deal with the paradoxes of bioethics, we are even less likely 
to be able to unambiguously delineate the limits of its legal regulation. 

Discussion on the topic of the limits of the legal regulation of bioethical prob-
lems should, alongside those already mentioned, take into account a number of 
other issues. The crucial signifi cance of the “limits of regulation” may have a par-
ticular problem with defi ning the relations that may exist between general bio-
ethical refl ections and legal bioethical ones. In this text I have tried to show that 
there is no need to differentiate between general bioethics and specifi c bioethics 
(including the legal understanding). 

We therefore have for consideration the same problem of bioethics, its uni-
versal essence, regardless of whether it is a philosopher, a specialist in ethics, 
a lawyer, a biologist or a doctor who tackles it. It is the same bioethics, regard-
less of the fact that it possesses many detailed manifestations. Such a prem-
ise obviously has an effect on the question of the limits of the legal regulation 
of bioethics. In this case, the problem will be regarded from the perspective of 
a general bioethical discourse which requires certain rules and standards to be 
maintained. The problem will be treated differently by adherents of autonomous 
legal bioethics. As a result this matter will be approached in different ways in 
terms of the regulation of both the cases of applied bioethics and their eventual 
application to the sphere of legal regulation of other bioethical cases, especially 
those which are connected to “sensitive” matters such as free will, the right to 
freedom, intimacy etc.

The limits of which we refer to depend also on the accepted criteria for evalu-
ating bioethical and legal discourse. The limits will be shaped differently if we 
appeal to justice as the only criterium. It will be different if we use the sole cri-
teria of effi cacy. Finally, it will be different if we try to use both criteria at the 
same time.

In order to fi nd a rational (in accordance with the requirements of reason and 
the state of our knowledge), ethically acceptable and simultaneously effective 
(that is, applicable) legal solution to the issue of bioethics we must learn to “un-

4  See R.A. Tokarczyk, Biojurysprudencja. Podstawy prawa dla XXI wieku (Biojurisprudence. 
Foundations of Law for the Twenty-First Century), Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Marii Curie-
-Skłodowskiej, Lublin 2008, p. 79. 
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lock” often opposing points of view (antimonous to one another), to fi nd common 
ground in which we can agree. This is most certainly possible. Discourse, theo-
retical and practical, regardless of whether they have a differing epistemological 
status, infl uence one another, as I wrote earlier in answering the second ques-
tion. Basing certain legal regulations on scientifi c truths is accompanied by the 
resulting error of limping whereas utilising ethical arguments (bioethics) in turn 
suffers from the error of skipping. We, on the other hand, want solutions (regu-
lations) which are “adequate.” The criteria of justice and effi cacy have a similar 
situation. One can always fi nd a solution (even if it is of the procedural type) 
which meets both criteria. In the end instead of confronting presuppositions 
formulated in the spirit of axiological absolutism with presuppositions which 
legitimise axiological relativism, abandoning any kind of possibility of top down 
understanding, we may always seek an ethical, and consequently a legislative, 
compromise. 

If we wish to deal with legal bioethics seriously then we must be aware of 
the problems mentioned above. Without an attempt to answer questions 1–6, 
leading a “fruitful” bioethical discussion will be impossible. 5 It is important to 
remember that the questions and problems are closely intertwined. 

I am convinced that one may not treat bioethics in detail (as well as legal 
bioethics) as a kind of; a) ethical hobby, b) publicity campaign “to lift one’s spir-
its,” c) instrumental and technologically comprehensive theory which may be 
used to assist some concrete “immediate” social, political or economic interest, 
d) philosophical meta-theory which cannot be applied to any practical discourse 
on bioethics.

One may and should therefore develop a bioethics which; a) correctly under-
stands its ontological and epistemological conditions, b) is a complementary and 
adequate theory (in the sense in which I have written), c) is impartial in its delib-
erations and, as such, is a responsible ethics, d) affords a better ethical (bioethi-
cal) understanding of the status of man in the contemporary world dominated by 
science and technology.

5  The term “fruitful discussion” is used in the sense ascribed to it by R. Ingarden in his 
article O dyskusji owocnej słów kilka, in: R. Ingarden, Książeczka o człowieku (A Little Book 
about Man), 4th ed., Wydawnictwo Literackie, Kraków 1987, pp. 173–176.


