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dren, fidelity, and sacrament as interrelated 
and directed to the substance of the conjugal 
act. This pastoral expression of a significant 
anthropology is directly compatible with the 
personalism of Pope John Paul II, a father of 
the council, who noted that in Gaudium et 
spes “the traditional teaching on the ends of 
marriage (and their hierarchy) is reaffirmed 
and at the same time deepened from the 
viewpoint of the interior life of the spouses” 
(70, quoting John Paul II, General Audience 
of October 10, 1984). Asci thus contends that 
the teaching of the Second Vatican Council 
on marriage was not a turning point in the 
teaching of the Church, but a consistent and 
direct articulation of the same teaching in 
anthropological terminology.

Asci conveys the breadth of the teaching of 
the magisterium on marriage in the twentieth 
century. In his section on the Roman Rota, 
he points to an important source of juris
prudence on marriage, focusing on a rotal 
statement of 1944 (in AAS  36) that clearly 
affirms procreation as marriage’s primary 
end. Future studies of rotal decisions and 
pontifical addresses to the Rota will further 
deepen our understanding of the anthropol
ogy of marriage and debates about it.

The Conjugal A ct as a Personal A ct 
explains and interprets the wide body of 
Church teaching by a method that honors the 
congruence between the metaphysical foun
dations of the conjugal act and its phenom
enological expression. Asci’s methodology 
is thus similar to that of Karol Wojtyla / John 
Paul II. The Conjugal Act lays a foundation 
on which future works can base refined and 
practical applications for a spirituality of the 
family. Asci traces a pattern of the theology 
of marriage along an anthropological con
tinuum which expresses an adequate per
sonalism, and in doing so makes an original 
contribution not only to commentaries on 
the theology of marriage but also to the New 
Evangelization itself.
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In 1974, the National Research Act was 
promulgated and, as part of the act, the Na
tional Commission for the Protection of Hu
man Subjects of Biomedical and Behavioral 
Research was formed. The inception of the 
act was in response to a series of research 
abuses stemming from the Nazi experiments: 
the Tuskegee syphilis study (1932-1972), the 
Willowbrook hepatitis study (1963-1966), 
radiation tests on mentally impaired boys 
(1946-1965), and others. The commission 
was given the task of identifying basic ethi
cal principles that should guide research on 
human subjects. These principles were to be 
universal, so that they would be relevant for 
numerous kinds of human-subjects research, 
and yet specific enough for investigators and 
study coordinators to apply in practice. The 
result was called the Belmont Report: Ethical 
Principles and Guidelines for the Protection 
o f Human Subjects o f  Research. The specific 
principles enumerated in the report were 
respect for persons, beneficence, and justice. 
The final version of the Belmont Report was 
published in 1979.

Thirty years later, scholars came together 
to analyze the history, influence, and philo
sophical content of the Belmont Report in 
an exciting volume titled Belmont Revisited: 
Ethical Principles for Research with Human 
Subjects. The volume is divided into three 
parts: the first part comprises two essays 
devoted to the background and origins of 
the report; the second part pertains to its 
influence on and application to both clinical 
and research issues; and the third part ad
dresses some limitations of the report and 
lingering philosophical issues. There is a 
good introduction to the collection, which 
provides interesting background and good 
summaries of the articles.

It is difficult to summarize and comment 
on a collection of essays in that there is usu
ally not a single argument running through 
the work, as is the case with a monograph.
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The collection in Belmont Revisited repre
sents widely varying analyses and widely 
varying concerns— concerns ranging from 
the purely historical to the sociological and 
philosophical. I shall limit myself to giving 
general comments on the tenor and flavor 
of the parts of the collection, with special 
attention to just a few articles.

The first part, which outlines the origins of 
the Belmont Report, is interesting in pointing 
out the philosophical works which the com
mission read as part of their “investigation.” 
Jay Katz’ and Alexander Capron’s Experi
mentation with Human Beings (1972), Hans 
Jonas’ “Philosophical Reflections on Experi
menting with Human Subjects” (1968), and 
Paul Ramsey’s The Patient as Person (1970) 
were all influential in drafting the report. The 
authors of the essays in this first part, Albert 
Jonsen and Tom Beauchamp, note that the 
principle of respect for persons is clearly 
evinced in these works. The commission 
also solicited several essays from leading 
philosophers about the nature of ethical prin
ciples, the nature of moral knowledge, and 
the role of moral “intuitions.” The section on 
origins also includes interesting anecdotes 
and stories of how the report developed. 
Some mention is made of why the principles 
of respect for persons, beneficence, and jus
tice were taken as universal and relevant for 
research. More could have been said, but in 
all, the discussion here is adequate.

The origins section gives the reader a 
sense of how the Belmont Report devel
oped, and in part what problems the report 
aimed to address. Some comment is made 
in this section about why the report should 
be “redacted,” as one author put it. Another 
author spends some time on how it should be 
interpreted—as a piece of either principlism 
or casuistry.

Lacking in this first section is discussion 
of why the commission was formed in the 
first place. There is also little mention of 
what role the Belmont Report would play in 
public policy, if any, and how it was to be pro
mulgated. Beauchamp relegates to a footnote 
a very quick and insufficient description of 
the purpose of the report and the role it was 
to play in public policy. On a related point,

there is little mention of the relationship of 
the commission to the development of the 
regulatory framework governing human- 
subjects research. (Mention is made of this, 
but only in Beauchamp’s footnote and again 
briefly in a later essay by Alexander Capron.) 
There is no mention of the research abuses 
and the connection between such abuses and 
the passing of the National Research Act. 
Some mention is made by way of contextual
izing the genesis, purpose, and application of 
the Belmont Report. But such contextualiza- 
tion is scattered over several essays and thus 
lacks coherence. Nonetheless, interesting 
comments are made on the topics that are 
discussed.

In the second part, on the influence and 
application of the report, the leading essay by 
Capron (“The Dog in the Night-Time: Or, the 
Curious Relationship of the Belmont Report 
and the President’s Commission”) provides 
an interesting historical account of how the 
President’s Council on Bioethics was formed 
and the influence and relationship of the 
National Commission on the formation of 
other bioethics commissions. The essays in 
this section are important for those interested 
in seeing how moral traditions form.

Taking the first two sections of Belmont 
R evisited  together yields an im portant 
ethnography of an ethical tradition, show
ing the nonphilosophical influences on the 
development of the bioethics tradition we 
see today—e.g., how respect for autonomy 
(understood as respect for self-determina
tion), beneficence, and justice have become 
the pillars of ethical orthodoxy. The essay by 
Eric Cassell in this section (“The Principles 
of the Belmont Report: How Have Respect 
for Persons, Beneficence, and Justice Been 
Applied in Clinical Medicine”) is particu
larly important in showing the fluidity of 
this tradition and what factors lead to the 
principles’ being interpreted in various ways. 
Of particular importance is Cassell’s invec
tive against the myopic interpretation of the 
principles and their inherent inadequacy in 
bequeathing moral knowledge. The essay 
is properly placed at the end of the second 
section, as the third section contains essays 
which take to task the Belmont’s principles
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and raise deeper epistemological issues about 
how to conduct good moral inquiry.

The third and final section gets very inter
esting very fast. This last section provides 
some interesting philosophical work and is 
certainly the most substantive. Several lead
ing essays in this section take the Belmont 
principles to task, critiquing their common 
interpretation, with the later essays critiqu
ing the idea that obeisance to principles is the 
proper way to conduct moral inquiry. Some 
summary of a few essays is warranted, given 
their substantive content.

Karen Lebacqz’ "We Sure Are Older But 
Are We Wiser?” aims to debunk the interpre
tation of the principle of respect for persons 
as being reducible to respect for autonomy 
where autonomy refers to the capacity of 
a person to exercise self-determination. 
On this myopic interpretation, respect for 
persons means respect for those who are 
fully realized and fully functional human 
beings. Lebacqz criticizes this interpreta
tion on several counts, one of which is that 
it means that nonautonomous persons are not 
to be respected in research. On the contrary, 
the National Commission’s view is that "all 
people, all human beings, are deserving of 
respect” (100).

Lebacqz also critiques the use of prin
ciples in moral inquiry, but here, I think, 
her argument waffles. She entertains the 
suggestion that "the very use of principles 
as a method ignores the ‘concrete other’ and 
evades the important nuancing that must 
enter every adequate ethical judgment” 
(103). She eventually eschews this myopic 
(and I would say self-contradictory) rejec
tion of principles. But she does recommend 
replacing the Belmont principles with ones 
that are fuller and capture what we want 
in research protections. Unfortunately, the 
principles she suggests seem to be inap
plicable in the research context. Take, for 
example, Lebacqz’s notion of covenant. 
Covenant is supposed to supplement respect 
for persons and is characterized as a "deeper 
connection of the individual with the com
munity. It places researcher and subject in 
collegial relationship. It implies that what 
happens to one affects all.” Recognition of

covenant would make clear "that persons 
are not simply atomistic individuals but are 
members of communities” (105). The reason 
I think this discourse waffles is because it is 
unclear how research protections would be 
affected by the notion of covenant. How does 
it matter that one recognizes that each person 
is a member of a community? How would 
this affect our informed consent process for 
research subjects? In addition, the notion 
of covenant seems either trivially true, in 
recognizing others as members of a com
munity, or completely opaque, in claiming 
that what happens to one affects all. In what 
sense is the latter claim true? Thus, a clearer 
description of the notion of covenant and a 
comment or two on its relevance to research 
protection would have been a welcome ad
dition to Lebacqz’ article.

Three other essays address issues in 
moral knowledge head on. Robert Veatch’s 
"Ranking, Balancing, or Simultaneity: 
Resolving Conflicts among the Belmont 
Principles,” Henry Richardson’s "Specify
ing, Balancing, and Interpreting Bioethi
cal Principles,” and Robert Levine’s "The 
National Commission’s Ethical Principles, 
with Special Attention to Beneficence” all 
address important epistemological issues. 
Levine’s essay is especially good in clarify
ing the notion of beneficence. The other two 
essays are the most technical in the volume. 
Veatch and Richardson argue for some form 
of moral inquiry whereby the principles are 
manipulated or balanced or specified in some 
way so as to resolve conflicts between them. 
None of the authors, either in the third sec
tion or in the volume as a whole, countenance 
a version of moral inquiry that recognizes the 
role of conscience. In addition, none counte
nance a method of moral inquiry proceeding 
by way of the three moral fonts (object, end, 
and circumstance). This is a grave weakness 
in the collection and a weakness of the moral 
tradition that informs it.

To be fair, Richardson comes close to 
recognizing the role of our moral intuitions 
(i.e., conscience) in making moral judgments 
(220), but fails to give any account of good 
versus bad intuitions. To illustrate the dif
ference and to motivate a remedy for bad
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intuitions, consider an example from Mi
chael DePaul’s excellent book Balance and 
Refinement: Beyond Coherence Methods o f  
Moral Inquiry (New York: Routledge, 1993). 
DePaul has us imagine a man named Jay. Jay 
holds a romantic view of war. Jay has never 
been in a war, but what he lacks in actual 
experience he gets virtually through movies, 
books, and stories from the guys down at the 
American Legion. The movies, books, and 
stories all form his vision of war as being an 
opportunity for valor and bravery. It is a just 
way to stamp out evil, and loss of life is seen 
as a necessary excrescence.

Jay’s intuitions are clearly warped. He sees 
things the wrong way. Jay may be able to 
articulate ethical principles and use certain 
ones to make his romantic view of war con
sistent. Furthermore, what principles make it 
into his belief system will partly be a function 
of what principles he finds intuitively ap
pealing. But clearly a belief system built on 
sand holds little epistemic value. What needs 
modification is Jay’s conscience. He needs to 
“see” better the reality of war and the some
times gratuitous cost it has on human life. 
What Jay needs is what DePaul calls forma
tive experience. It is not important to get into 
the notion of formative experience. It is suf
ficient to note that experience is an essential 
condition for forming good moral intuitions. 
And to the extent that one’s intuitions inform 
one’s moral judgments, a theory of moral 
inquiry that fails to address good versus bad 
conscience is crippled from the start.

The volume provides numerous essays of 
importance to those working in the research 
field. Certain essays stand out as being very 
good contributions on their own, others 
could be supplemented with other works. 
The volume also provides a good analysis of 
one way to approach issues of applied eth
ics. I especially liked Levine’s and Cassell’s 
pieces. These essays alone make the col
lection a worthwhile read. The collection 
contains some scholarly pieces and would be 
a welcome read by someone interested in the 
ethnography of research ethics in this coun
try. I would not recommend it for a seminar 
in moral theology, or even in research ethics. 
Investigators may find the essays by Larry
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Churchill, Karen Lebacqz, Eric Cassell, 
and Robert Levine helpful in designing and 
carrying out ethical research. The wisdom 
offered in these essays is rich.

Stephen Napier, Ph .D.
Ethicist

The National Catholic Bioethics Center 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
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This book provides some of the best ap
proaches available for evaluating today’s mor
al questions in terms of natural law tradition. 
That is no simple task. The major obstacle 
lies in overcoming a “physicalistic” natural 
law interpretation that simply observes the 
physical ordering of the human person and 
prohibits acts that violate it, for example, ob
serving that heterosexual intercourse brings 
forth new life and prohibiting contraceptive 
and homosexual acts. In addition to this ob
stacle, the modern scientific understanding 
of reality typically discounts the possibility 
that observing creatures, especially human 
persons, will reveal much about their natures, 
why they exist, and how to treat them. But 
problems arise when we struggle to account 
for great evils, as in the trials at Nuremburg 
after World War II, or deliberate about certain 
questions regarding the common good, for 
example, regarding the proper respect for the 
human embryo. Such questions send people 
searching for the moral foundations beyond 
positive law and social utility. In other words, 
we are thrown back to something like natural 
law, even without naming it such.

All of the authors in this book appeal to 
the natural law by name and take themselves 
to be interpreting St. Thomas Aquinas’s 
natural law doctrine. Among them are some 
of today’s foremost authorities. They do not 
represent all of the most influential interpreta
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