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Abstract

Ontological personalism and personalist bioethics place the human 
person at the center of ethical considerations, advocating respect that 
reflects the intrinsic dignity and value of the person. This paper seeks 
to quantitatively evidence what is the academic influence of BPOF in 
today’s world and what is the vision that current bioethicists, considered 
personalists, have of BPOF itself, in order to establish a comparison 
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with the original proposal. This helps us to better understand their crit-
icisms and updates to favor a better understanding of the BPOF pro-
posal and its dialogue with today’s world. The number of publications 
shows the influence of the BPOF in the academic world. The analysis 
of these reveals that many of the bioethical publications catalogued as 
personalist are not specific to the BPOF, as they lack the foundation, 
methodology or argumentation of the BPOF itself. This lack can lead 
to these singular proposals not being truly effective in the defense and 
promotion of the dignity of every human being, in addition to generating 
confusion in the understanding of the BPOF due to its lack of unity.

Keywords: personalist bioethics, ontological personalism, metaethics.

1. Introduction

Bioethics has just completed 50 years of  existence as an autono-
mous discipline. Among its various currents, ontologically ground-
ed personalist bioethics (BPOF), proposed by Elio Sgreccia with 
the publication of  his Manual of  Bioethics since 1988, is presented. 
BPOF starts with a realistic anthropology rationally founded on 
philosophical metaphysics and develops its (bio)ethics on this foun-
dation. Due to the influence of  utilitarianism and current pragma-
tism, especially liberalism and consumerism, other currents with a 
relativistic foundation have become more widespread, often offer-
ing simply what individual or social subjectivities wanted to obtain. 
Therefore, it is important to better understand the BPOF in order 
to have a more solid guide for bioethical conduct. Sgreccia affirms 
that the reality of  the person should not be reduced to the quanti-
tative-experimental field but should be sought above all in its onto-
logical and axiological dimension and, in these dimensions, develop 
bioethical science in favor of  the person (1-3). The aim of  this 
paper is to understand the academic influence of  BPOF in today’s 
world and to know the vision that personalist bioethicists have of  
BPOF. First, we will present the results of  a research on the latest 
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publications of  the personalist current in bioethics; then, we will 
compare them with Sgreccia’s original proposal in order to promote 
a better understanding of  the BPOF proposal itself  and its dialogue 
with today’s world.

2. Method

To this end, a bibliographic research was carried out in 2021 on 
BPOF publications made in the period 2015-2020 in the digital me-
ta-search engines scopus, redalyc, pubmed, scielo, latin index, world of  science, 
philosophers index, using a set of  crossed keywords referring to the 
various areas of  bioethics in the field of  research related to “Article 
title, Abstract, Keywords”, giving emphasis to scientific articles, al-
though without excluding other publications found as books and 
dictionary voices. The reason for concentrating on these five years 
was twofold: first, its scope was to better understand the current 
view held of  BPOF, its understanding, application and relevance. 
But also, in January 2017, research on the main bioethics journals 
located between 1975-2015 was published, of  which 22% were pre-
sented as belonging to the humanist-personalist philosophical cur-
rent (4). In order to discriminate which publications were really per-
tinent to the topic sought, we proceeded to read the summary or 
presentation of  all the publications found. The publications consid-
ered pertinent to the research topic were analyzed in their entirety 
with greater attention in order to identify those publications that 
were really specific (lato sensu) to the research topic. Once these pub-
lications were found, a more in-depth analysis of  their contents was 
carried out according to the comparative-analytical method in accor-
dance with three criteria that, together, show what is specific to the 
BPOF (1): anthropological foundation, triangular methodology, bio-
ethical argumentation. It was on the basis of  this analysis that the 
reflection on the main points found was carried out.
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3. Result

As a result of  the research, publications were found coming in de-
creasing order from articles, book chapters or encyclopedia and dic-
tionary entries, giving priority to articles from indexed journals, due 
to the purpose of  individualizing the academic impact of  the BPOF. 
As throughout the review some BPOF publications were found to 
be present in the bibliography of  the results found, a new research 
was carried out in the search engines WHOLIS, Lilacs, Dialnet and 
sciencedirect with the aim of  obtaining a more complete picture. The 
inclusion criterion for the publication to be considered relevant (lato 
sensu) to the searched topic was that it should be a personalist publi-
cation related to bioethics, excluding those strictly related to philoso-
phy, politics or theology. Of  the 340 publications found, a little more 
than 13% -46 publications- were relevant to the topic sought and 
only 5% -19 publications- were specific in a broad sense, because 
they considered in the bioethical reflection itself  the anthropological 
basis and/or the methodology, principles, specific argumentation of  
the BPOF.

As shown in Table 1, of  these 19 publications, 10 originated 
from Scopus and 9 from Dialnet, Scielo, Sciencedirect. The order of  the 
search engines and the proposed keywords was followed, collecting 
the new results and leaving aside the repeated ones, with only a slight 
alteration in the concentration of  the data obtained to prioritize the 
results of  other keywords. Thus, the results for “Personalism” AND 
“Human Being” OR “Person” OR “Health” OR “Illness” were pla-
ced after the results for “Personalism” AND “Bioethics Commit-
tees”, since that subtopic encompassed, to some extent, a large part 
of  the results for other keywords.

https://doi.org/10.36105/mye.2025v36n2.03
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Table 1. BPOF publications (2015-2020). Overall quantitative results

Bioethical content Keywords Total * **

1. General principles “Personalism” AND “Bioethics” 
OR “Global Bioethics” 

147

18 16

“Personalism” AND “Human 
Being” OR “Person” OR 
“Health” OR “Illness”

9 0

2. Beginning of  life “Personalism” AND “Human 
Sexuality” OR “Fertilization” 
OR “Conception” OR “Preg-
nancy” OR “Gestation” OR 
“Childbirth”

24 5 0

3. Throughout life “Personalism” AND “Sexuality” 
OR “Family” OR “Maternity” 
OR “Sex shop” OR “Neuroeth-
ics” OR “artificial intelligence”

10 0 0

4. End of  life “Personalism” AND “Quality of  
life” OR “Thanatology” OR 
“Palliative Care” OR “Living 
Will” OR “Brain Death” OR 
“Bad News” OR “Suffering”

5 1 0

5. Clinical bioethics “Personalism” AND “Clinical 
Bioethics” OR “Health Care” 
OR “Investigation Techniques”

3 1 0

6. Bioethics
and ecology

“Personalism” AND “Ecological 
protection” OR “environmental 
risks” OR “Environmental disas-
ters” OR “Bioethics Committees”

1 0 0

7. Personalism “Personalism” 145 3 1
Total 340 46 19***

* relevant to the subject 
** specific (lato sensu) to the BPOF
*** not all are specific (stricto sensu) to BPOF 

Source: Prepared by the authors.
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Due to the purpose of  the research, it was decided to emphasize the 
19 specific publications, as shown in Table 2, in a broad sense, in the 
analysis of  the contents.

Table 2. BPOF-specific publications (2015-2020) 

Publication (APA) Source of  origin

Amo Usanos, R. (2015). From biophilosophy to bioeth-
ics: the concept of  human life and its impact on bioethics 
(Doctoral dissertation). Universidad Rey Juan Carlos.

Extra

Bermeo Anturi, E. (2019). Contributions of  modern on-
tological personalism to personalist bioethics (Doctoral 
dissertation). Universidad Autónoma de Madrid.

Dianet

Di Nardo, M., Ore, A. D., Testa, G., Annich, G., Piervin-
cenzi, E., Zampini, G., & Kirsch, R. (2019). Principlism 
and personalism: Comparing two ethical models applied 
clinically in neonates undergoing extracorporeal mem-
brane oxygenation support. Frontiers in Pediatrics, 7(July). 
https://doi.org/10.3389/fped.2019.00312 

Scopus

Di Pietro, M. L., Teleman, A. A., Gonzalez-Melado, F. J., 
Zace, D., Di Raimo, F. R., Lucidi, V., & Refolo, P. (2018). 
Implementing carrier screening for cystic fibrosis outside 
the clinic: Ethical analysis in the light of  the personalist 
view. La clínica terapéutica, 169(2), e71-e76. https://
pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/29595869/

Scopus

Floris, P. (2015). Il paradigma Englaro: Scelte personali, 
regole etiche e risposte giuridiche. Quaderni di Diritto e 
Politica Ecclesiastica, 18(1), 173-196. https://doi.
org/10.1440/80120 

Scopus

Giglio, F. (2017). Bioethical perspective of  ontologically 
based personalism. Bioethics Update, 3, 59-73. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.bioet.2017.01.001

Sciencedirect

Gómez-Tatay, L., Hernández-Andreu, J. M., & Aznar, 
J. (2016). A personalist ontological approach to syn-
thetic biology. Bioethics, 30(6), 397-406. https://doi.
org/10.1111/bioe.12230

Scopus
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https://doi.org/10.3389/fped.2019.00312
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/29595869/
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https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bioet.2017.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bioet.2017.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/bioe.12230
https://doi.org/10.1111/bioe.12230


Current Academic Relevance of  Personalist Bioethics. Quantitative Analysis and Comparison...

Medicina y Ética - April-June 2025 - Vol. 36 - No. 2 569
https://doi.org/10.36105/mye.2025v36n2.03

Gómez-Tatay, L., Hernández-Andreu, J. M., & Aznar, J. 
(2017). The conception of  synthetic entities from a per-
sonalist perspective. Science and Engineering Ethics, 25(1), 
97-111. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11948-017-9994-z

Scopus

Gómez-Tatay, L. (2019). Ethical issues of  synthetic biol-
ogy: A personalist perspective (Tesis doctoral). Universi-
dad Católica de Valencia San Vicente Mártir.

Dialnet

Insua, J. T. (2018). Principlism, personalist bioethics and 
principles of  action in medicine and health services. Per-
sona y Bioética, 22(2), 223-246.

Scielo

Pastor, L. M. T. (2016). Reflections on the complemen-
tarity between education and bioethics. Option, 32(Spe-
cial Issue 12), 768-783.

Scopus

Petrini, C., & Costa, A. N. (2018). The “new charter for 
health care workers” and the ethics of  organ donation 
and transplantation. Annali dell’Istituto Superiore di San-
ità, 54(2), 79-81.

Scopus

Reig Mezquida, J. P., Sales Badía, G., & Tudela Cuenca, 
J. (2020). Age limitation in lung transplantation. Ethical 
aspects. Cuadernos de Bioética: Official Journal of  the 
Spanish Association of  Bioethics and Medical Ethics, 
31(101), 43-56.

Scopus

Ríos Uriarte, M. E. (2018). Reflections on the possibility 
of  a neopersonalism from personalist bioethics. Medicine 
and Ethics: International Journal of  Bioethics, Deontolo-
gy and Medical Ethics, 29(1), 189-206.

Dialnet

Robles Morejón, J. B. (2016). Contributions of  steinian 
anthropology to personalist bioethics. Cuadernos de 
Bioética: Official Journal of  the Spanish Association of  
Bioethics and Medical Ethics, 27(90), 195-205.

Scopus

Sanches, M. A., & Monteiro, T. M. (2019). Divergent an-
thropological visions in scientific articles on bioethics in 
Brazil. Persona y Bioética, 23(1), 64-83.

Scielo

Sanches, M. A., Cunha, T. R. da, Siqueira, S. S. de, & 
Siqueira, J. E. de. (2020). Bioethical perspectives on deci-
sion-making in times of  pandemic. Revista Bioética, 
28(3), 410-417.

Scielo
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Valera, L., & Terranova, C. (2016). An ethical dilemma in 
the field of  gynecology. Persona y Bioética, 20(1), 62-69.

Scielo

Vásquez, H. T., Acero, M. T., & Florián, S. T. (2018). Rad-
ical penal functionalism from bioethics. Revista Republi-
cana, 25, 179-198.

Scopus

Source: Prepared by the authors.

4. Analysis of the content of the publications

Sgreccia affirms that the BPOF’s own rationale is due to three cri-
teria (Cf. 1): 1) adequate anthropological foundation; 2) methodol-
ogy proper to BPOF (triangular and interdisciplinary method of  
reflection-dialogue between scientific-medical-biological data, an-
thropology and ethics) and principles proper to BPOF (defense of  
life, freedom and responsibility, totality or therapeutic, sociability 
and subsidiarity); 3) specific argumentation of  the BPOF from its 
anthropological foundation and not from principles, personal wills 
or collective decisions, because “anthropology offers a criterion of  
discrimination between what is technically and scientifically possible 
and what is ethically lawful... and beneficial for the good of  man” 
(1). Following this criterion, this analysis will focus directly on the 
bioethical foundation that such publications have. As we shall see, 
not all of  them meet all the characteristics of  the BPOF, which fur-
ther reduces the number of  publications that are truly specific (stricto 
sensu) to the BPOF.

4.1. Vision offered on personalist bioethics based on its anthropological foundations

In relation to the vision that each author offers of  BPOF, starting 
from its anthropological foundation, most of  them, eleven, have a 
proposal of  personalist anthropology similar to that of  Sgreccia (1). 
It is presented as moderate anthropocentrism (5), an integral vision 
of  the human being (3,5,6). The ontological dimension highlights 

https://doi.org/10.36105/mye.2025v36n2.03
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the centrality of  the person: It shows that every human being is a 
person (5,6,7), manifesting the foundation and objective value of  
the person (8), what the person is and not his personal properties or 
some of  them (9); as a consequence, it manifests the full (5,10,11) 
and inalienable (12) dignity of  every human being due to his onto-
logical specificity or difference (1,8,10) in relation to other beings, 
because of  his spiritual dimension manifested through his intelli-
gence and will (7).

Due to its intimate interpenetration (13), foundation of  the per-
sonality in the human being and of  all its subjective dimension (7), 
the human being is a unitotality of  body and soul (3,6,7,9,12,14). For 
the BPOF, the concept of  person expresses the real way of  being of  
man that persists as a substantial unity of  the corporal and spiritual 
dimension from fertilization to death, since this is the beginning and 
the end of  every human being; this is the reason why every human 
being must be considered a person throughout his life (7,9) and de-
serves respect in accordance with his dignity (15). Giglio affirms that 
“from the moment of  fertilization, a new system emerges, function-
ing as a new individual, intrinsically directed to its end” (directed) so 
that in case the necessary conditions exist, “to reach its specific final 
form in accordance with the information contained in a single ge-
nome”. “The project included from the beginning in the new ge-
nome, which confirms both the individual identity and its belonging 
to the human species, will develop throughout the life of  the individ-
ual according to a coordinated, continuous and gradual process.” We 
see in this a meeting point between metaphysics and biology: in 
metaphysics, substance is not that which belongs to a subject, but 
the subject itself  that exists in itself  and for itself, instead of  existing 
in something else or in function of  something else. Therefore, sub-
stance is that which exists and persists in time, developing through 
continuous accidental changes that do not alter the essence of  the 
substance. We perceive that “from the beginning of  its existence in 
fertilization, the human individual shows a substantial unity, which 
develops maintaining that ontological unity in all stages, without 
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interruptions”; substantially, it is the same subject from its fertiliza-
tion, its infancy, adulthood until the end of  life (9).

The intimate interpenetration of  the bodily and spiritual dimen-
sion of  the person is such that, at the same time that organized 
matter becomes a body vivified by the spirit, the latter becomes in-
carnated and organized. The two being the intrinsic principles of  the 
person, its spiritual dimension is the center that unifies it in its being 
and acting, the nucleus that converts the person into an indissoluble 
and unrepeatable uniqueness (13,16), independent of  its state of  de-
velopment and intellectual maturity. Intelligence is seen as the intel-
lectual capacity of  the person that allows him to go out of  himself, 
to access the world that surrounds him, to understand and appre-
hend it; in addition, such capacity makes possible the reflexivity on 
himself, manifesting his immaterial nature. The same experience of  
the transcendence of  the human being in action (self-determination) 
shows that human life is a psycho-organic-spiritual structural unit, 
which has the particularity of  not being closed or totally conclud-
ed; on the contrary, starting from its personal reality - not only as a 
starting point, but also as a horizon of  its possibilities - the life of  
the person is a process of  construction and self-determination in its 
various vital acts, giving this human life a deeply personal character 
and thus revealing the existence of  someone concrete, unique and 
unrepeatable (3).

Highlighting the spiritual dimension of  the human person, the 
foundation of  his special value (dignity) was present from the ori-
gins of  personalism. Faced with the situation of  the world in the 
period between the two Great Wars, Mounier perceived the need to 
act to change the world panorama; according to him, it was neces-
sary to “think with his hands”, since thought alone does not change 
the world. For this reason, he founded the magazine Esprit in 1932 
in search of  the transformation of  society through a fresh and total-
ly renewed humanism, purifying it from exacerbated individualism 
and promoting the primacy of  the spiritual and communitarian di-
mension of  the human person (17).

https://doi.org/10.36105/mye.2025v36n2.03
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If  the ontological difference with respect to other realities sur-
rounding the person manifests that only the human being has a mor-
al status and full dignity due to his spiritual dimension (7), although 
it is possible to recognize a moral value to various realities related to 
persons, thanks to the ontological equality between all human be-
ings, it is possible to affirm the equal dignity and value of  each of  
the members of  the human family (9) by the simple fact of  being 
human (6), the foundation of  law (18). Therefore, due to the abso-
lute equal value of  the dignity of  each human being, without any 
distinction from the moment of  human conception until death (19), 
in all personal situations of  health or suffering, the person is the 
reference and the standard for morally distinguishing between the 
lawful and the unlawful (7).

It is the dignity of  the person, because of  his ontological differ-
ence united to the fact of  the unitotality of  his bodily and spiritual 
dimension that generates as its central value the value of  life in its 
personal totality. Because of  the centrality of  the person, the value 
of  life in its totality, which implies the integrity of  life and human 
freedom, is seen as the main value derived from human dignity and, 
consequently, is presented as the fundamental basis of  (bio)ethics. It 
is on these values derived from the foundation of  personalistic an-
thropology that the BPOF proposes hierarchical bioethical princi-
ples in opposition to those of  Beauchamps and Childress (12).

Among the other eight remaining authors, two of  them, Floris 
and Sanches (2020), directly or indirectly, refer to BPOF as “Catholic 
bioethics”, that is, as part of  Catholic moral theology, whose episte-
mological foundation would not be medical-philosophical-anthro-
pological-ethical (triangular method), but the Magisterium of  the 
Church (21). Its foundation would not be a metaphysical-philosoph-
ical anthropology, but mainly a theological anthropology (11).

The other six remaining authors, Insua, Petrini, Reig Mezqui-
da, Valera, Vásquez, Sanches (2019), some of  them, even without 
speaking of  the ontological dimension of  the human being as the 
foundation of  his dignity, start from an absolute value of  the dignity 
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of  every human being without any distinction (19). And they affirm 
that the latter has a special dignity in all phases of  life, by the sim-
ple fact of  existing, and that the bioethical approach should focus 
on the person and the search for his or her good (22) as a global 
criterion (23). Such dignity is the foundation of  their rights over the 
rights and interests of  others (18). But, even so, whether or not they 
express that the BPOF is realistic because it has an ontological foun-
dation (24), they do not develop it clearly; moreover, they may not 
see it with pleasure (25), having the focus and foundation of  their 
reflection centered on how this dignity should be applied or how 
personalist principles should be applied, as if  it were a “personalist 
reading of  principlism” (24,25).

4.2. Vision offered on personalist bioethics based on the methodology and prin-
ciples of  the BPOF

Starting from the use of  the methodology proper to BPOF and its 
principles, the majority of  publications, nine authors (Usanos, Antu-
ri, Di Pietro, Di Nardo, Giglio, Valera, Gómez-Tatay 2016, 2017, 
2019), offer a proposal similar to that of  Sgreccia: the methodology 
proper to BPOF and its principles derive directly as a consequence 
of  the dignity of  every human being expressed in the ontological-an-
thropological foundation. It is the anthropological foundation that 
provides the criterion of  discrimination between what is technically 
possible and what is ethically permissible (8).

In relation to the vision that the other authors offer of  the BPOF, 
starting from the use of  the methodology and principles proper to 
the BPOF, some of  them, Petrini, Reig Mezquida, Ríos Uriarte, do 
not develop or expose the methodology proper to the BPOF. Petrini 
and Reig Mezquida, although they do not develop or expound the 
methodology of  BPOF, their way of  reflecting and arguing is per-
sonalistic: starting from the anthropological foundation (the fact of  
being human) they affirm, directly or indirectly, the personal dignity 
of  each human being and thus place the person at the center of  
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bioethical reflection and its principles (23), seeking the good of  all 
those involved (22).

On the other hand, Insua and Ríos Uriarte focus more on per-
sonalist principles, but without developing the BPOF methodology. 
Thus, by not justifying these principles as a direct consequence of  
the dignity of  the human person from the ontological-anthropolog-
ical foundation, although they place human dignity as the first prin-
ciple of  BPOF followed by the other four personalist principles (25), 
they present the personalist principles as a personalist vision of  prin-
ciplism (24) in which the basis on which decisions in bioethics are 
made are the principles and not the objectivity (metaphysical) of  the 
anthropological-ethical reality.

The other six authors, some simply start from the principle of  
human dignity and the anthropological dimension for the defense of  
the right of  the most vulnerable, for the right to respect for the au-
tonomy and integrity of  the person (18), without developing the 
methodology of  BPOF as a means to achieve it, either because they 
propose another means of  bioethical reflection, such as social bio-
ethics (11), either because, being more concerned with philosophy 
and not with bioethics, they do not develop or mention the method-
ology and principles of  BPOF, although they offer some criteria for 
bioethical action such as empathy, which makes humanizing treat-
ment possible (13), or because they are more concerned with educa-
tion and offer other criteria such as the ethics of  the first person, or 
education in freedom and integrity (5).

Some of  these authors of  the second and third groups, al-
though they do not make explicit the triangular method or the 
principles of  BPOF, develop it in part, starting from the analysis 
of  the concrete clinical situation and, based on this, reach the con-
clusions they consider most just, having the person as the center 
of  bioethical reflection (23), but without demonstrating the con-
clusions in a personalist key, because they do not start from the 
anthropological analysis.
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4.3. Vision offered on personalist bioethics based on the specific argumentation 
of  the BPOF

Starting from the specific argumentation of  BPOF, which is from its 
anthropological foundation and not from principles, personal or col-
lective wills, a little more than a third of  them -Bermeo Anturi, Di 
Nardo, Di Pietro, Giglio, Gómez-Tatay (2016, 2017, 2019)- offer a 
proposal similar to that of  Sgreccia, for whom the specific argumen-
tation of  the BPOF is made from the ontological-anthropological 
foundation through the triangular methodology, since it shows the 
objective value of  the person based on its ontological structure and 
it is from there that its corresponding values flow (7). It analyzes 
who the agent subject is, who is being acted upon and whether the 
action put into practice is good for the persons involved in the inter-
vention, both for the subjects executing the act and for those receiv-
ing the action; if  said action is good both in its origin and in its 
modality and end, it will be considered lawful (26). The methodolo-
gy and principles of  the BPOF seek to be a way for the main values 
of  all human persons, “the values related to life, integrity and digni-
ty” (1,9), to be defended and promoted. The properly ethical dimen-
sion of  this triangular methodology aims to provide guidance and 
direction so that the actions proper to the health field defend/pro-
mote each person and his or her fundamental values according to his 
or her clinical circumstances. This is not the only path, but it is the 
specific path that the BPOF has followed since its emergence.

Other authors mention and some of  them even go as far as de-
scribing the methodology and principles of  BPOF, but without great 
depth; they focus more on the value and dignity of  the human being, 
his moral status, from which ethical and normative values come (12). 
However, although they do not develop or even expose the method-
ology of  the BPOF, the way of  reflecting and arguing of  some au-
thors is properly personalistic: precisely because they start from the 
anthropological foundation (the fact of  being human) they affirm 
—directly or indirectly— the personal dignity of  each human being 
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and thus place the person at the center of  bioethical reflection and 
its principles (13,23), seeking the good of  all those involved (22) and 
for this reason, through personalized attention and in search of  the 
truth (clinical-moral), they really manage to solve a clinical problem 
with respect for human dignity, both for the accuracy of  the diagno-
sis and for the mode of  treatment (19).

We perceive a third group of  authors who start from a common 
anthropological foundation or even directly from the basis of  hu-
man dignity. However, they lack a proper BPOF argumentation 
since they come from an anthropological foundation that is more 
theological than metaphysical (11), or from a social vision of  de-
fense of  the rights of  the most vulnerable (6), or from the funda-
mental rights provided by the Constitution (21), or from the right to 
respect for the autonomy and integrity of  the person (18), or from 
principles similar to the mode of  argumentation proper to princi-
pled bioethics (25).

Table 3 shows the data provided by the analysis of  the 19 publi-
cations as a whole, in addition to a table illustrating the 46 publica-
tions relevant to the BPOF:
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5. BPOF publications (2015-2020)

Graph 1 shows an overview of  the quantitative results.1

Graph 1. BPOF Publications 2015-2020

 
 
 
5. BPOF publications (2015-2020). Graph 1 shows an overview of the quantitative results1  
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or ethical foundation and conclude in the dignity of every human being. Following the analysis 
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the BPOF proposal, since, although it does not develop an argumentation specifically for BPOF, 
it starts from the ethical-anthropological principle of the absolute dignity of each human person 
and, seeking personalized care, comes to solve a clinical problem in respect of human dignity (19). 
While questions arise as to why there are so few publications on BPOF, on the other hand, the 
divergence of the publications in relation to the fundamentals of BPOF raises several questions 
about the understanding and acceptance of BPOF, both points related to its dissemination and 
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1 Tables and image can be found in (27). 
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Conclusion

The study carried out shows a low number of  bioethical publica-
tions that truly follow the personalist current. Moreover, many of  

1 Tables and image can be found in (27).
 BPOF publication: 

- general = publication of bioethical issues from a personalistic approach.
- specific stricto senso = follows the three criteria of the proper foundation of 

BPOF: its anthropological foundation, its methodology and principles, its proper 
argumentation.

- specific latus senso = follows one or more of the criteria of the BPOF’s own 
foundation.
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the publications classified as personalist are not specific to the BPOF, 
because, although they are close, they lack the anthropological foun-
dation, the methodology or the argumentation proper to the BPOF. 
They start from a common anthropological or ethical foundation 
and conclude in the dignity of  every human being. Following the 
analysis carried out, we conclude that we can only consider seven 
publications as specific stricto sensu of  the BPOF (Anturi, Di Pietro, 
Di Nardo, Gómez-Tatay). We can consider one article very close to 
the BPOF proposal, since, although it does not develop an argumen-
tation specifically for BPOF, it starts from the ethical-anthropologi-
cal principle of  the absolute dignity of  each human person and, 
seeking personalized care, comes to solve a clinical problem in respect 
of  human dignity (19).

While questions arise as to why there are so few publications on 
BPOF, on the other hand, the divergence of  the publications in re-
lation to the fundamentals of  BPOF raises several questions about 
the understanding and acceptance of  BPOF, both points related to 
its dissemination and acceptance. Such reflections need to be deep-
ened in a subsequent analysis. Although the publications related to 
the BPOF start from a common anthropological or ethical founda-
tion concluding in the dignity of  every human being, such lack of  
specificity, besides generating confusion regarding the understand-
ing of  the BPOF due to a lack of  unity, can lead to these singular 
proposals not being really effective in the defense and promotion of  
the dignity of  every human being, much less to the dissemination of  
the objectivity of  ontological personalism.
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