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EDITOR'S INTRODUCTION

5

CONTRACEPTION AND CHASTITY

by
G E. M. Anscombe

G. E. M. Anscombe is one of the foremost scholars of philosophy
in this half century. Her work on Wittgenstein, intention, and
“intentionality” are classics in the field. That such an eminent,
thoroughly modern philosopher should find the Church’s teach-
fng against contracepdon eminently defensible may be surprising
te those who wish to dismiss the Churel’s teaching a5 the out-
moded weaching of a Church committed to cummoded philosophies.

Anscombe’s essay was one of the earliest philosophical defenses
of Humanae Vitae and remains one of the best. But the philosophi-
cal defense comes late in her essay. Speaking first as a Catholic

Christian, she observes that the enthusiasm for contraception is

mcompatible with the demands of Christian discipleship. She
nows how Christians have always held themselves to a higher
standard in morality, especially sexual morality, than secular society.
There follows a helpful explanation of many of the peculiarities of
the historical condemnation of contraception, for instance, its
being categorized with the sin of homicide. Very welcome is her
fair treatment of the much-maligned Augustine and his argument
that sex engaged in “purely for pleasure” is sinful, if only in a small
way. In her treatment of Augustine and in the closing pages of her
essay, Anscombe patiently explains the difference between sexual
intercourse undertaken for purposes of assuaging tust or for the
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purposes of sensuality, purposes that are degrading o both partners,
and true marital sexual intercourse motivated by the desire to
enjoy a great pleasure with one’s spouse, a purpose fully in accord
with God’s intent that we properly enjoy the true goods of this
world.

Anscombe’s work abounds in careful distinctions. Once some
false positions are exposed, some historical swrands clarified and
connected, Anscombe begins her peerless explanation of the evil
of contraception with a skillful explanation of the meaning of the
word intention. She notes how, although both couples using
“hythm” and those using contraception may have the same “further”
intention of aveiding conception, their immediate intentions dif-
fer radically. The contracepting couple intends to engage in an act
and simultaneously to rob that act of its deepest meaning, whereas
the abstaining couple simply refrain from engaging in an act that
may lead to conception. Her argument requires and repays a
careful and exact reading. Her reasoning demonstrates that if
sexual intercourse is severed from its procreative meaning, philo-
sophical consistency would necessitate the legitimizing of any and
all sexual activity. She ends as she begins, noting the meaning of
the call to Chistian discipleship, and implores us not to succunb
to the blandishments of the age.

This is 2 reprint of her essay printed in pamphlet form, Contraception
and Chastity (London: Catholic Truth Seciety, 1975

b
CONTRACEPTION AND CHASTITY

by
G. E. M. Anscombe

I will first ask you to contemplate a familiar point: the fantastic
change that has come abour in people’s situation in respect of
having children because of the invention of efficient contraceptives.
You see, what can’t be otherwise we accept; and so we accept
death and its unbappiness, Bat possibility destroys mere acceptance.
And 5o it is with the possibility of having intercourse and preventing
conception. This power is now placed in 2 woman’s hands; she
needn’t have children when she doesn’t want to and she can still
have her man! This can make the former state of things look
intoferable, so that one wonders why they were so pleased about
weddings in former times and why the wedding day was sup-
posed to be such a fine day for the bride. '

There always used to be a colossal strain in ancient times
hetween heathen morality and Christian morality, and one of the
things pagan converts had to be told about the way they were
entering on was that they must abstain from fornication. This
peculiarity of the Christian life was taught in a precept issued by
the Council of Jerusalem, the very first council of the Christian
Church. The prolubition was issued in the same breath as the
merely temporary retention of Judaic taws prohibiting the eating
of blood—no black pudding!—and the prohibition on eating the
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flesh of animals that had been sacrificed to idols. And in one way
these may have been psychologically the same sort of prohibition
to a pagan convert. The Christian life simply imposed these
pecultar restrictions on you. All the same the prohibition on
fornication must bave stood cut; it must have meant a very sericus

change of life to many, as it would today, Christian life meanta

separation from the standards of that world: you coulda’t be a
Bazl-worshipper, you couldn’t sacrifice to idels, be 2 sodomite,
practice nfanticide, compatibly with the Christian allegiance.
That is not to say that Christians were good; we humans are a bad
lot and our lives as Christians even if not blackly and grossly
wicked are usually very mediccre. But the Catholic Christian
badge now 2gain means separation, even for such poor medi-
ocrities, from what the unchristian world in the West approves
and professes.

Christianity was at odds with the beathen world, not only
about fornication, infanticide and idolarry; but also about marriage.
Christians were tanght that busband and wife had equal rights in
one¢ another's bodies; a wife is wronged by her husband’s adultery
as well as a husband by his wifes. And Christianiry involved
nonaceeptance of the contemptible réle of the female partner in
fornication, calling the prostitute to repentance and repudiating
respectable concubinage. And finally for Christians divorce was
excluded. These differences were the measure, great enough, of
the separation berween Christianity and the pagan world in these
matters. By now, Christian teaching is, of course, known all over
the world; and it goes without saying for those in the West that
what they call “accepting traditional morals” means counting
fornication as wrong—it's just not a respectable thing. But we
ought to be conscious that, like the objection to infanticide, this is
a Jewish-Christian inheritance, And we should realize that hea-
then humanity tends to have a differ=nt amtitude towards both. In
Christian teaching a value is set on every human life and on men’s
chastity as well 25 on women’s and this as part of the ordinary
calling of a Christian, not just in connexion with the austerity of
monks. Faithfulness, by which a man turned only o his spouse,
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forswearing all other women, was counted 2s one of the great
goods of marriage.

But the quarrel is far greater between Christianity and the
present-day heathen, post-Christian, morality that has sprung up
as a result of contraception. In one word: Christianity taught that
men ought to be as chaste as pagans thought honest women ought
to be; the contraceptive morality teaches that women need to be
as lietle chaste as pagans thought men need be.
~ And if there is nothing intrinsically wrong with contraceptive
intercourse, and if it could become general practice everywhere
when there is intercourse but ought to be no begetting, then it's
very difficult to see the objection to this morality; for the ground
of objection to fornication and adultery was thar sexgal inter-
couzse is only right in the sort of set-up that typically provides
children with a father and mother w0 care for them. If you can
turn intercourse into something other than the reproductive type
of act {I dow’t mean of course that every act is reproductive any
more than every acorn leads to an oak-tree but it’s che repmciuci
tive fype of act) then why, if you can change it, should it be
restricted to the married? Restricted, that s, to partners bound ina
formal, legal, union whose fundamental purpose is the bringing
up of children? For if that is not its fundamental purpose there is
10 reason why for example “marriage” should have to be between
people of opposite sexes. But then, of course, it becomes unclear
why you should have a cerernony, why you should have a formal-
ity at all. And so we must grant that children are in this general
way the main point of the existence of such an arrangement. But if
sexual union can be deliberately and totally divorced from fersility,
then we may wonder why sexual union has got to be married
union. If the expression of love berween the parmers is the point,
then it shouldn’t be so narrowly confined.

The only objection, then, to the new heathen, contraceptive
morality will be that the second condition I mentioned-—near-
universality of contraception where there ought not to be begetting
—simply won't be fulfilled. Against the background of a society

with that morality, more and more people will have intercourse
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with little feeling of responsibility, little restraint, and yer they just
wor't be so careful about always using contraceptives. And so the
widespread use of contaceptives natusally leads to more and
more rather than less and less abortion!. Indeed, sbortion is
now being recommended 25 a population control measure—a
second line of defence.

Now if this—that vou won’t get this universal “taking care”—is
the only objection then it’s 2 pretty miserable outlook. Because,
like the fear of venereal disease, ir's an objection that’s little
capzble of moving people or inspiring them as 2 positive ideal of
chastity may.

The Christian Church has taught such an ideal of chastity: in a
narrower sense, and in a broader sense in which chastity is simply
the virtue whose topic is sex, just as courage is the virtue whose
topic is danger and difficelty. In the narrower sense chastity means
continence, abstention, T have to say something about this—though
I'm reduced to stammering because I am a mediocre worldly
person leading an ordinary sort of worldly life; nevertheless Fll
try to say it even with stammering.

What people are for is, we believe, like guided missiles, to
home in on God, God who is the one truth it is infinitely worth
knowing, the possession of which you could never get tired of,
like the water which if vou have vou can never thirst agan,
because vour thirst is staked forever and always. It’s this potentiality,
this incredible possibility, of the knowledge of God of such a kind
a5 even 1o be sharing tn his nature, which Christianicy holds out wo
prople; and because of this potentiakity every life, tight up to the
tast, must be treated 1s precious. Irs potentialities in all things the
world cares about may be slight; but there is always the possibility
of what it's for. We can’t ever know that the time of possibility of
gaining eternal life is over, however old, wretched, “useless” some-
one has become.

1The exception to this in the shore term is where aborton has been
encouraged and conmaceptives not aveilable; making contraceptives available
then produces an immediate but enly wmporary reduction in abortions.
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Now there are some people whe want this so much that they
want to be towlly concerned with it and 1o die to their own
worldly, earthly and fleshly desires. It is people who are so filled
with this enormous desire and are able to follow it, who pursue
the course of chastity in the narrow sense—this is the point, the
glory, of Christian celibacy and virginity and of vows of chastity.
I think one has to know about it in order to appreciate the
teachings of Christianity about chastity in a wide sense. But as |
say 1 speak stammeringly because I'm not very well qualified.

1I

Turning to chastity not in the narrower sense but in the sense in
which 1 is stmply the virtue connected with sex, the Christian
Church has always set its face against contraception from the
earhiest time as a grave breach of chastity. It inherited from Israe)
the objection to “base ways of copulating for the avoidance of
conception”, to quete St Augustine. In 2 document of the third
century a Christian author wrote of the use of contraceptives by
freeborn Christian women of Rome. These women sometimes
married slaves so as to bave Christian husbands but they were
under a severe temptation because if the father was a slave the
child was 3 have by Roman law and this was a deterrent to having
children; and they practised some form of contraception. This was
the occasion of the earliest recorded explicit Christian observation
on the subject. The author writes like 2 person mentioning 2
practice which Christans at large must obviously regard as shameful.

From then on the received teaching of Christianity has been
constant. We need only mention two landmarks which have stood
as signposts in Christian teaching —the teaching of Augustine and
that of Thomas Aquinas. St Augustine wrote against the Mani-
chacans. The Manichaeans were people who thought all sex evil.
They thought procreation was worse than sex; so if one must have
sex let it be without procreation which imprisoned a seul in flesh.
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So they first atmed to restrict intercourse altogether to what they
thought were infertile times and also 10 use contraceptive drugs so
as if possible never to have children. If they did conceive they used
drugs to procure abortions; finally, if that failed, in their cruel lust
or lustful cruelty, as St Augustine says, they might put the child
out to die. [The appetite for killing children is a rather common
characteristic in the human race.)

All these actions Augustine condemned and he argued strongly
against their teaching. Sex couldn’t possibly be evil; iris the source
of human society and life is God's good creation. On the other
hand itis a familiar point that there is some grimness in Augustine’s
view of sex. He regards it as more corrupted by the fall than our
other faculties. Intercourse for the sake of getting children is good
but the need for sexual intercourse otherwise, he thought, is an
infirmity, However, “husband and wife” {T quote} “owe one another
not only the faithful association of sexual union for the sake of
getting children —which makes the first society of the human race
in this our mortality —but more than that 2 kind of mutual service
of bearing the burden of one another’s weakness, sa as to prevent
unlawful intercourse.”

Augustine holds up as an ideal something which he must have
known didm't happen all that much: the life of married people
who no longer seeking children are able to live in continence. He
comsiders it 2 weakness that few ever do this. There’s a sort of
servitude to fleshly desire in not being able so o abstain, But
marriage is so great a good, he said, that it altogether takes vice
out of this; and what’s bad about our weakness is thereby excused.
If one partner dernands sexual intercourse out of the pressure of

sexual desire, he says, the other does right in according it. But
there is at least venial sin in demanding it from this motive, and if
one's very intemperate, mortal sin.

All this part of his teaching is very uncongenial to our time.
But we must notice that it has been a bit miscepresented. It has
been said that for Augustine sexual intercourse not for the sake of
getting children involves actual sin, though not mortal sin—z
little bit of sin—on the part of at least one parmer, the partmer
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who demands it. What he seems to say however is not that, but
something different; that if one secks it out of mere fleshly desire
for the sake of pleasure, there is such sin; and this latter teaching
Iéag in ifact};bein constant among all the saimnts and docrors of the
urctr who have written on the i i
bk e matter at all. {1 will be coming
St Augustine indeed didn’t write explicitly of any other motive
than mere sensuality in secking mtcrf*i:om; Wheie procreation
isn't atmed at. What he says doesn’t exclude the possibility of a
different motive, There's the germ of an account of the motive
called by theologians “rendering the marriage debt” in his observa-
ton that married people owe to one another a kind of mutual
service. Aquinas made two contributions, the fizst of which con-
cerns this point: he makes the remurk that a man ought to pay the
marriage debt if he can see his wife wanes it withour her having to
ask him. And he ought to notice if she does want it. This is an apt
gloss.ou Augustine’s “mutual service™, and it destrovs the basis for
the piceure which some have had of intercourse not for the sake of -
children as necessarily a little bit sinfal on one side, since one must
be "demanding”, and not for avy worthy motive but purely “out
of desire for pleasure”. Oue could hardly say that being diagnos-
able 2s wanting intercourse was a sin! St Thomas, of course, speaks
of the matter zather from the man’s side, but the same thing could
be said from the woman’s, too; the only difference being that her
dle would be more that of encouragement and invitation, {It’s
somewhat modern to make this comment. We are much mote
conscious nowadays of people’s complexities and hang-ups than
eatlier writers seem to have been. )
s T'homas follows St Augustine and 2l other traditional teachers
in holding that intercourse sought our of lust, only for the sake of
pleasure, is sin, though it is venial if the intereperance isn’t great,
and in type this is the least of the sins against chastity.

His second contribution was his definition of the “sin against
nature”, This phrase relates to deviant acts, such as sodomy and
bestiality. He defined this type of sin as a sexual act of such a kind
as to be intrinsically unfit for generation, This definition has been
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colossally important. Tt was, indeed, perfectly in line with St
Augustines reference ro copulating in a “base” way so as not 1o
procreate, thus to identify some ways of contraception practised
in former tirnes as forms of unnatuzal vice, For they would, most
of them, be devian sexual acts,

Contraception by medical methods, however, as well as abortion,
had previously been characterized as homicide throughout the
dark ages. And this seems a monstrously unreasonable stretching
of the idea of homicide. Not unreasonable in the case of abortion;
though some may doubt (it’s a rather academic question, T think,
an intensely academic question) the good sense of calling a fertil-
ized ovum 2 humen being. But soon there is something of a
human shape, and anyway this is the definite beginning of a
human being {or beings in the case of a split—where you get
twins—the split occurs soon, at least within two weeks), and if
vou perform an abortion at that early stage all the same you are
desiroying that human beginning.

But of course the notion of homicide is just not extendable to
most forms of contraception. The reason why it seemed 1o be so
in the dark ages {by the “dark ages” | mean roughly from the
4th—sth centuries on to the 12ath, say—1 won't make an apology
for using the expression—scientifically it was pretey dark) was
that it was raken for granted that medical methods were all
abortifacient in type. We have to remember that po one knew
about the ovum. Then, and in more primitive tmes, as language
itself reveals wich irs talk of “seed”, the women's body was thoughe
of as being like the ground in which seed was planted. And thus
the perishing of the seed once planted would be judged by peeple

of those times to be the same sort of event as we would judge the
perishing of a fertilized ovum to be and hence the deliberate
bringing about of the one would be just like the deliberate bring-
ing about of the other. So that is the explanation of the curiosity
that historically medical contraception was equated with homicide—
it was equated with homicide because they thoughe it was thar
sort of thing, the sort of thing chat destroying a fertilized ovum is.
When Aristotle’s philosophy became domipant i the thir-
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teﬁt}th century a new (bue still erroneous; picture replaced that
ancient one: namely that the woman provided the mater, and the
man the formative principle of 2 new conception. This already
madf: that extended notion of “homicide” jook untenable—contra-
ception that would prevent the formation would obviously got be
destro}f_mg something that was alteady rhe beginaing of new human
life. With modern physiological knowledge contraception by medi-
cal methods could be clearly distinguished from early abortion,
though some contraceptive methods might be abortifacient.

On the other hand intercourse using contraception by mechapi-
cal merthods was fairly casy to assimilate to the “sin against navure”
as deﬁged by St Thomas. Looking at it like this is aided by the
following consideration: suppose that somebody's contraceptive
method were to adopt some clearty perverse mode of copulation,
one Wa“lﬂdn’r want to say he commirted two distinet sing, ome of
perversion and the other of contraception: there'd be just the one
evil df:ad, precisely because the perversity of the mode consists ju
the physical act being changed 50 as to be not the sort of act that
ges a child av all.

And so the theologians tried to extend the notion of the evil as
one of perversity —speaking, for example, of the “perverse use of
2 faculsy”~so as to cover all rypes of contraception including
medical ones which after all dont change the mere physical act
into one of the type: “sin against nature”,

For with contraception becoming common in this couny and
the Protestants approving it in the end, the Popes reiterated the
condemnation of ir. Ir was clear that the condemnation was of
deliberately contraceptive intercourse as a breach of chastity, as “a
shameﬁxl thing™. But the rationale offered by the thef;iogia;ls was
1ot satisfactory. The situation was intellectually extremely dis-
wessing. On the one hand, it would have been absurd, wouldn’t
? to approve douches, say, while forbidding condoms, On the
other hand, the extension of the notion of 1 perverse act, 2 deviant
act, seemed strained.

Purthermore, while one doest’t kave 1o be learned {nobody has
10 be learned) or able to give a convincing account of the reasons
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for a waching—for remember that the Church teaches with the
authority of a divine commission, and the Pope has a prophetical
office, not 2 chair of science or moral philosophy o thmlegy»—aél
the same the moral teaching of the Church, by her own claims, is
supposed fo be reasonable. Christian moxal teachings aren’t revealed
mysteries like the Trinity. The lack of clear accounts of the reason
in the weaching was disturbing to many people. Bspecially, I
believe, to many of the clergy whose job it was o give the
teaching to the people. . ’

Again, with effective contraceptive techniques and real physio-

logical knowledge available, 2 new question came 1o the fore. [
mmean that of the rational limitation of families, Because of ignorance,
people in former times who did not choose continence could
effect such limitation only by obviously vile and disrepuszble
methods. So 1o one envisaged a policy of seeking o have just 3
reasonable number of children (by any method other than conti-
nence over sufficient periods) as a policy compatible with chastiry.
Indeed the very notion “a reasonable number of children” could
hardly be formulated compatibly with thinking at once decently
and realistically. It had to be left to God what children one had.

With society becoming more and more contraceptive, é}f{ pres-
sure felt by Catholic married people became great. The reswiction
of intercourse to infertile periods “for grave reasons” was offered
t them as a recourse—at first in a rather gingerly way {as is
intelligible in view of the menzal background I have sketched) and
then with increasing recommendation of it. For in this methed the
act of copulation was not Iself adapied in any way so 25 (G reaéer
it infertile, and so the condemnation of acts of comtracepuve
intercourse as somehow perverse and so as grave breaches of
chastiry, did not apply to this. All other methods, Catholics were
very emyhatically taught, were “against the natural law™.

Now I'd better pause a bit about this expression “against the
patural law”. We should motice it as 2 curiosity that in popular
discussion there’s usually more mention of “natural law” in
connexion with the Catholic prohibition on contraception than
in conpexion with agy other matters, One even hears people mlk
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of “the argument from natural law”. It’s probable that theres a
very strong, association of words here: on the one hand through
the contrast, “artificial”/*natural” and on the other through the
terms “unnavural vice” or “sn against nature” which are labels for
a particular range of sins against chastity; that is those acts which
are wrong of their kind, which aren’t wrong just from the circum-
stznces that the persons aren’t married: they're not doing what
would be all right if they were married and had good motives—
they're doing something really different. That’s the range of sins
against chastity which got this label “sin against nature”.

In fact there's no greater connexion of “natural law” with the
probibition on contraception than with any other part of moralicy.
Any type of wrong action is “against the nataral law™: stealing is,
framing semeone is, oppressing people is. “Nartural law” is simply
a way of speaking about the whole of morality, used by Cathelic
thinkers because they believe the general precepts of moraliry are
laws promulgated by God our Creator in the enlightened hurnan
understanding when it is thinking in general terms about what are
good and what are bad actions. That is to say, the discoveries of
reflection and reasoning when we think straight about these
things are God’s legislation to us {whether we realize this or not).

In thinking about conduct we have 1o advert to laws of nature
in another sense. That is, to very general and very well-known
facts of nature, and also 1o ascertained scientific laws. For example,
the resources of the earth have to be worked on to supply our
needs and enhance our lives: this is 2 general and well-known fact
of nature. Hence there needs to be control over resources by
definite owners, be they tribes or states or cities or corporations or
clubs or individual people: and this is the institution of property.
Laws of nature i 2 scientific sense will affect the rules about
control that it is reasonable to have. The type of instailations we
need if electricity is to be made available, for example, and the
way they work, will be taken into zccount in framing the laws of
the country or ciry about control of this resource. The institution
of property has as its corollary the “law of nature” in the ethical
seise, the sense of a Jaw of morality, which forbids stealing, It
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useful, very useful, to get clear about all this; it should help us to
think and act justly and not 1o be too mad about preperty, too.
It was in these various ways that the Pope spoke of natural laws
in Humanae Vitae —the expression occurs in all these senses—and
the topic of natural law in the ethical sense has not any greater

relevance to contraception than to anything else. Im particular, itis

not because there is a namural law that something artificial is
condemned.

The substantive, hard waching of the Church which all Catho-
lics were given up to 1964 was clear enough: all artficial methods
of birth control were taught to be gravely wrong if, before, after,
or during intercourse you do something intended to turn that
intercourse into an infertile act if it would otherwise have been
fertile.

At thar time there had already been set up by Pope John in his
lifetime a commission to enquire into these things. The commis-
sion consisted of economists, doctors and other lay people as well
as theologians. Pope John, by the way, spoke of contraception just
as dammingly as his predecessor: it's a mere lie to suggest he
favoured it. Pope Paul removed the matter from the competency
of the Council and reserved to the Pope that new judgment on it
which the modern sitzation and the new discoveries—above 4,
of oral contraceptives—made necessary.

From 64 onwards there was an immense amount of propa-
ganda for the reversal of previous teaching. You will remember it.
Then, with the whole world baying at him to change, the Pope
acted as Peter. “Simon, Simon,” Our Lord said to Peter, “Satan has
wanted to have you all to sift like wheat, but I bave prayed for
thee that thy faith should not fail: thow, being converted, strengthen
thy brethren.” Thas Paul confirmed the only doctrine which had
ever appeared as the teaching of the Church vn these things; and
in so doing ncurred the execration of the world,

But Athenagoras, the Ecumenical Pawriarch, who has the pri-
macy of the Orthodox Church, immediately spoke up and con-
firmed that this was Christian teaching, the only possible Christian

teaching,
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Amo_ng those whe heped for a change, there was an instant
reaction thas: the Pope’s teaching was false, and was not zuthorita-
tive becanse it lacked the formal character of an infallible document
Now as to that, the Pope was pretty solemnly confirming the on.ly;
and constant teaching of the Church. The fact that an encyclical &
not an infallible kind of document only shews that one argument
for the truth of its waching is lacking, Ir does not shew thar the
substantive hard message of this encyclical may perhaps be wrong -
20y more than the fact that memory of telephone nnmbers isnr
the sort of thing that vou cam? be wrong about shews that you
don’t actually know your own telephone number,

At this point one may hear the enguiry: “But isn't there room
for development? Hasn't the situation changed?” And the answer
10 that is “Yes—there had to be development and there was.™
That, no deubt, was why Pope John thought 2 commission ncce;~
sary and why it took the Pope four years to formulate the teachin
We have 1o remember that, as Newrman says, developments “whxcgﬁ
do but contradice and reverse the course of doctrine which has
beeﬁ‘dewleped before them, and out of which they spring, are
certainly corrupt.” No other development would have been 2 true
one. But certainly the final condemnation of oral contraceptives is
development—and so are some other points in the encydical,

Development was necessary, partly because of the new physio-
log:c;l knowledge and the oral contraceptives and partly because
ot social changes, especially concerning womer. The new knowl-
¢dge, indeed, does give the best argument I know of that can be
dcmScc_l for allowing that contraceptives are after all permissible
according to traditional Christian morals, The argument would
rug like this: There is not muck ancient tradition condernni
contraception as a distinet sin. The condemnations which you can
find vfr‘om earliest times were alnpst all of early abortion {called
hgmmdt:} or of unnatural vice, But contraception, if it is an evil
thing to do, is distinct from these, and so the question is really
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open. The authority of the teaching against it, so it is argued, is
really only the authority of some recent papal encyclicals and of
the pastoral practice in modern times.

Well, this argument has force only to prove the need for
development, 2 need which was really there. It doesn’t prove that
it was open to the Pope to teach the permissibility of contracep-
tive intercourse. For how could he depart from che tradition
forbidding vnmatural vice on the one hand, and deliberate abortdon,
however early, on the other? On the other hand tw say: “It'san
evil practice if you do these things; but you may, without evil,
practise such forms of contraception as are neither of them”
—wouldn't that have been ridiculous? For example, “You shouldn’t
use withdrawal or a condom, or again an interuterine device. For
the former involve vou in acts of unnatural vice, and the latter 13
abortifacient in its manner of working. But you may after all use a
douche or a cap or a stenlizing pill.” This would have been absurd
weaching; nor have the innovators ever proposed it.

We have seen that the theological defence of the Church’s
teaching in modern times did not assimilate contraception to
abortion but characterized it as a sort of perversion of the order of
nature. The arguments about this were rather uneasy, because it is
not in general wrong to interfere with natural processes. So long,
however, as contraception tock the form of monkeying around
with the organs of intercourse or the act itself, there was some
plausibility about the position because it really amounted to
assimilating contraceptive intercourse to acts of unnatural vice (as
some of them were), and so it was thought of.

But this plausibilicy diminished with the invention of more and
mare sophisticated female contraceptives; it vanished away entirely
with the invention of the contraceptive pill. For it was obvious
that if 2 woman just happened to be in the physical state which
such a contraceptive brings her into by art no theologian would
have thought the fact, or the knowledge of it, or the use of the
knowledge of it, straightaway made intercourse bad. Or, again, if
a woman took an anovulant pill for a while to check dysmenor-
rhea no one would have thought this prohibited intercourse. So,
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clearly, it was the contraceptive intention that was bad, if contra-
ceptive intercourse was: it is not that the sexual act in these
circumstances is physically distorted. This had to be thought out,
ard it was thought out in the encyclical Humanse Vitae,

Here, however, people still feel intensely confused, because the
intention where oral contraceptives are taken seems to be just the
samme as when intercourse is deliberately restricted to infertile
periods. [n cne way this is true, and its truth is acruaily pointed
out by Humange Vitae, in a passage I will quote in 2 moment. But
in another way it’s not true.

The reason why people are confused about intention, and why
they sometimes think there is no difference between contraceptive
intercourse and the use of infertile times to avoid conception, is
this: They don’t notice the difference between “intention” when it
means the intentionalness of the thing you're doing— that you're
doing his on purpose—and when it means a further or accompanying
intention with which you do the thing. For example, I make a
wble: that's an intentional action because [ am doing just that on
purpose. | have the further intention of, say, earning my living,
doing my job by making the table. Contraceptive intercourse and
ntercourse using infertile omes may be alike in respect of further
intention, and these further intentions may be good, justified,
excellent. This the Pope has noted. He sketched such a siruation
and said: “It cannot be denied that in both cases the married
couple, for acceptable reasons,” (for that’s how he imagined the
case) “are perfectly clear in their intention to avoid children and
mean to secure that none will be born.” This is a comment on the
rwo things: contraceptive intercourse on the one hand and inter-
course using infertile times on the other, for the sake of the
limitation of the family.

But contraceptive intercourse is faulted, not on account of this
further intention, buat becausc of the kind of intentional action
you are doing. The action is not left by vou as the kind of act by
which life is transmitted, but is purposely rendered infertile, and
so changed to another sort of act altogether.

In considering an action, we need always to judge several
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things about ourselves. First: is the sort of act we contemplate
doing something that it’s 2ll right 1o do? Second: are our further
ar surrounding intendons all right? Third: is the spiric in which
we do it all right? Contraceptive intercourse fails on the frst
count; and 1o intend such an sct is not to intend a marriage act at

all, whether or not we're married. An act of ordinary intercourse

in martiage at 2n infertle time, though, is a perfectly ordinary act
of martied intercourse, and it will be bad, if it is bad, only on the
second or third counts.

it may help vou to see that the intentional act itself counts, as
well as the further or accompanying intentions, if you think of an
obvious example like forging a cheque to steal from somebody in
order to get funds for a good purpose. The intentional action,
presenting a cheque we've forged, is on the face of it 2 dishonest
action, not to be vindicated by the good further intention.

If contraceptive intercourse is perrissible, then what objectdon
could there be after all to mutual masturbation, or copulation iz
vase indebito, sodomy, buggery? when normal copulation is
impossible or inadvisable {or in any case, according to faste)? It
can’t be the mere pattern of bodily behaviour in which the stimula-
tion is procured that makes all the differencel Bus if such things are
all right, it becomes perfectly impossible to see anything wrong

with homosexual intercourse, for example. I am not saying: if you -

think contraception all right you will do these other things; not at
all. The habit of respeciability persists and old prejudices die hard.
But | am saying: you will have no solid reason sgainst these
things. You will have no answez to someone who proclaims as
smany do that they are good too. You cannot peint to the known
fact thar Christianity drew people out of the pagan world, abways
saying no to these things, Because, if you are defending contracep-
tion, vou will have rejected Christan tradition.

People quite alicnated from this tradition are likely to see that
my argument holds: that if contraceptive ntercousse is all right

21 should perhaps remark that T am using a legal term here--not indulg-
ing 111 bad langeage.
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then so are all forms of sexual activity. To them that is no argu-
ment against contraception; to their minds anything is permitted,
50 long as that’s what people want to do. Well, Catholics, 1 think,
are likely to know, or feel, that these other things are bad. Only,
in the confusion of our time, they may fail to see that contracep-
tive intercourse, though much less of o deviation, and though it
may not at all involve physical deviant acts, yet does fall under the
same condemnation. For in contraceptive intercourse you intend
to perform a sexial act which, it it has a chance of being fertile,
you render infertle. Que your mtentional action, then, what you
do is something intrinsically unapt for generation and, that is why
it does fall under that condemmnation, There’s all the world of
difference between this and the use of the “rhythm” method. For
you use the rhythm method not just by having intercourse now,
but by not having it next week, say; and not having it next week
isn't something that does something to today’s intercourse to turn
it into an infertile act; today's intercourse is an ordinary act of
intercourse, an ordinary marrage act. It's only if, in getting
married, you proposed (like the Manichacans) w confine inter-
course to infertile periods, that you'd be falsifying marriage and
eutering a mere concubinage. Or if for mere love of ease and
hatred of burdens you determined by this means never to have
another child, you would then be dishonouring vour marriage.

We may be helped to see the distinction by thinking about the
difference berween sabotage and working-to-rule. Suppose 2 case
where either course will have some typical aim of “Industrial
action” in view. Whether the 2im is justified: that is the first
question. But, given that it is justified, it’s not all one how it is
pursued.

¥ a2 man is working to rule, that docs no doubt make 4
difference to the customary actions he performs in carrying out
the work he does. It makes them also into actions in pursuit of
such-and-such a policy. This is 2 matter of “further intention with
which” he does what he does; admmreedly i1t reflects back on his
action in the way 1 have stated. That is to sav: we judge thar any
end or policy gives a new characterization of the means or of the
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detailed things dowe in executing it. All the same he is still, say,
driving this velicle to this place, which is part of his job.

If, however, he tries to sabotage his actions—he Jouses up a
machine he is purporting to work, for example—that means that
gua intentional achon here and now his performance in “operaang”
the machine is nof a doing of this part of his job. This holds quite
without our having 1o point to the further intention (of industrial
warfare) as reflecting back on his action. {And, N.B. it holds
whether or not such sabotage is justified.}

Thus the distinction we make to shew that the “thythm method”
may be justified though contraceptive intercourse is not, 1s a
distincrion needed in other contexts too.

The anger of the propagandists for contraception is indeed a
proof that the limitation of conception by the “rhythm” method is
hateful to their spirit. It's derided for not working. But it does
work for many. And there were exclamations against the Pope for
pressing medical experss to find out more, so that there could be
certainty here. The anger I think speaks to an obscure recognition
of the difference between ordinary intercourse with abstention at
fertile times when you are justified in seeking not to conceive at
present, and the practice of contraceptive Intercourse. .

Biologically speaking, sexual intercourse is the xeprm%umve
act just as the organs are named generative organs from their réle.
Humanly speaking, the good and the point of a sexual act is:
marriage. Sexual acts that are not true marriage acts either are
mere lasciviousness, or an Frsatz, an attempt to achieve that
special unitedness which ouly a real commitment, marriage, can
promise. For we don't invent marriage, 25 we may wmnvent the
terms of an association or club, any more than we invent human
language. It is part of the creation of humanity and if we're lucky
we find it available to us and can enter into ir. I we are very
unlucky we may live in a society that has wrecked or deformed
this human thing. .

This—that the good and the point of a sexual act is marriage—1s
why only what is capable of being a marriage act is natural sex.
It’s this that makes the division between straightforward fornica-
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tion or adultery and the wickedness of the sins against nature and
of contraceptive intercourse, Hence contraceptive intercourse within
marriage is a graver offence against chastity than is straightfor-
ward fornication or adultery. For it is not even 2 proper act of
ntercourse, and therefore is not a true marriage act, To marry is
not (o enter into 2 pact of mumal complicity in no matter what
sexual activity upon one another’s bodies. (Why on earth should 2
ceremony like that of a wedding be needed or relevant if thats
whats in question?) Marriage 1s 2 mutual commitment in which
cach side ceases to be zutonomous, n various ways and also
sexually: the sexual liberty in agreement together is great; here, so
long as they are not immoderate so as to become the slaves of
sensuakity, nothing is shameful, # the complete acts—the ones
involving ejaculation of the man’s seed —that they engage in, are
triie and real marriage acts.

v

That is how a Christian will understand his duty in relation to this
small, but very important, part of married life. [t% so important in
marriage, and quite generally, simply because there just is no such
thing as a casual, non-significant, sexual act. This in nun arises
from the fact that sex concerns the transmission of human life.
{Hence the picture that some have formed and even welcomed, of
intercourse now, In this contraceptive day, losing its deep signifi-
cance: becoming no more than a sort of extreme kiss, which it
might be rather rude to refuse. But they forget, 1 think, the
rewardless trouble of spirit associated with the sort of sexual
activity which from its type is guaranteed stexile: the solitary or
again the homosexual sort.}

There is no such thing as a casual, non-significant sexual act;
everyone knows this. Contrast sex with cating—you're strolling
along a lane, you see a mushroom on 2 bank as you pass by, you
know about mushrooms, you pick it and vou eat it quite casually—
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sex is never like that. Thar’s why virtue in connection with eating
is basically 2 matter only of the patiern of one's eating habits. Bur
virtue in sex—chastity —is not only a matter of such a pattern, that
is of its réle in a pair of lives. A single sexual action can be bad
even without regard to its contex, its further intentions and irs
motives,

Those whe try to make room for sex as mere casual enjoyment
pay the penalty: they become shallow. At any rave the talk that
reflects and commends this attitude is always shallow. They
dishonour their own bodies; holding cheap what is narurally
connected with the origination of human life. There is an oppo-
site extrente, which perhaps we shall see in our day: making sex a
religious mystery. This Christians do not do. Despite some rather
solemn nonsense that’s talked this is obvious. We wouldn™, for
example, make the sexual organs objects of a cultic veneration; or
perform sexual acts as part of religious rituals; or prepare ourselves
for sexual intercoturse as for a sacrament.

As often holds, there is here a Christian mesn between two
possible extremes. It is: never w change sexual actions so they are
deprived of that character which makes sex so profoundly signifi-
cant, so deep-going in human life. Hence we would not think of
contraceptive intercourse as an exercise of responsibility in regard
to sex! Responsibility involves keeping our sexual acts as that kind
of act, and recognizing that they are that kind of act by engaging
in them with good-hearted wisdom about the getting of children.
This is the standard of chastity for 2 married Christian. But it
should not be thought that it is against wisdom for poor people
willingly to have many children. That is “the wisdom of the flesh,

and it is death™ {theré’s 2 lot of this death around at presen:).
Sexual acts are not sacced actions. But the perception of the
dishonour done to the body in treating thern as the casual satisfac-
tion of desire is certainly a mystical perception. I don't mean, in
calling it a mystical perception, that it's out of the ordinary. It’s as
ordmary as the feeling for the respect due to 2 man’s dead body:

Rom. 56,
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the knowledge that 2 dead body isit something to be put out for
the collectors of refuse to pick up. This, too, is mystical; though
1¢'s 23 common as humanity. ,
I'm making this point becanse I want to draw a contrast between
two different types of virtue. Some virtues, like honesty zbout
property, and sobriety, are fundamentally utilitarian in character.
The very point of them is just the obvious material well-ordering
of human life that is promoted if people have these virtues. Some,
though indeed profitable, are supra-utilitarian and hence mystical.
You can argne truly enough, for example, that general respect for
the prohibition or murder makes life more commodions. If people
ceally respect the prohibition against muwder life is pleasanter for
all of us—but this argument is exceedingly comic. Because utility
presupposes the life of those who are to be convenienced, and
everybody perceives quite clearly that the wrong doze in murder
is done first and foremost to the victim, whose 1% is not incon-
venienced, it just isn't there any more. He isn't there to complain;
50 the utilitarian argument has to be on behalf of the rest of us,
Therefore, though true, itis highly comic and is not the foundation:
the objection to rourder is supra-usilitarian.
~ And so is the value of chastity. Not that this virtue ise’t usefial:
i’s highly useful. T Christian standards of chastity were widely
observed the world would be enormously much happier. Qur
world, for example, is littered with deserted wives—partly through
that fantastic con that went on for such a long time zbout how it
was part of liberation for women to have dead easy divorce:
amazing - these wives oftens struggling to bring up young chil-
dren or abandoned to loneliness in middle age. And how many
wiseties and hang-ups are associated with Joss of innocence in
youth! What miserable messes people keep on making, to their
own and others’ grief, by dishonourable sexual relationships! The
Devil has scored a great propaganda victory: everywhere it’s
suggested that the troubles connected with sex are all to do with
frustration, with abstinence, with sociery’s cruel and conventional
disapproval. As if, if we could only do away with these things, it
would be a happy and life-enhancing ramp for everyone; and as if
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all who were chaste were uchappy, not only unhappy but hard-
hearted and censorious and nasty. It fitted the temper of the umes
{this is a rather comic episode} when psychiatrists were asked to
diagnose the unidentified Boston Strangler, they suggested he was
a sex-starved individual. Ladicrous ervor! The idea lacks any
foundation, that the people who are bent upon and who gera lot
of sexual enjoyment are more gentle, mereiful and kind than those
who live in voluntary confinence,

The trouble about the Christian standard of chastity is that it
isn’t and never has been generally lived by; not that it would be
profitless if 1t were. Quite the contrary: it would be colossally
productive of carthly happiness. Al the same it is a virtue, not like
temperance m eating and drinking, not liks honesty sbout property,
for these have a purely utlitarian justification. But it, like the
respect for life, is a supra-utilicarian valve, connected with the
substance of life, and this is what comes out in the perception that
the Life of lust is one in which we dishonour our bodies. Implicitly,
lasciviousness is over and over again treated as hateful, even by
those whe would dislike such an explicit judgment on it. Just
listen, witness the scurrility when it’s hinted at; disgust when. it’s
portrayed as the stuff of life; shame when it's exposed, the leer of
complicity when it’s approved. You don't ger these attitades with
evervbody all of the time; but you do get them with everybody.
{I's much too hard work to keep up the fagade of the Playboy
philosophy, according to which all this is just an unfortunate
mistzke, to be replaced by healthy-minded wholehearted praise of
sexual fun.}

And here we're in the region of that constant Christian teaching,
which we've noticed, that intercourse “merely for the sake of
pleasure” is wrong.

This can mislead and perturh. For when is intercourse purely
for the sake of pleasure? Some have thought this wost mean: when
it's not for the sake of getting a child. And so, I believe, T have
been told, some Catholic women have actually feared the pleasure
of orgasm and thought it wrong, or thought it wrong to look for
it or allow oneself to respond to feelings of physical desire. But
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this is unreasonable and ungrateful to God. Copulation, like eating,
is of itself a good kind of action: it preserves human existence. An
individual act of eating or copulation, then, can be bad enly
because something about it or the circumstances of it make it bad.
And all the pleasure specific to it will be just as good as it is.

A severe morality holds that intercourse (and may hold this of
eating, too) has something wrong about it if it is ever done except
explicitly as being reguired for that preservation of human life
which is what makes mwercourse a good kind of action. But this
involves thoroughly faulty moral psychology. God gave us our
physical appetite, and 1ts arousal without our calculation is part of
the working of our sort of life. Given moderation and right
circumstances, acts prompted by inclination can be taken m a
general way to accomphsh what makes them good in kind and
there’s no need for them to be individuaily necessary or useful for
the end that makes them good kinds of action. Intercourse is 2
nermal part of married life through the whole life of the partners
in 4 marriage and is normally engaged in without any disdnet
purpose other than to have it, just as such a part of married life.

Such acts will usually take place only when desire prompts,
and desire is for intercourse as pleasurable; the pleasure, as Aris-
totle says, perfects the act. But that does not mean that it is done
“purely for pleasure”. For what that expression means is that
sensuality is in command: but that one has intercourse when
desire prompts and the desire is for pleasure, does not prove, does
not mean, that sensuality is in command. One may righdy and
reasorably be willing to respond to the promptings of desire.
When that 1s so, the act 15 governed by a reasonable mind, even
though ne considering or reasoning is going on. The fact that one
is thus having intercourse when, as one knows, there’s nothing
against it, makes it 2 good and a chaste marmriage act and a
rendering of the marriage debt.

There is indeed such a thing in mardage as intercourse “purely
for pleasure™; this is what the Christian tradition did condemn,
Marks of it could be: immoderate pursuit of, or preoccupation
with sexual pleasure; succnmbing to desire against wisdom; insisting
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against serfous reluctance of one’s partmer. In all these cases but the
last boih parties may of course be consenting. For human beings
often tend to be disorderly and extreme in their sensnality, A
simple test of whether one is so is this: could one do without for a
few weeks or months in case of need? For anyone may be faced
with a situation in which he ought to do without; and he should
watch that he does not get into a state in which it Is impossible for
him. Bor we ought to remember also, what isn't abways remembered,
thar insensibility and unjustified abstention is also a sin against
moderation, and is a defrauding of one’s parter.

Well now, people raise the cry of “legalism”™ {one of the regular
accusations of the present day; against this idea which I have taken
from the old theologians of “rendering what is owing”, the giving
the other person this part of married life, which is owing. It
embodies the one notion, I would say, that is honest, cruthful and
quite general. People would rather spezk of the expression of
mutual love. But what do they mean by “love™ Do they mean
“being in love"? Do they mean a natural conjugal affection? Eicher
of these may be lacking or onesided. If a kind of love cannot be
commanded, we can’t build our moral theology of marriage on
the presumption that it will be present. Its absence is sad, bur s
sadness exsts; it is very cormmon. We should avoid, I chink, using
the indicative mood for what is really 2 commandment like the
Scout Law (“A Boy Scout is kind to animals®—it means 2 Boy
Scout ought to be kind to animals). For if we hear: “a Christian
couple grow in grace and love together” doesn't the question arise
“supposing they dom’t?” It clears the air to substitute the bite of
what Is clearly a precept for the sweetness of a rosy picture, The
command o a Christian couple is: “Grow in grace and love
together,” But a joint command can only be jomtly obeyed.
Suppose it isn’'t? Well, there remains the separate precept to each
and in an irremediably unhappy marriage, one ought sull to love
the other, though not perhaps feeling the atfection that cannot be
commanded. Thus the notion of the “marriage debt™ is a very
necessary one, and it alone is realistic: because it makes no assump-

tion as to the state of the affections.
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~ Looking at the rightess of the marziage act like this will help
in another way. It will prevent us from assuming thai the pleasane
affection which exists between 3 happy and congeniai pair is the
folfilment of the precept of love. (It may after all only be a
complacent hiving off together in a narrow love.} We ought
absolutely not to give out 2 teaching which i flattering to the
lucky, and‘ irelevant to the unhappy. Looked at carefully, too
such teaching is altogether too rigorist in a new dizection. Peoplet
who are not quite happily married, not tucky in their married life
but nevertheless have a Toyalty to the bond, are not, therefore,
’zzozﬁl& to abstain from intercourse. ’ ’
Lhe meaning of this teaching “not purely for pleasure” shou)
I'think, have a great appeal for the Catholic thmki;g of today thi
is greatly concerned for the laity. We want to stress nowadays, that
the one waation that is spoken of in the New Testament i the
calling of a Christian. All are called with the same calling. The fife
of monks and nuns and of celibate priesthood is a higher kind of
hife tii}i}ﬂ that of the married, not because there are rwo grades of
Christian, but because their form of fife is one in which one has a
greater chance of living according to trurh and the laws of goodness;
by their profession, those who take the vows of religion have et
out to p‘le:}se God alone. But we lay people are not Jess called to
the Christian life, in which the critical question is: “Where does
the compass-needle of your mind and will pomt?”™ This is tested
above all by our reactions when it costs or threatens to cost
sormething to be a Christian. One should be glad if it does, rather
ia;ﬂ cediipiamf{ Ilf we will r;x:;t let it ¢ost anything; if we succumb
eat of “losing our life”, then our religion is indistinpish-
e oo Woﬂd%jn o eligion is indistinguish
_ This is very far-reaching. But in the matter in hand, it means
that we have got not to be the servants of our sensuality but to
bnng it into subjection. Thus, those who marry have, as we have
the right to do, chosen 2 fife in which, as St Paul drily says, “the
husband aims to please his wife rather than the Lord, and the wifs
her husband, rather than the Lord”—bur although we have cho-

sen a life to please ourselves and one another, stll we know we are
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called wich that special calling, and are bound not to be conformed
to the world, friendship to which is enmity to God.

And so also we ought 1 help one another and have co-operative
pools of help: help people who are stuck in family difficulties; and
have practical resources in our parishes for one another’s needs
when we get into difficult patches, »

The teaching which L have rehearsed is indeed against the grain
of the world, against the current of our time. Bur that, after all, is
what the Church as teacher is for. The truths that are acceprable to
a time—as, that we owe it as a debt of justice to provide out of our
superfluity for the destitute and the starving—these will be
prociaimed not only by the Church: the Church teaches abse
those triths that are hateful 1o the spiric of an age.
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HUMANAE VITAE AND
THE PRINCIPLE OF TOTALITY

by
Ralph McInerny

The most controversial line of Humanage Vitae states that “each
conjugal act {must] remain ordained in itself {per se destinatus] to
3 the procreating of human life” (Humanae Vitee 11; my emphasis). If
the word “cach” did not appear in this phrase, the document
f would be rendered relatively innocuous, Many accept the connec-
tion berween sexual intercourse and procreation but fail w see
why each act of sexual intercourse must remain ordained to
procreation. Constructing an argument based on the “principle of
totalicy”, some theologians maintain that if the totality of one’s
marriage is open to children, cach act peed not be; they argue that
it is morally permissible to sacrifice the good of a part far the good
of the whole, This was one of the arguments advanced by the
majority on the special commission that advised Pope Paul VI thar
the Church’s condemnation of contraception could be changed; it
was the only argument for contraception directly addressed in
Humanae Vitae,

Raiph Mclnerny, one of the foremost Themists of our age,
defends the encyclical in its claim that the principle of totality
canmot be properly applied 1o justfy the use of contraception. He
invokes the fundamental moral principal that one may never do
evil so that good might come from it and proceeds to explain the
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proper mode of analyzing moral behavior that looks tw the
faithfulness of eich of one’s acts to the good.

This essay, originally entitled “Humanas Vitae and the Judg@cnt I3
of Conscience”, appeared in Humanae Vitae: 20 Anni Dopo {Milan: |
Edizioni Ares, 1088), 109-209. HIUMANAE VITAE AND

THE PRINCIPLE OF TOTALITY

by
Ralph Mclnemny

Men of our time, we think, are especially able to under-
stand that this teaching is in accord with human reason (HV,
no. 1z}

Pope Paul VI's prediction in Humanae vitse that his contemporaries
were particularly well disposed to see that the inseparability of the
unitive and procreative meanings of the conjugal act precludes
contraception has not in the short term been borne out, at least if
one is guided by the amplified voices of dissenters. It is ironic
that 2 general confidence in people of cur day shonld have had
50 fragile a basis among some of the faithful themselves, even
those to whom the Church has entrusted the teaching of moral
theology. It was precisely to this inseparable connection between
the umtive and procreative meanings of the conjugal act that
Cardinal Ratzinger appealed in the Instruction on Respect for Human
Life in Its Origins and on the Dignity of Procreation. Many have
noted the symmetry between Humanae vitae and the Instruction on
Respect Jor Life. Tt is the same principle that forbids separating the
unitive from the procreative meanings in contraceptive sex and
the separating of the procreative from the unitive in homologous
artificial fertilization.

In this paper, after reflecting on that principle, I want to
consider the objection to it based on the so-called “principle of
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totality”, a symmetrical form of which has surfaced i reaction 1o
the Instruction on Respect for Life.

I. UNITIVE AND PROCREATIVE MEANINGS

The sccond part of Humanae vitge running fromn. 7 through 18 1
called in one English translation Doctrinal Principles. The ?’i@i}*
Father urges a proper understanding of the nature of the conjugal
act, on the one hand, and of responsible parenthood, on the other,
since these have been appealed to on behalf of behavier traditionally

regarded as immoral.

Quecirca per mutuam sul By means ?f the Yreci'procal
donationem, quae ipsorum propria personal gift which is proper
est et exclusoria, conloges and exclusive o them, husband
{lam persequuntus personarum  and wife _te:nd toward that
commuaionem, qua s¢ invicem  ¢ommunion of their beings
perficiant, ut ad novorum whereby they help each other
viventium procreaionem et toward personal perfection in
educationem curs Deo operam  order to collaborate with God
sociant (HV, no. 8}. in the begetting anf:l rearing of
new lives (Calegari trans.}.!

This understanding of the marriage act is taken 10 be that
which all men should have on the basis of natural reason., Paul VI
then zdded that for baptized persons marxiage takes on the dignity
of 2 sacramental sign of grace and represents the union of Christ
and the Church.

The characteristics and demands of spousal love that the encyc-
lical then develops are four. It is human, that i, a love both

*1 am using the English wandavion of Humdnge vime made by Marc
Calegari, 3., and published by Ignatius Press, San Francisco, 1978. Somedimes
the stightest of variztions have been made butmore for stylistic than docminal
remsoms. Of course no rranslation serisfies, which is why I put the original and
the English side by side.
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sexsible and spiritaal. As a human act, spousal love is an act of
deliberative will bearing on the use of our bodies in such 2 way as
to promoie an enduring union between man and wife and thelr
mutual artainment of human perfection. It is a total and mutual
giving of self, faithful and exclusive until death, which by its very
nature is fruitful, ordered to bring new lives into existence.

Clearly this is 3 description of this haman act as it ought to be,
“but these demands are exigencies of the act itself; it is 2 moral ideal
that can and should be realized; that is, it is the measure of each
instance of such activiry. The doctrine of the encyclical is some-
times described as an “ideal” that should be acknowledged, but
apparently not 2s one that can and should be realized. This kind of
acceptance of Humanae vitae as the expression of an unrealizable
ideal that should nonetheless gain our assent, is of course a rejec-
rion of and dissent from it, to characterize practical advice as in
effect impractical is a somewhat Pickwickian way to praise it let
alone accept it :

Paul VI’s remarks about responsible parenthood continue to
develop a moral ideal on the basis of the nature of spousal love as
human action. “Quoniam humanz ratio i facultate vime pro-
creandae biologicas deprehendit leges, quae ad humanam personam
pertinent: the intellect discovers in the power of giving life biologi-
cal laws that are part of the human person” {no. 10}. The reference
here is to the Summa thevlogiae, lallae, q. 94, a. 2, where practical
reason’s judgments concerning the pursuit of the goods which are
the object of natural inclinations are called the first principles of
natural law. The biological laws are not themselves precepts of
natural law, ncedless to say. Practical reason directs acts of deliber-
ate will which bear on the ends of natural inclinations.

Porro ea, de qua loquimur, Responsible patenthood also and
conscia paternitas praecipue above all implies a more

aliam earkyue intimam secum fert profound relationship to the
mationern, pertinentem ad ordinem  objective moral order
moralers, quem obiectivam vocant, established by God, and of

a Deoque statutons, cuinsrecta which a right conscience is the
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conscientia est vera meerpres.  faithful interpreter. The
Quapropter paternitatis consciae responsible exercise of

munus id postulat, ut coniuges  parenthood implies, therefore,
sua officia erga Deum, erga that spouses recognize fully
seipsas, erga familiam, erga their duties toward God, oward
humanam societatern agnoscant, themselves, toward the family
rerum bonorumque ordine recte and society, in a correct
servato (HV, 5o, 10 in fine}. hierarchy of values.

It is against this background that Paul VI says that the Church
1s calling men back to the observance of the norms of natural law
when she says that each and every conjugal act must remain open
to the rransmission of life (HV, no, 11).

Humanly to engage in sexual activity Is to respect the end and
purpose of the activity engaged in and to relate it to the total good
of the person, the marriage, the family, society, God. The comnju-
gal act, sexual activity as engaged in by responsible human agents,
both urites the partners and enables them to generate new life.

By safeguarding both these
essentialis Tatio, ugiats essential aspects, the umitive
videlicet et procreationis, and the procreative, the
Servatu, Usus matrimonid senswin conjugal act preserves in is
mutui verique amoris suumgue  fullness the sense of mutua)
ordinem ad celsissimum love and its orientation to
paternifatis munus ommnino man’s most high vocation to
retinet, ad quod homao vocatur  parenthood.

{HV, no. 12).

Quodsi utrague elusmodi

1t is the profoundly rcasonable and human chasacter of this
principle that, to refurn to my beginning, caused the Holy Father
to think that men nowadays were particularly capable of confirming
it. Why? Because of our readiness to see that for one spouse o
force the conjugal act on the other without regard to particolar
circumstances and desires is no act of love and is in fact “a denial of

the right moral order in the relations between spouses”. A forced
act of mutual giving rmeant to enhance personal union as well a5 .
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oansmit life is a contradiction of the act, not an instance of ir. The

Pope’s assurnption that this would b .
s i zﬂad}l SR é
_overly optimistic. So he goes on. v pes not seem

Pariter, si rem considerene, BY parity of reasoning, one who
ﬁteagmr oportet, actum amoris reflects carefully must alio
mtui, qui facultats vigam recognize that an act of muytual
propsganql detrimento sit, quam love that prejudices the

Deus omnium Creator secundum  capacity to teansmit life thar
;Jacuhar_t:s leges in ea God the Crearor, according to
EJS*:\%}?SH, refragari tum divino  particular laws, inserted
CGﬂ.Sﬂl(?, 2d ctrius normam therein is in cr};ltradictian
contugium constitusum est, tun with the design constitytive
volmtzftt primae vitae humanae of marriage and with the wil]
Auctoris (HV, no. 13). of the Auther of life.

What is the argument? The unitive and
of the coa}&ga.l act are inseparable from it. A forced conjugal act
dw‘mfys the onitive meaning, contraception destroys the procreative
meaning. Neither is an appropriate instance of the act: both are
negations of the nature of the act. That is what Pop; Paul VI
thought men of oy day are particularly ready to aceept, |

procreative meanings

iI. THE FRINCIPLE OF TOTALITY

When at the outset of Humanse vitae Paul VI lists some of the

teasons why it was thoughe necessary to take a new look at the

traditional Church teachig i
: £ on marriage, reasons he stat i
fairness and sympathy, one 1 o

: he identifies one putative basis & -
sideration as based on the principle of totziizy. P
An Practerea, principio
otalitatis, quod appeliant, in
bac‘ze adhibito, non ficeat
arbitrari consilivem fecundizazis

Or else, by extendmg to this
field the application of the so
called ‘principle of

tozality’, could one not admit
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minus uberds, sed magis rationi  that the intention or a less
consentaneae, posse actun, abundant but more rationally
physice sterilitatem afferentem, controlled fer;ﬂt‘ry -zzansfbrms
in licitam providamque gignendae a matens%ly gzsnhzu:ag N
prolis moderationem vertere. An  intervention meo gmsm%ﬂe
videlicet fas non sit opinarl and wise control ot.‘tm’rths?
finem procreandae prolis potius  Could one not admit, in other
ad totam coniugum vitam, quam ad words, chat the procreative
singulos quosque eiug actus finaliry pertaias to conjugal
pertinere (HV, no. 1. life taken as a whole, rather
than to its single acts?

Not only does the encyclical cite this argument, it responds to
i+ Nonetheless, dissenters sometimes invoked it as if the Pope }?sd
overlooked it.2 Tt underscores the symmeny of Humanae vitae
and the Instraction on Respect for Life, that the principle of totality
should be invoked in dissenting from the Jater to suggest that 2
couple’s having recourse to homologous artificial fertilization can be
justified if artention is paid to the whole story of their life together.

“There is, | would say, good reason to consider contraception,
IVF and ATH as capable of enhancing the natural course of &
imarital life in the same way that a caesarean section axld bottle-
feeding with special supplements do. There czn be artifice and
wecknology that enhance nature. But that needs to be evaluated
within the full continuity and integrity of a couples sexual life.

2Thus my colleague James T. Burichaell, C.8.C., writing in the N&zwmj
Catholic Reporter on May 8, 1987 un the occasion of the appearance of Rgf;at;»
for Life, abaut to inveke the principle of wmlity against the reaching of dc
imstraction, recalls bis dissent from Humanae vitee on the same grourc.
“According to the ethical model followred by Humanat vitas, one must assign
monal value 1o method of coirus, rather than che full sequence and story of love
and childbearing throughout the course of a marriage. The pope parts mm%
pany with bis advisory commission, which reported, “The morality of se;;la
scts berween martied people takes ies meaning first of all and S_peeiﬁcaﬁ}" m
the ordering of theix actions I 2 froitfd married life, that s, one Wth]];l is
practiced with responsible, gencrous and prudent parea:;th{sod. ii j,i?es £ot then
depend on the direct fevundiry of each and every particular act’” {p. 21)
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The moral worth of technical Intervention wonld derive from
whether the union itself was generous between the spouses and
toward ofspring”.3

Professor Oliver O'Donovan of Oxford objected that in
Humanae vitae, “Chastity in marriage was analyzed into 2 series of
particular acts of sexual union, a proceeding which carried with it
an unwitting but unmistakable hint of the pornographic™. Since
Burtchaell cites O'Donovan at some lengtly, it can be assumed that
what the Oxonian has to say of Humanae vitae as well as of the
Instruction on Respect for Life is considered a high example of the
defense of the principle of totality.

“A married couple do not kaow each other in isolated moments
or one-night stands, Thelr moments of sexual vnion are points of
focus for a physical relationship which must properly be predi-
cated of the whole extent of their life together. Thus, the virtue of
chastity as openness to procreation cannot be accounted for in
terms of a repeated sequence of chaste acts, each of which is open
to procreation. The chastity of a couple is more than the chastdry
of their acts, though it is not Irrespective of it ejther™#

*Tbid. With respect 0 the InsTuction’s arguing that {in Father Bartchaell's
parapirase) “sexual union i damaged when It involves a generative sct thar
does not involye the maritl embrace®, Pather Burtchaell writes, “Here, 1
suspect, some good principles might be geuing a careless apphication. The
generative act s being viewed as ap isolated event, separate from che sequence
of sexmal union that the married couple have enacted all along. And we aze not
given 4 principle adequate tr discern when technology i assisting and when it
is inrruding” {p. 21). With regard to that last specific point, sitrce the techuol-
vgy could be carried on years after the spouses are dead it could not be said
either to assist or intrude into their generative acy. And the same is e of the
present. Fris not thedr act,

“(Doncvan as quoted by Burrchaell in the article cited, The applicatien
of this line of thinking to the problems of the Instruction is also made by
(PDenovan. Speaking of IVF and AlH, O Donovan wrires, *There are distinct
acts of choice, which may involve persons other than the coaple, in any form
of sided conception, including those forms of which [ Catholic official opinion
{sic}] approves, Whether they are independent acts of choice is precisely the
guestion which requires moral insight. If they are mdeed independent {and not
subordinate to che couple’s quess for fruirfulness in their sexual embrace}, then
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i ith fairly tate

Burtchaell and O’Donovan provide us mfal;‘mﬂ} recent s
gsﬂnirof the way the principle of touality is invoked to Jus*ilfy
what the Church condemss.  find a very curious theory of action
Turking behind their remarks and I think it will be uscful to bring

‘¢ out into the open, the more so because it scems to me that the

principle the rwo men invoke provides a very feeble defense of

what they have set out to champion.? oed on
How doss Humanae vite reply to the argument Dase

the principle of totality? Reconsideration has led ic }Ioly Fﬁﬁ)ﬁi’
w0 declare once again that “cum quis dono Del unitur, toLcns,
licet solum ex parte, significationem ct finem c%on} ipsius, sw‘f:'
viri sive mulieris naturac repugnant eoTumque intimae nficlesmm
tudini, ac propterea etiam Dei consilio sancueque €18 ?02;1151
tati obnititur: those who make use of ‘th,LS divine gxfs *:1 ule
destroying, even if only partially, its significance and li ﬁ; tﬁ:;,—
act contrary to the nataze of both man im& woman an {; o
most mtirate telarionship, and thezr&tor‘e_wmzadmt akso the
plan of God and his will” (n. 13). Given this judgment, follownﬂw.lgc
on the very maturc of the corjugal act, the dismissal of

thev are cerminly offensive. Bur that point cannet be settled sgmy-gl}; 21
meﬂmg they are distinct. The question reanaing: Is therea mmalbumtfméi&
holds rogether what happens In the hospinl a:zgi what happens atigomﬁ ;uCh <
Can these procedures be vederstood ap?zoprx‘amiy a8 rl):ze‘ Co;.p ZZ ach
help within cheir sexual poion (the tofai E;ié:u?;ém of :ii:ﬁ.: \2; Lgsc,’ :; LI
i 1 seri? And Thave to confess thar I do not set way DOL.
migl(;’;izi;n’g curious suggestion that taking aces singly is sqgcbﬂw pjﬂﬁ::-
graphic seems 1o invoke a principle af;«&é in 1cga] guarzels OWIhPQmIZ%Z&PI ;ﬁ
Episodes in a story must be considered in the light of the ole tdc«y pla l; e
whole., The novelist will of course wrtie of immoral acts a8 ‘as_; m
ceeatment of them will be judged in werrms of the role they piay uu;} d e?o. !
crorv. Doubtless it is when sexual misbehavior, s2y, o szinply sex awwityts,ﬂ
so described as %o appeal w the rezder’s pruience that the E‘?isgit as;mti:nn ’
independently of the whole novel. That W‘O‘lllld be an artistic w.l_mn m et
the principle of rotalicy is nvolved in saying r“he‘n such a nove n
sufficient redesting merit © wve it from .Such. civie coaémat?sn' zﬁé b
possible. Of course the principle of toulity in t};tzs sz:;iond sensclxs very diffeess
from that which would apply 1o the arusac wmty o the novel.
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argument for contraception based on the principle of rotality is
ipevitable.

Neque vero, ad eos coniugales  And to justify conjugal acts
acras comprobandos ex ndustria - made intentionally infertile
fecunditate privatos, haec one cannot invoke as valid
argumenta ug valida afferee reasons the lesser evil, or the
licet: nempe, id malum elegendum face that when taken together
esse, quod minus grave videatur;  with the fertile acts already
insuper eosdem actus in tmume performed or to follow later,
quoddam coalescere cum actibus  such acts would coalesce into a
fecundis lam antea posits vel wholeand hence wouldsharein
postea ponendis, atque adeo one and the same moral
horum unam atque parem moralem goodness. In truth, if it 5
bonitatern participare. Verum  sometimes permissible to
enimvero, st malum morale tolerate a lesser moral evil in
wlerare, quod minus grave sit,  order to aveid a greater evil
interdum licet, ut aliquod maius  or to promote a greater good,
vitetur malum vel aliquod it is not permissible, not even
pracsmntius bonum promoveatur, for the gravest reasons, to do

nsmguam taimen lcet, ne ob evil so that good may follow
gravissimas quidem causas, therefrom.

facere mala ut evendant bona . ...

{HV, no. 14}

Paul VI must of course view the argument drawp from tomlity
as viclating the principle that evil may not be done that good
might come. A conjugal act so engaged in that it is direcily
rendered infertile is a denial of one of the very meanings of the
act, its procreative signification. As such, contraceptive sex is
morally wrong. To engage in contraceptive sex on the assumption
that good things will thereby come about for the couple and their
family is to do an evil that good may come.

Those whe dispute this do not of course want to atlow that the
contraceptive act is immoral. To avoid this they suggest another
way of appraising actions, not one at a time, but as elements in a
moral unity which is the whole marriage. ODonovan agrees that
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without subordination to the couple’s quest for fruitfulness in
their union homologous artificial fertilization would be an offen-
sive act. By parity of reasoning, presumably, the contraceptive act
would have to be subordinate to the couple’s quest tor union. Cr
perhaps in cither case the subordination 1s to the Foup?e’s quest for
union and fruitfulness. The point of the dissent in any case1s that
act taken singly has no moral value. !
Ehe’l"his must bagditéngmshed from the tack sken by Burtchaell
in the passage quoted above where contraception, IVE AlH,
caesarean sections and bottlefeeding were lumped togesher as all
involving artifice and technology. It 1s of course disingenuous 1o
read the Lostruction as expressive of a Luddite distrust f(l{[ technol-
ogy since it goes out of its way to make clear that is x}ilei i&;
point.¢ Despite this lapse on Burtchaell’s part as to what .
principle of totality is tzken to justify —surely the questions rais :
sbout contraception and homologous ardficial fertilization are
not raised about caesarean sections and bottle-feeding—his s@&:i
ment of the principle is helpful. “The moral worth ofytcchma
intervention would derive from whether the umion itself was
generous between the spouses and toward offspring.”™ y
Kierkegaard contrasted what he ez_iled the aesthetic sphete,
symbolized by the seducer, and the ethical sphere, symbolized by
the hushand. The former is episodic, the repetition of momens,
the same damned thing over and over; this note of the a‘esthetgcx‘s
captured by Leporellos aria in Dor Giovanni citing his ma};;zg
conquests—one thousand and theee in Spain alone! The et .
on the other hand, involves the acquiring of a history 1?}* sur-
mounting the moment and developing 2 life. Those who invoke
the principle of rotality remind us that marriage 152 pact meant w0

s #5ciomce and technelogy are valuable resources for man when gi;oﬁzé a‘;
his service and when they promote his integral development for the g: o{
ail: but rthey cansot of themselves show the meaning of existence ad ©

* ¢

hurman progress” {Ineroduction, no. 21 o )
"Ihiailj p. 21 Burechzell goss on to invoke the Instruction’s insistence that

bumman sex i unlike animal sex “and its biological aspects must be viewsd in
the Eght of its buman aspect”,
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last a lifetime, that the spouses enter into it with an eye to the long
haul, pledging their love until death do them part. A marriage is
thus a mutnal effort to acquire a character, to do well 2 work that
neither spouse can do alone. The marriage is somehow a whole
that is greater than its parts and it is the whole which confers
moral value on the parts, not the other way around.

The theory was not invented ad hoc to discuss marriage. Itisa

“theory sbout the moral life as such seemingly reminiscent of

Aristotle’s, “One swallow does not make 2 spring.” One good
action does not give us a good character: and of course when
virtue is had, 2 good character gained, it is a cause of further good
acts, ot simply their effect: The aturactiveness of the appeal to
totality, then, is that it calls attention to features of the moral life
which have long been recognized. It seems clear that those who
invoke it have in mind such home truths as that a human life does
not consist of a single episode, that the moral life is a task over
time in which a history is acquired and we become the kind of
person we morally are.

Nonetheless, the principle of totality seems to me to be quite
different from the tradition it apparently evokes, a sign of which is
that nieither 3 Kierkegaard nor an Aristotle would have accepted
the theory of action thought to be implied by the principle of
totaliry.? Kierkegaard's notion that the ethical life is the acquisi-
tion of a history never leads him 1o suggest that the acts making it
up should be, on the average, good. No more does Aristotle,
insofar as he distinguishes berween a good action and a good
character, think that actions taken one at a time cznnot be morally
appraised. Suzely the goodness or badness of che moral life raken
asa whole Is essentially dependent on the goodness or badness of
the acts which make it up. If this is so, it cannot be the case that the
individual acts are what they are morally because they are compo-

FWhen Aristotle seeks to esmblish what makes 2 man good, he seeks the
fanction the well performing of which makes a man good. The person is
demaminated good because he acts well; when actiog well &5 grounded in
tharaczer he will be called 2 good person in a more profound sense. He can be
counted on to perform singrlar aces of 2 given mora] kind.
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nents of a good life. Surely when we say of someone that he has
lived a good life we are speaking of the constituent acts of his life;
the life is good because the acts which make it up are good, not the
other way around.

The proponent of the principle of rotality would not want w
countenance an act of marital infidelity by saying that when
absorbed into the marriage taken as a whole it loses its negative
note. Yet they seem to invite such an appeal.? Say it is a single
lapse. Our attitude toward the unfaithful partner would be a good
deal different than it would be if such infidelity were frequent; the
one time adulterer is not as bad as the married philanderer, Trueas
that s, it in no way alters the fact that the act of adultery as such s
morally wrong. One sin does not make a vicious person any more
than one good act makes one virtuous, But it is single acts that are
the primary carriers of moral quality and are good or bad. Perhaps
what misleads here is confusing habits or character and acts. One
must have a track record of a certain kind before we account him
courageous or just. But he will acquire the desired character by
means of acts of 2 certain moral kind 10

The conceptual question facing the proponents of the principle
of totality, then, seems unanswerable. How can a plurality of acis
have a moral character denfed to each of them taken singly? To
speak of single acts as episodes suggests that they can have no
moral value as such. But if they cannot, neither can the life of
which they form parts. The married life of a couple may indeed in
the main be made up of moraily good conjugal acts buy this
provides no basis for saying that this contraceptive conjugal act is
not bad. To say that it is good because it is 2n episode in a good L
will entail denying that the single act of adultery is wrong. We

%A eandidate for the United States Senzw from Marylapd invoked che
prineiple of wtality (not by name) in just this fashion in an intervisw ip the
Washingten Past on Novernker 3, 1988, His anrics at beach parries having come
to the astention of the electorate, Mr. Robk szid that he liked to have a ftde
fup, from Bme w dme but he did nor wang voters o think his infidelicy
detracted from his fove for bis wife and daughters,

¥ our previous meerng 1 developed this pois further. See, “Fundamental
Cprion”, Persona: Verid ¢ Merale, Citd MNueva Ediice, Rome, 1087, pp- 427-34-
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may have to wait years before we can confi
spouses have 2 good married lif, bur in the miegiiajiia;if
act and the deeds they do must meet presently applicable moral
sz:inc%ardf. On the basis of the dissengers’ appeal o the principle of
wiality, “Make me chaste, Lord, bur not yet”, could becoxﬁﬁ aﬁ
exculpating principleof universal application,

'Té;ose who disseat from Humanae vitar on the basis of the
pnncz?lf:(of totality have in fact 20 basis for dissent, They admie
that tiw‘hfe of the spouses will be morally good only if it is one of
generosity toward one another and toward {)ﬂ%p;iﬁg and this
seems an acoeptance of the unitive and procreative m;anin s as
essential to married life taken as 2 whole. But if these tweo mgeanw
Ings can only be hopored in singular acts, on which basis the
mamed life taken 25 a whole is sajd derivatively 10 honor them it
3 In sivgular acts thar the moral significance of the spouses’ Tife
will ie. The principle of wzlity cannot ground the claim thar
smgular acts which, wken as such are offensive, cease o be so
when considered in the light of the moral life taken as 2 whole

Eie moral Imperative is not that we should act well more often
than not. Rather it is: Da goed and avoid evil.




