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SUMFARIUM PARTIS SECUNDAE, quae continet commentaria In sex puncta
^ _ _ _« - Generallora ln Relatione Final! at In.

Schemata Document! de Responsabili Pater-
nitateg cum quibusdam Appendlclbus ex-
planatoriis.

1 De praesentatione inadaequata positlonis minor!tatis In
Relatione Final!* Appendix I dat accuratius summarium hujus
posltionis.

2. De praesentatione inadequate puncti centralis in p. 10 Rela-
tionis Finalis* Appendix II explicat at conatur rectificare
hanc deficientiarn* Minor!tas non simpliciter vult retinere
statum quo; potius vult retinere principium fundamentall.de
intrinseca illiceitate contraceptionis, et simul vult diversas
ameliorationes hu^us doctrlnae turn theoretics turn pastoraliter.

3# De Ecclesia dubitantl in hac res

a. Si Ecclesia agnoscitur esse In statu, dubll de doctrina tiail-
tionali (et major!tas hoc agnoscit), quomodo potest S. Pon-

tlfex nunc auctoritative declarare doctrinam totaliter oppos-
itam esse certo veram?

b. Quid praecise fui't legitime dubltatum in Concilio (Gaudjam
et Spes& n. 51f npta 14)? Substantia doctrlnae Cast! Con-

nubii^vel quaestiones aliquae marginales? Hie inserituf
Appendix III explicans cur "pillula'8 non differat essentiallter
ab aliis contraceptivls.

c. Ad quodnam dubiurn solve«dum Commissi© creata ests dubiua^
de ipsa substantia doctrina? Negative respond! in articulo

quodam cujus exemplar hie ineluditur ut Appendix IV.

4. Ex praesentibus documentls: aut fidelibus imponitur obligatio
in conscientia adhibendl contraceptiva artificialia In multls
adjunctis; aut ista "criteria objectivafS non sunt obligatoriaj
sed sunt merae clarificatlones largiores et prudentiales9 —
juxta placita eorum qui non admittunt Ecclesiam esse compe-
tentem ad obligandas conscientlas fidellum in rebus concretise

5. Kotabilis vldetur omlssio in Relatione Final! de problematibus
demographic!s; nempe: Etlamsl Ecclesia nunc perinitteret
contraceptionem .juxta placita major!tatis, hoc fere nullius
ut!11tatis es^tijuxta demographum principalem Commissionis)
ad solvenda problemata globalia populatlonis excessivaCo

6. De aequivocationibus in tractatione abstinentiae periodlcae,
quasirb&Sc*doctrlnae admissio logice duceret ad permissionem
contracBptionis, et quasi periodica abstinentia non differat
essentiallter (moraliter) a contraceptlone* Appendix V tractat
priorem9 Appendix VI alteram ex.his questionibus.

Joannes 0. Ford* S.J.
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PARTE SECONDA. 0S3ERVAZI0NI GENERALI SULLA "RSLATIO FINALIS"
E SULLO "SCHEMA POCUMENTI DE RESPONSABILI PA

TERNITATE" .

1. La posizione della minoranza viene descritta in modo inade
quate nella "Relatio finalis". Questo era inevitabile, date

le circostanze. L'unica maniera per assicurare una equa presen-
tazione sarebbe quella di consentire ad ognuna delle parti la
redazione di un proprio rapporto finale e di concedere ad ognu-
na un eguale spazio per farlo. Dal raomento che alia minoranza
non e stato concesso di presentare alia sessione dei Vescovi e
alia santa Sede stessa il proprio rapporto, mi permetto di ac-
cluderlo qui, nella speranza che esso possa compietare le spia-
cevoli deficienze della "Relatio finalis" alle pagine 10, 11 e
12. Esso reca il titolo "Minority, Appendix I".

2. A pagina 10 della "Relatio finalis" il riassunto essenziale
delle due posizioni opposte e talmente inadequato, che io

mi permetto di accludere qui un documento chiarificatores
"The Inadequacy of the Statement of the Issue in the Relation
finalis, p.10". Esso porta il titolo "Minority, Appendix II".

3. LA questione dello "Status dubii in Ecclesia".

a) II 23 Aprile I966 la raaggioranza dei teologi della Commissio-
ne ha espresso con voto che "Constat Ecclesia^versari hodie

in statu dubii utrum doctrina tradita de intrinseca malitia con-
traceptionis vera sit". II 25 G-iugno I966 i medesimi teologi,
tramite i Cardinali e i Vescovi, chiedono alia santa Hede di ac-
cettare illoro "Schema document! de responsabili paternitate"
e di dichiarare autoritativamente che la contracezione e ora per-
messa e persino obbligatoria.

In altre parole, benche la Chiesa, secondo la raaggioranza, si
sia trovata in stato di dubbio fino al presente (per un periodo
di forse cinque o dieci anni), il santo Padre viene richiesto di
dichiarare con certezza e con autorita che la Chiesa non e piu
in dubbio: non nel senso che i dubbi relativi alia dottrina tra-
dizionale siano ora stati eliminati, ma nel senso che l'insegna-
mento tradizionale era errato. In base a che cosa dovrebbe il
santo Padre capovolgere cosi corapletamente l'insegnamento catto-
lico? Unicamente_sulla_ba.se de_li ar_omenti e della documenta-
zione offerti dalla maggioranza di_questa Commissione. Nessuna
altra bas'e™"ijifat'ti pub' venire* bfferta.

Quei teologi in realta diconos "La Chiesa dubita su questo
punto. Ma noi non dubitiamo. Ecco le" nostra ragioni per assicu
rare che laTontracezione e permessa, e talora anche obbligato
ria. Sulla base di queste ragioni il santo Padre dovrebbe dichxa-
rare autenticamente che la Chiesa non soltanto non ha piu dubbi
sulla dottrina tradizionale, ma che e certa dell'opposto".
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Le implicazioni di questo modo di ragionare dovrebbero venire
sottoposte alia discussion© di ecclesiologi competent!, prima
che il santo Padre le assuma come direttiva di comportamento
(vedi sopra PARTE PRIMA, pi6).
b) Secondo il mio parere, tutta la questione dello^"Status du-

bii in Ecclesia" non e stata ponderata a sufficxenza, per di
vers! motivi. Io richiamo 1'attenzione su questo soltanto: in
maniera abbastanza generica si e presunto che i dubbi attuali,
riscontrati fra i fedeli, presso la gerarchia e xl concxlio
(Gaudium et spes, n.51 nota Ik), e anche presso lostesso santo
Padre (indueendoli dalla sua afferniazione del 23 Gxugno 1964 e
dal fatto che egli costitui la Commissione), fossero dubbi xn-
torno alia sostanza stasia della dottrina della Casti Connubix.

Ma in realta esiate un'altra spiegazione,,non discussa a suf-
ficienza, e cioe che.dottrina sostanziale della Casti Connubxi
non venne seriamente messa in dubbio dalla Ecclesia docens, an
che se alcuni individui, e forse molti, possono aver mosso dub
bi al riguardo. Io non ricordo che la Commissione abbia fatto
riferimento alia lettera del Segretario di Stato al Cardinal
Ottaviani in data 23 Novembre 1965, la quale rendeva nota alia
Commissione teologiaa l'insistenza del santo Padre perche la
Casti Connubii venisse rispettata.

A mio parere, il vero oggetto del dubbio, sia in Gaudxum et
Spe3 n.51 nota Ik, sia nell'istituzione della Commissione, ver-
teva sul quesito se determinate nuove scoperte o nuovi metodi
(p.e. la "pillola") realmente costituissero quella contracezio-
nej che la Chiesa ha sempre condannato. Attualmente difatti,
fra gli esperti della Commissione, sia della raaggioranza che
della rnino nza, quasi non e'e dubbio che la pillola differisca
dagli altr netodi di contracezione per cib che riguarda gli a-
spetti raori i di rilievo. Si veda il documento annesso: "An 'pil-
lula« posset permitti quin alia" etc., sotto il.titolo "Minority,
Appendix III'" .

c$ Molti fanno confusione fra ci6 che veramente era dubbio du
rante il concilio e il dubbio che e sorto dalla reazione del

la Commissione. La Commissione si e comportata secondo il presup-
posto che la sostanza dell' insegnamento della Chiesa, quale e di-
chiarato solenneroente nella Casti Connubii, venga sottomessa a
revisione radicale e anche a contradizione. Quando io non crede-
vo che questo fosse un presupposto legittimo (e ancora dubito
che lo sia), scrissi un articolo "More on the Council and Con
traception" , che annetto qui, sotto 1«indicazione "Minority,
Appendix IV".
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4) Ft Relatione Final! <d. 17 ad fin.) simul cum "Schema
pBcumenti de Kesponsablli Paternitate" (pp* 8* 9) et
TT]^fj^^ passimf consequitur:

Aut CDs Sancta Sedes ipsa nunc imponet obli-
gationem in conscientia adhibendi* in
aliquibus saltern casibue^ coatracep-
tiva artificialia;

' Aut (2): Ista "objectiva criteria10 in documenta
maooritatie non sunt vera et obligatoria
criteria sed "clarificationes largiores"
indicativae seu prudentiales* sed non
obligatoriae*

Ad Primum. . Relatio et Schema (iocis cit.) exhibent effica-
citatem methodi contraceptivae tanquam criterium oboectivum juxta
quod conjuges dirigi debent in ordine ad agendum. Aliis verbis
reauirunt ut seiigatur methodus efficacior (juxta necessitates etc*)
Xamvero* saepe saepius in Commissione conati sunt ostendere ineffi-
cacitatem practicam turn abstinentiae completae tum periodicaej ergo*
guxta eos9 sola methodus vera efficax saepe asset contraceptio arti
ficialis* Ac proinde* accepto principio responsabilis paternitatis
obligatoriaei accepta obligcatione procreandi simul cum obli^atione
non procreandi nimis^ accepta necessitate actus congugalis ad amorem
fovendam et ad familiam salvandams consequitur obligatio regulandi
nativitates per methodos efficacioresj ergo per contraceptionem
artificialem.

In Commissione9 Exc* Dupuy respondit huic objection! dicendo
nullam talem obligationem imponi quia Ecclesia relinquet fideles
liberos ad se" -jendam quamcumque methodum* De facto tamen^ si
criteria exhi^ lia in his documentis sunt vera criteria obligatoria9
fideles non erunt liberi* nam obligantur ad efficacitatem et saepe
sola methodus efficax est contraceptio artificialis. .Praeterea^
cum pmnes Catholic! debent adjuvare conjuges in munere suo procrea-
tionis responsabilis* omnes debent adjuvare eos$ quando necessar.ium
est* et* juxta modum unicuique proprium^ in praxibus anticonception-
alibus. Logice* Sorores religiosae quae nosocomia maternitatis
dirigunt* promptas se exhibere debent ad docendas (per medicos* etc.)
methodas contraceptionis artificialis et ad talia instrumenta supp-
plenda in pharmaciis suis*

Ad Secundum. Confitendum tamen est aliquos ex Ma^oritate
verisimiXIter non velle ista criteria objectiva esse vera et obliga
toria criteria* sed potius S9largiores clarificationesSf quae non ob-
ligant conscientiam fideliua in casibus concretise nam non videntur
admitted© Ecclesiaa habere oompetentxam ita obligandl conscientias.
Inter auctores flSchematis Document! de Responsabili ?atarnitat@sl
sunt qui favent sequent! position!* uti dictum est in Relatione
Secretarii Qenoralis de Session© General!* p. 52* March 1965 habitat
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"Functio Magisterii, deind©, in materia morali non
consistit in definiendis modis agendi Lcomportements,
behaviors] nisi ®x titulo prudentiae. Sicut Eyangelio,
ei quoque competit aliquas largiores clarifications
supSeditate. Sed non posset edict_a_facgre_22allali-
garent conscientias ad modos agendi praecisos, quod
esset procedore~contra ipsum respectum vitae* quae est
valor absolutus."

Cum haec fuit opinio unius saltea ex auctoribus praesentis
Schematise et cum oraeterea ipse est auctor paginarura mimeographi-
carum quibus (annis 1963-1964) fideles hoc modo instucti sunt:

"De fait? l9Eslise ne porte que sur les contraceptifs
que deux Jugeiaents: a) ils diovent — une fois legi-
timemeat• cho'isis - etre efficaces; b) ils ne peuvent
deteriorer la signification profonde de 1'etre conjugal."

ex his omnibus concludo quod verisimiliter aliqui ex majoritate
non intendunt ista criteria objectiva esse ullo modo criteria
quae obligant conscientias fidelium in casu concrete.
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5) In Relatione Finalis ubi de Sectione De&ographica^
omissio* ut mihi videtur notabilis^ habetur* Hempe non indicatur
quod etiamsi Ecclesia nunc permitteret contraceptionem oux^a placita
"Schema Document!*8 et Eelationis* hoc fere nullius utilitatis ad
solvenda problemata globalia populationis.

'a) Juxta majoritatem* ecclesia debet permittere condom*
diaphragmaf onanismum per retractionem^ pillulam* ab-
stinentiam periodical!* Uon debet et non potest per
mittere t i) I.U.D. quia probabiliter sunt abortiva;
ii) abortum* ut patet (quamvis aliqui ex majoritate
permitterent abortum therapeuticum in dificillimis
casibus ad matrem saivandam); iii) programma contra-
ceptivum a gubernio impositumj iv) programma gener-
ale sterilizationis.

b) lamvero^ juxta dicta Professoris Barrett (die 21
Junii in sessione Episcoporum) solummodo isti methodi
quas Ecclesia non posset permittere essent verae uti-
litatis in solvendis praesentibus problematibus demo
graphies in regionibus principalibus munid. Nequ
pillula* neque condom^ neque diaphragma* neque abstin-
entia periodica possent notabiliter influere in desi
deratum deminutionem populationis — speciatim si ex-
cluditur interventum gubernii*

c) Ergo* etiamsi Sancta Sedes nunc permitteret id quod
majoritas proponit* hoc fere nullius'utilitatis esset
ad solvendum globale problema populationis.

d) Praeterea^ quinque sextae (5/6) partes mundi non sunt
Catholic! et non audiunt doctrinam ecclesiae in hac
rei et plerumque putant se esse ad methodos contracep-
tivos introducendos* Et* tamens usque adhuc hae me
thodi parum conferunt ad problema solvendum* Solum
modo programmatai a guberniis plus minusve imposita*
in quibus abortus et steriliaatio fortiter inculcantur*
sicut* e.g® in Japonia et Korea* felicem aliquem suc-
cessum obtinuerunt*
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£• Sulla questione della astinenza periodica. Nello svolgimento
delle discussion! della Commissioner e anche nello Schema do

cument! responsabilis paternitatis (pp.7 e 8), era considerato
da alcuni come amroesso che 1 •approvazione , data dalla Chiesa, al-
lfuso del periodo infeconciOj per regolare la concezione e la na-
scita, fosse un passo importante nel processo di evoluzione o di
Mapprofondimentof!? attraverso il quale la Chiesa e ora giunta a
un punto tale da vedere che la contracezione stessa va approvata.
Questo a sua volta veniva basato sulla opinione che non cJ& dif-
ferenza morale ess^nziale fra continenza periodica e contracezio
ne artificiale. Per questo motivo ho ritenuto necess^rio aggiun-
gere due altre appendici^ lfuna raostra che 1fammissione della con
tinenza periodica in nessun mido era un moraento di una evoluzio
ne, che logicamente conduca alia contracezione (h quella sotto
il titolo "Minority, Appendix V"); l9altra raostra la differenza
morale essenziale fra ritmo e contracezione (h quella sotto il
titolo "Minority, Appendix VI").
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SUMMARIUM POSITIONIS MIHORITA?IS

I. Status Quaestionisa

Centralis questlo cui Ecclesia nunc respondere debet haec

est: Contraceptio estne semper gravlter mala? Omnes aliae quaes-

tiones discussae tandem aliquando solvi possunt solummodo quando

haec centralis quaestio solvitur.

Contraceptio ab Ecclesia (Casti Connubii) Imprimis•intel-

ligitur: quillbet matrimonii usus, in quo exercendo, actus, de

industrla hominura, natural! sua vltae procreandae vl destituitur.

Semper malum significat Intrinsece malum, sicut tortura infasatulae,

II. Quodnam responsum hucusque dedit Ecclesia huic ,quaes.tlonl?

Responsum affirmativum constans, perenne et sine ulla haesit&ntia,

Invenltur hoc responsum in documentis Magisterii et in tota hlstoMa.

!• Imprimis citantur aliqua documenta recentiora Magisterii

pontificii: Pius XI, Oastl Connubii. AAS 22 (1930), 559-560.

Pius XII, AllQOUti_Q_ad Obstetrlces, AAS 43 (1951), 843:

Decessor Noster Pius XI f# r& in Encyclica "Casti
Connubii18 die 31 Decembris anno 1930 datap rursus ac
sollemnlter promulgavlt primariam legem de actu et intima
consuetudlne coniugum: quamllbet matrimonii abuslonem
in exereendo actu coniugali et in elus consequentils,
eo spectantem ut actus ipse natural1 sua vi de industrla
destltuatur et arceatur novae vitae generation turpem
esse et inhonestam; pariter nullam lflndicationem'r vel
necessitatem efficere posse, ut actus natura sua inhofl-
estus turplsque, fiat licitus et honestuseeo
Hoc praescriptum hodie plane viget, sicuti antea,

Idemque et in posterum semper vigebit, cum sit prae-
ceptum non tantum luris human!, sed etiam deducatur
S&L leg;e natural! et dlvjna*•• .

Kotae sunt aliae allocutiones Pii XII in quibus, usque ad

mortem, expliclte et im licite reiteravlts contraceptionem esse

semper malam, et graviter*
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Ioannes XXIII, Mater et Magistra, AAS 53 (1961) 446-447 haec habets

"Himirum igitur ut quaestio quae affertur (de superpopulatione)

enodate dissolvatur, non ea profecto via consilii est invenienda, qua,

praeter morum disciplinaa a Deo statutam, item humanae ipsius vitae

procreatio violetur. . ®n

2. Responsum Ecclesiae in praesenti saeculo etiam illustratur adductis

exemplis declarationum episcoporum sive a) collective pro/regione, sive

•b) sAngillatim pro dioecesi su&$ loquentium*

a) Episcopi Germaniae, 1913 (et post paucos annos sequebatur f8In-

structio pro Confessariis)j Episcopi Galliae, 1919| Episcopi U.S.A., 1920|

Episcopi Belgii, I92O5 Episcopi Indiae, I960; Episcopi U.S.A., 1959? Episcopi

Angliae, 19641 Episcopi Hondurenses, 1966% In Hispania, 19ip, fuerunt octo

dioeceses in quibus onanismus coniugalis fuit peccatum reservatum.

b) Aliqua exempla Litterarum Pastoralium huius saeculis Rutten, Liege,

1907i Mercier, Malines, 1909} Coloniensis, 1913; Card. Bourne, Westminster, 1930}

Card. Montini, Milano, I960; Card. Gracias, Bombay, I96I.

Hotanduxa Sanctam Sedem inter 1816 et 1929, per Curiam Romany 19 vicibus

edidisse responsa in hac materia. Post hoc tempus totidem fere vioibus ulterius

locuta est. In his responsis suppositum saltern implicitum semper fuiti

contraceptio est semper graviter mala.

3» Historice constata plenissima evidentia, responsum Ecclesiae semper

et ubique idem fuisse, ab initio usque ad praesens decennium.

Uon est,igitur,quaestio de doctrina in 1950 propoaita* Pius XI historioam

veritatem testatus est quando banc doctrinam Christianam appellavit fliam inde

ab initio traditam neque usquam intermissaia.'1



"7>K Cur Boclesla hanc dootrlnoa_.,.se3per tradldlt? ' '

1, Non ut simpllcem reactioneia contra diversas doctrinas infi-

delium? non quia P£res et theologl acceperunt philosophiam Sto-

icam de natura, et de hominis relatione ad naturamg non quia, dere-

llnquendo prlaclpla evaagellca9 sequebaatur allquam philosophiam

"naturae" nunc obsoletara; non quia Ignorabant alios actus conjugales

ess© steriles9 alios fertiles; aon aula putaverunt contraceptionem

violare obligationem producendl prolem? non quia tlauerunt depopu-

latlonem hujus mundie

2, Sed qula9 reflectendo in princlpia Svangeliea de natura vita©

humanae et de natura castitatis Christiana^ videbant (omnes,

quicuaque de hac re scripserunt) contraceptionem ut violationea tun
«. „ praedicaverunt

vitae humanae, tum castitatis Chrlstianae0 Apostolft gssussaat cas-

titatea muado pagano ubi pauci appretlaverunt, pauciores coluerunt

hanc virtutem. Sane, nullus locus Novi Testament! explicits Inculcat

malltlam contraceptionis. Efeangella et Epistolae vero decent quomodo

homo suam vitam corporalea praecise sexualem dlrigere debeat, si ad

vltam aeternam pervenire possit, lamvero ex eo momento quo contra

ceptio nominabatur in litteratura Christiana, nullus Pater, nullus

theologus citarl potest qui non agnoscebatg quasi spontanee et s£s&

sine ulla haesltantia, contraceptionem esse vl'olatlonem castitatis

Christiana© et violationem vltae humanae incipientlsi et quidem

graven* Ham ad hoc illustrandum9 earn appellaverunt "homleidlum

anticipatum;9 val invoeaverunt analoglam ©urn homieldlo, qua© analog!a

invenltur constanter apud Patres, theologs et in lure canonico sal

tern per annos mill© ducentos, neque unquam totaliter derelicta est,

slquidem etiam In hoc vigesimo saeculo, allqujt docutaenta eccleslastica

earn adhuc retlnent.



3o Doctrina de malitia contraoeptionis est fruotus reflectionis

Chrlstlanae in naturam hominia ejusque vltaa corporalea, •in

origines vitae hunanae corporal!s, in sexu&aitatem humanam, In

conjuglum Christianum^ in actum conjugalera ejueque castltateia* quae

omnia considerabantur praeeipue prout In Sacra Scriptura exhibe-

bantur* Inter alia, Ghristiani teaebant, ut nos hodle teneaus: 2S

Deua esse solum Doalmiia vitae hunanae et hanc vltaia esse speclaliter

saoraa at lnvlolabllea. Uti nuperrise declaravlt Joannes XXIII In
"Etenlm

Lltt. Enc* Hater .et Maglstra (AAS, 53 [I96l] 446): ^Hominua vita

pro re sacra est omnibus ducenda: quippe quae inde a euo exordio^

Oreatoris actionem Dei postulet/8 Insuper tenebant*, ut nos.hodle

tenemus: parentes^ In exercitio actus conjugally esse cooperatores,

in opera ereatlonis novj^e. vltse^ proximo Deo Creator! eonjunctos

(hinc ^rocreatores)^ donum vitae transmlttentes novo hominia Ag-

noscebant praeterea^ oianem homlneoi cocaponl ex- spirltu et corpore

conjunctoe In persona© vera et slngulariter unaa; hoc corpus,-

humanum et personalet esse teiaplum Splrltus Sanctis quod templus^

violata castitate conjugally ipsuai violaretur, leque Patres,

neque theologi* neque maglsteriusi Eeeleeiaes neque jjopuluqi Dei

unquam dubltaverunt contraceptionem esse violatloneia hujus tempi!^
"a.

atque violationem vitae humane inclpientls. Hanc violationem Corpus

Juris (post So Augustlnum) appellavlt crudelem llbldlnem, In quantum

contra eaetitatemt libidlnosainAcrudelitatea?jwwpats In quantum

soatra vitae humanae Inceptlonenu

1
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"^jx Quomodo coffnosclcius hano_^ctrJUiaja_JS8g^Lgg^?

1, Essentiallter- et prlncipaltter hoc cognosciaus ex rationibus

theologiclss prima ex auctorltate Magisterii; deinde ex tradition®

doctrinal! constant! et nuaquam Intermissa; tandem ex doctrina tni-

versali theologorum qui sunt testes istius traditionis0 Praeterea,

rationee quasdara subsidiaries adduelraus, philosophlco-theolosicas,

quae oetendunt rationabilitatoa hujus doctrlnae quando oonslderatur

dependenter ab ilia "sapfe&ntia quaa a Deo'lllualnata, semper doce«

bat" (Paulus VI, Allocutio ad C.I.P., Feb* 12, 1966). Veritas doc

trlnae nobis constat ipso facto quod seraper proponebatur fLdellbugl

ut tenenda et in praxis sub gravl deducenda. Nasi Ecclesia hanc doctirinam

fidellbus proposuit, tum ante turn poet solleranea promulgationeo Cafeti .

Connubii, constantia* universalitate, Insistentia quae in aliis rebus

via: unquam paralleled habuerunt.

2« Oastl Connubii tarnen 1st punctua supreniun in hac traditions,

®amque donfixmat modo singular!. Pondus specials tribuendua est

Oastl Connubii propter sequentias a) Proponit hanc doCtrlnam verbis

valde solleanibus et declarat eam"doctrinaEi Christianas? §2?a b) ?aro-

ponit hanc doctrinam in contextu confrontatlonis publlcae et sollesnis

cum episcopis Ecclesiae Anslleanae® quos accusatorie Indigltat tan-

quam ?*a Christiana doctrina las inde ab initio tradita neque unquan

intermlsea manifesto recedentesH; c) Proteetatur verbis explicitis

Invocanfio suam legationeni dlvlnam contra earn ipsam doctrinam quae

nunc a quibuodam proponitur; Hoc faclt terminls absolutist Indepe^denter

a qulbuslibet tnotlvis vel circuastantlla^ Independenter ab egolsao.

vel hedonlsmo, urgens legem dlvlaam quae in Ipsa natura huaana

fuadatur^ non in natura humana prout tunc temporls, 1930 exlstebatf



f) appellat ad ordlnem naturalem, non allcujus seriei actuum ad

Scommunitatea procreatlvas/1 eed singulorua actuum,-declarans gravi&er

Bi&gaBzrasa euXpabllem quemlibet matrimonii usurn qui privat vel

unum actum ejus vl natural! procreativa; g) observatiam hujus le^s

divlnae urget sub poena peccatl mortal!s, ac prolnde ad vltam aeter-

nam neceseariam, bene notls frequentlssimls applieationlbus hujus

legls In vita cotldlana chrlstlanorum Innumerablllum, bene notls

quoque eorura difflcultatlbus, quandoque gravlsslmls, ex hac observantia

orlundl? h) hanc observantiam Inculeans Indubitanter et Inhaesltanter

(quamvle in aliis rebus multo mlnoris momentl ecclesia solebat magpa

cautions procedere; I) imponens•gravlsslmam monitionem confessarlis

et pastoribue qui &S2&&2 fideles In hac re in errorem ducunt*

3« Nostra positio Igitur non fundatur simpliclter In hoc quod

acciplmus ut varum quldquid Magisterium decursu hlstorlae fidel!bus

unquam. propooebat^ sed potius/ tenemuss hanc doctrinam partieularom ,

hoc modo singular! constanter pmmjeitzmz tradltam et sollemnlter

proposltam .non posse esse• substantial!ter falsam*
a

Ecclesia Cathollca a Domino Hostro Jesu Chrlsti fundat^/ est

ut hominlbus monstraretur via vera et secura ad vltam aeternam* Ec-

Clesla non potuit errare tarn pesslme per tot saeoula, vel etlam per

unum saeculum, lmponendo' sub poena peccati mortalls, in re frequen-

tisslme occurrences onera gravlsaimat In nomine Jesu Christ! et

in tfsignum legationis divlnae11 nisi Jesus Chrlstus de facto imponee

voluit haec onera* Ecclesia non potuit praebers fidelibus innumexi-

bilibue^ ubique terrarum^ per omni saeoula^ occasionem fere constaiatea

peccati formalis et ruinae spiritualise propter falsara doctrinam

In nomine Jesu Chrlsti promulgatam*



Si Ecclesia ita pessime errare potuisset, actum est de auc.tor-

itate Magisterii ordinaril in rebus ncralibus* Bx hoc nunc non

posset amplius sibl vladicare respectura, fiduciam et obedientiam

fidelium praesertiia la rebus soxuallbus.. Si talis doetrinas tali

modo proposlta non est substantialiter vera, Magisterium ordinariua

Ecclesiae ex hoc nunc deveniret eseentialiter lautatum et plus minute

supervaeaneum.

4. Inter eos qui nunc dicunt Casti, Cpnnubi1 esse reformabllem,

@t qui existimant contraceptionem non esse semper malem, sunt ali-

qui theologl Catholic! qui lata nunc videntur conclpere auctorttaten

©t funetlonem Magisterii, praesertlm in rebus moral!bus, modo radi- '

callter novo. Legimus in relatione Sessionis Plenariae hujus Com-

aissionlsj. Mar. 25-23, 1965, pe 529 sequentes opiniones aliquorum

membrorua Coaalsslonis: —

"^ Hatura noa est aliquld total! ter factum/ est 'se faclensl
Nequlmus earn attingere nisi prospectivef quia non existlt conceptus
flxus naturae...

ni1 Zrlil£ialaH»con«nj^.Jal^iR non refertur ad enuntiationes
praeclsas de modis agendi Tcbmporcements, behaviors] seael deteraln-
atls pro omnibus* Refertur ad valores -permanentes csui protegendl, la-
veaiendi, realizandi sunt; consequcnter coatlnuitae refertur neauejl
ad fonnulationes neque ad solutlones concretes. Sufficit si in'me
mento actual! enuntiatio de re moral! sit varum 8pro momento', sge -
schlchts^ereelt; [congruenter ad historfem1].ee

"IV. lunjB^o^J^isjterii, l£lll4£^_ia_materla mo rail non coo-
£l£ill JL?LJ^yil£ail^..raodJ^j^jRnd4 •Lcbiaportements,behavloril*l4sF[
|S J£L£ulo ^TMPQ^i&et. ^^cut^v^!|^io_2_ei>^u^aue e0j3.Betit allquas
l?S3l2£^L.53-J^l£i£a*lonsis ^u;ope,dito.res_Se>^non_tfoiset_jsdlota "faoera ,
2uaJLla^y^arent_e.oj^cJ^njt^s^d jMdos agenTi i3raeei8089_auod esset"
IlSSfiS^eS&JW'diSLteu^

Quod ad decisionen auctorltatlvaa de coatraceptione quam Se

Pontifex in hac re-edi turns &si0 theologus quidam haec habets —

"Cum consclentia Ecclesiae tarn profunde in hac re [contra
ceptio J dividatur, cum praeterea solutio nullo modo in revelatlone
con11neatur, normae_auctoritativa^quaa__lnpe Pa-pa,_ jfcanouam Ha,?ister
Universal! s9 deblto_teapore proponet t^on jeruut "ioterjpretailones
lS4lEL^iva^_l>ei^s^ivina_Qs_a.n omnibus cJLreusstanJiis jobiigatorTaeT
fl„ed„,.P.SLt.lao JE^bebunjt^irecUyum -faldeT Indlspejasabile^et 'wretlosnm
££°—cgnsolentla christians. '* Gregory 3aun, 0sS6Ar*'rlJntF^o^troir^:~
What Happened?'8 Commonweal. (24 Dec. 1965,) p8 37ie



Ion est mlxandum, •igitur, si aliqul theologl'.'in Ecclesia

hodlerna non habent diffieultatem sive agnoscendo Ectpleslam .erinvisaeV

give explicando quae nunc, erron'ea vel obsoleta vocantur tanquam

hlstorioe vera et-vailda pro tempore la quo edita sunt!.slve etiam

deaegando Maglsterlo Bceleisiae potestateia'obllgaadl conscientias'

fideliuin in caslbus concrctls occurrentlbus, praesertim ubl lex "•;••••.-

naturalis tractatur^ - •

*



y, Quomodo rationab111tas^hnJus. -t doctrinae jjidlcatur?

1* Patresf theologi et Ipsa Ecclesia semper docuerunt actum

et proceesum generatlvua esse speclall sensu invlolabllla ut,&nnera~

tlva. Hanc invlolabllltatem trlbuerunt actul et proeessui blologlco ,

non ut blologlco seu animal! seel quatenus humana sunt, quatenus

aetibus humanls subsunt, quatenus humanae generation! Inserviunt*

Universalis agnitio hujus invlolabllltatls est factum historiaej

;non est theor!ae Quatado hoc factum describltur ut lfcultus fertill-

tatie *f vel ut "supersltlosum tabu", talis descrlptlo non removet

factum* SI haec agnitio invlolabllltatls est blologlsmus^ Ecclesia

Ipsa acousaada est blologlsml* non solum theologia moralls recenticr*

2e Constanter a tempore Patrum usque ad saeeulum deeimum septl*

mum9 et minus frequenter usque ad praesens saeculum^ haec Invlola-•
in

bilitas expllicabatur a Patrlbusp theoiogie^ Corpora Jurisf et In

Cateehlsmo Concllll Trldentlnl, appellando ad simplleem analoglam

cum invlolabllitate ipsius vitas humanae• Sicut vita hurnana In

facto esse habebatur sacra et Inviolabilisf Ita ejus inceptio^ seu

'ejus fieri habebatur sacta et invlolablliso Hlnc vlolatlo procrea-

tlonls (contraceptio) comparabatur homIcIdio9 quamvis clare dis-

tlnxerlht notiones abortus et eontraeeptionls* In Medio Aevo con

traceptio rejielebatur (quin negaretur snalogia cum homieidlo)

utpote flcontra naturam'fhumaaaim Magls.delnde invaluit formulatlo

"contra finem primarium matrimonii et ejus actus/1 Tamen* varlantibus

decursu hlstorlae istis formulatlonlbus, ipsum factum prlnclpaie

semper historice verum maneti eccleslam semper agnovisse specialem

inviolabilitatem horum actuum et processuum qua generativorunu

3« Arguments phllosophlca adhlblta ad ostendendam ratlonem hgjue

invlolabllltatls alitor et aiiter proponuntur* .E.G. Contraceptio

1



ostendltur mala ^ula vlolat ordincm sexualitatis ad bonum speclelf--

l*e<* ad bonum totlus famlllae humanae; in hunc ordlnem homo non

habet dominium. Vel hodie arguunt* ut videtur satis eonsequenters

contraceptionem falsifleare essentiallter qlgnlflcatlonem.amoroso-

unitivam actus conjugalia®

Sed fundamentally argultur ex eo quod contraceptio est vlol&tio

Inceptlonls vitae humanae* Haec inceptlo est Ipsum fieri vitaef ac

prolnde est aliquid continuum onm vita Ipsa^ sicut abire In iter

est aliquid continuum cum ipso Itinera iam Incepto® Sicut bonum vitae

est bonum humanum fundamentale et invlolablle, eio ipsum fieri Hugs

hujus vltae0 quatenus continuum cum ilia, particlpat hujus Invioia-

•billtatis* Ergo attentatus contra fieri novae vitae ostendltur per.

simpllcem analoglam esse malum# Contraceptio vero necessarlo laportat

voluntatem deliberate contrarlam hulc bono fundamental! (inception!

hujus vitae) nam voluntas voluntas contraceptlva dlrlgltur ad prlv-.

andum actum generatlvum deliberate positum vi sua naturall procreandi

novam vltsm* Mine est quod contraceptio dlcebatur snsiegise 2^om^~

cidlum anticlpatum1® saltern per mllle ducentos annos^. et usque ad

praesens saeeulum* Nam graviter offendlt contra bonum humanum•funda

mentals quod analogiee cum ipsa vita humana comparator*

• a)
Notanda: Ut aliquid ostendatur Immorale non requirltur injuria

slve actualis slve potentlalis cujusQumque personae; sufflclt si

valor invioiabllis violatur« b) Kaec argumentatio supponit vltam

humanam esse inviolabilera quia nDQus Doalnus. vitaeft estj non primario •

quia vita pertinet ad personam sujus dignltas et lura ad vitam sunt

absoluta qua personalia^ Si ree ita se haberet oulcldium et euthanksta

quandoqu© Helta esse posssat, nam flunt cum consensu persona@t et

coneentientl non fit Injuria® e) Praeterea* occlsio hominis non

occldlt praecise personam^ nam persona est immortails. Id quod oc-

JO



cldltur est vita humana biologica personae. (Sed nemo dicit malltlam

suicldli fundari In f§biologlsmof?}s d) Bon est exaggeratio si dici-

tur voluntas contraceptive non Xonge distare a voluntate abortlva,

quamvis ejus malitla essentiallter minor sit. Attamen qui exlstimat

se posse dlsponere de £lnceptlone.vltac, de vita in fieri, facile

translre potest ad ulterlora. Inter Oathollcos defensores contra

ception!s aliqul lam defendunt abortum therapeuticum in certis eas-

Ibus dlfficllloribus.

n



•^iC Quaenam drgumenta adducuntur ad permlttendaa contraceptionem?.

Praesentationem horum argumentorum rellnquimus ils qui ea ad

mlttunt (defendunt). Interim brevlter dlelmuss

1. Dogmatlce, nobis videntur haec arguoenta non satis attendere.

competentiam Magisterii In lege divlna-naturall 'declaranda.

2. Nlmls facile appellant ad sensum fidelium^ qui vago modo

explicatur et applicatur* Nee satis attendltur distinction in Cone ilio.

Vaticano II reaffirmato Inter Eccleslam docentem "et discentem.

3. Exaggeratur momentum genitaliter sexuale in amore conjugall,

et exaggeratur necessitas orgasmi conjugalis ad amorem conjugalem

exprleandum et praeservandum«

4. Crlterlum moralltatis actus conjugalis in doctrina tradi

tional! asseritur esse mere bi&logicum vel fere totaliter biologicum;

quod falsum est.

5. Abstinentia periodica asseritur esse methodus contraceptive;
et

quod contradicit documentis ecclesiae* terminologiae bene stabilitye

theologorum. Praeterea negliglt essentialem' differentiam moralem

Inter contraceptionem et abstinentiam periodicam in hypothesi quod

contraceptio est Intrinsece mala et quod haec malitla derivatur ex

vlolatlone processus et actus generative

6« In argumentatione revlsionistarumg vel contraceptio supponitur

esse actus intrinsece indifferens — quod est petitio principii; vel,

e contra^ contraception ceteroquin admissa ejus malitla morallsf de-
a

claratur fieri \>onj&)& eo quod actus eontraceptivus incorporatur.in

serie actuum* guae tota series ordinatur ad bonum aliquod superius,

nempe ad bonum communitatis procreatricis. Sed tall argumentatione



quicunque actus, quantumvis malus, e*g« tortura infantulaeg vel

totius stirpis extermlnatio (genocldium) justificari posset. Necceese

est solummodo ut Invenias bonum proportionate magnum, et seriera ac&

actionum in quam actus iste malus incorporari posset; his verlficaJfcls

lleeret tortura infantulae, vel genocldium* Sed talia sane nunquam

admitterent revisionistae. Potius igitur dicendum eos supponere

implicite contraceptionem esse Indifferentem; quod est petitlo

princlpii.

7. Inter theologos qui in Ecclesia hodle defendunt contracep

tionem sunt aliqui qui videntur conclper^ humanam naturam ita evolja-

tionl subjectam ut *snon exstet conceptus fixus naturae11 (Relatio,

'Mar. 1965, P* 52); aliqui qui vix admlttunt malltlam intrinsecam.

cujuscunique actionis externae, et qui aequivalenter defendunt prin-

cipum quod finis justlflcat media9 docendo finem^specificare1* media;
qui videntur admlttere in certis

aliquS.sunt qutidgntttuaSmifeteE^tis adjunctls suicidlum, abortus,

fornication masturbatlo et adulterium; aliqui qui negant competent!am

quamcumque in ecclesia docendl obligatorie in re morali pro casu

indivlduo et concreto, vel saltern quando lex naturalls agitur, etfe.

1?



jiM- • C0N3E0TARIA EX MUTATA DOCTRINA

Quoad doctrinamimoralemiin materia sexual!

Magna aaioritas theologorum, qui autuinant non absolute -ii^

114/a© ^sse contraceptionem In singulis actlbus coniugalibus, tarn-

quam fundamentum oplnlonis ponlt princlplum totalitatis* sed hoc

princlplum intelligunt in sensu specially Doctrina traditlonalis

etiam admittit principium totalitatls quatenus partes unius per^

sonae ad totam istam personam ordinanturj tenet tamenf quod omnis

et slngulua actus coniugalis de sua natura habet aliquem ordinem

specifics"Intrinsece proprium^ la quantum natura sua et ordinatur

ad totua complexum procreatlonis^ et eo mod© ordlnatur ut sit ac

tus dationis vitae (gest© de procreation in stricto sensu}• Hoc

specificum, intrinsece ill! proprium positive tollere, etiam prop

ter aliud bonum superius^ ©seat adhibere media mala ad finem bon-

um«

Ex derailetc hoc principle traditional! derellnqueretur

etiam crlterium fundamentals et hueueque inconcussum multorua ac

tuum, qui ab Ecclesia semper conslderati sunt peccata gravia con

tra castitatems •

a) quoad relationes sexuales extra-conlugales illorum quor

um conviventia ordinatur ad bonum procreationis in toto complexu*

Ita procantes, qui proximo acceeserunt ad matrimonium^ sed non

poseunt illico illud contrhere propter obstaculai item concubin- .

arli qui nee nubere possunt nee ab invicea separari propter prol-

em eduoandam.

\H
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Notandum quod hae consequentiae non sunt imaginariae, sed de

facto iam defenduntur a cathollcis oraliter et $scriptoj et, uti vl-

detur, non illogiee s! relinquitur princlplum epecificae ordinatio-

nls cuiusvis actuatlonis genitalis liberae ad procreationem stricto

sensu#

b) quoad actus sexuales in ipso matrimonlo.v.g. copulam ora-

,lem, analem. Obiciunt quidem quod tales actus erunt mail, quia non

observant intrinsecam ordinationem actus coniugalis ad unlonem amo-

rosam. Respondeturs constat plures conluges experiri copulas supra-

descriptas tamquam vera unionem amorosam; nee apparet in hac opin-

ione cur unio amorosa unice realisari deberet per utrlusque organa

sexualia. Idem applicandum esaet ad masturbationem mutuam Inter

'ooniuges saltern pro casu quo copula haberi nequitj vel etiam ad

masturbationem solitarlam coniugls, absente altero coniuge et cum

affectu marital!.

c) Imo etiam liceltati masturbationie juvenilis facile porta

aperitur ex causa remotae praeparatlords ad harmoniosam vitam sexu-

alem in matrimonio realisandams in quantum nempe a multis psycholo-

gis iudicatur phasis normalis in crescentia iuvenil! ad plenam for

mationem eexualem.

d) Sterllizatio directa subsldlarie erit permlttenda satis

logics'; quamvis enim sterllizatio stricto sensu communiter gravior

interventus iudlcetur quam usus simplicis praeeervativl, plures

tamen theologi innovatores (et vide'tur satis logice) admittunt lain

llceitatem etiam illlus interventus ad finem contraceptivum.
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2o Plures tamen theologis qui contraceptionem tenant non esse

intrinsece malam, ad hanc concluslonem venire videntur ex principle

magls generalii ilio scilicet quod negat actlbus externis human!s

omnexa moral!tatemM]intrlnsec^^ In hoc adhibent principia

Hflnis specificat media18$ et "inter duo mala minus est faciendum"*

Ex hoc principle admisso gravlora mala adhuc expectanda vid

entur, quae forsan fautores princlpii non intendunt, de facto tamen

ab aliis trahentur* Ita v®g@ masturbatio in bonum aequilibrii per

sonalis, ,aufc homosexualitaa eorum qui anormall inclinatione affici-

untur et sola simili amieitia ad aequillbrium adduci poseunti item .

usus mediorum abort ivoruxa vel abortus directe provecatus ad salvan-

dasa matrem©

{^oad valoremi,ad di^nitat^ magisterii{ecclesiastic!*

1« 31 Ecclesia nunc admitteret iam non valere doctrinam tarn

traditlonaliter a<&m&€i€ai§ tranamissaii^ adeo sollemniter usque ad ul-

timos annos, valde timendum erit ne gravlter laedatur eiue auctori-

tas in fere omnibusp moralibus et dogmatieis* Paucae 'enim verita-

tes morales tarn constanter et'definitive enunciatae sunt sicut haec,

quae nunc tarn festinenter in contrariua mutanda proponitur.

2« Quod tamen plus est^ haec mutatlo grave vulnus inferret

dogmati de assistentia Spiritue Sancti Ecclesiae promissa in con-

ducendle fidelibus recta via ad salutem* De facto enim doctrina

"Cast! Connubii11 eollemniter proposita est contra doctrinam Lambeth

Conference 1930 ab Ecclesia ftcui ipse Deus morum integritatem hon-

estatemque docendam et defendendaa commisit* ®.@in slgnum legation!©

suae dlvinae««e«per oa nostrum% Dicitur quidem a xnultls, qui latit

atlonem propugnantg, quod doctrina Ecclesiae falsa non erat pro istis

temporibus, nunc autem mutanda sit propter mutatas conditiones hie-

It
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toricas. Hoc tamen vldetur perhiberi non posse, nam ecclesia

anglicana praecise id docebatt et. propter ea iam tunc motiva,

quae Ecclesia catholica sollemniter negabat, nunc autem admittere

debet. Certo talis modus loquendi populo videretur speciosus

praetextus* Alii propterea autumant Ecclesiam melius admissuram

esse suum errorem, sicut recenter iam fecit in aliis clrcumstant-

iis« Hie tamen agitur non de rebus marglnalibus (ut v.g. in casu

^alllaei)f sed de re valde substantial!f quae profunde incidebat

in vitam practicam Christianorum^ eo modo ut innumeri fidelema

in peccata formalia sine peccato material! a Maglsterio expone-

bantur. Ecclesiae, quae tam graviter in re tam gravi in sue mun-

ere conducendi animos erravit* defecisse assistentiam Spiritus

Sancti serio censer! deberet.

17



THE INADEQUACY OF THE STATEMENT OF THE ISSUE IN THE RAPPORT FINAL

"S'opposer a tout changement dans la doctrine, c'est r^affirmer purement
et simTDlemer^t la malice intrinsto.e_de la contraception^ Quatre. d'entre
nous maintinennent qu•aujourd•hui le Magistere ne saurait adopter une
autre position. Les quinze autres membres de la section de the*ologie
pensent au contraire que le Magistere peut et doit, sans rien sacrifier
des principes essentiels de la continuity doctrinale, dire que l8uti
lisation d'un proce-de* contraceptif dans le but de priver un acte ou une
serie d'actes conjugaux de leur force procr<?atrice, n'est pas intrin-
sequement mauvaise. En consequence, elle prend sa morality de la totality
de l'acte humain dans lequel elle s'integre, sans y apporter d'elle-me*me
un element de moral!te^." (Rapport Final, p. 10)

This statement of the central issue fieserves close examination, both for its

intrinsic importance, and because it is an example of a certain inadequacy that

affects the entire report.

(l) "S'opposer a tout chsngement dans la doctrine, . . ." The issue is not
concerned with incidental change by way of normal and legitimate development.
No one is opposed to that. The issue is concerned with the repudiation of the

traditional teaching; and the promulgation of a new precept that would directly
contradict the precept which the Church solemnly promulgated through the mouths
of Pius XI and Pius XII, and that undoubtedly has been the common teaching in

the entire Catholic Church from the beginning until at least I96I. In addition
to a reaffirmation of the precept, there certainly should bes l) a clarification
of the difference between contraception, abortion, rhythm, and the use of drugs

to regulate ovulation without suppressing it§ 2) a better explanation of the
fundamental precept, with the integration of sound personalist views in accord

with the teaching of Gaudium et Spess 3) a shift in emphasis to a clear and
helpful stress on the development of the virtue' of conjugal chastity,, with
definite suggestions on how to develop this virtuej 4) the presentation of pas
toral norms that are as compassionate as possible, taking into account human

weakness? 5) a cautious opening for theological investigations that would
develop the traditional precept without contradicting it, perhaps in regard to
the regulation'of abnormal fertility and in regard to the subjective factors
that mitigate guilt| and 6) a practical effort by the Church itself to find a
way of perfecting even further the use of the infertile period. This last step
would involve the Church in a completely new line of actions the design and con

tracting of scientific research projects aimed at solving a human problem. It
would be as radical a step as wa3 the establishment of the first Catholic hospital.
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(2) "♦ . *c'est r^affirmer purement et simplement la malice intrinseque de la

contraception*" But what is wanted is not a "pure and simple" reaffirmation*

Rather* a reaffirmation that is clearer^ firmerf and more helpful—one that will

no*t only tell couples what is wrong,, but also guide them to fulfill what is right*

One may note how starkly this position is presented9 with no explanation and no

supporting phrases. The statement is so brief, in fact, that it is eliptical*

Logically, there should be included, after the word "simplement" words such ass

"the precept that the Church always has promulgated, namely that concerning. • •"

For, properly speaking, it is a precept that is promulgated and reaffirmed, not

the malice itself*

(5) "Quatre d'entre nous maintinennent qu'aujourd9hui le Magistere ne a&urait

adopter une autre position*" The word "quatre" is underlined, although one would

suppose that the reasons offered would be the important thing, not merely the

number of those assenting to a certain view* More important, the phrasing suggests,

that these four half-expect a change and simply have not yet seen their way

clear to agreeing with the majority* This is far from the truth* The theologians,

of the minority would agree with Pius XII when he saida SfThis precept is as

valid today as it was yesterday, and it will be so tomorrow and always, for it

is no mere prescription of human law, but a precept of law that is natural and

divine*w

(4) "Les quinze autres membres de la section de th^ologie pensent au contraire

que le Magist&re peut et doit, sans rien sacrifier des principes essentiels de

la continuity doctrinale, dire que Isutilisation d8un proc£d£ contraceptif dans

le but. de priver un acte ou une serie d'actes conjugaux de leur force procr^a-

tflqe, n'est pas intrinsequement mauvaise*" The statement of the majority's

position is much more ample* The phrase, "sans rien sacrifier* • *" is argumen

tative} this is precisely what the minority denies, and such a disputed point

should not be included in the very statement of the issue* To do so is to

prejudice the entire discussion* In any case9 at the end of this sentence* the

issue has been sufficiently stated* However, to stop here would leave a clear

impression of what is actually the case—namely, that the majority thinks that

the Church can and ought to change the precept it promulgates with regard to

the morality of contraception*

(5) "En consequence, elle prend sa_ morality de la totality de I8acte humain dans

lequel elle s'int^^re^ sans y apporter d'elle-mSae un 4l4meni de morality*ff This

additional sentence states what/would be a.conseq.uencei of the majority position

if that position were true* Unfortunately, both its position and the fact that

it is emphasised by underlining tends to distract attention from the main issue*



An "plllula** posset permlttl .qulft_alia._contraceptlva permitterentur?

Resp*: Negative, propter tres rationes*

1* Eadem malitla contracejtiva invenltur In casu fSpillulae'? con
traceptive adhibitae et alia contraceptiva^ nempe: deliberata

prlvatio actus conjugalis per industriaoi humanam^ vi ejus natu^all
procreandi novam vltam* In utroque casu datur positio deliberata
actus conjugalis sumul cum deliberata aggressione contra incep-
tionem istius novae vitae quae secus ex hoc actu haberetur vel
quae haberi posse existimatur. Ad hoc malitiam nihil refert utrun
physica integr&tas actus conjugalis ipsius praeservetur necne;
malitla non esi£ ipsa physica integritate violandaf sed in volun-
tate quae aggredltur inceptionem vitae^ sive haec aggressio
habetur in opus hominis vel in opus naturae*

2* Tota traditio theologlca Ecclesiae semper rejecit contra
ceptionem etiam per pharmaca oraliter sumpta, De facto, in

hac re documenta et testlmonia historica magis explicita sunt
contra sterilizationem (etiam temporanearn) per -ootiones etc* quam
contra onanismum simplicem. Of* Hoonan, Contraception, Index, sub
verbo %®®n&Tmm&±®m$xmi%t'kz&%xmiB lfContraceptive methods,, ** in- '
gradients used" etc*

3* Confirmatur: Fere omnes theologi qui imprimis (ante duos vel
tres annos9 1963* 1964) existimaverunt se posse admittere 2®&i

pillulam1 quin deberent admittere contraceptionem generaliter,
hodie vident hoc non posse fieri; logics coguntur ulterius progreai
et admittere alia contraceptiva; vel coguntur reverti ad doctrinam ,
Ecclesiae et PiiXII quae, rejeclt^pillulanf' adhibitam ad inhibitionem
ovulationls in ordine ad conceptionem praevenlendam*



religious. Affairs Department oi the
AJC, Rabbi Marc H. Tartenbaum.

"\Yhat did he think of the Look article,
"A^w the Jews Changed Catholic
ThiH.king/ywhich implied thai the AJC
had been wheeling and dealing to in\
fluence\Vaiican 11? What about alleged
Jewish domination of communications
and the ai\s? If Christians do not blame
all Jews for\he death of Christ, why do
some Jews in\ist on holding Christians
collectively responsible for the atroc
ities at Auschwitz? \

Rabbi Tanenbaum attempted no fac-

swered only through combined Je^fsli-
Christian scholarship, through'̂ fiy*ap
preciation of Jewish hisfo/y,\ and
through an understanding p^/ho\v\ far
Vatican II has advanced^,beyond the
fortress mentality of V^ucan I. \ \

/ /-

now .separa ^d broadly irto Orthodox,
Conservativ :. Reconduct ionist and Re
form group -—thatjs abo*'c all flexible^
To one, thu VIessrah is a shadowy ng-'1;
ure, like an elusive rainbow pointing to
a golden vi ior/'of pcrfecdon, or he is

\ an individiuK who evenkiaily\wiil be
Nrecogni/ed^A hen he proves his claims

to\all :he/jxople. To anoncr, the Mes
sianic diope will be-fulfilled not in the
hercpTyr— or Jews put much less em- '
phttsis fhan Christians on heaven and
/fed—but'\ :he perfection of society.

../'To one, & %.may be an impersonal
ne debtor's reply to these questions. In/" / force; to another, the eternal Thou. To
the long run, he said, \heyxcan be a#-/" one, an ath :ist \no Jew; to another.

the Jew remains forever a member op
the covenan: even though he rejects,:!.

When ihc iwo hundred Jesuk,semi-
narians returned to their J-heology
courses, perhaps they diti">fl'ot have a'
new collect;/e image 0f.vt'he'American

If the AJC did

swer

Jew

the AJC did ru#-definitively aln Jew, but oir of the dialogue hilU come
•"What is a J«fi$M it is because the\ understanding. Thc-passion of JewVfor
is a living wftness to a tradition— \ social justic: and their accompanying

u^
State of theOusstion

\

su/jpPfMP/x. s

lack of sharp distinction between clergy
and laity may have some/lessons for
Catholics. We understand better our

ethical debt to the Jewish tradition, the
Church's obligation as the Body of
."hrist to witness to.thc/tlaims of the

Messiah, His resurrection, His new
presence in the secular world. Although
the leaf oi profaningthesacredthrough,
"worldfy." activity may remain in the
ChristianVrf'adition, some have^sug-'
gested thatyohn F. Kennedy, symboli
cally in'hjs person and intellectually in
his •.'lnaugural\address laced with Old
and New Testament allusions, com

bined thc.main currents of Hebraic ex
istentialism and (Christian Hellenic ra
tionalism in his insistence that we strug
gle to break the poor world's bonds of
misery because it is.right. . . "knowing,
that here on earth God's work must be

our own." %.

[Raymond a. schroth?<s. J., is man
aging editor of Woodstock Letters,
Woodstock College, Md.] \\. . b
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Any serious attempt to explain the
meaning of the conciliar text on mar
riage n-!.;st be based on the text itself,
;.:vd o^ the three schemata from which

:: is immediately derived, in conjunc-
:<:.:. wi;.-4 the relationes (reports) and
.ne e .pensio modorum (evaluation of
amendments), which accompany the
schemata. The reports and the evalua
tion of amendments are official expla
nations oi the proposed texts, furnished
10 the Fathers by theTheological Com
mission (which, with the help of a sub-
commission, wrote the text), to help
;he Fathers understand its meaning be
fore voting on it. There were three such
schemata on marriage studied at the
fourth session of the Council: the pre
liminary text (May 16, 1965) with its
reports; the revised text (Nov. 16,
1965) with its reports; and the final
text (Dec. 2, 1965) with its evaluation
of amendments.

Although the topic of contraception
had been extensively discussed in com-

Our earlier article (2/26)
by Jchr L Thomas, S.J.,

occasioned this statement

by a ncral theologian

who v/as active in the

deliberations of Vatican II

mission nctv

May, 1965,
very vague

subject; and
an earlier to

Oct. 29, 196-

ing to the of
commission,

would corru

act. It is not

serious obje
registered <xl
by those Fa
near-silence,

and of the <

give consent

veen October, 1964, and

the preliminary text was
and wishy-washy on this
this despite the fact that

t, presented in the Aula on
k had condemned, accord-
icial reporter for the sub-

any interference that
3t or vitiate :.he conjugal
surprising, therefore, that
:tions were immediately
ains: the preliminary text
:hers who feared that its

in the context of the times

iocument, would seem to

to contraception.
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The context of the times was the ex

istence in the Church of an articulate

contraceptionist movement, which had
become ever more articulate since the

previous October. The context of the
document was this: In a paragraph
(now No. 51) that recognized sympa
thetically the pastoral problems of mar
ried couples in the responsible regula
tion of family size, that excluded im
moral solutions of these problems, and
that rejected specifically abortion and
infanticide as immoral solutions, the
preliminary text said next to nothing
and was woefully indeterminate on the
pastoral problem of problems: contra
ceptive birth control. Hence the strong
objections by some of the Fathers.

Now, whatever the precise meaning
of Paul VJTs statement of June, 1964,
and whatever the precise nature of the
questions that the Council was allegedly
"forbidden by the Pope to discuss,"
these objectors and the many Fathers
who agreed with them were convinced
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that the Pope and the Church would
not and could not repudiate the basic
doctrine of Casti Connubii. To them

(and in my opinion they constituted a
large majority of the Council Fathers)
such an outcome was simply not in the
cards.

The commission's problem, there
fore, was to correct the text to satisfy
these objectors; otherwise there was too
much risk that the Council, not to men

tion the Pope, would not accept the text
at all. On the other hand, they had to
correct it without prejudging "certain
questions" that were considered "re
served" for further study. What were
these questions?

On Oct 2S, 1964, Cardinal Aga-
gianian, who was presiding in the Aula,
announced that certain questions (not
further specified) were not to be dis
cussed publicly in the Aula; but he
thereupon invited the Fathers to send in
their written interventions on these

questions, assuring them that these
would be taken into account in framing
the next text. On the following day,
again in the Aula, the reporter for the .
chapter on marriage explained that the
text he was then presenting avoided all
mention of the pill, because this was a
matter reserved by the Pope, and a pub
lic discussion of it in the Aula would

not solve it.

The question of the pill is the only
specific problem I have seen mentioned,
in the documents available to me, as be
ing reserved by the Pope, and of which
one may say that its discussion, at least
in the Aula, was forbidden by the Pope.
It was quite clear, however, toward the
end of the Council in November, 1965,
that there was general agreement not to
discuss the question of "primary-sec
ondary"; perhaps this, too, was because
of the Pope's wishes. Finally, I was in
formed by a learned peritus of rather
liberal tendencies, who had been at the
Council from the beginning, that there
were three and only three "reserved"
questions: the pill; "primary-second
ary"; and the question of a possible re
finement or evolution of the basic doc
trine of Casti Connubii. I have been un
able to verify this in the documents so
far available to me.

I have been able to verify only the
following points: that some questions
were not to be discussed publicly in the
Aula; that all the Fathers were publicly
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invited to disi uss in writing the ques
tions that wen not to be discussed pub-

, licly; that a fe\ / Fathers did discuss con
traception m ;;cne.'al in the Aula; that
contraception ,vasextensively discussed
in the Thcok L;ical Commission; that
the pill was explicitly announced in the
Aula to be a reserved question; and that
the various do :uments refer on several
occasions to a nain questions being re
served, without specifying further what
these questions are.
• Consequent!}' (but I say this subject

to correction by other documents or
facts that I ha* e not been able to find),
I believe it is contrary to fact to say that
the Pope forbade the Counci: to discuss
contraception, or that the Council did
not discuss cor traception.

Li he Theological Commission tried
to solve the problems raised by the si
lence or near-s lence of the preliminary
text by proposing that two sentences be
added to the te a, the first of which (ac
cording to the commission's report) in
cluded the physical act as one of the
basic moral criteria of the morality of*
conjugal intercourse. That is why I
italicized this part of my letter to
America (1/22). It was immediately
relevant to the morality of contracep
tion, and to the exposition of the fol
lowing sentence as dealing with contra
ception. An excursus on the history of
conjugal intimacy from St. Augustine
on is irrelevant to the point at issue

. here.

The second sentence was added (the
report told the Fathers) to meet the
objection that s lence wouldgive rise to
doubts as to what the moral law called
for in practice; in other words, to pre
vent anyone from thinking that by si
lence on contra :eption the Council was
^giving consent to contraception. The
Council, thus instructed by ihc Theo
logical Commission, voted overwhelm
ingly for the n vised text (November,
1965) in whic'j these sentences were
now included.

But the sertences were still not
strong enough to satisfy some of the
Fathers, and several of them offered
further amendments. The subcommis-
sion rejected many of these, including
those that dema ided a specific footnote
reference to Cavi Connubii's condem

nation of contraception. This last was
not rejected, however, on the grounds
that such a reference would be a sub
stantial change in the approved text, or
would introduce a new and crucial is-,
sue, or an issue that the Council had

not been permitted to discuss. The sub-
commission accepted other amend
ments that somewhat strengthened the
two sentences, so that they finally took
the form they now have:

"Accordingly, the moral character
of the conduct, when there is question
of reconciling conjugal love with the
responsible transmission of life, does
not depend solely on a. sincere inten
tion and a weighing of motives, but
should be determined by objective cri- .
teria derived from the nature of the per
son and the nature of his acts, which
[criteria] preserve in the context of true
love the integral meaning of mutual
donation and human procreation; and
this cannot be achieved unless the virtue
of conjugal chastity is cultivated whole
heartedly. Relying on these principles,
children of the Church are not per- •
milted, in the regulation of procreation,
to follow paths that are disapproved by
the Magisterium in its explanation of
the divine law,"

I recognize the probability that some
of the revisionists among the experts
and others on the Theological Commis
sion wanted to make these statements
as weak as possible, and would have
dropped both sentences entirely if they
could. But then would the Council and
the Pope accept the text? There were
many others, including the Holy Father,
who wanted the statements made still
stronger. The objective meaning of the
sentences cannot be determined by in-,
vestigating the possible intentions of
any one group, or any combination of

groups, within the commission or with
in the Council. At all events, nobody
wanted the sentences couched in such
strong terms that the "reserved" ques
tions would be pre-judged, because
everyone knew there were such ques
tions, in particular the pill. Everyone
was aware also that a special papal -
commission, outside the Council, was
studying the whole birth control ques
tion in extenso—though many people
were still calling it "the pill commis
sion." This was one of the facts of life
for the Council Fathers, with or with
out a footnote reference to the state-
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ment of June 23, 1964, to remind them
of it.

With all this supposed, I maintain
that these two sentences, in their word
ing, in their context, in their history,
and as officially explained by the Theo
logical Commission, and even apart
from the footnote reference later added
at the insistence of the Pope, deal with
contraception and prohibit it. If they
do not prohibit contraception, what do
they prohibit? Periodic continence?
Complete continence? Abortion and in
fanticide, specifically rejected just two
sentences previously? They can refer
only to contraception, in my opinion—
at least that contraception condemned
by the basic doctrine of the Church.

P
ti t was only after the above events
had taken place that the Holy Father
himself intervened and offered four
amendments, some of which were
aimed at strengthening the statements
quoted above. His purpose was clearly
and very forcefully stated in the iouei1
of Nov. 23, in which the Secretary of
State communicated the papal interven
tion to the Theological Commission.
The Holy Father wanted the text to in
clude clear and open references to the
basic doctrine of Casti Connubii and
the Allocution to the Mid wives as being
the doctrine of the Magisterium, and
he wanted to prevent doubts and reti
cence about this basic doctrine from
seriously harming the Church. The let
ter was particularly strong in repudiat
ing the opinion of those who were
spreading the word that CastiConnubii
and the Allocution to the Midwives are

obsolete, and emphatically reasserted
the validity of these documents. This
letter is part of the official acts of the
Council, as yet not available to the pub
lic; but its contents have already been
published in a distorted form.

Among other things, the Holy Father
asked for the insertion of the phrase
artes anticonceptionales (contraceptive
arts) hear the beginning of the chapter,
in No. 47, and for the addition of a
footnote reference to the specific pages
of Casti Connubii that contain the

solemn condemnation of contraception,
and a footnote reference to the Allocu

tion to the Midwives. These were to be

added to the sentences quoted above.
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The response of the commission to
these papal recommend alions was as
follows: The/ added the footnote refer
ences to Cas;i Connubii and the Allocu
tion to the Midwives, mentioning in the
expensio nuulorum that in doing so
they had tar en careful account of the
Pope's rect mmendations. But they
added, with vis permission, a reference
to his statement oi June 23, 1964, and
the explanation that "certain questions"
(not the w.ioie question) had been
passed on u> the special birth control
commission ?y order oi the Pope. With
regard io art.'santiconceptionales (con
traceptive arts), the Theological Com
mission stated that "contraception" and
"onanism" were already in the text, "at
least substantially," but objected to
"contraceptive arts" on other grounds,
saying that :his phrase would seem to
prohibit periodic continence; that it
would confu .e scientists and others who

distinguish between anticonceptives,
contraceptives and aconceptives; and
that thereto *e it might be misunder
stood as condemning anticonceptives
without coinvivUiihg Contraceptives.

In order to avoid these inconven

iences, the Theological Commission,
after long discussion, and with the per
mission oi. t ie Holy Father, proposed
finally to ths Council, as a substitute
expression, the more general phrase
"illicit praciices against generation."
The expensio modorum explained this
substitution ;o the Fathers of the Coun

cil, before their final vote, as including
contraceptio i in its condemnation of
illicit practices, but excluding periodic
continence, .'n the commission discus

sions it had been pointed out by one
Father (though this point was not
called to the attention of the Council)
that "illicit practices against genera
tion" was pieferable because it would
include the new intrauterine devices,

whether the/ turned out to be abor-

tifacients or not.

By some ;s yet unexplained mishap,
the specific page reference to Casti
Connubii was omitted from the printed
text distribu ed to the Fathers on Dec.

2; but before they voied on it on Dec.
4, the mistake was publicly called to
their attention in the Aula, by direction
of the Holy father, and this exact page
reference new appears in the text as
promulgated at the end of the Council.

The final document, therefore, as

THE PRIESTHOOD:
A CONTEMPORARY,

VITAL CALLING
FOR MATURE MEN •

The Church is finding today a sub
stantial answer to her acute vocational
problem in adult candidates to the
priesthood.
if you desire to become a priest of
God and wish to pursue your studies
at an up-to-date seminary of recent
foundation (1956) which is designed
specifically for adults,

then study for the Diocesan or
Religious Clergy at

Holy Apostles Seminary
Cromwell, Connecticut

K.

Serving the Church Universal in
one of her flourishing new
apostoiates, Holy Apostles Semi
nary is devoted exclusively to
the training of adult vocations
to the priesthood. Conducted by
the Missionaries of the Holy
Apostles, it is fully accredited
and offers its own Bachelor of
Arts degree.

The curriculum includes:

o Accelerated Latin for beginners
© Two years of Liberal Arts
° Two years of Philosophy 2nd

Allied Subjects
Students who are interested in following
only one or two sections of the scholas
tic program before transfer to their final
clerical destination are welcome, al
though a two-year period of residence
Is required. Minimum age for admission
is 20 years, and sponsorship by a bish
op or religious order is needed only by
applicants who are 40 years of age or
over. Individual curricula are worked cut
to meet the specific needs of each stu
dent.

For further information write to:

Director of Admissions
Holy Apostles Seminary

Box SO
Cromwell, Conn. 06416
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promulgated, not only contains in the
footnote this significant page reference
to the solemn condemnation in Casti
Connubii; the text itself was explained
to theFathers by theTheological Com
mission as condemning contraception,
first in No. 47, in the phrase "illicit
practices against generation," and sec
ondly in the sentence on "paths disap
proved bythe Magisterium," which was
added, the commission said, to satisfy
the objections of those who feared that
silence (on contraception) might seem
to give consent to it.

But what about footnote 14?—which
cites not only Casti Connubii and the
Allocution to the Midwives, but also
the statement of Pope Paul in June,

' 1964. It is argued that since that state
ment announced a profound and wide-
ranging study of every aspect of the
birth control problem, it amounted to a
declaration (or even a sort of prom
ise?) on the part oi Pope Paul that he
considered the basic doctrine of Casti
Connubii subject to contradiction, or
repudiation, or radical revision. There
fore the inclusion of a reference to this
statement in the footnote took all the
starch out of the reference to Casti
Connubii, and canceled out any force
it might otherwise have as a reaffirma
tion of basic doctrine.

1iV /'/' i '
Li SJ Li ayI give myreasons for consider
ing this interpretation of the 1964state
ment and of the footnote untenable?

The text of the 1964 statement
neither says nor implies that the doc
trine of Casti Connubii is open to con
tradiction or radical revision. Study of
a doctrinal or moral teaching of the
ordinary Magisterium, no matter how
wide or deep the study, does not imply,
and cannot be presumed to imply, that
such teaching is liable to radical revi
sion. These studies could, for example,
be aimed at a better understanding of
the teaching, or a better formulation of
it, or a more precise application of it to
new facts, or a more satisfactory ex
planation of its reasonableness, or a
new examination of the possibilities
within it for refinement and growth. It
would be gratuitous, even in the case
of the secular sciences, to presume that
an over-all study of an established posi
tion necessarily contemplates as ac
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ceptable the repudiation of the posi
tion. But in the case of a doctrine of
the Church th it had recently been
solemnly procla med in a papalencycli
cal as "the Christian doctrine handed
down unir.ternptedly from the very
beginning," it i: little short of absurd
to assume thai row, only 35 years later,
another ?ope i; publicly announcing
that he has appointed a commission to
study whether t.ie teaching may be re
pudiated or not

Such an interpretation is particularly
farfetched in the case of Pope Paul VI,
speaking in the historical context of
Rome and Roman opinion in June,
1964. .

At that mon ent, the problem that
occupied everybody's mind in Rome
was the pill an 1 the teaching of Pius
XII on the pill. The question had be
come acute di-ring the previous six
months because of articles by Janssens,
van der Marck ind Reuss. The idea of
forsaking the teaching of Casti Con
nubii, though undoubtedly discussed
and promoted elsewhere, was not seri
ously entertained by Roman authori
ties. I doubt il it even entered their
heads. It is no eworthy also that the
statement itself does not say that the
norms of Pius > I (Casti Connubii) are
valid and obligatory—that was taken
for granted—but that the norms of
Pius XII, whosi peculiar contribution
was the condensation of the contra
ceptive use of the pill, were valid and
obligatory.

I spent the fhst week of June, 1964,
in Rome, interviewing cardinals, bish
ops, priests and others on the contra
ception questior, trying to find outwhat
the Council mijht be expected to do
about it. Everybody spoke in terms of
the pill, and the special difficulty of dis
cussing so technically complicated a
problem in the Council Aula. I also had
a personal interview with His Holiness
concerning the ;ontracep:ion problem.
The principal subject discussed was
Pius XITs state rent on the pill. But in
contending that Pope Paul's statement,
about two wee! s later, was concerned
principally vviti the pill, and did not
contemplate the possibility of any radi
cal revision of (\isti Connubii, I do not
rely on anything the Holy Father said
in that interview. He said nothing at
all about it. To how, however, that the
pill dominated t ie minds of ah, thespe

cial papal commission was frequently
referred to in Rome as "the pill com
mission"—a usage that continues to
this day. One of the cardinals to v/hom
Pope Paul's statement of June 23 was
addressed wrote to me on June 26 and
said that the Holy Father had just
spoken to them "about the pills," and
that now we wouid have to wait and
see what the special commission would
say "about this question."

Everything in the statement and cir
cumstances is compatible with the in
terpretation that it dealt primarily with
the pill, though the pill was not ex
plicitly mentioned; nothing in the state
ment or circumstances supports the
idea that the proposed studies opened
up for radical revision the traditional
teaching of the Church. This interpre
tation has been vigorously publicized
by Catholic revisionists, who have thus
raised false, unjustified hopes in the
minds of many Catholics. The disap
pointment of these hopes explains in
part, I think, how anyone could now be
so ready to accuse the Vicar of Christ,
most offensively, of "high level buck-
passing."

I know of nothing, furthermore, in
the previous or subsequent acts of His
Holiness to give color to the radical-
revisionist interpretation of his address.
Quite the contrary. AsPro-Secretary of
State to Pius XII, he had vigorously in
sisted (in 1953) on the sacred and
inviolable character of life and its trans
mission, calling it a crime to defraud
nature's intentions. In 1960, as Arch
bishop of Milan, his Easter pastoral on
the family upheld the doctrine of Casti
Connubii in uncompromising terms.
On Nov. 11, 1964, he startled his
hearers by the force with which he de
fended the authority of the ordinary
Magisterium, as exercised by the su
preme Pontiff, to bind the consciences
oi the faithful. Even his statement to
the papal commission. March 27, 1965,
which, because of the broadness of its
terns and the vagueness oi its formula
tion oi the problem, could be inter
preted as an unlimited opening wide
of the doors, points to the traditional
teaching of the Church as a more im
portant and more illuminating ractor
than the data of the profane sciences
(physiology, psychology, medicine.
etc.) being studied by the commission.

Toward the end oi the Council, in
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communicating his views to the Theo
logical Con mission, he was still more
uncompromising on the necessity oi
upholding the basic doctrine of Casti
Connubii. One of his favorite themes

has been the continuity oi the doctrine
taught by the ordinary Magisterium.
About a month after the closing of the
Council (Jan. 12, 1966), he spoke pub
licly of the continuity of the Council's .
teachings with the traditional teaching
of the Church: "We must not sever the

teachings of the Council from the doc
trinal heritage of the Church, but on
the contrary discern how they find their
place there, how they are consistent
with it, and how they give it witness,
growth, explanation and application."
A month later (Feb. 12, 1966), he in- -
terpreted some of the conciliar chap
ter's teachings on marriage, love,
parenthood and conjugal chastity. He
reaffirmed his June, 1964 position that
the norms of Pius XII are still valid and

binding. He mentioned, again without
specifying, questions that could not be
handled by the Council and so remain
to be studied. And he inculcated, with

out mentioning contraception but in
language that can hardly be interpreted

- not to include it, the Church's difficult
teaching on "the virtue of conjugal
chastity, emphatically marked out by
His Holiness Pius XI and restated by '

Pius XII."

In other words, he spoke of the ques
tions still being studied in terms com
patible with the idea of "witness,
growth, explanation and application."
But he spoke of the teaching of Pius XI
and Pius XII on conjugal chastity in
terms incompatible with the idea of
radical revision.

From all the above, I do not con
clude that Pope Paul's understanding of
the conciliar texts dealing with birth
regulation or his intention with regard
to the footnote references necessarily
coincide in all particulars with the
meaning attached to these by the Coun
cil when it voted for them. I have

merely tried to show at this point that
he did not contemplate radical revision
in June, 1964, in November, 1965 or
in February, 1966.

I believe, however, that his under

standing of the text, and especially of
the footnote references, has an impor
tant bearing on their true meaning for
this reason: Without the Pope's signa
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ture, there <\o'd"d bj no conciliar text

at all. Thi ?ope has ; n absolutely
unique posi ion as Vicar of Christ, and
as the only I i^.op whose agreement and
consent is e.-bcntial to the very existence
of the conci.iar documents as authentic

teaching of the Church. Musi not the
meaning of the document be studied in
light of thi • basic theological datum?
Furthermore to be practical, if the
meaning of conciliar texts is really am
biguous, or becomes so as a result of
persistent misrepresentation, it will be
Pope Paul rnd his successors whose in
terpretation;, arrived at with the help
of the teach ng Church, will bo binding
on the faithful.

It seems id me, too, tha<.. his intention

with regard to the footnote references
to Casti Cornubii and the Allocution to

the Midwh-is has particular weight as
a criterion of their true meaning, be
cause these references were an amend

ment that he himself proposed and in
sisted on, while the reference to the

June statement was proposed by the
Theological Commission ?nd consented

&

to by him. "furthermore, the Theologi
cal Commission entered a special note
in the expensio modorum advising the
Fathers th;.t it had* reverently and
sedulously taken into account the rec
ommendations of the Ho»ly Father in
dealing witl: this amendment and cer
tain others.

. In the lh;ht of all these considera

tions, I camiot accept the judgment
that I have "advanced a quite arbitrary
interpretatk n of the conciliar text and
footnote," or that I give the footnote a
"curiously arbitrary interpretation."
Whether riiht or wrong, I do not be
lieve I have been arbitrary. My inter
pretation is based on the text itself, its
context, its history, and on those official
documents hat I was able to consult.

I cannot po .e as an expert on the text,
however, because I have not been able
to see all the materials that, we hope,
will eventually become available. I

reiterate, therefore, that the text does
say something about contraception, un
derstood as the basic doctrine of Casti

Connubii, and forbids contraception-^
and this even apart from the important
footnote; and that with the footnote,
this conclusion is reinforced. And I

reiterate that, in my opinion, there is
no basis in the text or the footnote for

saying that the whole question of con
traception is left open to debate among
Catholics.

But I could come to this conclusion,

and make some sense out of a matter

complicated by many intangible fac
tors, only by distinguishing between a
basic doctrine of the Church, not sub
ject to radical revision, and a possible
development of the doctrine by way
of "growth, explanation and applica
tion." I do not know, and I doubt if any
body could know, how far such devel
opment might eventually lead us, but
I do not believe the "certain questions"
remaining to be studied are insignificant
or mostly semantic. Fr. Gerald Kelly
and I, in Marriage Questions (Vol, II
of Contemporary Moral Theology)t
did not say that no change is possible
in the Church's teaching on contracep
tion: we said that no substantial change
was possible (p. 277). leaving room
for a development that would be theo
logically legitimate, and pointing out
at considerable length one direction we
hoped that development might take.
But I do not consider it theologically
legitimate, or even decent and honest,
to contradict a doctrine and then dis

guise the contradiction under the
rubric: growth and evolution. Further
more, I do not believe that the present
state of intolerable pastoral confusion,
brought on in large part by writings
that publicize superficial views and
propagate false hopes, results in any
real amelioration of the agonizing per
sonal problems of married couples, or
makes any real contribution to the doc
trinal problems with which the Magis
terium is now confronted. Legitimate
growth and radical revision cannot live
together. It seems to me that the edifice
of theology and the edification of the
Mystical Body deserve better treatment
than they are getting.

JOHN C. FORD, S. J.

CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY

OF AMERICA

WASHINGTON, D. C.
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Aeceptatio continentiae periodicae ab Ecclesia, non fuit passus
g^eperatoriHs'^ad^^^eptationea contraceptionis

1) slSehema Unnnm^nti de Responsabili ?atemitatef% (S.D.pp.?* 8)
ponit perioiHcam^aBstinentiae acceptationem In linea e¥olutionis prae-
paratoriae ad contraceptionem et dicit5 hanc acceptationem continere
68separationem inter actum sexualea exlicite intentum et affectum ejus
reproduetivum voiuntarie exclusum. Traditio semper reiecit et num-
quam admitti potest quod separatio ilia quaeratur cum intentione anti-
conceptionali ex motivis vitiatie ab egoismo et hedonismo.11

2) Prima'ilia eententia est falsa. a) In abstinentia perio
dica actus sexualis deliberate intentus nullo mode separator ab eiua
effeotu reproductive. Ex hypothesi non habat effectum reproductive,
nam est sterilis. Habetur explicita intentio exercendi actum qui
cognoscitur non haber affectum reproductive, sed actus intentue non
separatur ab effectu quem non potest habere et non habet. b) Brae-
terea9 permissio matrimoniorum senum et sterilium,' peraissio actus
sexualis durante praesnancia^ etc® cosmuniter in ecclesia agnita eat
per saecula ante modernam questionem de liceitate abstinentiae perio
dica© oriebatur* Acceptatio abstinentiae periodicae non introducta
est a Pio XII; per saltern centum axmos ante' Aliocutionem ad Obstet-
rices, permissibilitas adhibendi hoc systema agnoscebatur tanquam
probabilis in operibue theoiogorum, et in responsis dicasteriorum
Romanorum.

3) Secunda haec sententia est falsa in eis quae innuito Verum
est traditionem semper rejecisse separationem intentionaiem inter actum
sexualem et effactum reproductivum quam actus existimabatur habere.
P^aeterea^ ©xistimaverunt multos plures actus esse talesf i.e.-^oteati-
aliter reproductivos; et numquam permiserunt destructionem integrita-
tis phyaicae etiam actuum; cognitorum ut steriliunu Sed traditio
haec omnia semper rejecit sive fiebant egoistice et hedonistice sive
non; sive fiebant ex bono motive vel ex male motive* Non existit.
scintilla evidentiae quae sustineret thesim quod ratio vel fundamentum
condemnations contraceptionis tanquam graviter peccaminoeae fuit he-
doniBmus vel egoismus - peccata (quae? ceterumt ex magna parte solum-
modo venialia habebantur).

4) Admittenda est in ecclesiae doctrina de usu matrimonii evo-
lutio notabilie in decursu saeculorum, quae debetur praecipue evolu-
tioni doctrinae de concupiscentia sexuali. Consequenter evolutio
habetur doctrinae de amore sexuali ut valo re positive. Finalitas
unitiva-amorosa et personalia in sexualitate humana nunc agnosci pot
est. In hoc vera evolutio habetur. Pars hujus evolutionis est ex-
plicita approbatio systematis abstinentiae periodicae. Sed haec
approbatio nullo modo est paasue aliquis in via ad contraceptionem
admittendam. Nam abstinentia periodica essentiallter differt morali
ter a contraceptione. Impossibile est evolutionem doctrinae agnoscere
in simplici contradictione doctrinae (nisi forte in aliquo systemate
philosophico Hegeliaao).
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g^ Datur essentialis differentia taoralis inter contraceptionem
et abstinentiam periodicals

1) Si contraceptio praesmaitur non esse intrinsece mala (quod
regulariterHpraeiuMtuTlZ~^guiaentatione aliquorum membrorum majori-
tatis) tunc non datur differentia essentialis moralls. Ja* **?£?,,
hypothesi tum contraceptio tum rhythmus sunt moraliter indifferentia
ex obrjecto, et eorua moralitas judicanda esset ex motivis et circum-
stantiis. Sed praesumere contraceptionem non esse intrinsece malam
esset petitio princlpii.

2) Si contraceptio praesumitur esse mala quia violat praecep-
tum affirmativum procreandi, i.e. "Crescite et multiplicamini'1 (quod
saepe praesumitur in argumentatione aliquorum membrorum maaontatis),
tunc non daretur essentialis differentia moralls inter contraceptio
nem et rhythmum. Nam tunc prohibito contraceptionis non urgeret
quando obligatio affirmativa procreandi cessaret. Sed hoc iterum
praesumit contraceptionem non esse intrinsece malam,.et est pet-iTJio
principii. Juxta doctrinam Ecclesiae (ut in Casti Connubii exhiDi-
tam) contraceptio est mala quia violat negativum praeceptum-: Ne
intervenias in actum conjugalem ad deprivandum eum vi naturali quam
habet procreandi novam vitaa. Ne unquam hoc facias.

3) Aliter omnino res se habet si praesumimus (et omnino fas
est sic praesumere) contraceptionem esse intrinsece malam; ejusque
malitiam inveniri praecise in interventu human© in actus (et proces
sus) humanos sexuales ut generativos, i.e. eo fine ut vi naturali
procreativa destituantur. In hac hypothesis differentia moralls
essentialis inter contraceptionem et rhythmum est clare evidens.
Nam in rhythmo, nullus actus destituitur vi sua naturali procreativa.
Ex hypothesi actus sexuales exerciti non habent talem vim. Sunt_
sterilies propter naturalem periodicitatem mulieris. Aliis verbis,
qui utitur tempore sterilitatis (cum ratione proportionata) non peccat
contra affirmativum praeceptum procreandi, quia ex hypothesi excusa-
tur ab hac obligatione; neque peccat contra negativum praeceptum
(ne destituas actum vi sua p'rocreativa) quia actus* ex hypothesi est
sterilis de se, et non habet vim procreativam.

k) Hoc punctum requirit ulteriorem explicationem; nam multi
dicunt: Physica actio sterilizandi est actio moraliter indifferens,
quod apparet etiam ex documentis ecclesiasticis, et ex eo quod variae
operationes chirurgicae sterilizantes permittuntur. Praeterea,
(dicunt), intentio non habendi prolem est intentio moraliter indiffer
ens, quia systema rhythmi licite adhibetur cum "intentione" hon haben
di prolem. Cur igitur non licet combinare actionem indifferentem
cum intentione indifferent! et, ob rationes rationabilitantes, indu-
cere sterilizationem cum intentione contraceptiva?

Respondetur afferendo primo exemplum, deinde explicando illud.
Supponamus hominem qui intra annum debet mori ex cancro doloroso.^
Vult mori. • Si explodit sclopetum in caput suum reus est suicidii
quia violat negativum praeceptum "Ne occidas". Si recusat omnem
cibum et potum et exinde moritur, reus est suicidii, quia violat



affirmativum praeceptum: "Adhibeas media ordinaria ad vitam prae-
servandam". Sed si recusat operationem chirurgicam, valde expen-
sivaa, quia vult mori (et fortasse vult istam pecuniam relinquere
pro sustentatione uxoris, etc.) non est reus suicidii, quia non
datur praeceptum affirmativum obligans eum ad media extraordinaria
adhibenda ad praeservandam vitam suam.

Ex quo exemplo apparet differentia sat momentosa inter imputa-
bilitatem morales effectus qui proprie causatur a mea actione, et
effectus mere resultantis ex mea omiosione. In primo casu Csi agi
tur de praecepto negativo legis naturalfsT adest immoralitas intrin-
seca ponendi actionem semper et pro semper prohibitam. Sed in se-
cundo et tertio casu moralitas omissionis judicatur prout adest vel
non adest praeceptum affirmativum ponendi actionem aliquam ne effec
tus (mors) sequatur. Hinc theologi, tractando imputabilitatem
effectuum actuum humanorua, semper clare distinguunt effectus qui
positive causantur ab actione, et effectus qui negative resultant
ex omissione. Exinde est quod in nostra materia loquuntur de
mediis positivis contraceptivis, et negant media positiva adesse in
abstinentia periodica. Ex qua terminologia tot equivocationesi
Sic etiam, theologi distinguunt inter effectum mere volitum et effec
tum proprie sensu voluntarium.

Ex quibus dietis sat clare apparet differentia moralis inter
casum mulieris quae physice, positiva actione sua, intervenit ad
processum generativum interrumpendum, et casum mulieris^quae omissi-
onibus suis, etiam systematicis, curam habeat ne concipiat. Inten
tio physici et effectivi interventus, non potest esse bona (in sup-
positione quod actus et processus ut generativi sunt inviolabiles).
"Intentio" non concipiendi, omittendo actiones ad quas ponendas
nulla datur obli&atio, potest esse bona vel mala juxta circumstan-
tias, finem, et media ad finem adhibita.

Quod forte amplius illustratur hoc modo: Nemo diceret mulie-
rem quae totaliter abstinet ab actibus conjugalibus exercere contra
ceptionem ("practices contraception"), etiamsi hoc modo agit ne con
cipiat. Samen quando eadea mulier utitur matrimonio temporibus
sterilibus systematice, sunt qui dicunt earn habere iritentionem con-
traceptivam et exercere contraceptionem. Cur? Quia tunc, aiunt,
utitur matrimonio sexualiter eo modo ex quo conceptio non possit
consequi, et praecise propter hanc rationem; ergo contraceptive.
Sed non-conceptio ab hac muliere volita nullo modo resultat e± usu
matrimonii tempore sterili; resultat ex non-usu in tempore fertili.
Aliis verbis, intentio non-conceptionis in systemate rhythmi, osten-
ditur non esse eontraceptivus, et aliis criteriis moraliter judicari
debere.

Tandem aliquando, status mentis contraceptionistae directe et
active contrariatur inception! hu,jus novae vitae individuae. Nam
contraceotionista intra se dicit: "Volo praevenire quantum possum
inceptionem istlus vitae individuae quae, praecise propter meum ac
tum generativum positua, intervenienti speciali actu creativo Dei,
existeret, nisi hunc actum ego destituo e^jus vi procreativa."
Talis status mentis essentiallter differt moraliter a statu mentis
eorum qui utuntur tempore sterili propter genuinos valores matrimo
nii. Keque hi, neque illi qui ex motivis virtuosis continentiam
perfectam in matrimonio colunt, dirigunt voluntatem suam active
contra inceptionem vitae.
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