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SUMMARIUM PARTIS SECUNDAE, quae coantinet commentaria 1ln sex puncta

1.

2.

3

generaliora in Relatlone Finall et in
Schenate Documenti de Responsabili Pater-
nitate, cum guibusdam Appendicibus ex-
planatoriis,

De praesentatione inadacquata positionis minoritatis in
Relatione Finali. Appendix I dat accuratlus summarium hujus

positionis,

De praesentatione inadequatz puncil centralls in p. 10 Rela-
tionis Pinalis. Appendix II explicat et conatur rectificare
hanc deficientism. Minoritas nonr simpliciter vult retinere
statum quo; potius vult retinere principilum fundamentall de
intrinseca 1lliceitate contraceptionis, et simul vult diversas
zmeliorationes hujus doctrinae tum theoretice tum pastoraliter.

De Ecclesia dubitanti in hac re:

a8, Si Ecclesia agnoscltur esse in statuy dubii de doctrina treii-
tionali (et majoritas hoc aznoscit), quomodo potest S. Pou-
tifex nunc auctoritative declarare doctrinam totaliter oppos-

itam esse certo veranm?

b. Quid praecise fuit legitime dubitatum in Concllio (Gzudiam

et Sves, n., 51, nota 14)? Substantia doctrinae Casti Con-
nubii,vel guaestiones aligquae marginales? Hic ilaoseritur
Appendix III explicans cur "pillula" non differat essentialiter
ab alils contraceptivis.

¢. Ad quodnam dubium solvendum Commissio creata est: dubiluwmd
de ipsa substantia doctrina? iiezative respondil in articulo
quodam cujus exemplar hic includitur ut Appendix IV.

Ex praesentibus documentis: aut fidelibus imponitur obligatio
in conscientia adhibendi contraceptiva artificialia in multis
ad junctis; aut ista "criterla objectiva” non sunt obligatoria,
sed sunt merae clarificatlones largiores et prudentiales, --
Juxta placita eorum qul non admittunt EZccleslam esse compe-
tentem ad obligandas conscientias fidelium in rebus concretis.

Kotabllis videtur omissio in Relatione Finzali de problematibus
demographicls; nempe: Etiamsl Fecclesie nuac permitteret
contraceptionem Juxta placita majoritatis, hoc fere nullius
utilitatis esset (juxte demographum principalem Commissionis)
ad solvenda problemata globalia populatiocnis excessivae.

De aequivocationibus in tractatione abstinentiae periodicae,
quasl h&dé doctrinae admissio loglce duceret ad permissionenm
contraceptionis, et quasi perlodica abstinentia non differat
essentialiter (moraliter) a contraceptione, Appendix V tractat
priorem, Appendix VI alteram ex his guesitionibus,

Joannes C, Ford, S.J.
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PARTE SECONDA. OSSERVAZIONI GINERALI SULLA "RELATIO FINALIS"
E SULLO "SCHEMA DOCUMENTI DE RESPONSABILI PA-

TERNITATE".

l. La posizione della minoranza viene descritta in modo inade-

quato nella "Relatioc finalis". Questo era inevitabile, date
le circostanze. L'unica maniera per assicurare una equa presen-
tazione sarebbe quella di comsentire ad ognuna delle parti la
redazione di un proprio rapporto finale e di concedere ad ognu-
na un eguale spazio per farlo. Dal momento che alla minoranza
non & stato concesso di presentare alla sessione dei Vescovi e
alla santa Sede stessa il proprio rapporto, mi permetto di ac-
cluderlo qui, nella speranza che esso possa completare 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” 411 riassunto essenziale
delle due posizioni opposte & talmente inadequato, che io

mi permetto di accludere qui un documento chiarificatore:

"The Inadequacy of the Statement of the Issue in the Relation

finalis, p.1l0". E£sso porta il titolo "Minority, Appendix II".

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

a) Il 23 Aprile 1966 la maggloranza dei teologi della Commissio-
ne ha espresso con voitoc che "Constat Ecclesianversari hodie
in statu dubii utrum doctrina tradita de intrinseca maliti& con-

traceptionis vera sit". Il 25 Giugno 1966 i medesimi teologi,
tramite i Cardinali e i Vescovi, chiedono alla santa Sede di ac-
cettare il loro "Schema documenti de responsabili paternitate™

e di dichiarare autoritativamente che la contracezione & ora per-
messa e persinc obbligatoria.

In altre parole, benché la Chiesa, secondo la maggioranza, 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 autoritd che la Chiesa non & piu
in dubbio: non nel senso che i dubbi relativi alla 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 completamente l'insegnamento catto-

— s Gmme  Gumm e Gens s Soap  Gmes s e S
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Quei teologi in realtd dicono: "La Chiesa dubita su questo
punto. Ma noi non dubitiamo. Ecco le nostre ragioni per assicu-
rare che la contracezione & permessa; e talora anche obbligato-
ria. Sulla base di queste ragioni il santo Padre dovrebbe dichia-
rare autenticamente che la Chiesa non soltanto non ha piu dubbi
sulla dottrina tradizionale, ma che & certa dell'opposto".
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Le implicazioni di questo modo di ragionare dovrebbero venire
sottoposte alla discussione di ecclesiologi competenti,; prima
che il santo Padre le assuma come direttiva di comportamento

(vedi sopra PARTE PRIMA, p;6).

b) Secondo il mio parere, tutta la questione dello "Status du-

bii in Ecclesia® non & stata ponderata a sufficienza, per di-
versi motivi. Io richiamo l'attenzione su questo soltanto: in
maniera abbastanza generica si & presunto che i dubbi attuali,
riscontrati fra i fedeli, presso la gerarchia e il concilio
(Gaudium et spes, n.51 nuta 14), e anche presso lo stesso santo
Padre (inducendoli dalla sua affermazione del 23 Giugno 1964 e
dal fatto che egli costituli 1la Commissione), fossero dubbi in-
torno alla sostanza stessa della dottrina della Casti Connubii.

Ma in realta esiﬁge un'altra spiegazione,,non discussa a suf-
ficienza, e cioé ché, dottrina sostanziale della Casti Connubii
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 alla lettera del Segretario di Stato al Cardinal
Ottaviani in data 23 Novembre 1965, la quale rendeva nota alla
Commissione teologiaa l'insistenza del santo Padre perché la
Casti Connubii venisse rispettata.

A mio parere, il vero oggetto del dubbio, sia in Gaudium et
spes n.51 nota 14, sia nell'istituzione della Commissione, ver-
teva sul quesito se determinate nuove scoperte o nuovi metodi
(p.e. la "pillola") realmente costituissero quella contracezio-
ne, che la Chiesa ha sempre condannato. Attualmente difatti,
fra gli esperti della Commissione, sia della maggioranza che
della mino nza, quasi non c'é dubbio che la pillola differisca
dagli altr a1etodi di contracezione per cid che riguarda gli a-
spetti mori i di rilievo. Si veda il documento annesso: "An 'pil-
lula' posset permitti quin alia" etc., sotto il titolo "Minority,

Appendix III™,

cy Molti fanno confusione fra cid che veramente era dubbio du-
rante il concilio e il dubbio che & sorto dalla reazione del-
la Commissione. La Commissione si & comportata secondo il presup-
posto che la sostanza dell'insegnamento della Chiesa, quale & di-
chiarato solennemente nella Casti Connubii, venga sottomessa a
revisione radicale e anche a contradizione. Quandoc io non crede-
vo che guesto fosse un presupposto legittimo (e ancora dubito
che lo sia), scrissi un articolo "More on the Council and Con-
traception", che annetto qui, sotto l1l'indicazione "Minority,

Appendix IV",
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4) Fx Relatione Pinali (p. 17 ad fin.) simul cum "Schema
Documenti de Hesponsabili Paternitate” {pp. 8, 9) et
"Iindications pPastoralest(Dupuy), passim, consequitur:

Aut (1): Sancta Sedes ipsa nunc imponet obli-
gationenm in conscientia adhibendi, in
aliquibus saltem casibus, contracep=-
tiva artificialisa;

Aut (2): Ista “objectiva criteria” in documenta
majoritatis non sunt vera et obligatoria
criteria sed “clarificationes largiores”
indicativae seu prudentiales, sed non
cbligatoriae.

A4 Primum. Relatio et Schema (locis cit.) exhibent effica-
citaten nmethodi contraceptivae tancuam criterium objectivum Jjuxta
qued conjuges dirigi debent in ordine ad agendunm. Aliis verbis
requirunt ut seligatur methodus efficacior (juxta necessitates etc.)
Janvero, saepe saepiug in Conmissione conati sunt ostendere ineffi-
cacitaten practicam tum abstinentiae completae tum periodicae; ergo,
Juxta eos, sola methodus vere efficax saepe esset contraceptio arti-
ficialis, Ac proinde, accepto principio responsabilis paternitatis
obligatoriases accepta obligatione procreandi simul cum obligatione
non procreandi nimis, accepta necessitate actus conjugalis ad amorem
fovendam et ad familiam salvandams consequitur obligatio regulandi
nativitates per methodos efficaclores; ergo per contraceptionem

artificialen.

In Commissicne, Exc¢. Dupuy respondit huic objectioni dicendo
nullam talem chligationem imponi quia FEcclesia relinquet fideles
liberos ad se endam quamcunmgue methodun. De facto tamen, si
criteria exhi .a in his documentis sunt vera criteria obligatoria,
fideles non erunt liberi; neam obligantur ad efficacitatem et saepe
sola methodus efficax est contraceptio artificialis. Praeterea,
cum cnmnes Catholici debeant adjuvare conjuges in munere suo procrea-
tionis responsabilis, onnes debent adjuvare eos; quando necessarium
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 iajoritate
verisimiliter non velle ista criteria objectiva esse vera et obliga=-
toria criteria, sed potius "largiores clarificationes® quae non ob-
ligant conscientiam fidelium in casibus concretis, nam non videntur
admittere Ecclesiam habere competentiam ita obligandi conscientias.
Inter auctores "Schematls Documenti de Regsponsabili Paternitate®
sunt qui favert sequenti positioni, uti dictum est in Relatione
Secretarii Ger.ralis de Sessione Generali, p. 52, March 1965 habita:

"
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vFunctio Magisterii, deinde, in materia morali non
consistit in definiendis modis agendi [comportements,
behaviors] nisi ex titulo prudentise. Sicut Evangelio,
ei quoque competit aliquas larglores clarificatliones
suppeditate. Sed non posset edicta facere qualis 1li-
parent conscientias ad modos agendi praecisos, quod
esset procedcre contra ipsum respectum vitae; quae est

valor absolutus.®

Cum haec fuit opinio unius saltem ex auctoribus praesentis
Schematis, et cum praeterea ipse est auctor paginarum mimeographi-
carum quibus (annis 1963-1964) fideles hoc modo instucti sunt:

“De fait, 1'Eglise ne porte que sur les contraceptifs

que deux Jugements: a) ils diovent -- une fois legi-
timement choisis - etre efficaces; b) ils ne peuvent
deteriorer la signification profonde de l'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 concreto.



5) In Relaticne Finali, ubi de Sectione Demographica,
omissio, ut mihi videtur nctabilis, habetur. Nempe non indicatur
quod etiamsi Ecclesia nunc pernitteret contraceptionen Jjuxta placita
w"Schema Documenti® et Relationis, hoc fere nullius utilitatis ad

solvenda problemata globalia populationis.

‘a) Juxta majoritatem, ecclesia debet permittere condon,
diaphragra, onanismum per retractionem, pillulam, ab-
stinentiam periodican. ¥on debet et non potest per-
mittere: i) I.U.D. quia probabiliter sunt abortiva;
ii) abortum,; ut patet (quanvis aliqul ex majoritate
pernitterent abortum therapeuticum in dificillimis
casibus ad matrem salvandam); 1ii) programma contra=-
ceptivum a gubernio impositum; iv) programma gener-
ale sterilizationis.

b) Iamvero, 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-
graphicis in regionibus principalibus munid. Nequ
pillula,; neque condom, neque diaphragma, neque abstin-
entia pericdica possent notabiliter influere in desi-
deratum deminutionem populationis -~ speciatim si ex-
cluditur interventum gubernii.

¢) Ergo, etiamsi Sancta Sedes nunc permitteret id quod
majoritas proponit, hoc fere nullius utilitatis esset
ad solvendun globale problema populationis. '

d) Praeterea, quinque sextae (5/6) partes mundi non sunt
Catholici et non audiunt doctrinam ecclesiae in hac
ze, et plerumque putant se esse ad methodos contracep-.
tivos introducendos. Et, tamen, usque acdhuc hae ne-
thodi parum conferunt ad problema solvendum. Solum~-
modo programmata, & guberniis plus minusve imposita,
in quibus abortus et sterilizatio fortiter inculcantur,
sicut, e.g. in Japonia et Korea, felicem aliquem suc-
cessunm obtinuerunt.



6. Sulla guesticne della astinenza periodica. Nello svolgimento
delle discussioni della Commissione, e anche nello Schema do-
cumenti responsabilis paternitatis (pp.7 e 8), era considerato
da alcuni come ammesso che l'approvazione, data dalla Chiesa, al-
lt'uso del periodo infecondo, per regolare la concezione e la na-
scita, fosse un passo importante nel processo di evoluzione o di
"approfondimento", attraverso il quale la Chiesa & ora giunta a
un punto tale da vedere che la contracezione stessa va approvata.
Questo a sua volta veniva basato sulla opinione che non c'é dif-
ferenza morale essénziale fra continenza periodica e contracezio-
ne artificiale. Per questo motivo ho ritenuto necessgrio agZgiun-
gere due altre appendici: l'una mostra che l'ammissione della con-
tinenza periodica in nessun maédo era un momento di una evoluzio-
ne, che logicamente conduca alla contracezione (é quella sotto
il titolo "Minority, Appendix V"); l'altra mostra la differenza
morale essenziale fra ritmo e contracezione (é quella sotto il

titolo "Minority, Appendix VIV).
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SUMMARIUM POSITIONIS MINORITATIS

I. Status Quaestionis,

Centralis questlo cuil Ecclesia nunc respondere debet haec

est: Contraceptio estne semper graviter mala? Omnes allae quaes-

tiones discussae tandem aliquando solvi possunt solummodo quando

haec centralis quaestio solvitur,

Contracentio ab Ecclesia (Casti Qognubii) imprimis intel-

ligitur: quilibet matrimonii usus, in quo exercendo, actus, de
industria hominum, naturall sua vitae procreandae vi destituitur,

Semper malum significat intrinsece malum, sicut tortura infamtulae,

II. Quodnam responsum hucusque dedit Ecgclesia hulc gquaestioni?

Responsum affirmativum constans, perenne et sine ulla haesitantia,
Invenitur hoc responsum in documentis Magisteril et iln tota histokla,
1. Imprimis citantur aliqua documenta recentiora Magisterii

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

Pius XII, Allocutio ad Obstetrices, AAS 43 (1951), 843:

Decessor HNoster Pilus XI £. r. in Encyclica "Casti

Counubii" die 31 Decembris anno 1930 data, rursus ac

sollemniter promulgavit primariam legem de actu et intima

consuetudine conlugum: guamlibet matrimonii abusionem

in exercendo actu coniugall et in elus consaquentiis,

eo spectantem ut actus 1nse nafurali sua vi de industria

destituatur et arceatur novae vitae generatio, turpem

esse et inhonestam; pariter nullem "indicationem' vel

necessitatem efficere posse, ut actus natura sua inhoa-

estus turpiscue, fiat licitus et honestus...

Hoc praescriptum hodie plene viget, sicuti antea,
idemque et in posterum semper vigébit; cum sit prse-
ceptum non tantum iurls humani, sed etiam deducatur
ex lege naturali et divina...

Notae sunt aliae allocutiones Pii XII in quibus, usque ad
mortem, explicite et im licite reiteravit: contraceptionem esse

semper malam, et graviter,



Ioannes XXIII, Mater et Macistra, AAS 53 (1961) 446-447 haec habets

"Nimirum igitur ut gquaestio quae affertur (de superpopulatione)
enodate dissolvatur; non ea profecto via consilii est iﬁvenienda, qua,
praeter morum discipliﬁam & Deo statutam, item humanae ipsiﬁs vitae
procreatio violefur. o %

2. Responsum Ecclesiae in praesentl gsaeculo etiam illustratur adductis

exemplis declsretionum episcoporun sive a) collective proﬁregione, sive

- b) singillatim pro dioecesi sua, loquentium.

&) Episcopi Germaniae, 1913 (et post paucos annos sequebatur "In-
structio pro Confessariis); Episcopi Galliae, 1919; Episcqpi U.SeAe, 19203
Episcopi Belgii, 1920; Episcopi Indice, 1960; Episcopi U.S.A.; 1959; Episcopi
Angliae, 1964; Episcopi Homdurenses, 19663 In Hispaniaz, 1918, fueruni octo
dioeceses in quibus onanismus coniugelis fuit peccatum reservatum.

b) Aliqua exempla Litterarum Pastofalium huius saeculi: Rutten, Lidge,
19073 Mercier, HMalines, 1909; Coloniensis, 1913; Card. Bourne, Westminster, 1930;

Card. Montini, Milano, 1960; Card. Gradias, Bombay, 1961.

Notandum Sanctsm Sedem inter 1816 et 1929, per Curiam Romanum 19 vicibus
edidisse responsa in hac materis. Post hoc tempus totidem fere vicibus ulterius

locuta est. In his responsis suppositum seltem implicitum semper fuits

contraceptio est semper graviter male.

3. Historice constat, plenissima evidentia, responsum Ecclesiae semper

et ubique idem fuisse, &b initio usque ad praesens decenniun.
Non est,igitur,quaestio de doctrina in 1930 proposita. Pius XI historicam

veritatem testatus est quando harc doctrinam Christianam appellavii "iam inde

adb initio traditam neque umguan intermissam.”



.

‘71? Cur Eeeclesia hanc doctrinsom semper tradldli?

i, Nom ut simplicem reazctionem countra diversas doctirinas infi-
delium; non quisa é%res et theologl acceperunt philosophiem Sto-
icam de natura, et de hominis relatione ad naturamj non quia, dere-
linquendo principla evangelica, seguebantur allquan phlilosophiam W
"naturae" nunc obsoletam; nor quia ignoravant alios actus conjugales
egsse steriles, alios fertliles; non quia putaverunt contraceptionenm

violare obligationem producendi prolem; non quia timuerunt depopu=-

lationen hujus mundi,

2, Sed gula, reflectendoc in principia Ivangellica de natura vitae
humanae et de natura castiiatis Christianae, videbant (omunes,
quicunque de hac re scripserunt) contraceptionem ut viclationem tun
praedicaveruni
vitae humanae, tum castitatls Christianse., Apostoll dzsuszumil cas-
titaten mundo pegeno ubl paucl appretiaveruni, pauclores coluerunt
hanc virtutem, Sane, nullus locus Novi Testaumentd expliclte inculcat
malitiam contraceptionis. Ebangelia et IEpistolae vero docent quomodo
homo suem vitam corporalem praeccise sexualern dirligere debeat, sl ad
vitem aeternam pervenire possit. Iamvero ex eo monmento quo contra-
ceptic nominabatur in litteratura Christiana, nullus Pater, nullus
theologus citarl potest qul non agnoscebat, quasi spontanee et skzd
sine ulla haesitantia, contraceptionem e¢sse violationem castitatis
Christianae et violationem vitae humenae inciplentis; et gquidem
gravem, HNam ad hoc illustrandum, eam appellaverunt "homicidlium
anticipatuny vel imvocaverunt asnaloglom cum homicidio, quae analogla
invenitur constapter apud Patres, theoloé% et in iure canonico sal-
tem per annos mille ducentos, negque unquam totaliter derelicta est,

3
siquiden etiam in hoc vigesimo saeculo, aliquil documenta ecclesiastica

eam adhuc retinent.

O3



3, Doctrina de malitia contracepilonis est fructus reflectionis

Christisnae in naturaz honinls ejusque vitas ¢ corporalen, in
originesz vitae humanae corporalls, in sexullltaten humeananm, in
conjugium Christianum, in actua conjugelen ejueque castitatem, quae
onnia conslderabantur prascinue nrout in Sacra Scriptura exhibe-
bantur, Inter allia, Christianl teaevant, ut nos hodle tenenus: I8
Deum esse solunm Douluum vitae hunanae ¢t hauc vitan esse speclaliter
gsacram e}% inviclabilem. UtL anuperrime declaravit Joannes XHIIXI in

. 'Etenin
Litt. Enc., Moter et Meristra (LAS, 53 [1961] 446): Hominuam vita

pro re sacra est omnibus ducenda: quippe guae inde a suo exordio,
Creatoris actionem Del postulet." Insuper tenebant, ut nos hodie
tenemus: parentes, in exercitic actus conjusalis, esse cooperatores,
in opere creationis novge vitae, proxime Deo Creatori conjunctos
(hinc procreatores)j, donun vitee transnittentes nove homini. Ag-
noscebant praeterea, omnen hominem componl ex spiritu et corpore
conjunctos in personam vere et singulariter unam; hoc corpus,
humanum et personale, esse teunplum Spiritus Sancti, quod templum,
violata castitate conjugali, ipsum violaretur. Negue Patres,
neque theologl, neque magisterium Ececlesiae, negue @opulu% Del
unquam dubltaverunt contraceptionen esse violationem hujus templi,
atque violationen vitae humaﬁ? incipientis., Hanec viclationem Corpes
Juris (post S. Augustinum) eppellavit crudelem libidinem, in guantum
vare

contra castitaten, llbldinosamAcrudelitatem;vaxgm_1n guantun

contra vitae humanae Llnceptionen,



J}L Quemodo_cognoscinus hanc dooirinam esse vexan?

1, Essentisliter et principaliiter hoc copnoscinus ex rationlibus

theologlcis: primo ex auctoritaite Haglsteril; deinde ex traditione
doctrinall constanti et nuccuam iantermissa; tandenm ex doctrina ini-
versali theologorum gui sunt testes istiug traditionls., Praeteres,

LY

rationes quasdam subsidiarias adduclimus, phil

(%)

sophico=-theclogicas,
quae ostendunt rationabilitaten hujus docirinae quando consideratur
dependenter ab illa "sapitintia guanm a Deo illunminata, semper doce-

bat" (Paulus VI, Allocutio ad C.I.F., Feb, 12, 1966). Veritas doc-
txrinae nobls constat ipso facto qued sempexr propon ebatur f£idelidbusd

ut tenenda et in praxim sub gravli deducenda, Nam EZEcclesia hanc dociirinam
fidelibus proposult, tum ante tum post sollemnen promulgationem Cafti
Connubii, constantia, universalitate, insistentla quae in allls rebus
vix unquam parallelen habuerunt,

2., Casti Connubil tamen ist puncium supreaum in hac traditione,

eamque donfirmat modo singularxi, Pondus speciale tribuendum est

Casti Coumnubii propter sequentia: a) Proponlt hanc doctrinam verbis

valde sollemnibus et declarat eam"doctrinam christianan? 2ra b) Pxo-

ponit hanc doctrinam in contextu confrontationis publicae et sollemnis
cum episcopis Zceclesiae Anzlicazae, quos accucatorie indigitat tan-

quan "a christiana doctrina iam inde ab initioc tradita neque unquan
intermisea manifesto recedentes"; c¢) Protestatur verbis explicitis
invocando suam legatlionen divinem contra cam ipsam doctrinam quee

nung & gquibusdam proponitur; Hoc faclt terminis absolutis, indepeddenter
a quibuslibet motivis vel circumstantils, independenter ab egoismo

vel hedonismo, urgens legem divinam quae in ipsa natura humana

fundatur, non in nalura humana prout tune temporis, 1930 existebat;



£) appellat ad ordinem asturclen, non alicujus serlel actuum ad
Bcommunitatem procreativanm,” sed singulorum actuum, declarans graviser
euiparzrans culpabilem quenlibet nmatrimonil usum qul privat vel

unun ectunm ejus vi naturall procrsativasy g} cobservatiam hujus legis
divinae urget sub poenz peccatl mortalis, ac proinde ad viten aeter-
nanm necessariam, bene notis freguentissinis applicationibug hujus
legls ic vita cotidianz christisrnorum innumerabilium, bene notis
quogue eorum difficuitatibus, guandogue gravissimis, ex hac observantia
oriundi; h) hanc observantiam inculecans indudbitanter et inhaesitanter
(quamvis in alils rebus mulis minoxis momenti ecclesia solebat nagna
cautione procedere; 1) imponeng gravissimam monitionem confessariis

et pastoribus qui giiéisz fideles in hac re in errorem ducunt,

3. Hostra positio igltur anon fundatur simpliciter in hoc gquod
aceipinus ut verum guidquid Magisterium decursu historiae fidelidus
unguan proponebat, sed potiusf tencmus: hanc doctrinem particularecn,
hoc modo singulari constanter meoupusidnnz tradltam et sollemniter
propositan gon posse esse substantlialiter falsan.

Bcelesia Catholica a Domino Hostro Jesu Christi fundat?é est
ut houinlbus monsirarstur via vera ct secura ad vitam aeternam. Ec-
Clesia non potulit errare tam pessime per tot saecula, vel eitliam per
unun saeculum, imponendo sub poena peccatl mortalis, in re\frequen-
tissime occurrente, onera gravissinma, in nomine Jesu Christi et
in "signum legationis divinae" nisi Jesus Christus de facto Limpones
volult haec onera, Zeclesia noun potult pragbere fidelibus innumerd-
bilibus, ublque terrarum, per omnl saecula, coccaslonen fere constahten
peccati formalis et ruinae spiritualis, propter falsam doctrinanm

in nomine Jesu Caristi promulgaian.
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Si Eccleslia ite pessime errarc potulssed, actum est de auclor-

4

{tate Maglsteril ordimarii in xebus ucrallibus. Ex hoc nunc non
posset emplius sibl vindlcare respectum, fiduclam et obedientiam
fideliun praesertinm ia rebus sexuzllibus. SL wellis doctrina,; tall

ubstantialiter vera, Maglisterium ordinariwmm

L2

modo proposita non est

Ecclesiae ex hoc nunc deveniret essenticliter nutatun et plus minuwe

supervacaneud.

us:.

4, Inter cos qui nunc cicunt Casiti Connubli esse reformabllen,
et qui existimant contraceptiononm non esse semper malem, sunt ali-
qui theologi Catholici qui izm punc videntur concipere auctoritaten
et functionem Magisteril, praesertlm in rebus moralibus, modo radi—
callter novo., Legirus in relatione Sessionis Plenariae hujus Cou-
missionis, Mar., 25-23, 1965, p. 52, sequentes opiuiones aliquorum

membrorum Commnisslonis: =-

“I. Natuya non est aliquid %otalit
Neguinus eam attingere niel prospective, ¢
fixus naituraceso. ‘

"TI Principlum continuitatis non refertur ad enuntiationes
praecisas de “modls agendi Lcomporucments, behaviors] semel determine
atis pro omanibus, Refertur ad valores permanentes aul protegendi, fp-
vealendi, realizandi sunz, conse‘“eat““ continultas refertur nequed
ad formulaetiones neque ad solutlones concretas. Suf icit si in B0
mento actuali ecauntiatic de re morall sit verum "pro momento', ‘ge -
schichtagerectt! [congsruenter ad historsn’l...

er factum, eat 'se faclens!
ui& non exisitit conceptus

"1V, Fungtio Hasisteril, deinde, in materis morall unon cone
gistit in_definiendlis meodlz Qvng“i Lcomrortenents, behaviors | nisi
ex titulo L;maent“ae$ Sicut _rven«elio, el cuocgue commetit aXi,uas
larriores clorificati lones suwmq@ftﬂ@g&_bpz non _pofoeh edicis 1n0818,
qualle Jjigarent consecientias ad modos agecndi nwaag;ﬁoug ouod esset
procederxe contra insun respechun vitee, guae ést valor moeoiutusﬁg.

Quod ad decisionen suctorlitativam de coatraceptione guam S.
Pontifex in hac re edliturus esi, theologus guldes haec habetie-

slaa tam profunde iz hac re [contre-
QOWutio nullc modo in revelatione
contineatur, na%mae auvchoy i ilvﬂo guas ipge Pana, tengquanm Magister
- Universalis, debito tempore proponct, noﬁ ezvaﬁ_iatev pretaticnes
definitivae leris d;vxwﬁﬁ, _in 07r*b"w [e33 cuA,u.aﬁxls obilipgatoriae,
sed potius praebebunt dix rechivun Ewulucj indisvnensablile et nretﬂom
DPIro cousclentia christianc, ' Grogory saum, Y, OoSoels “&irth Control =
what Happened? " Commonweal, (24 Dee. 1965,) p. 371.

“Cunn consclent
ceptio]) dividatur, cun
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Non est mirandum, igltur, sl eliqui theologil in Ecclesla
hodierna non habent difficultaten slve agnoscendo Ecglesian erravisse,
sive explicando quae nunc erronea vel obsoleta vocantur tanguanm
historice vera et vallda pro tempore in quo edita sunt, sive etiam
denegando Mazlsterlo Ecocclsslae potestaten obligaandl conesclentlas
fldelium 1n caslbus conecreiis occurrcntibus, praesertim ubl lex

naturalis ¢ractatur,




< Quonodo rationabilitas hujus docirinoe indicatur?

/\’(,.

1. Patres, theologil et ipsa Zcclesic cemper docuerunt actum
et processum generxatlivum cese opeclall sensu luviolabilla utl_grneya-
tiva. Hane inviolabilitatem tribuecrunt sctul eit processul biologlco ,
gon ut biologico seu animall sed quatenus humane sunt, guatenus
actibus humanis subsunit, gquatenus hunanae generationi insexrviunt,
Universalis agnitio hujus iuviclabilitatis est factum historiae;
non est theoria. Quando hoc factum describitur ut "ecultus fertili-
tatis “ vel ut "supersitiosuz tabu”, talis descriptic non removet
factum, S1 haec agnitio inviolablilitatis est biologlsmus, Ecclesia
ipsa acousanda est biclogismi, non solum theolozia moralis recentia,

2, Constenter a tempore Pairum usque ad sacculum decimum septilie
mum, et minus frequenter usque ad praesens saeculum, haec inviolsa-
bilites expllicabatur a Patribus, theologiszﬂﬁorpore Jurls, et in
Catechismo Concllii Tridentini; appellendo ad simplicem analoglam
cun inviolabilitate ipsius vitaz humanae, Sicut viita humarna in
facto esse habebatur sacra et'inviolabilisg ita ejus inceptio, seu
ejus filerl habebatur sacba et inviolabllis, Hinc violatio procrea-
tionis {(contraceptio) comparabatur homicidio, quemvis clare dise-
tinxzerint notiones abortus et coniraceptionis. Iun Medlo Aevo con-
traceptio rejiclebatur (quin negaretur a2nalogle cum homicidio)
utpote "contra naturam"humanam, Magis deinde invaluit formulatio
"contra finem primarium matrimonii et ejus actus." Tamen, variantibus
decursu historiae istis fermul&tionibus; ipsumn factum principale
semper histori§e verum manet: ecclesiam semper agunovisse specislen
inviolabilitaten horum actuum et processuum qua generativorum,

3. Argumenta phlilosophica adhibita ad ostendendan rationem hj jus

inviolabilitatis aliter et alliter proponuntur, E.G. Contraceptio
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ostenditur mala guia violat oxdinen sexuslitetis ad donum speclel,
i.e. ad bonum totius familise huncnae; in hunc ordinem homo non
habet dominium, Vel hodie arzuunt, ut videtur satls consegquenter:
contraceptionean falsificare essentlaliter glgnificationen amorosc-
unitivam actus conjugalis,

Sed fundamentalius argultur ex eo quod contraceptlio est viclatio
inceptionis vitae humanece, Haec inceptlio est ipsum flexl vitae, ec |
proinde est aliqulid continuunm cum vita ipsa, sicut abire in lter
est aliquid continuum cum ipso itinere lam lncepto. Sicut bonum vitaes
est bonum humanum fundamentale et inviolablle, sic ipsum fleri Pugm
hujus vitae, quatenus continuum cum ilia, participat hujus inviocis-
bilitatis, Ergo attentatus contra flerl novac vitae ostenditur per
simplicen analogiem esse malun, Contraceptlio verc necessario importat
voluntaten deliberate contrariem hule bono fundamentall (inceptiont
hujus vitae) nam voluntas voiuntas contracepiive dirigitur ad priv-
andum actum generativum deliberate positum vi sua naturall procreandl
novam vitem. Hinc pst quod contraceptic diccbatur suziazize "homi-
cidiuvm anticipatun” saliem per mille ducentos annos, et usque ad
praesens saeculum, Nam graviter offendlt contra borum humanum fundae-
mentale quod analogice cum ipsa vita humana compdfataro

Notanda: Ut aliguid oztendatur immorale non regquirltur injurias

sive actualis sive potentialls @v*uﬁqumqu peyrsonae; sufficld si

valor inviolablilis violatur. b)) Hace ergumentatio supponrit vitan
humanan esse inviolabilem quia "Deus Dominus vitae" est; non primario -
gquia vita pertinet ad personan sujus dignitas et iura ad vitam sunt
absoluta qua pefsonaliaa 51 reg 1%a se haberet sulecidium et euthanisie
guandoque licita esge poss2at, nam flunt cum ¢onsensu personse, et
consentienti non £it injuria., ¢) Prasterea, occclsio hominis non

occldit praecise personam, nam persona est immortalis. Id gquod oc-



clditur est vita humana bisloglea personce, (Sed nemo dicit malitiam

suicidii fundari im “"biologismo")., d) Hon est exaggeratic si dici-

tur veluntas contraceptiva non longe dicstare a voluntate abortlva,

%o Attamen qul existimat
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quanvis ejus malitia ezszentiza

se posse disponere de Fincepiione vita de vita in fieri, facile

transire potest ad ulteriora, Inter Catholicos defensores contra-

ceptionis 2liqul iam defendunt eborium therapeuticum in certis cas-

ibus difficiliocribus,



6.3

et Quaenam_drgumenta adducuntur ad permitiendam contraceptionem?

Y

Praesentationem horum argumentorun relinquimus iils quil ea ad
mittunt (defendunt). Interim breviter dicimus: --

1. Dogmatice, nobis videntur haec argumenta noan satis atiendere
competentiam Mazisterii in lege divina-naturali declaranda,

2. Nimis facile appellant ad sensunm fidelium, qui vago modo
explicatur et applicatur. Nec satis atteanditur distinctio, in Conec ilio
Vaticano II reaffirmato inter Lcclesiam docentem ‘et discentem.

3. Exaggeratur momentum genitaliter sexuale in eamore conjugall,
et exaggeratur necessitas orgasmi conjugalis &d amorem conjugalem
exprimandum et pragservandum.

4, Criterium moralitatls actus conjugelis in doctrina tradi-
tionali asseritur esse mere biblogicum vel fere toteliter blologlicum;

quod falsum est.

5. Abstinentia periodica asseritur+esse methodus contraceptivea;
quod contradicit documentis ecclesiaege;erminologiae bene stabilitse
theologorum, Praeterca negligit essenticlem differentiem moralem
inter contraceptlionem et abstlinentliam perlodicam in hypothesi quod
contraceptio est intrinsece mala et quod haec malitia derivatur ex
violatione processus et actus generativi.

6. In argumentatione revisionistarum, vel contraceptioc supponi tur
esse actus intrinsece indifferens -- quod est petitio principii; vel,
e contra, contraceptio, ceteroquin admissa ejus malitia moralis, de-
claratur fleri bongﬁ co quod actus contraceptivus incorporatur in

serie actuum, quae tota serles ordinatur ad bonum aliquod superius,

nempe ad bonum communitatis procreatricis. Sed tall argumentatione



quicunque actus, quantumvis malus, e.g. tortura infantulae, vel
totius stirpis exterminatio (genocldium) justificari posset. Heccesse
est solummodc ut inveniles bonum proportionate magaum, et serlem ach
actionum in quam actus iste malus incorporarl posset; hls verificakis
liceret tortura infentulae, vel genocldiuvm. Sed tzalia sane nunguam
admitterent revisionistae. Potius igltur dicendum eos supponere
implicite contraceptionem esse indifferentem; quod est petitio
prinecipiil.

T. Inter theologos qui in Ecclesia hodie defendunt contracep-
tionem sunt aliqui qui videntur councipersz humanam naturam ita evolpu-
tioni subjectam ut "non exstet conceptus fixus naturae" (Relatio,
‘Mar., 1965. p. 52); aliqui qui vix admittunt malitiam inirinsecan
cujuscunque actionis externae, et gul sequivalenter defendunt prin-
cipum quod finis justificat media, docendo fineam"specificare" media;

qul videntur acd¢mittere in certis
aliquB.sunt quiidénittuadniiteemtis gdjunctis suicidium, abortus,
fornicatio, masturbatio et adulterium; aliqui qui negant competentianm
quamcunque in ecclesia docendil obligatorie in re moralil ﬁro casu

individuo et concreto, vel saltem quando lex naturalis agitur, eté.

13
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o CONSECTARIA T MUTATA DOCTRINA

Quoad doctrinzm moralem in materia sexualdl

Magna maloritas theologorum, qui autument non sbsolute 41k
litam esse contraceptionem in sinzulis actibus coniugallbus, tam=-
guam fundamentum opinionis ponit prineipium totalitatis, sed hoc
principium intelligunt in sensu speciali. Doctrina traditionalis
etizm admittit principium totalitatis quatenus partes unius pere
sonae ad totam istam personam ordinantur; tenet tamen, quod omnis
et singulus actus coniugalis de sua natura habet aliquem ordinem
specificémintrinseee proprium, in quantum natura sua et ordinatur

ad totum complexum procreationis, et eo modo ordinatur ut sit ace

tus dationis vitae (geste de procréation in stricto sensu). Hoe

specificum, intrinsece 1l1lli proprium positive tollers, etiam prope
ter aliud bonum superius, osset adhibere media mala ad finem bone
ume

Ex derelicto hoc principic traditionall derelincueretur

etiam criterium fundamentale et hucusgque inconcussum multorum ace

tuum, qui ab Ecclesia semper considerati sunt peccata gravia cone-

tra castitatems

a) ocuoad relationes sexuales extra=-coniuzales illorum quore

um conviventia ordinatur ad bonum procreationis in toto complexu.
Ita procantes, quil proxime accesserunt ad matrimonium, sed non
possunt 1llico illud contrhere propter obstacula; item concubin-
arii gqui nec nubere possunt nec ab invicem separari propter prole

em educandan.,
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Notandum quod hae consequentiae non sunt imaginariae, sed de
facto iam defenduntur a catholicis oraliter et ¢scripto; et, uti vie
detur, non illogice si relinquitur principium specificae ordinatio-
nis cuiusvis actuationis genitalis liberae ad procreationem stricto

gensue.

b) cuoad actus sexuales in ipso matrimonio,vV.g. copulam orae=

.lem, analem. Obiciunt quidem quod tales actus erunt mali, quia non
observant intrinsecam ordinationem actus coniuzalis ad unionem amo-
rosam. Respondeturs constat plures coniuges experiri copulas supra-
‘descriptas tamquam vere unionem amorosam; nec¢ apparet in hac opine
lone cur unio amorosa unice realisari deberet per utriusque organa
gsexualia. Idem applicandum esset ad masturbationem mutuam inter
‘eoniuges saltem pro casu gquo copula habéri neqult; vel etiam ad
masturbationem solitariam coniuzis, absente altero coniuge et ocum

affectu maritali.
¢) Imovetiam liceitati masturbationis iuvenilis facile porta

‘aperitur ex causa remotae praeparationis ad harmoniosam vitam sexu-
alem in matrimonio realisandam; in quantum nempe a multis psycholo-
gis iudicatur phasis normalis in crescentia iuvenili ad plenam for-

mationem sexualem.

d) Sterilizatio directa subsidiarie erit permittenda satis

logice; quamvis enim sterilizatio stricto sensu communiter gravior
interventus ludlcetur quam usus simplicis praeservativi, plures
tamen theologi innovatores (et videtur satis logice) admittunt iam

liceitatem etiam illius interventus ad finem contraceptivum,
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2., Plures tamen theolozis cquil contraceptionem tenent non esse
intrinsece malam, ad hanc conclusionem venire videntur ex principloe
magis generalis 11lo sclilicet quod negat acﬁibus externis humanis

omnem moralitatem intrinsecom absolutom. In hoce adhibent principia

WPinis specificat media”, et "inter duc mala minus est faciendum".
Ex hoc principio admisso graviora mala adhuc expectanda vide
entur, quae forsan fautores principil non intendunt; de facto tamen
ab alils trahentur. Ita ve.gs masturbatio in bonum aequilibrii per-
sonalis, .aut homoséxualitas eorum gui anormalil inclinatione affici-
untur et sole similil amicitia ad aequilibrium adducl possunty item
usus mediorum abortivorum vel abortus directe provocatus ad salvane

dam matreme

Cuoad valorem ad dirnitatem mazisteril ecclesiasticle.

1. 81 Ecclesia nunc admitteret iam non valere doctrinam tam
traditionaliiter edmiccam transmiscam, adeo sollemniter usque ad ul-
timos annos, valde timendum erit ne graviter laedatur eius auctorie
tas in fere omnibus, moralibus et dogmaticis. Paucae enim verita-
tes moraleg tam constanter et definitive enunclatas sunt sicut haseeg,
quae nunoe tam festinenter in contrarium mutanda proponiturs

2. Quod tamen plus est, haec mutatio zrave wvulnus inferret
dogmati de assistentia Spiritusg Sanctl Ecclesiae promissa in cone
ducendis fidelibus recta via ad salutem. De facto enim doctrina
"Casti Connubii" sollemniter proposita est contra doctrinam Lambeth
Conference 1930 ab Ecclesia "cul ipse Deus morum intesritatem hone
estatemque docendam et defendendam commis;t.e.oin signum lerationis
suae divinaeoe;.per os nostrum®s Dicitur quidem a multis, sui nmute
ationém propugnant, quod doctrina Ecclesiag falsa non erat pro istis

temporibus, nunc autem mutanda sit propter mutatas conditiones hisg-




toricas., Hoc tamen videtur perhiberi non possepﬂnam ecclesia
anglicana praecise id docebat, et propter sa liam tunc motiva,
quae Ecclesia catholice sollemniter negebat, nunc autem admittere
debet. Certo talis modus loquendl populo videretur speciosus
praetextus, Alii propterea autumant Ecclesiam melius admissuranm
esse suum errorem, sicut recenter iam fecit in aliis circumstant-
iis. Hic tamen agitur non de rebus marzinalibus {ut v.g. in casu
Galilael), sed de re valde substantiali, quae profunde incidebat
in vitam practlcam Christianorum, eo modo ut innumeri fideless

in peccata formallia sine peccato materiali a Magisterioc expone-
bantur. Ecclesiae, quae tam graviter in re tam gravi in suo mun?
ere conducendi animos erravit, defecisse assistentiam Spiritus

Sancti serio censeri deberet.

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

"Stopposer & tout changement dans la doctrine, c'es? réaffirmer purement
Quatre d'entre

et simplement la malice intrinsdque de ls conbtraception.
nous maintinennent qu'aujourd'tui le Magistére ne seurait adopter une

autre position. Les guinze autres membres de la section de théologie
pensent au contraire que le Magisteére peut et doit, sans rien sacrifier
des principes essentiels de la continuité docirinale, dire que lluti-
lisation d'un procédé contraceptif dans le but de priver un acte ou une
série d'actes conjugaux de leur force procréatrice, n'est pas intrin-

sdquement mauvaise. En conséquence, elle prend sa moralité de la totalité

de 1'acte humain dans lequel elle s'intdgre, sans y apporter d'elle-m¥me

un é1ément de moralité." (Rapport Final, p. 10)

This statement of the central issue Geserves close examination, both for its
intrinsic importance, and because it is an example of & certain inadequacy that
affects the entire report. )
(1) "sS'opposer & tout changement dans la doctrine, . . o" 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 tbg

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 1961. In addition
to a reaffirmation of the precept, there certainly should be: 1) a clarification
of the difference between contraception, abortion, rhythm, and the use of drugs
to regulate ovulation without suﬁpressing ity 2) a better explanation of the
fundamental precept, with the integration of scund personalist views in accord
with the teaching of Gaudium et Spes; 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 %o develop this virtue; 4) the presentation of pas-

toral norms that are as compassionate as possible, taking into account human

weakness; 5) & cautious opening for theologicsl investigations that would
develop the traditionsl 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) & practical effort by the Church itself to find s
way of perfecting even further the use of the infertile period. This last step

would involve the Chprdh in a conmpletely new line of action: the design and con-
tracting of scientific regearch projects aimed at solving a human problem. It
would be as redical a step ag was the esgtablistment of the first Catholic trospital.




(2) ", . .clest réaffirmer purement et simplement la malice intrinsdque de la

contraception.” But what is wanted is not & "pure and simple"” reaffirmation.

Rather, & reaffirmation that is clearer, firmer, and more helpful--one that will

not only %ell couples what is wrong, but also guide them to fulfill what is right.

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

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

Logically, there should be included, after the word "simplement" words such as:
"the precept that the Church always has promulgated, namely that concerning, . "

For, properly speaking, it is a precept that is promulgated and réaffirmed, not
the malice itself,

(3) "Quatre d'entre nous maintinennent gu'sujourd'nui le Megistére ne smurait

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. Llore 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 fer from the truth. The theologians

of the minority would agree with Pius XII when he saids: "This precept is es
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."

(4) "Les quinze autres membres de la section de théologie pensent au contraire
que le Magistére peut et doit, sans rien sscrifier des principes essentiels de
la continuité doctrinale, dire gque 1'utilisation d'un procédé contraceptif dans
le but de priver un acte ou une serie d'actes conjugaux de leur force procréa-
trice, n'est pas intrinsdquement mauvaise.” The statement of the majority's
position is much more emple. The phrase, "sans rien sacrifier. . ¥ is argumen-
tative; this is precisely what the minority denies, and such & disputed point
should not be included in the verv statement of the issue. To do so is to

prejudice tue entire discussion. In any case, at the end of this sendsence, 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 conéraceptiono
(5) "En conséquence, elle prend sa moralité de la totalité de l'acte humain dans

lequel elle s'intdgre, sans y spporter d'elle-mlme un élément de morslité." This

additional sentence states what would be & conseguence of the majority positiom
if that position were true. Unfortunately, both its position and the fact that

it is emphasized by underlining tends to distract attention from the main issue.

;
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An "pillula" posset permitti quin allia contraceptiva permitterentur?

Resp.: Negative, propter tres rationes,

1, Eader malitia contracedilva invenitur in casu "pillulae" con=-

traceptive adhibitae et alla contraceptiva, nempe: deliberata
privatio actus conjugalis per industriam humanam, vi eJus natuzall
procreandi novam vitam, In utroque casu datur positio deliberata
actus conjugalis sumul cum dellibcrata aggressione contra incep-
tionem istius novae vitae gquac secus ex hoc actu haberetur vel
guae haberi posse existimatur, Ad hoc malitiam nihil refert utrum
physica integridtas actus conjugalis ipsius praeservetur necne;
malitia non est ipsa physica integritate violanda, sed in volun-
tate quae aggreditur inceptlonem 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 testimonia historica magis explicita sunt
contra sterilizationenm (etiam temporaneam) per potlones ete, quam
contra onanismum simplicem. Cf., Noonan, Contracention, Index, sub
verbo Yfemizrxarepiiengxmsthoisxns "Contraceptive methods...in-
gredients used" etc,

3. Conflrmatur: Fere omnes theologi qui imprimis (ante duos vel

tres annos, 1963, 1964) existimaverunt se posse admittere 2pik
“pillulam" quin deberent admittere contraceptionem generaliter,
hodie vident hoc non posse fleri; logice coguntur ulterius progred@i
et admittere alia contraceptiva; vel coguntur reverti ad doctrinam .
Ecclesiae et PL1iXII quae rejecit"pillulam” adhibitam ad inhibitiomenm
ovulationlis in ordine ad conceptionem praeveniendan,



religious, Affairs Departmept of the
AJC, Rabbi Marc H. Tuangnbaum.

“What did he think of the Look article,

"I}Qw l‘n Jews Changed Catholic
Thmkm\h"‘whxch implied that the A}C
had bun \chchng and dealing to in3,

Jewish c\lqmmm.on ol communications
and the wits? 17 Christians do not blame
all Jews x'ox\_hc death of Christ, why do
some Jews insist on holding Christians
coliceiively responsible for the atroc-
ities ui Auschwitz? “\

Rubbi Tanenbaumm attempted no fac-
iie debuer's reply to thcsg quuuons In/
the long run, he said, rhey can be .x../
swered only through combm«_d Jewish-
Christian scholarship, xhrouﬂh'. - ap-
preciation of Jewish hxsto.ry, ,, and
through an understanding ,m how\mr
Vatican II has advance ou.yond the
fortress mentaiity of V ican I. 3

If the AJC did n definitively an
swer “What is a J ‘W?" it is because thg
Jew is & living wéness to a tradition—

fluencé Vatican 11? What about alieged - N

»" To onc.
- force: to aniine

now seura od broadly irio Githodox,

Conservativ? Recomfructionist and Re-

form group -—that i adoe ali fic \m.x,.\

To onc, the Messich is 4 shadowy fig-3
ure, like un lu»m,
a golden vi m; of pericc.ion, or hc is
an individu , “who event. 1.uly will be
rucozn zeds ““hen he proves his claims
ol puuplg To anotier, the Mes-
sianic jope will be fulfillzd not in the

¥

hereglior— or Jews put ruch less em-

12NES ‘11'1 Christians or. heaven and
;J.l—b\. - the perfecticn of society.
G rii m:xy be an impersonal
, the cternal Thou. To
one, an ath:ist ”' no Jew; to another,
the Jew renaing 1va,er a4 member oﬁ
the covenan: even mov"h he rejects it.

narians reiarned to their theology
courses, perthaps they dx({"r‘for have a’
new collective image of; the” “Ameri can
Jew, but ou of the didlogue hdd. come
understanding. The-passion of L.ws; for
social justic: anﬂ their aycompanymg

When the iwo huadied Jcsuxk..s‘,ml-/

leck of sharp distinction between clergy
and luity may have so:.‘;c/i'cssomns for
Catholics. We understand bettér our
cthical debt to the Jewish tri d'hon, the

“ruinbow pomxm" to )’\ Church's obligation as Lhc Body of

MChrist to witness to the¢laims of the
\k;ssidh His resurréction, His new
pi d\nc; in the sccu}dr world. Although
the ‘L&L of profz n.n"l ie sacred through

worldfy

Ch*:stun\x’rudmon some have ‘sug-"

" gested thd L,;om F. Kennedy. symboli-

cally id hxs purson and intellectually in
his imumm[ address luced with Old
.ma New T»St‘.m;nt allusions, com-

P ‘bined the.main currents of Hebraic ex-

istentialism and C‘mman Hellenic ra-
tionalism in his inslgtence that we strug-

gle to break the poo\x: world's bonds of
misery because it is.right . . . “knowing

that here on earth God‘s work must be

our own.” %

[RAYMOND A. SCHROTH'% J., is man-
aging editor of Woodstock Letters,
Woodstock College, Md.] & \. =

Aay serious attempt to explain the
::.c;‘n'n‘: of the conciliar text on mar-
singze must be based on the text itself,
wnd or ahc three schemata from which
i1 s imimediately derived, in conjuac-
.. Wit the relationes (reports) and

ae e.:pensio modorum (evaluation of -

«oaendaments). which accompany the
schemara. The reports and the evalua-
tion of amendments are official expla-
nations of the proposed texts, furnished
10 the Futhers by the Theological Com-
riussion { which, with the help of a sub-
cominussion, wrote the text), to help
tae Fathers understand its meaning be-
fore voiing on it. There were three such
scliemata on marriage studied at the
Sourth session of the Council: the pre-
dminary 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-

«
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Cur czriier article (2/26)
by Jjear L. Thomes, S.J.,
occasicned this stetement
by a wicral theologian
who vas active in the

deiiberaticns of Vatican [l

mission betvveen October. 1964, and
May, 1965, the preliminary text was
very vaguc and wishy-washy on this
subject; and this despite the fact that
an earlicr te> t. presented in the Aula on
Oct. 29, 196.1. had condemned, accord-
ing to the oficial reporter for the sub-
commission, any interference that
would corruat or viiiate ‘he conjugal
act. It is not surprising, therefore, that
serious objections were immediately
registered against the preliminary text
by those Fa:hers who feured that its
near-silerice, in the context of the times
and of the document, would seem to
give consent to contraception.

L
P R

7277 ST G5

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 rcsponsxble regula-
tion of family size, that e;\cludud 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 VI's 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 Futhers)
such an outcome was simply not in the
cards.

The commission’s problem, there-
fore. was to correct the text to satisiy
these objectors: otherwisce there was 100
much risk that the Council, not to men-
tion the Pope, would not accept the text
at all. On the other hand, they had o
correct it without prejudging “certain
questions™ that were considered “re-
served” for further study. What were
thesc questions?

On Oct 28, 1964, Cardinal Aga-
gianian, who was presiding in the Aulg,
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, T 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. 1 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 discuss in wriing the gues-

tions that wen not to be discussed pub-

liclysthat o fevs Fathers did ciscuss con-

traception in wene-al in the Aula: that
contracepiion aas extensively discussed
in the Theoll sica!l Commission; that
the pill way exoslicizly announced in the
Aula to be a reserved question: and that
the various dc:uments refer on several
occasions 10 ¢ riain questions being re-
served, withou: specifying further what
these questions are.

Conscquent.y (but I say this subject
to correction by other documents or
facts that I ha ¢ not been able to find),
I believe itis contrary to fact to say that
the Pope forbade the Counci: to discuss
contraception, or that the Council did
not discuss cor traception.

—
 he Theolozical Commission tried
to solve the prablems raised by the si-
lence or near-s lence of the preliminary
text by propesing that two sentences be
added to the te :t. the first of which (ac-
cording to the commission’s report) in-
cluded the phisical act as one of the

basic moral cr:terie of the niorality 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 senience as dealing with contra-
ception. An excursus on the history of
conjugal intimucy from St. Augustine
on is irrelevart to the point at issue

. here.

The second sentence was added (the
report told the Fathers) to meet the
objection that s lence would give rise to
doubts as to wl.at the moral law called
for in practice: in cther words, to pre-
vent anyone {rom thinking that by si-
lence on contra:eption the Council was
.giving consent 10 contracepiion. The
Council, thus istructed by the Theo-
logical Commission. voted overwhelm-
ingly for the ruvised text (November,
1965) in whicy these sentences were
now included.

But the sertences were still not
strong enough to satis{y sorie of the
Fathers, and sc:veral of them offered
further amendrients. The subcommis-
sion rejected many of these, including
those that demaaded a specific footnote
reference to Casti Connubii’s condem-

nation of contraception. This lust 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 issuc that the Council had
not been permitted 1o 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 cuestion
of reconciling conjugal love with the
responsibie 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 achicved unless the virtue
of conjugal chastity is cuitivated whole-
heartedly. Relying on these principles,
children of the Church are not per-
mitted, in the regulation of procreation,
to follow paths that are disapproved by
the Magisterium in its explanation of
the divine law.”

[ 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 objeciive 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 caliing 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 ollicially explained by the Theo-
logical Commission, and cven 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
scniences previously? They can refer
only to contraception, in my opinion—
at least that contraception condemned
by the basic doctrine of the Church.

n

e

Ut 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 purposc was clearly
aind very foreelully stuied in the letier
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 Midwives as being
the doctrine of the Magisterium, and
he wanted to prevent doubts and reti-
cence avout 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 Casti Connubii
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 anziconceptionales (contraceptive
arts) near the beginning of the chapter,
in No. 47, and for the addition of a
footnote reference to the specific pages
¢t 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 respense of the commission to
these papal recommenduiions was as
follows: They ad du‘ the fcotnote refer-
ences to Cus.i Connuhii and the Allocu-
tion to the Voidwives, meniioning in the
expensio modor:m that in doing so
they had talea careiul account of the
Pope’s  recommenduiions. But  they
added, with 1is permission. a reference
to his swutenrent of Junc 23, 1964, and
the c\pl nation that “ceriain questions”
(not ihe waole gucstion) had been
passed on te the special birth coatrol
commission 1y order of the Pope. With
regard to artey anticonceptionales (con-
traceptive arts), the Theoiogical Com-
mission stated that “contraception” and
“onanism” were already in the text, “at
least suostaniially,” but objecied to
“contracepiive arts” on other grounds,
saying that this phrase would seem to
prohibit periodic continence; that it
would confu.c scientists and others who
distinguish  between  anticonceptives,
contraceptives and aconceptives; and
that therefoe it might be misunder-
stood us coademning aniiconceptives
witholt ¢om GAIng Soiifadeplivea,

In order to zvoid these inconven-
iences, the Theological Commission,
alter long diicussion. and with the per-
mission of t1¢ Holy Father, proposed
finally to th: Council. as a substitute
expression, the more general phrase
“illicit prac.ices aguinst generation.”
The expensio modorum explained this
substitution .o the Fathers of the Coun-
cil, before tteir final vote, as including
contracepiiol in its condemnation of
iliicit practices, but excluding periodic
continence. n the commission discus-
sions it had beea pointed out by one
Father (thcugh this point was not
called to the attention of the Council)
that “illicit practices agaifst genera-
tion™ was pieferable because it would
inciude the new intrauterine devices,
whether theys turned out to be abor-
tifacients or not.

By some i s yet unexplained mishap,
the specific page reference to Casti
Connubii wus omitted frora the printed
text distribu.ed to the Fathers on Dec.
2; but belor: they voted on it on Dec.
4, the mistaxe was publicly called to
their attenticn in the Aula, by direction
of the Holy “ather, and this exact page
reference ncw appears in the text as
promulgated ut the end of the Council.

The final document, therefore, as
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promulgated, not only contains in *}*e
footnote this significant page refercnce
to the solemn condemnation in Casti
Connubii; the text itsclf was explained
to the Fathers by the Theological Com-
mission as condemining contracepiion,
first in No. 47, in the phrase “illicit
praciices against generation,” and scc-
ondiy in the sentence on “paths disap-
proved by the Magisterium,” which was
added, the commission said, io satis{y
the objections of those who feared that
silence (on contraception) might seem
to give consent to it.

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

L4
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 of Pope Paul that he
considered the basic doctrine of Casti
Connubii subject to contradiction, or
rcpud;ation or radical revision. There-
ore the inclusion of a reference to this
statemem 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.

1
4

e
U \/ U ayI givemy reasons for consider-
ing this interpretation of the 1964 state-
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 betier understanding of
the teaching, or a better formulation of
it, or a more precise application of it to
new facts, or a more saisfactory ex-
planation of its reasonablencss, or a
new examinution of the possibilitics
within it for refinement and growth. It

—4..-.,

l would be "’X'AXU ious, even in the case

of the secular sciences, 1o presume that
an over-uil siudy of an esfablished posi-
tion necessarily contemplates as ac-

ceptable the resadiation ol the posi-
tion. But in the casz of a dcctrine of
the Church it had recertly beea

] ; ed in a papel encycli-
cal as “the Chraidan doctrine handed
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down uninierripiedly from the very
beginning,” it i littie short of absurd
to assumic that now, only 35 yuars later,
another Pope i publicly anaouncing
that he has appointed « commission to
study whether tac teaching may be re-
pudiated or n¢

Such an interretation is particularly
farfetched in the case of Pope Paul VI,

peaking in the historical context of
Ronu and Ronan opinion in June,

964.

At that mon ent, the protlem that
occupied cwry.)ody’s mind in Rome
was the pill ani the teaching of Pius
XiI on the pill. The question had be-
come acule diring the previous six
months because of articles by Janssens,
van der Murck ind Reuss. The idea of
{orsaking the t:uching of Casti Con-
nubii, though indoubtedly discussed
and promoted elsewhere, was not seri-
ously entertzincd by Roman authori-
tics. 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 X I (Casti Connubii) are

valid and oblizatory—inat was taken
for granted—=btut that the norms of
Pius X1, whos: peculiar contribution
was the conderination of the contra-
ceptive use of the pill, were valid and
obligatory.

I spent the fiist week of June, 1964,
in Rome, intenviewing cardinals, bish-
ops, priests anc others on the contra-
ception questior, trying to find out what
the Council mizit be expected to do
about it. Everybody spoke in terms of
the pill, and the special difficulty of dis-
cussing so :cclaically complicated a
problemiint '. Council Aulze. L also had
a personal intervidw with His Holiness

.t

concerning the contraception problem
The principal subject discussed was
Pius XII's state rent on the plil. But in
conterding thal Poge Paul’s statement,
about two weels later, was concerncd
principally witl the piil. and did not
contemplaie the possibiiity of any radi-
cal revision of Custi Connubii, 1 do not
cly on anvihing the Holy Futher said
in iiht interviea. He said nothing at
all about it. To ow, howev
pill domiruicd (12 minds of al,, the spe-
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cial papzal commission was frequently
referred 1o in Rome as “the pill com-
mission”—a usage that continues 1o
this day. One of the cardinals to whom
Pope Paui’s statement of June 23 was
addressed wrote to me on June 26 and
said that the Hu) Fathcr had just
spoxen to them “about the pills,” and
that now we would have to wait and
see what the special commission would
say “about this question.,”

Everything in the statement and cir-
cumsiances 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 proposad 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 Chriss,
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. As Pro-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 docirine 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 Pontifl, 10 bind the consciences
of the faithiul. Even his statement to
the pupal commission. March 27, 1965,
which, because of the broadness of its
terras and the vagueness of its formula-
zior of the proo.un, could be inter-

¢.cd as an unlimited opening wide
or Lh» doors, points to the traditional
teaching of the Church as a more im-
por:anz and more ml'mm.xi ng ‘actor

(physzono"y pS}cno;og) medicine.
b

ete.) beinz studied by the commis
Toward the end of the Council, in
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communicating his views to the Theo-
logical Co. i ission, he was still more
uncompromising on the necessity of
upholding the basic doctrine of Casti
Connabii. One of his rfavorite themcs
has been the continuity of the doctrine
taught by the ordinary Magisterium.
Aboui a month arter the closing of the
Council (Jan. 12, 1966), he spoke pub-

licly oi the continuity of the Council’s |

teachings with the traditional tcaching
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
pluce there, how they arc consisient
with i1, and how they give it witness,
growta, explanation and application.”

A monih later (Feb. 12, 1966), he in- .

erpreted some of the conciliar chap-
s teachings on marriage, love,

—

ter's
pareninood and conjugal chastity. He
reaffirmed his June, 1964 position that
the norms of Pius XII are still valid and
binding. He mentioned, again without
specitying, questions that could not be
handled by the Council and so remain
to be studied. And he inculeated, withs
out mentioning contraception but in
language that can hardly be interpreted

- not to include it, the Church’s difiicult

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
1o 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 Jurne, 1964, in November, 1965 or
in February, 1966.

I believe, however, that his under-
standinz 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 ~ou'd te no zonciliar text
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i
of the teuch ng Church, will be binding
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to by him. ““urthermore, the Theologi-
cal Commission entered @ special note
in the expeasio modorum advising the
Fathers thit it had- reverently and
sedulously 1aken into account the rec-
ommendaticns of the Holy Father in
dealing witl this amiendment and cer-
tain others.

In the it of all these considera-
tions, I caunot accept the judgment
that I have "udvanced a quite arbitrary
interpretatic n of the conciliar text and
footnote,” ¢r that I give the footnote a
“curiously arbitrary interpretation.”
Whether righit 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.c 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
suy soricthing about contruception, un-
derstood as the basic doctrine of Casti
Connubii, and forbids contraception—
and this even apurt irom the important
foolnoie; and that with the footnote,
this conciusion is reinforced. And I
reiterate that, in my opinion, there is
no basis in the text or the footnote for
saying that the whole guestion of con-
traception is left open to debate among
Catholics.

But I could come to this conclusion,
and make some scnse 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, expianation znd applica-
tion.” I do not know, and I douctif 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, Il
ol Contemporary Maral Theology),
did not say that no change is possible
in the Church’s teaching on contracep-
tion; we said that no subsiantial change
was possibie (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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1) "Schema Docurmenti de Resoonsabili Paternitate™, (S.D.pp.?, 8)
ponit periodicam abstinentiae acceptationem in linea evolutionis prae-
paratoriae ad contraceptionem et dicit: hanc acceptationem continere
"gegparationem inter actum soxualenm c¢xzlicite intentum et effectum ejus
reproductivun voluntarie exclusum. Traditio senper reiecit et nume-
quan admitti potest quod separatic illa quaeratur cum intentione anti-
conceptionali ex motivis vitiatis ab egoismo et hedonismo.®

2) Prima illa sententia est falsa. a) In abstinentia perio-
dica actus sexualis deliberate intentus nullo modo separatur ab eius
effectu reproductivo. Ex hypothesi non habet effectum reproductivunm,
nam eat sterilis. Habetur explicita intentio exercendi actum qui
cognoscitur non haber effectum reproductivum, sed actus intentus non
separatur ab effectu quem ncn potest habere et noan habet. b) Prae-
terea, permissio moatrimoniorum senum et sberilium, permissio actus
sexualls duvurante praegnancia, etc. communiter in ecclesia agnita est
per saecula ante modernanm questionem de liceitate abstinentiae perio-
dicae oriebatur. Acceptatio abstinentiese periodicae non introducta
est a Pio XII; per saltemn ceatum annos arte Allocutionem ad Obstet-
rices, permissibilitas adhibendl hoc systema agnoscebatur tanguan
probabilis in operibus theologorum, et in responsis dicasteriorum

Romanorum.

3) Secunda haec seabtentia est falsa in eis quae innuit. Verum
est traditionem senmper rejecisse separationenm intentionalem inter actum
sexualen et effectun reproductivum quem actus existimabatur habere.
Praeterea, existimaverunt nultos plures actus esse tales,; i.e. potenti-
aliter reproductivos; et nunmquan permiserunt destructionem integrita-
tis physicae etiam actuum; cogniteorum ut sterilium. Sed traditio
haec omnia seamper rejecit sive fiebant egoistice et hedonistice sive
non; sive fiebant ex bono motivo vel ex malo motivo. Non existit
scintilla evidentiae quae sustineret thesim quod ratio vel fundamentum
condemnationis contraceptionis tanguam graviter peccaminosae fuit he-
donismus vel egoismus - peccata (quae, ceterum, ex magna parte solum-
modo venialia habebantur).

&) Admittenda est in ecclesiae doctrina de usu matrimonii evo-
lutio notabilis in decursu saeculorum,; quae debetur praecipue evolu-
tioni doctrinae de concupiscentia sexuali. Consequenter evolutio
habetur doctrinae de amore sexuall ut valo re positivo. Finalitas
unitiva-amorosa et perscnalis in sescualitate humara nune agnosci pot-
est. In hoc vera evolutio habetur. Pars hujus evolutionis est ex-
plicita approbatio systematis abstinentiee periocdicae. Sed haec
approbatio nullo modo est passus aliquis in via ad contraceptionem
admittendam. Nam abstinentia periodica essentialiter differt morali-
ter a contraceptione. Inpossibile est evolutionem doctrinae agnoscere
ir simplici contradictione doctrinae (nisi forte in aliquo systemate
philosophico Hegeliano).
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Lz Datur essentialis differentia moralis inter contraceptionem
et abstinentiam periodican

1) Si contraceptic praesumitur non esse intrinsece mala (quod
regulariter praesunitur in argumentatione aliquorum membrorum majori-
tatis) tunc non datur differentia essentialis moralis. Nam in hac
hypothesi tum contraceptio tum rhythmus sunt moraliter indifferentia
ex objecto, et eorum moralitas judicanda esset ex motivis et circum-
stantiis. Sed praesumere contraceptlonem non esse intrinsece malam

esset petitio principii.

2) Si contraceptio praesumitur esse mala quia violat praecep-
tun affirmativum procreandi, i.e. "Crescite et multiplicamini® (quod
saepe praesumitur in argumentatione aliquorum membrorum majoritatis),
tunc non daretur essentialis differentia moralis inter contraceptio-
nen et rhythmum,. Nem tunc prohibito contraceptionis non urgeret
quando obligatio affirmative procreandi cessaret. Sed hoc iterum
praesumit contraceptionem non esse intrinsece malam, et est petitio
principii. Juxta dochtrinam Ecclesiae (ut in Casti Connubii exhibi=-
tam) contraceptio est mala quia violat negativum praeceptum: Ne
intervenias in actum conjugalem ad deprivendum eum vi naturali quanm
habet procreandi novam vitam. Ne unguvam hoc facias.

3) Aliter omnino res se habet si praesumimus (et omnino fas
est sic praesumere) contraceptionem esse intrinsece malam; eJjusque
malitian inveniri praecise in interventu humano in actus (et proces=-
sus) humanos sexuales ut generativos, i.e. eo fine ut vi naturali
procreativa destituantur. In hac hypothesi, differentia moralis
essentialis inter contraceptionen et rhythmum est clare evidens.

Nam in rhythmo, nullus actus destituitur vi sua naturali procreativa.
Ex hypothesi actus sexuales exerciti non habent talem vinm. Sunt '
sterilies propter naturalem periodicitatem nulieris. 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 procreativa) quia actus, ex hypothesi est
sterilis de se, et non habet vim procreativan.

L) 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 intentiome indifferenti 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 ordineria ad vitam prae-
servandan'. Sed si recusat operationem chirurgicam, valde expen-
sivam, quia vult nmori (et fortasse vult istam pecuniam relinquere
pro sustentatione uxoris, etc.) non est reus suicidii, quia non
datur praeceptum affirmativum obligans eun ad media extraordinaria
adhibenda ad praecservarndan vitam suan.

Ex quo exemplo apparet differentia sat momentosa inter imputa-
bilitatem moralen effectus qui proprie causatur a mea actione, et
effectus mere resultantvis ex mea onigsione. In primo casu (si agi-
tur de praecepto negativo legis naturalis) adest immoralitas intrin-
seca ponendi actionem semper et pro semper pronibitam. Sed in se-
cundo et tertio casu moralitas onmissionis Jjudicatur prout adest vel
non adest praeceptum affirmativunm ponendi actionem aliquam ne effec-
tus (mors) sequatur. Hinc theologi, tractando imputabilitatem
effectuum actuum humsnorum, 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 positivie contraceptivis, et negant media positiva adesse in
abstinentia periodica. Ex qua terminologia tot equivocationes!

Sic etiam, theologi distinguunt inter effectum mere volitum et effec-

tum proprie sensu voluntarium.

Ex quibus dictis sat clare apparet differentia moralis inter
casum mulieris quae physice, positiva actione sua, intervenit ad
processum generativum interrumpendum, et casum nulieris 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 obligatio, potest esse bona vel mala Jjuxta circumstan-
tiag, finem, et media ad fipem 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. Tamen quando eaden mulier utitur matrimonio temporibus
sterilibus systematice, sunt qui dicunt eam habere intentionem 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 ruliere volita nullo modo resultat ek usu
matrimonii tempore sterili; resultat ex non-usu in tempore fertili.
Aliis verbis, intentio non-conceptvionis in systemate rhythmi, osten-
ditur non esse contraceptivus, et aliis criteriis moraliter Jjudicari

debere.

Tandem aliquando, status mentis contraceptionistae directe et
active contrariatur inceptioni hujus novae vitae individuae. Nam
contraceptionista intra se dicit: '"Volo praevenire guantum possunm
inceptionen istius vitae individuze quae, praecise propter meum ac-
tum generativum positum, intervenienti speciali actu creativo Dei,
existeret, nisi hunc actum ego destituo ejus vi procreativa.”

Talis status mentis essentialiter differt moraliter a statu mentis
eorum qui utuntur tempore sterili propter genuinos valores matrimo-
nii. Neque hi, neque illi qui ex motivis virtuosis continentiam
perfectam in matrinmonioc colunt; dirigunt voluntatem suam active

contra inceptionem vitae.
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