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. InTRODUCTION :
\ URING the last few years Catholic thwlagims hav ée»— ’
D ' yoted a considerable amount of attention to the &wt;g;’“
Christian marriage. Books and articles have 2?9‘3??5“ -
: one discerns a tendency to reconsider various phases
teaching, especmiiy with regard to the rﬁlatw ,~ ;m
of tﬁe ends of marmage. The tendﬁna?hw; 6




THEGLQGICAL Tﬂﬂlﬁﬁ

The xmportance of this book is vouched
, ef comment it has evoked. It is the work o
requires, but repays, careful study. Its subject ma
such importance and its viewpoint so provocat
mmci it mﬂ not be time wasted to dea.l at some

Tile present paper will be dw:ded into threejpm~
part will give a bnefsummaryafthatpamafﬁ
in which he 8ivesa systemanc expa@xmn’ of t

ﬁwz xn erder m mdlcm:e mc:re dlrectly the pomﬁﬁ ﬁf
eement and disagreement between the two theories, I shaﬁf
4 ﬁm’d part, Wiuch Wxﬂ be a cntxcism of certain pmm:sk G;

' ﬁt Bozm dxstmgmshes between the meamng (Sm

@mg and its purpose or end ;(
seems to undem:and the ontological jcum:
’w}mix is pr&:sem mereiy because 3




 Tuporocicar 1

but one Person, a wmmuni‘ty of | ;
human being, from the spiritual sphere, throu
and into the bodily. . .. ” (p. 107). Marri
two-in-oneship of the spouses “is not co
 mutual ordination to an end outside themsel
by their union [e-g., procreation, or mutu:
rather by the living and perpetual ordinat

's celebrated, but it is not perfected o
_ summated” until the marriage act takes p

Marriace: Its MEANING AND PURPOSES

- ughfi‘)é&ily union of the twc}-inuangship of the:sgausg;;;
the real order. Therein we ﬁﬁd a pfofound 'mgaxlaxﬁagtﬁ gwo .
mﬁﬁﬁng of this two-in-oneship is orientated naturally to two,

temote ends, one of which is on the personal level, the other on.

the biological level. The personal end is the fulfillment of gﬁ '
spouses as persons on the various planes of their be‘?g {m;}) .
help]. The ultimate biological end is gres:r&#fwﬁ'{ {dxﬁ n
But the sense in which procreation is an end is que el t
ven from the sense in which mutual help is an end; § '
are going to make the concept of end mean aHyE
must recognize that there is question, ac uall
realization and achievem
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%0 important and so striking to the eye that they loom much
larger in the consciousness than the essence of the thing itself.
Certainly ordinary people do not think of marriage in terms
of its essence and its accidents. Undoubtedly things that are
accidental to marriage in the philosophical sense of the word
o are often much more important and have much more reality
that marriage hus an iihaiont meanii i m‘;m , | for them than the underlying thing which is found wherever
from its purposes; () than t . s e s ; %ngﬁ B f?mds and is absent wherever marriage is absent.
the primary end of marria; Prosiaty ; ~ !hat underlying thing is the essence of marriage. To indicate
onnubii suovor . o o ' what it is by describing it or giving its notes is to efi




M Tuseroscs
ﬁnﬁ}rclmai C’gsiz Connubii. It is meant to inc
ments which have been thought of as  perta
integrity of marriage, and the reader will n
_ments stressed by Dr. Doms are not abser

' ,t:lmy may be expressed in terms that are o

 The Sacrament; grace; mysacai symbehsm,

internal and external consent; sctiva traditio

of souls; the #ig bona: proles fides, sacrar

tency; marriage-act; remedy for conct piscer

spring; education of offspring; muwal 1}
31 s0ci '

i'rs MEAI’Q‘ING ANB P’URI’O&ES . 4

mmsga reiam;n. Not that all the authors here cztigm say
plicitly that the essence of marriage is all four of these : f}sn
But these four points, if explained as I am about to e:xpf .
them, can be said to be at least implicit in the teaching o .
them. In other words I think my explanation reﬂectsxsur .

antially the teaching of these theologians.' ,

" ‘ﬁiwyfaur points all amount to the same thing; ;he%ze gi
ierent ways of speaking about the same reaixty ' ;
dexs, in other words, coincide. Payen sums up he commo

iching when he gives this fourfoid definition o

m ‘tha exclusive aad pergemai %::W for the ’p
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perpetusj rxght, conszdered radzcaﬂ‘
mutual and real relation.”” And he

that is, taken for the essence of marriage in
faur deﬁmtwns came to the same t hing

Exm - anci marnage mght” camcx&e for
p»rmczpie whmh is thﬁ femmi elemem

: }*rs MEAN:NG AND i’uwosas 5%3

*

>

k“@* (01; m:het} ce a nght is as indefinable as the nono;zss
mine and thine, the following analytical explanation) repx;zse?h ’
farly the meaning of the authors, and corresponds Wi

dita of common sense: “A right is a moral relation of prefer-

ence by which a person prevails exclusively over g dung whmh ‘

tely destined to his good or utility.” . .
mmzn to the ideas “moral” and “reiatmn shor:i}*.z
as the conclusion and raison d’étre of this anagf/&?
ﬁ'ﬁ ms;iem of a right, it should be n@tg& thaf; #h;; :
' rzght” and “marriage reiamm do ¢ c;mc:tci i
;%my t0 see haw they can cmnmde, and why ¢t i
ﬂght and a r




I&: seems to me that tinsxs a par
suﬁcxentiy cultivated. The phtases‘
metaphysico, in ordine entium rationis,
ly enough, but the order of beings refe
tities, or infentional entities, or moral en
much attention. Those authors who hol
causality of the sacraments is in the inty
the nature af the mtennan:zl arder 0;

:ynum, mtea,mem Mns, Le,
cumque w&mzmomm mteﬁm

. Ch
#fsm:h bemg, our common sense teﬁs us thax; therg a;?”
‘ ﬁm@ as jurisdiction, contracts, etc.; that they rea :’d bemgs
 ontological entities, and that they are nexther physi .

_ onto f speculative entis 14-
nor mt@h’?‘sxcal beings (in the scose of spe chmfarea m ﬁm

tionis). The reality we call ‘marriage ex:sts,

moral order of being. ‘
L:&ter on I shall answer the questmn whethez tins m"f“l

~mg in the juridical order, which is an essential

marriage, has an inherent value or meamng mdepm' tl

%’mdg. The answer wﬂl he in th‘e' negztl"'?f Mi;f ?
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desire. But it means, first, that marriage is cal
legitimate scope to sexual desire; secondly, th
_imposes the obligation of marital chastity it acts
ing 5Hﬂ3€11€6 on the partners in their dealings
and forbids al] indulgence outside marriage;
directly forestalls inordination through the gr:
ment; fourthly, that it ennobles the sexual act.
the partners, because in it they make real fo
central fact of marriage,j namely, that the
_another, tha they have made a self-sacr; 2
their persons t0 one another, that they have given u

«

‘mutual help, it does not follow that all of them are m@ﬂ? .

Marriace: Its MEANING AND PURPOSES ;

ecompletion of the sexes. Hence it inc?udes tii; éizi gﬁfl
itatiéxi, life in common, conjugal society, an L
ove. 1 believe that mutual help as an end of marriage sl
tplained in such wise that it turns out to be very s "
: t#b#inwnneship which Dr. Doms calls the meamng ;

Now, although all these ideas are included under the term
considered as an end of marriage. We saw iuSt now t}‘w
feule 19 indicate the cuential Cbment’ of ° educati b
d of marriage. The same difficulty oceurs in ggyxgg L
t is essential in mutual help. I have not seen the atee :
¢ eliewhere, and will be satisfied merel 0
rething much more than the mere sex-




o be called procreative—it is principally an ac
: puf tisa 11:118’231{6, therefore, to take the di
. m ses too ilt:eraﬁy. The institution of marria

B ﬂnds;ogether, and they are inextricabl
pmﬁl‘?’neamthm- f - - -
:, r S‘.eco‘ , g‘ﬂ}’: fwugh ma?riage ai:;is’at aﬁtbeseenés,
This ation of none of them is essential to any given
s is obvious ‘

: Its MEANING AND PURPOSES

If we look at the institution of marriage in general it is not
Wtﬁseeimw this is true. An end is a good to be produced.
institution we call marriage, according to the intent of

mature and the intent of Almighty God, is aimed at producing

three ends, and does produce them in many cases. When in
particular marriage the ends fail to be realized, this is per
cidens as far as the institution of marriage is concerned.
But our difficulty is not solved merely by looking at the
stitution of marriage. If the three ends are essential to mar-
then no individual marriage can exist without being
somehow to these three ends. Otherwise it would not
mething essential to it would be lacking. In.
can we say that procreation is the essential
which the partners are physically incapable
n? In what sense is mutual help an essen




that consequently even when the ends are una
individual marriage. I believe, therefore, tha
corpus in ordine ad actus conjugales is a righ
sexual act, by which the procreation of children
for concupiscence are attained, but a right to -
which mutual help and 2 loving life in common
~ But there are two points in connection
further elucidation. .
The first has to do with the propriety
_the end of an individual marriage in which

partners, when they marry,

Mmmaz Its MEANING AND Pumsr::s . A

Inother words, I am willing to admit that Fo ;:aﬂ“pmcreang
a essential end of an individual marriage which turns out to | ;
serile is to use the word procreation in a very broad sense, aé;d
unless one understands the special meaning it has, one woul |
be misled. However, Canon Law intimates clearly that the acts

| to which the marriage bond is essentially related need only

ber se apti ad generationem. And this merely means, according

; : ians alike,
1o the interpretation given it by canonists gn& chee;@gm;g ﬁ .
that the sexual acts be normal ones, whether conception 1s paysi-

/ possible or physically impossible. Hence the meaning th

Co . : riage can
C’m’n Law puts on procreation as an end of marr BE o

undoubtedly be realized and satisfied in such 2 marcaEe ’,And
' %Wx it is abundantly clear thatmfar,m?st ﬁéﬁﬁd :
ges and for the institution of marriage itself, th
by pucifed . @
The second point that needs further exposition is
ment that the fundamental marriage bond ¢
udes rights to the acts by which mumaij




that has ied writers hke Er. Dams to seek 2
be}wvethhi}r Doms that a true interpr
theology will 8ive much more emphasis to ,
of the spouses, which he calls their rwo-m-e
not believe that in order to make

to leave the traditional framework in wlnchthe
ends of marriage has for centuries been prop.

Elsewhere I have attempted to prove at Ien,

il Jjus in corpus of marriage includes the r
_acts by which mutual help as an essential en

j reahzed thhaua, }mwever, trymg t{} éetemm
the exact extent of those ' :

W mumai help (life in common) is per se necessary for

thiseducation; therefore the right and obligation to i}fe in com-
mon & essential to marriage. ,
In addition to these arguments one can appeal to the Code

_ielf (canons 1081 and 1082 taken in conjunction), to the

dasical definitions of marriage in Canon Law :né tixﬁeoifg
(they do not mention jus in corpus explicitly but only

iogmnﬁ; &?ﬁ”
individua vitae consuetudo),” and to many theo 1
 cially Palmieri, who makes it one of the fmdamentzi} g:ﬂm;s;f
bis profound analysis, that life in common is essential

d of writers like
tiage, Nowadays, of course, the whole tren |
Em‘as and Professor von Hﬂdebran& is to ma%s:e mm:h ;f'

‘Y,mmwg;eaite}hagl ~mthe¢mnmansemevmw0 ,

mmkemameé"}l weuidbextmngem&eeé, ’thm




marriage consists essentially in the rig
and nothing else. And yet those wri
emphasized the jus in corpus have equivalen
accept such a statement. .
The common sense point of view coul
creditably by appealing to the Ritual whic,
marrying the faithful. In the Nuptial
to the Epistle, the Gospel, or the nuptial
Noster), we will find that the Church
ing to the common concept of it.” Wi
ing the consent, she makes the more or le
which are contained in the various diocesan

s cE: Its MEANING AND PURPOSES r

ableness of this view. | 1 think it reasonable to suppose that when

 the husband and wife, immediately after giving their consent,

are asked to join hands and make the following promise (as the

Catholic Ritual in English speaking countries generally

requires), they are assuming obligations that are just as eswl?;ﬁ’
to their new state of life as the right to sexual mt;?;!f 820 . my
words of the Ritual read “I, N.N., take thee, N.N., for 1

lawful wife, to have and to hold, frozfl thw day fﬁ;wafhi’aizi .
 better for worse, for richer for poorer, in sickness and in ey
 until death do us part.”

From all these considerations taken together this_mniidj& .
 justified: the right which constitutes marriage it 3 £aC
tight to the acts by which all three essenti endsm'ﬁ

. Conjugal Love as an Essential of Marriage-




mmmumcate be::eﬁts to one anotber '
ideas to conjugal love we can attem;}t
 hoping that its explanation will be its
love is the virtue by which man and wife
to one another the benefits proper. to

' deserves explanation. , .

Love. Love may be canszdereci as
«r::vf the rational appetite. Th
fthe r:u:wnal arder as

Marriace: Its MEANING AND PURPOSES ;

€.
snsitive mé sexual appetites from the ﬁeid of mu;ugaalc:%; -
It is called a virtue, first, to dmnngmsh it from mere

the
, conjugal love, and secondly, because it is a natﬂral v:rme m :

ordinary f that word.” , ‘ “
Man a:?zf;, for it is a mutual love. It isa iavz of fnieztui

ship primarily, although like every love it necessar ; z:g:c s |

love of concupiscence.” We say between man and W% ;m mher

thus the subject of con;ugai love i is distmgmshed T ;

loves of friendship. . .
Wnb to communicate Ewneﬁts fo 0 one mtéer fo): kagﬂzi ’ e'k :’

1 “mﬁpmkmgk_k ‘means wz

M&rmagwamrarkmexf"




for instance, that a Christmas gift
husband is necessarily an act of conjugal
lovingly. In other words, con ugal lov
fmm other love not only in the persons
also by the kind of good or benefit wi
desire to give one another. The fact tl
in any way at all is undoubtedly a virt
sense can be called the virtue of conjug
 jugal love to mean something more. It
of conjugal benefits. Hence I spoke in
fits proper to marriage.”

: Its MEANING AND Pvmsns - 359

of m}&sﬂ hfe, which realize the ends for which the o
instituted. These are the bona producenda of marriage.

And what acts can be imagined which could more perfectly

 serve the purpose of love than these? In the marriage act there | .

is2 living union of the most intimate and comprehensive kind—

2 union of body and mind, of sense and heart. When properly

performed, it is an act not only of the rational love of benevo-

lence and concupiscence, but also of sensitive aﬁd;s@éﬁ;}ﬁ iovee ;
 Itisan act of self-surrender in which two bemme ;entz fles wia& -
principle of generation. Love desires union with the beloved

by 2 communication of good. Can one discover a more appro-

mm act for the expression and fuiﬁimwt ﬁfieve :hanthe

Marriage act?® .
ed to be acts of love. 1 do not ati
are or how many they are, but I am ten
r than to restrict the concept. In any case,
mitted that mutual help includes |
the acts by which the life-long par
 of the children are realized. It




Tﬁﬁemmmr, T

Tins, then, is my att:empz ata
can;uga! love. Understandmg the

answer the qasmon pmposed Is tﬁz& :

rmge?

. Masmmm Its memc AND PURPOSES
&ﬁé rmmai adtire ol man say that he is obliged to these acts.

W as proceeding from the virtue “described. The acts of

married life are to be performed in 2 manner consonant with the
human dignity of the partners. They are not mere animal acts.

They are not merely the legal fulfillment of a contractual obli-
gation.  They are such an intimate fusion of two human per-
sonalities and they connote such a complete surrender of person

® person that they cannot be conceived as really I:xuman acts

Mkss'they are coxzcmreé as acts ;;receeémg fmm the i‘m‘?ﬂf

ﬁm t%r. mdxx:ai nghs: :md ebixgatmn to ;:Ee
‘ kiﬁm is mem:xa! mymarrmge,




362

in fmta mw. For the acts fmm’wiis
are t&e same in both cases,

in the statement of z;hc marriage reio ,
truth in every error) : Marital inter
has ceased. It is true in the sense

are not performed i in a manner worthy ¢

they pmceseé fmm iave.

é%

.

_end of marriage: “For in matrimony as W
matrimonial rights there are also secondary. ends

I’I’S MEANING mu Pvmsﬁﬁ 353

| 3&%& Magmns and canonists expiam mutual love as Ca;a pa;:ﬂ c;f
 mutual help, or mutual help as a part of mutual love. Cappello,

al
for instance, says that the secondary end of maﬁg‘fggﬁiﬁfﬂ&e
and intrinsic to it, is mutual help, “not only in

| ,W&oid b*cft especially i;x mutual love.” Md thu; tbe aﬁghp#s ‘

st ’ -
'ﬂm Cé&ﬁ ﬂ{)ﬂm@bﬁ tells us that the cutws:d eipies:;;aizg ’
love in the home comprises not only mutual help, bu o ,

s the
care of one another’s interior perfection; and it puts

 of mutual love ar w tual help as a secondar
of mutual love on a par with mut tﬂmmt}ww'f; |
és,sacizwmﬁwa!;

%ﬁs the mﬂn%tmg of muma} iewz, m:u? tile

WW&'& iwip it my not to be sex;}pmd that they f =
of mumai help there are also acts o i:;
amanora wmnw nughx; o pwwﬁ




hmb:md exprm not oniy a law o
charity. s The Encychcal also d'j
of conjugal faith; it is demanded b
jugal faith, of course, is essential to

My argument then, proceeds from

authars and the teaching of the Encyclica

I éraw a condmwn t:imt nm:,aﬁ theo

f M:mmws I*rs‘ Mznxmc m PURPOSES 365

mmwnxs 1 cﬁﬁi&i not understand—and the process would be
endless. I shall not attempt it.

 The criticism of these minutiae, in view of the apparent dlf;
fctmm of our philosophic backgmuﬁés (and also because o
the difficulty of doing justice to 2 man’s thought in translation),

would probably find us at cross purposes. It would be a waste

of time. And so, although I am tempted to make some remarks

_on what I consider to be Dr. Doms’ misconception of the notion.

of end in general, and of a certain haziness, as it appears to me,

in the handling of other philosophical concepts, I shall be mn@.k" |
fent o pass these matters over and rest:m:t myself to mma g
. “‘i points of criticism.




_ meaning is, can only be discovered |

tial ends of marriage. The ends of

Without them it is meaningless
~ Dr. Doms might object that i

to identify marriage with the mrzdzer k

ners to one another.  As he says:
reality of marriage is not identified
sent, nor with the usual juridical c
_ contract, but is something much m

o

Marriace: Its MEaNING AND PURPOSES

gm gam s ‘gayé: “Marriage ‘is’ first of all, in itself, a reality of

profound meaning before being ‘for something else’ kwhifzk;g;
notitself”  If this means that marriage is a reality having 2
profound meaning independently of its ends, the statement can-
not stand. The ontological reality which is marriage, ie., the

juridical bond, has meaning only when one knows ‘W}iﬁf;mk

 purposes are for which God created it, and towards which it 5

| &Wﬁﬁeﬁy ordered. Look at the marriage bond mdepmﬁﬁnﬁ
ofitsends. Whatisit? What is it worth? You cannot sa

a group of mutual rights and obligations. It w‘ani’?‘*

¥ou see what the object of these rights and obligations mthat

marriage means anything. When you discover that these rights
obligations are to all the acts of conjugal ﬁf# and lov:
ch the ends of marriage are achieved, then y o0
g of marriage and not before. =~

M'fﬁtmmiag& being “for’ wm&ﬁmg’ﬁ%ﬁﬁ&

ére is another misconception here. The m&ﬁ of




thefumetogweupthe zermsp imar;
to speak in a purely realistic and descri p
sonal ends inherent in marnagﬂ, and of pr
ing both of these from the meaning of 1
Now the term ° ‘primary and secon

have been accepted with practz al unanimi

are tire tem laid dawzx in tbe c

, ?ape in tI:e saiemn te:mhmg of
this teaching it seems to me impro
that we shc«uld “gzve up theterms p

k aﬁ: I’rs MBANIN& AND Purroses
ik@w shown suﬁcxentiy that all three ends are essential to mar-

 riage in the present order; and there cannot be degrees of essen-

tialness, though there can be degrees of importance. Nor does

it mean that the other ends have value and meaning only in so

far as they are subordinated strictly to the primary end, ie.,
only insofar as they serve as a means of attaining the primary
end. It cannot be denied that this view underlay the thought -

 of St. Augustine and other theologians who wrote in the "past

‘g% d“*‘ﬁﬂ%m nowadays (and for a long time), in t
exposition of the ends of marriage, and especially

7 : M mcucai teachings on the morality of the use of marriage, f

oken wmpietely w:t}} the a:iea a:hm; the s¢ | xmé’ £y




In what sense, then, is procrea
purpose? In the first place, it
because, though not more essential t
fundamental. That is, procreation a

_implies and includes mutual help to
mutual }wlp éoes not necessan!y 1mp1i proc:

’ raah to spccuiate on tﬁe mmp rat
the mmd of ¢

criticism of Dr. Doms is his use of a certain text from the Cast .
 Connubii to support the thesis that community of life {tﬁa—— .
 oneship), not procreation, is the primary thing in marriage.”

The Encyclical, after declaring that conjugal love s&mﬁl make

 the partners aid one another to supernatural holiness of life, ‘_

Mmmm& I'rs MEA‘NING AND PL\‘RPWSES

' ,nghts that constitute the marriage bond and not to a mxsus& a{
kthe word “primary.”

The third general pozﬁ: on wlnch 1 shf)aid like to oﬁ&r a

«

says: “This mutual interior formation of t}m partners, ﬁm,
earnest desire of perfecting one another,

Wer? true sense, as the Roman Cm‘ecbﬁm mcim, w be the




fmstrate its mt:urai power and gurpose sin a;
And again: “For in matrimony as well as in 1 the
mﬁmal rights there are also mnéary ends s
cultivating of mutual love, and the ¢

cupiscence, which husband and wife are no
sider so long as they are subordinated to the
long as the intrinsic nature of the act is prese

Fntthetmare, the passage ref 'rred to spea
terms that it almast appears as

: Its MEANING AND ?UR!’OSES

does m?haszze mutuai heip as an eb;ectwe end of marnage,
much more than some of our modern manualists. Ami in this
 my mind it gives a truer picture of marriage.
It seems to me, therefore, that though there is some dcubt as
0 how this passage of the Encyclical is to be understood, it can- :
0t be taken as 2 denial of the traditional doctrine and termi- ’
- ml@g? with regard to the primary ami secanéary enés of

M}‘f ﬁmd criticism af Dr. I}oms theoxy m thss, Hﬁs pu

ﬁ, Mamg at all about the rélatmn of mazmage’ to its, ends,




intricate 2 st;sb;ect as mamage‘ in reiamn

_ announce that he has achieved success

more problems. I make no such anno

believe that I can solve all the prebf ms.

I have written will conmbute toan nnde

of marriage. ’
Dr. Doms has said: “I am weii aware

me in for a good deal of ‘opposition from

rehgxon, even fmm :hee}ogxam af cer

ST THOMAS' THEORY OF OFERATI(}N
= BERNARD LONERGAN,SJ.
Cuﬁcgu of the Immacuiate Conception

H wrkmg out St. Thomas’ thought on habitual gracae as
operative and co-operative, it was possible to avoid specula-
- 1ssues by appealing to parallel passages which mﬁmﬂmiy .

ained the analogies involved and the ideas employed. Un
inately, now that we have to deal with actual grace, s0
a procedure can no longer be followed. St. Thomas
nd the idea of the habit ready made, but he had to thi
himself the analogy of nature that corresponds to actud
grace; and, if in this long labor he did not draw upon ;&m&utei
‘ﬁ% murces of the Arab;c, Plzw:mst; and A
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