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with the Latin of Humanae Vitae is the title. It is like-

ly that few laymen and perhaps even few scholars make
reference to the Latin text; indeed, it is reported that Humanae
Vitae was originally composed in Ttalian, and it seems that all
available translations of the text are based primarily on the
Ttalian version. But since the official text of Humanae Vitae
is in Latin and since translations are mecessarily deficient, we
should not be surprised that the available translations fail to
convey all the nuances of the official text. (Latin, of course,
is the language in which all official documents of the Church
are written.) This study seeks to show that attentiveness to
certain words in the Latin text, most particularly the word
munus, uncovers important connections between Humanae
Vitae and perspectives of the Church, perspectives particular-
ly highlighted in the documents of Vatican II. It also seeks
to show that the Latin provides greater philosophical precision
for certain key teachings of the text, most particularly section
11: “each and every marital act must remain open to pro-
creation.”

It is important to note that some of the crucial Latin words
of the document carry connotations that cannot possibly be
captured by any one English word. Indeed, some of the words
convey concepts and attitudes that are quite foreign to
speakers of modern English; to convey the meaning of some
terms requires a fairly lengthy explication of notions not im-
mediately and directly graspable by all readers. Even to the
reader of Latin, the text does not easily yield its secrets. The
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Latin of the document has no identifiable source of reliable
decipherment; it is a kind of “modern” or “ Church ” Latin,
which is an odd combination of classical Latin and the lan-
guage the Church has developed over the centuries. The meth-
od of translation employed here has involved consultation of
classical and medieval dictionaries, reference to arguably rep-
resentative classical and medieval authors, tracing of the word
being considered through the documents of Vatican II, con-
sideration of appearance of the word in other Church docu-
ments, cross-reference to other uses of the word within
Humanae Vitae itself, and reference to the Italian “ original.”*

1In preparation for this article reference was made to six English trans-
lations: (a) the translation done by the NC News Service, made widely avail-
able by the Daughtfers of Saint Paul, Of Human Life (Boston, Mass.:
Daughters of St. Paul, 1968), hereafter referred to as the “usual translation”
and designated by HV; (b) the tramslation by the Catholic Truth Society
printed in John Horgan, Humanae Vitae and the Bishops (Shannon, Ireland:
Irish University Press, 1972), 33-53; this translation was modified and re-
printed in (¢) The Pope Speaks 13 (1969): 329-346, and in (d) the Vatican
Press Office translation, “ Encyclical Letter on the Regulation of Births* in
Vaticon II: More Post-Concilior Documents, ed. Austin Flannery, O.P.
(Northport, N. Y.: Costello Publishing Company, 1982), 397-416; (e) the
translation by Rev. Marc Calegari, S.J., Humanae Vitae (San Francisco:
Ignatius Press, 1978), which has undergone a further, as of yet unpublished,
revigion. There is one translation (f) that was made entirely from the Latin,
by Rev. A. J. Durand, Humanae Vitae: A New Translation (Bethlehem, Pa.:
Catechetical Communications; no date given); it is, though, not widely
available.

Rev. Calegari, in private communication with this author, noted that the
document was originally written in Italian, though the Latin text is the
official text. He also stated that the modern language versions were made
from the Italian text. My comparisons of the translations of Humanae Vitae
with the Italian and the Latin versions indicate that Rev. Calegari is cor-
Tect in saying that most modern versions are based on the Italian, though
a few, most notably that by the Catholic Truth Society, have clearly made
reference to the Latin. The Latin in several places does not completely cor-
respond with the Italian; the differences are not of tremendous significance
but nometheless in nuanced ways shift the tone or focus. When the Latin
diverges from the Italian, it seems proper to give preference to the Latin text,
gince it is the official text. It is, however, also true that some of the Latin
phrases are extremely difficult to translate and that recourse to the Italian
is most helpful for determining what the Latin is meant to say.
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A more accurate translation and fuller understanding of a
few key words should lead to a better understanding of the
teachings of the document. The word munus in particular will
receive detailed consideration; a few other anomalies will also
be noted. Indeed, if the views offered here about translation
are correct, it would suggest that many interpreters of the
document have not fully realized the commvlete framework of
the document, which concerns not just the question of “ birth
regulation ” and natural law but also the very nature of the
Christian calling of marriage and the place of “transmitting
life ” within that calling. Interpreters have perhaps placed the
emphasis of the document on natural law to the detriment of
a specifically Christian concern: commitment to a free and re-
sponsible participation in Christ’s mission and a recognition
that the invitation to participate in that mission is a gift that
entails ennobling responsibilities.

The second portion of this study will show how more precise
tranglations and understandings of some key terms in the text
can provide further justification for some of the more contro-
versial teachings of the document. Of particular interest will
be the claim that each and every act of marital intercourse
must remain “open” to procreation and the claim that the
unitive and procreative meanings of marital intercourse are
inseparable.

A third and final section of this paper will explore what may
be called the “ interiority ” of munus. There the claim will be
made that fulfilling the munus of transmitting human life or of
having children is essential to the ultimate purpose of mar-
riage: the sanctification of the spouses and their children and
their transformation into the loving, genercus, and self-sacri-
ficing individuals all Christians are meant to be.

The Meaning of “ Munus™

The very first line of Humanae Vitae—Humanae vitae tro-
dendae munus gravissimum—presents difficulties for the trans-
lator; this line is usually rendered “The most serious duty of
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transmitting human life . . . .” The translation “ duty ” is not
meorrect but it is inadequate, as is any word, to capture all the
important connotations of munus. And it is important that we
get this word right, for it appears at several crucial junctures
in the document. Indeed, its appearance in the first line car-
ries no small weight. The chief problem with the translation
“duty ” for munus is that for many modern English-speaking
people the word “duty” has a negative connotation. A duty
is often thought of as something that one ought to do, although
something that one often is reluctant to do; those who are re-
sponsible will perform their duties and may enjoy so doing,
but they are thought to transcend what is negative about them.
The word munus, though, truly seems to be without negative
connotations; in fact a munus is something that one is honored
and, in a sense, privileged to have. “ Duty ” is more properly
the English translation of officium, one of the possible syno-
nyms of munus? It seems fair to say that a munus often en-
tails officia, that is, when one receives a munus one is also then
committed to wcertain duties. What, then, is a munus?
(Throughout most of the following analysis munus—plural
maunera—will be used, rather than any single English word or
a multiplicity of words; for the references to the documents of
Vatican II the translation used in the Abbott text will be given
in parentheses) .

The English derivatives of munus are revealing of some
meanings of the word that are not conveyed by the word
“duty.” For instance, “municipal,” “patrimony,” perhaps
“matrimony,” and “ munificent ” are all derivatives of munus.
“ Municipal ” comes from the Latin municeps which refers to a
holder of public office who has significant responsibilities.

2 A Latin Dictionary by Charlton T. Lewis and Charles Short (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1975 impression) gives “offictum,” ‘“ministerium,” and
“honos” as synonyms for “munus” but it also notes that it is a munus
which confers or entails officia (* munus significat officium, cum dicitur quis
munere fungi. Item donum quod officii causa datur”). Cicero uses the
phrase “munus officii,” which clearly signals a difference between the two
words,
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“ Patrimony  refers to the inheritance or munus that one re-
ceives from one’s father (pater) or family; it too entails cer-
tain responsibilities for maintaining the family name. “ Matri-
mony ” is somewhat more difficult to decipher; “ munia,” which
more strictly means “duty ” than “munus” seems to be the
etymological root of “ matrimony.” It means, then, the “duty
of being a mother,” which apparently is what marriage con-
fers® Finally, one who is munificent, is one who gives (facere)
munera—or gifts. Indeed a classicist encountering this word
would as readily translate it as “gift,” “ wealth and riches,”
“honor,” or “responsibility ” as well as “duty.” Other Eng-
lish translations commonly used are “ role,” “ task,” “ mission,”
“office,” and “ functions.” Indeed all of these are on occasion
legitimate translations, and on a few occasions the word em-
braces all of these connotations. It is the judgment of 1his
author that munus in the first line of Humanae Vitae provides
such an occasion.

One common classical Latin use of the word would be in
reference to the bestowal of a public office or responsibility on
a citizen. Being selected for such an office or responsibility
would be considered an honor; the selection would entail cer-
tain duties, but ones that the recipient willingly embraces. The
word is also often used synonymously for “gift” or “re-
ward: ”’ * it is something freely given by the giver and often, but
not always, with the connotation that the recipient has merited
the gift in some sense; it is given as a means of honoring the
recipient. In Virgil’s Aeneid, munera are often the prizes won

8 St. Thomas (Summa theologiae, 1II, q. 44, a. 2) asks the question,
“ Whether matrimony is fittingly named?” He gives a multiform answer;
he notes that Augustine thought “a woman ought to marry for no other rea-
son, except to be a mother ” (Thomas cites Contre Faustum XIX, xxvi).
Thomas also motes that the upbringing of children is more often the duty
(munie) of the mother. Then again, the source could be “ matrem muniens,”
which would refer to the husband’s duty to protect the wife. He gives other
possibilities but these have no connection with “ munus” or “ munia.”

4+ Roy J. Deferrari, A Letin-English Dictionary of St. Thomas Aquinas
(Boston, Mass.: St. Paul Editions, 1960), lists only “gift” as a suitable
translation for “ munus.”



390 JANET E. SMITH

at games (see Book V, 282 and 532). Men give munera to the
gods (Aeneid Book 1V, 217) and gods give munera to men;
for instance, Cicero has the gods bestowing the munus of
philosophy on man (Fam. 15. 4. 16).

In scripture (the Vulgate), munus almost always has the
sense of “gift.” Men offer gifts to other men to win favors
from them (Gn 8: 15); they are advised to give the gift of
“first fruits ” to God (Lwv 2: 15) ;° and the Magi bring gifts to
the Christ child (Mt2: 11).

Dictionaries dfor St. Thomas recommend the translation of
“gift ” for munus. For Thomas, munera are both gifts that
men give to God, as a part of their oblations and sacrifices, and
gifts that God gives to man, such as an integral mature, and
grace, and the ability to prophesy. It is in Aquinas’s commen-
taries on the Epistie to the Ephesians and on the Second Epistle
to Timothy that he introduces the use of munus that is fre-
quent in Vatican II. In both works he uses munera to refer
to the different gifts with which men are endowed to serve the
Church and God; in the Epistle to the Ephesians the reference
is to diversi status et munera (diverse positions and gifts) , such
as being an apostle, prophet, or teacher. In his commentary on
the Second Epistle to Timothy he is commenting on Paul’s
claim that the duty of admonition belongs to the priest; he
states that this comes from a condition of divinorum munerum,
or divine gifts, and is a munus that obliges one to serve God.
On another very different, but perhaps related, level is the
reference to the Holy Spirit as munus; in the Summa Theo-
logica, I, q.89, a.8, Thomas appropriates from Hilary that
God the Father is eternity, God the Son is image, and God the
Holy Ghost is gift, donum or munus. This association was con-
tinued in Church teaching. For instance Leo XIID’s encyclical
on the Holy Spirit was entitled Divinum Illud Munus (That
Divine Gift/Office) . “ Munus” here refers to the munus of
bringing men to salvation, which Christ received from His

5In the Old Testament, gifts are at times understood to be bribes, e.g.
Dt 10: 17.
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Father and which He transmitted for completion to the Holy
Spirit. Leo XIII speaks of the Holy Spirit in these terms: “ For
He not only brings to us His divine gifts [dona], but is the
Author of them and is Himself the supreme Gift [munus], who,
proceeding irom the mutual love of the Father and the Son, is
justly believed to be and is called “ Gift [Donum] of God most
High.” ¢ He also mentions that the Holy Spirit is invoked in
the liturgy as the Giver of Gifts (Dator Munerum) . The sense
of gift, then, is deeply embedded in the Church’s use of the
word munus, which also carries some sense of giftedness by the
Spirit. This sense becomes even clearer in the documents of
Vatican I1.

5

“ Munus” in the Documents of Vatican IT

The documents of Vatican IT make liberal use of the word
munus; 248 appearances are listed in the index.® The usage of
“munus” in the documents is true to its classical and Chris-
tian heritage. A review of the particular employment of this
word in the document mdicates the lofty, if complicated, sense
that the word has.

The words “vocation” (vocatio), “mission” (missio),
“ ministry ” (ministerium) —which seems often to be a syn-
onym for “ apostolate ¥ (apostolatus) —" munus,” and “ duty”
(officium) are often linked and occasionally interchangeable,
The order of the list just given suggests a possible ranking of
these words as far as comprehensiveness is concerned; ie. all
Christians have the mission of bringing Christ to the world;
they do so through difierent ministries or apostolates that in-

6 A translation of Leo XIII’s Divinum I[liud Munus is available in The
Papal Bncyclicals 1878-1903, ed. by Claudia Carlen, TLH.M. (Raleigh: Mac-
Grath Publishing Co., 1981), 409-417. This passage is found on page 413.

7 Ibid., 416.

8 It appears 48 times in Lumen Gentium, 44 times in Gaudium et Spes, 40
times in Christus Dominus (on bishops), 21 times in Presbyteriorum Ordinis
(on priests), 12 times in dpostolicam Actuositatem (on the laity), 19 times
in Ad Gentes (on missionary activity), and 11 times in Qravissimum Hdu-
cationis (on Christian education), and elsewhere as well.



392 JANET E. SMITH

volve various munera and carry certain duties. The second
section of Apostolicam Actuositatem (on the laity) weaves
these terms logether; the following passage illustrates one vari-
ation of the interconnection of these terms:

The Church was established for this purpose, that by spreading the
kingdom of God everywhere for the glory of God, she might make
all men participants in Christ’s saving redemption, and that
through them the whole world might truly be ordered to God. All
apostolic [apostolatus] aclivity of the Mystical Body of Christ is
directed to this end, which the Church achieves through all of its
members, in various ways; for the Christian vocation [vocatio] by
its very nature is a vocation [vocatio] to an apostolate [aposto-
latus]. Just as in the make-up of a living body, no member is able
to be altogether passive, but must share in the operation of the
body along with the life of this body, so too, in the body of Christ,
which is the Church, the whole body must work towards the in-
crease of the body, “ according to the function and measure of each
member of the body” (Eph 4: 16). Indeed in this body the con-
nection and union of the members is so great (cf. Eph 4: 16) that
the member which does not contribute to the increase of the body
according to its own measure is said to benefit neither itself nor
the Church.

There is in the Church a diversity of ministries [ministeriz] but a
unity of mission [missionis]. The munus of teaching, sanctifying,
and governing in the name and with power of Christ has been con-
ferred by Christ on the Apostles and their successors. But the
laity, having been made participants in the priestly, prophetic,
and kingly munus, are to discharge their own share in this missicn
of the whole people of God, in the Church and in the world (AA 2,
23) .°

As this passage stresses, in order for the Christian mission to
succeed, each member of the mystical body of Christ must ful-
fill his or her apostolate. Both “ mission” and “apostolate ”
are closely linked with “ vocation.” As stated in the passage
above, “ The Christian vocation, by its very nature, is also a
call to an apostolate” (AA 2). The words “ vocation ” and

9 The abbreviations for the texts of Vatican II are standard. The transla-
tion given here is my own, as are all the translations in this essay, unless ex-
plicitly indicated otherwise.
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“mission ” apply to two different aspects of the same reality;
God calls us to be Christians and because of that call, we have
a mission, a general assignment, qua Christian to transform
the world; the particular way in which we are called to do this
is our apostolate or ministry. (Both “mission ” and “ aposto-
late” have as their root meaning “ to be sent.” The difference
between an apostolate and a ministry is not clear, though per-
haps a ministry usually involves a closer connection with the
sacramental life and the institutional Church, whereas an apos-
tolate may refer more generally to any commitment to good
works. Along with the ministries and/or apostolates that the
Christian mission spawns, there come gifts [dona and charis-
mata] that enable the recipient to fulfill his or her duties
[officia] (AA 8) *

The general meaning of “munus,” then, is close to other
words that carry the general meaning of something that the
Christian is called to do. ““ Munus,” while close in meaning to
mission and apostolate,”* seems both broader and more specific
in its meaning; in certain passages “ munus ” seems to refer to
those gifts or charisms that enable one to carry out one’s min-
istries or apostolate; in other passages “ munus > seems to be a
broader term than ministry or apostolate (one’s munus would
determine which ministries or apostolates one would engage
in). “ Munus” is occasionally translated simply as “task,”

10 A passage from Familiaris Consortio connects gifts, charisms, and
munera; “This [evangelical] discernment happens through the sense of the
faith, which is a gift [donum] imparted to all the faithful by the Spirit, and
is therefore a work of the whole Church according to the variety of the
multiple gifts [donorum] and charisms [charismatum], together with the
munere [responsibility] and the duty [officio] of each and in accord with
these, all working together towards a greater understanding and accomplish-
ment of the word of God.” (FC, 5)

11 “ LG 20 speaks of the munus (office) of those appointed to the episcopate
being chief among the ministries entrusted to the early Church. LG 24
asserts that the duty [munus] of being witnesses to Christ which the Lord
committed to the shepherds of his people is a true service [verum ... servi-
tium] and in sacred literature is significantly called diakonie or ministry
[ministerium]. At LG 33 we find “The laity are called [vocantur] by God
so that by exercising their proper function [suwm proprium munus] . ..”
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but routinely the tasks referred to have the nature of a solemn
“ assignment.” “ Munus” quite regularly refers to a special
assignment that is entrusted to one, the completion of which
is vital for the successful institution of the kingdom of God.
It is conferred as an honor, often empowers one, and entails
serious responsibilities and obligations. Drawing sharp distine-
tions between these words 1s not possible, but the above discus-
sion should serve to indicate at least loosely the association of
these words.

Lumen Gentium lays out the munera of many of the par-
ticipants in the Christian mission. This document, by no means
uniquely, has as a theme the distribution of characteristic par-
ticipation of different members of the Church in the triple
munera of Christ, i.e., Priest, Prophet, and King (LG 31).
Christians, in their various callings, participate in these
munera; they do so by fulfilling other munera, specifically en-
trusted to them. For instance, Mary’s munus (role) is being
the Mother of God (LG 538 and 56), which also confers on her
a maternal munus (duty) towards all men (LG 60). Christ
gave Peter several munera: for instance Peter was given the
munus (power) of binding and loosening and the grande
munus (special duty) of spreading the Christian name—
which was also granted to the apostles. The apostles were as-
signed the munera (great duties) of “giving witness to the
gospel, to the ministration of the Holy and of Justice for God’s
glory ” (LG 21). To help them fulfill these munera, they were
granted a special outpouring of the Holy Spirit (LG 21). By
virtue of his munus (office), the Roman Pontiff has “ full, su-
preme, and universal power ” in the Church (LG 22) and also,
by virtue of his munus (office) , he is endowed with infallibility
(LG 48). Bishops, by virtue of thewr episcopal consecration,
have the munus (office) of preaching and teaching (LG 21).
"The laity, too, sharing in the priestly, prophetic, and kingly
manaus of Christ, have their own mission [missio]; they are par-
ticularly called [vocantur] to the munus (proper function) of
“ working, like leaven, for the sanctification of the world from
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within, and especially so by the witness of their lives. By shin-
ing forth with faith, hope, and charity, they are to manifest
Christ to others” (LG 381). Munera are conferred by one
superior in power upon another. It is important to note that
Christ is routinely acknowledged as the source of the munerq
for each of the above-mentioned groups.'? Munera are mot
man-made but God-given. It is also true, though, that some
apostolates can share their munera with others, for instance the
bishops share their munera (duties) with priests (LG 28).
Commentaries on the documents of Vatican IT occasionally
draw attention to “munus” ; it has been observed that from
the schema to the final draft, there was a gradual substitution
of the word munus for potestas (power) .** A comment on one
schema notes that “munus ” refers to the succession of minis-
tries from Peter to the pope and bishops; ** an explanatory note
on the Lumen Gentium 21 remarks that “munus™ carries the
suggestion of an ontological participation in a divine office im-
parted through Christ (as indicated by liturgical language),
whereas “ potestas” (power) has more direct reference to
power related to action, a power juridically or canonically con-
ferred.” One commentator concludes: “. . . the choice of the
word munus rather than potestas places the emphasis on the
functional view of ministry with the proviso that the function
must rest on ecclesial command.” ** Although the word munus

12 Christ is said to share his munus or munera with the Apostles (e.g. LG
21, 19) with the bishops (LG 24, 13), with priests (LG 21, 8), and with
the laity (LG 34, 7).

13 Binar Sigurbjornsson, Minisiry within the People of God (Lund:
Gleerup, 1974), 121.

14 Cited in Sigurbj6érnsson, 120, fn. 202,

15 The note reads, “ In consecratione datur ontologica participatio sacrorum
munerum ut indubie comstat ex Traditione, etiam liturgica. Consulto ad-
hibetur vocabulum munerum, non vero potestatum, quia haec ultima vox de
potestate ad actum expedita intelligi posset. Ut vero talis expedita potestas
habeatur, accedere debet canonica seu iuridica determinatio per auctoritatem
hierarchicam.” (Nota ewplicative n. 2; cf. LG n. 21) cited in Sigurbjérnsson,
121, fn. 203.

16 Sigurbjérnsson, 121, The differences between “ potestas” and * munus ”
are also explored by Jean B. Beyer, 8.J., “De natura protestatis regiminis
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can refer to any assigned task, it seems right to say that
through the documents it becomes more frequently associated
with task entrusted to an agent by God.

Specific documents have been issued by the Council to
clarify further what is the nature of the munera of these dif-
ferent groups. For instance, Christus Dominus has as its sub-
title “ Decree on the Pastoral Munus (Office) of the Bishops
in the Church;” this document explicitly designates the
munera of bishops; nearly half the sections in this decree have
forms of the word munus in the first few lines. This pattern
continues in many posteonciliar documents, for instance, the
subtitle of Familiaris Consortio is “ de Familiae Christianae
muneribus in mundo huius temporis” (“ Concerning the
Munera of the Christian Family in the World of Our Time”).
In his preface to the new code of Canon law, Pope John Paul
II makes specific reference to the intention of the Code to im-
plement the commitment of Vatican IT to the Christian life as
a faithfulness to the threefold munera of Christ, as Priest,
Prophet, and Ruler, and to defining how different members of
the Church are to exercise these munera; this commitment of
the code of Canon Law to the munera is reflected in two of the
subtitles; Book IIT is entitled De Ecclesiae Munere Docends
(The Teaching Office of the Church) and Book IV, De Eccle-
siae Munere Sanctificandi (The Sanctifying Office of the
Church) .

The word munus appears, of course, in Church documents
prior to Vatican II and Humanae Vitae. It appeared fairly

seu iurisdictionis recte im codice renovato enuntiande,” Periodica de re
morali, canonica, liturgice 71 (1982): 93-145. He concludes there: “munera
non sunt potestates; potestas restricte auditur, munera latius intelliguntur.
Munera docendi et regendi natura sua communione hierarchica sunt exer-
cenda, Communio illa hierarchica, missione canonica legitime recepta, in com-
munione apostolica episcopos constituif, proprium eorum officium definiendo
et ad hoe officium potestatem exercendam, per missionem canonicam con-
cedendo. Quae ultima connotatio, si probabilis videtur, neque stricte in mente
Concilii exprimitur, neque a doctrina Concilii recusatur, sed ob totam et im-
mutatam Ecclesiae traditionem melius perspectam, est tenenda.
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frequently in the earlier code of Canon Law. One commentator
noted that it refers to an elevated duty in the Church which
either directly or indirectly was exercised for spiritual purposes,
and that it had both a wide sense in referring to Church offices
and more narrow sense in referring to specific duties.” Of spe-
cial interest to us here are the eight appearances of “munus”
in Cast; Connubii. It shows the typical range of meanings
there; it refers to the “mrole” or “noble office” of women
(AAS 549, HV 15 and AAS 567, HV 38) and to the sacred
office of the priesthood (AAS 555, HV 23, and AAS 560, HV
29) . Its most frequent reference is to the duties of husband
and wife within marriage (AAS 554, HV [twice], and AAS 561,
HYV 31) ; munus in all these passages is more than officium. For
instance, one passage reads: “Nor must we omit to remark,
in fine, that since the duty [munus] entrusted to parents for the
good of their children is of such high dignity and of such great
importance, every use of the faculty given by God for the pro-
creation of new life is the right and privilege of the married
state alone, and must be contained within the sacred limits of
the family ” (AAS 546, HV 12) . Here, again, “ duty ” does not
seem the proper translation of “munus,” for here * munus”
seems to share in the exalted status of a divinely appointed
mission we have seen in Vatican II. This meaning is carried
over to Humanae Vitae.

The frequency and placement of the term munus in the docu-
ments of Vatican II show it to be a very significant term; the
documents speak about munera of Christians and about Chris-
tians fulfilling certain roles both in a general way and also more
specifically. The use of this word, then, while not unusual in
preconciliar documents, seems to have assumed a new import-
ance with Vatican IT and, in a sense, can be said to be Indica-
tive of the ecclesiology and the understanding of the Christian
mission that is advanced there.

17 See Richard A. Strigl, Grundfragen der Kirchlichen Amterorganisation
(Miinchen: Max Hueber Verlag, 1960), 61.
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“ Munus”™ wm Humanae Vitae

>

The appearance of “munus” in the first line of Humanae
Vitae helps link this encyclical with the documents of Vatican
II. Indeed, the encyclical has such close alliances with Gau-
dium et Spes 47-51 that it seems but a continuation of it. This
should not be surprising, since Vatican II explicitly left the
question of the proper methods for regulating birth to the Holy
Father, who, it is well known, had set up a special commission
to advise him on this matter (see footnote 14 to Gaudium et
Spes) . Humanae Vitae is the document that he issued to ad-
dress this question. The most significant and substantial link
of Humanae Vitae with Gaudium et Spes is sections 7-10,
which follow closely sections 49 and 50 of Gaudium et Spes in
the discussion of the meaning of conjugal love and of respon-
sible parenthood. Forms of “ munus” appear ten times in the
five sections of Gaudium et Spes that speak about the role of
married people in the Church. There we learn that spouses and
parents have a preecellenti . . . munere (lofty calling) (GS
47) ; that conjugal love leads spouses to God and aids and
strengthens them in their sublimi munere (sublime office) of
being a mother and father (GS 48) ; that the sacrament of mar-
riage helps them fulfill their conjugal and familial munera (ob-
ligations) ; that spouses are blessed with the dignity and munus
(office) of fatherhcod and motherhood, which helps them
achieve their duty [officium] of educating their children (GS
48) ; that young people should be properly and in good time
instructed about the dignity, munus (duty), and expression
[opere] of conjugal love (GS 49). The next occurrence ap-
pears in a paragraph that brings together several of the terms
of concern here:

In the duty [offictum] of transmitting and educating human life,
which is the special mission [missio] of spouses, they understand
themselves to be In cooperation with the love of God the
Creator and, as it were, interpreters of this love. Therefore, with
human and Christian responsibility, they will fulfill their munus
(task)....” (GS 22)
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Later in the same section, there iIs mention of “the munus
(duty) of procreating;” “those who fulfill this God-given
munus (task, commissio @ Deo) by generously having a large
family are particularly to be admired ” (GS 50). We are told
that “ It ought to be clear to all that human life and the munus
(task) of transmitting it are not [realities] restricted only to
this world . . . but that they always look to the eternal destiny
of man > (GS 51) .

Humanae Vitae so closely follows Gaudium et Spes in its
focus on the munus of spouses that it would have been perfect-
ly consistent to have subtitled the encyclical *“ De munere con-
wgium ” (Concerning the Munus of Spouses). Forms of the
word munus appear twenty-one times in Humanae Vitae.
Reference is made to the munera of women (2.15), of the
Church (5.1), of all men (7.6), of biological processes (10.7),
of the medical profession (27.2 and 9), of priests (28.2), and of
bishops (80.10) . It s used four times in reference to the munus
of transmitting human life, three times to the munus of re-
sponsible parenthood, and once to the apostolic munus that
spouses have to other married couples.

It seems fair to say that the munus of “ transmitting human
Life” and the munus of “responsible parenthood ” are one and
the same munus; the second phrase simply specifies and clari-
fies the first. Indeed, the Church has always linked together
the begetting of life with the obligation to educate and guide
the life begotten. For instance, St. Thomas straightforwardly
links the two when he asserts that “ offspring signifies not only
the begetting of children, but also their education, to which as
its end is directed the entire communion of works that exists
between man and wife as united in marriage, since parents
naturally ‘ lay up for their children’ (2 Cor. xii. 14) ” (Swmma
Theologica, Supplementum, .49, a.2, ad 1). And Casti Con-
nubii also explicitly connects the begetting of children with the
obligation to educate the children—not just for prosperity in
this life, but with a view to their eternal destiny: “. .. Chris-
tian parents should understand that they are destined not only
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to propagate and conserve the human race, nor even to educate
just any worshippers of the true God, but to bring forth off-
spring for the Church of Christ, to procreate fellow citizens for
the Saints and servants of God, so that the worshippers de-
voted to our God and Savior might daily increase” (AAS 454).
Gaudium et Spes adopts the customary linking of procreation
and education when it states that “ Marriage and conjugal love
are by their nature ordained to the procreating and educating
of offspring ” (GS 50). The document Humanae Vitae, then,
has as its purpose clarifying for spouses the Christian munus
that is theirs, the munus of bringing forth children and of be-
ing responsible parents to them, with a view to guiding them to
be worthy of eternal union with God.

The Christian calling of marriage is one of the ways in which
men and women may live out their Christian commitment. An
essential part of this calling is raising children. This is one of
the most important ways in which men and women can serve
God, can fulfill the call to sanctifying, prophesying, and gov-
erning. Raising children is a munus; it is an honor conferred
upon spouses that brings with it certain obligations; it is the
assignment that God gives to spouses so that his kingdom of
love might begin to prevail in this world. God created the
world in order to share His goodness with those He created.
Spouses work with God in creating—procreating—the life that
God seeks to bring into eternity. Theirs is a munus that is
essential to God’s intention for His Creation.

With this understanding of munus and of Christian marriage,
let us attempt a translation of the first line of Humanae Vitae:
“ Humanae vitae tradendae munus gravissimum.” As we have
seen, munus has so many connotations that it permits of sev-
eral valid translations; “duty,” “gift,” “task ™ are all legiti-
mate translations.” Perhaps a faithful translation of the first

18 As footnote 2 above suggested, it would have been matural to translate
the Italian “dovere” by the Latin “officium ” (and this was done later in
the document, see section HV 10). In section 10 of Humanae Vitae, “ munus ”
is used three times where the Italian uses “missione” (mission), “ewer-
cizio ” (exercise) and “ compito” (task). The selection of “munus” seems
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line of Humanae Vitae would be * the gift/duty of transmitting
human life ”—but since English does not have the freedom of
German in concocting synthetic neologisms, it would be best to
strive for one English word. We must also take into account
that munus is also close in meaning to “ vocation” and
“ministry ” and “mission.” A freer but more faithful trans-
lation might be “God entrusted to spouses the extremely im-
portant mission of transmitting human life . . .” The next line
reads “ex quo coniuges liberam et consciam Deo Creatort
tribuunt operam,” which is customarily translated “for which
[munus] married persons are the free and responsible collabo-
rators of God the Creator. . . .” The translation “ collabora-
tors ”’ is based more on the Ttalian (collaboratori) than on the
Latin. “ Tribuunt operam ” rendered literally would be “ offer
or pay back a service.” “ Operam” is the accusative for the
feminine noun opera, which means service; it is not a form of
the word opus, which means work.”® * Collaborators” may
conjure up an image of God and the spouses working side by
side on the assembly line; it is certainly true that we are to un-
derstand God and the spouses working together here, but the
sense of these lines seems to be that God gives the spouses a
munus and through this, and in some sense in return for this,
the spouses give a service to God. The word consciam, usually
translated in this second line as “ deliberate,” appears else-
where in the document linked with “ paternitatem,” translated
“ responsible parenthood.” Perhaps the use of “consciam ™
here is meant to anticipate its linkage with * paternitatem ”
later; this line, then, would be translated “by which spouses
freely and responsibly render a service to God.” *

designed to suggest a close connection with GS 49 and 50, upon which this
section of Humanae Vitae draws. Thus, the choice of “ munus” in the first
line of Humanae Vitae seems to be accurate in the context of the whole.

19 Lewis and Short (see note 2 above) translates opera as “gservice, pains,
execution, work, labor ™ and states that “ opus is used mostly of the mechani-
cal activity of work, as that of animals, slaves, and soldiers; opera supposes
a free will and desire to serve.”

20 There are other significant problematic translations of the text.

Humanae Vitae has a tone of grappling with a question that is of press-
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These first lines, then, would mean that God confers upon
spouses the honor, the gift, of transmitting human life. They,
in turn, freely accept this extremely important assignment that

ing concern to modern couples. It ig forthright about acknowledging the
conditions in modern society which seem to make the Church’s promotion of
child-bearing problematic. Nonetheless it remains resolutely committed to
recognizing parenthood as an elevated calling and is optimistic about the
ability of spouses to understand and live by the Church’s teaching. The
translations are more successful at conveying the “worrying” tone of the
document than at conveying its optimism. In certain instances the transla-
tions of some words seem to put the teaching of the document in an unnec-
essarily negative light. For instance, the second paragraph of the document
speaks of the mission of transmitting life as “ posing grave problems” to
the conscience of married persons, but the phrase translated here is “arduas
quaestiones.” The word quaestiones appears frequently in the document and
elsewhere is translated, properly, by its English cognate “questions; ” here,
then, the phrase should be translated; “raises some difficult questions”—
which, it seems, is free from the negative connotations of “ problems.” Again,
the reliance of the translations on the Italian explain the translation, for the
Italian use the word problemi and English translators would readily use the
cognate “ problems.” Yet even from Italian the word more properly is trans-
lated as “questions.” In Xnglish “question” means a query and is much
more neutral than “ problem,” which connotes some difficulty.

The usual translation of the subtitle is true to the Italian, but somewhat
different in Latin. The Italian reads * Sulla regolazione della natalitd ” and
is usually translated “On the Regulation of Birth.” Some have spoken of
the document as the encyclical “ on birth regulation” or “on birth control,”
which is a possible rendering of the Italian subtitle. The Latin subtitle
reads “de propagatione humanae prolis recte ordinanda,” which, translated
literally, means “on how bringing forth human offspring ought to be rightly
ordered.,” Thig is indeed an awkward English rendering but would better
suit those who argue that the focus of Humanae Viltae is on responsible
parenthood as much as it is on “birth control.”

It is not only the subtitle that puts undue emphasis on “birth regulation ”
as opposed to “responsible parenthood.” Several times phrases are translated
as “birth regulation” which, in the Latin, refer only to “bringing forth
children.” At the end of section three, the question is raised whether it is
time for man to entrust to his reason and will (rather than to the rhythms
of his body) “ the task of regulating birth,” but the Latin is “ tradendae
vitae” (the mission of transmitting human life); no mention is made of
“regulating.” The first sentence of section 7 starts with “ De propagende
prole quaestio; ” the usual translation renders this as “the problem of birth,”
when really it should read “ the question of having children;” even more
preferable, perhaps, is the translation that reads “the question of human
procreation,”
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brings with it certain responsibilities and duties, and they
thereby offer a service to God. This use of the word munus
may have implications for one of the more controversial teach-
ings of the document, the teaching that “each and every
marital act must be open to procreation” and that all contra-
ceptive sex is intrinsically immoral.

Per se destinatus

Another controversial and problematic phrase in Humanae
Vitae appears in the last line of sectien 11. Indeed, it is per-
haps the most controversial sentence in Humanae Vitae. It
deserves our close attention. A note about translation is needed
first, so that we might understand precisely what the text is
saying. The Ttalian reads “ che qualsiasi atto matrimoniale
deve rimanere aperto alla trasmissione della vita.” The Latin
substitutes the words “ per se destinatus” (in itself destined)
for the Italian “ aperto ” (open) although the Latin “apertus™
would easily have worked here. (It is, in fact, the word used
in one of the propositions of the Sacred Synod on the Family
where reference is made by John Paul II to this text in Hu-
manae Vitae, in Familiaris Consortio 29) . The phrase “ per se
destinatus,” though, is philosophically more precise, and more
in keeping with the context. One translation renders this por-
tion rather freely but faithfully: “. . .in any use whatever of
marriage there must be no impairment of its natural capacity
to procreate human life.” Another appearing in Horgan’s text
reads: “[it is] absolutely required that any use whatever of
marriage must retain its natural potential to procreate human
life” (my emphasis in both translations) **

The common translation of this line that is based on the
Ttalian and speaks of “each and every act [remaining] . . . open
to procreation” gives rise to some misunderstandings. Some
mistakenly argue that this line means that when engaging in

21 The first translation given here is by the Vatican Press Office; the sec-
ond by the Catholic Truth Society.
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sexual intercourse, the spouses must be desiring to have a
child. They understand this line to rule out sexual intercourse
during the infertile periods and claim that the document is in-
consistent in permitting sexual intercourse during these times.

Is there an inconsistency in permitting sexual intercourse
during a woman’s infertile period and also insisting that “ each
and every marital act must remain open to procreation? ” Are
not couples who confine their acts of sexual intercourse to the
infertile periods “closed ” to procreation? To be sure, they
may be as determined not to have children at a given time as
are couples who are contracepting; thus, it must be granted
that in the subjective sense, they may be no more “open” to
having children. But it is important to understand that the
document is not speaking of the subjective “ openness ” of the
spouses; it is speaking of their objective acts of sexual inter-
course. One source of misunderstanding is that the word
“open ” in English tends to have an association with a subjec-
tive state of mind rather than with objective reality; again,
to some it suggests that the spouses must be acltively desiring
or at least quite receptive to a pregnancy. Some claim that the
document is teaching that the spouses must intend to beget a
child with each and every act of conjugal intercourse. But such
has never been the teaching of the Church. Humanae Vitae
here is not referring to the subjective desires of the spouses;
the Latin ““ per se destinatus ™ is directed towards the marital
acts of the spouses. It is these acts that must remain “open”
or per se destinatus. The spouses may do nothing to deprive
the act of its ordination or destination to procreation. They
may do nothing to “close off ” the possibility of the act achiev-
ing its natural ordination. And here is the point. At certain
times, procreation is simply not available to spouses for rea-
sons beyond their control. Although their marital acts will be
no less infertile than those of a couple practicing contraception,
their acts have not by their own will been deprived of their
proper ordination. As HV 11 states, “marital acts do not
cease being legitimate if they are foreseen to be infertile be-
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cause of reasons independent of the spouses . ..” (my em-
phasis) .

Still, in spite of this important distinction between subjec-
tive desire and objective act, perhaps all is not yet clear. An-
other question must be raised. What can it mean to say the
acts of sexual intercourse during the infertile periods are
“open to” or “ per se destinatus ” to procreation (which they
must be if they are to be moral) ? And if these “naturally ”
infertile acts are still ordered to procreation, why is this not
also true of acts deliberately made infertile, that is, contra-
cepted acts? The distinctions to be made here are at times
subtle but they are nonetheless real and important.

First, it must be understood that the sexual organs are natu-
rally ordered to procreation and nothing can render them not
ordered to procreation. This ordination or potential is inherent
in them whether capable of being actualized or not. This is
equivalent to saying that eyes that are being used to see, eyes
that are closed, and blind eyes are still ordered to seeing; eyes
blind at birth and eyes blinded by some deliberate act are still
ordered to seeing. ““ Being ordered to seeing ” means that the
eye has a natural function and specific work, even an eye that
cannot perform its function. Only eyes can be “given” or
restored to the power of seeing because only eyes do that kind
of work; ears and noses do not. The same is true of sexual
organs; sexual organs whether fertile or infertile, infertile tem-
porarily or permanently, by the choice of the individual or not,
are ordered to procreation. They are organs of the procreative
kind; i.e., reproductive organs.

Still, although organs always in some sense retain their
natural ordination, is there not a difference between the situa-
tion where an organ cannot perform its function because of
some defect and a situation where some agent deliberately de-
prives the organ of its ability to perform its function? Does
not being blind through a birth defect differ greatly from being
blind through a deliberate act of one’s own will? There is no
shame in having an organ that cannot achieve its functions,
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but there may be shame and wrong involved if one deliberate-
ly deprives an organ of the ability to perform its proper func-
tioning. To be blind “independently of one’s will ” is not to
have done something wrong. But to blind oneself deliberately
would be to strike a blow at the proper ordination of the eye.
A deliberately blinded eye remains an eye. It is still the organ
of sight and thus still ordered to seeing, but the act of deliber-
ately depriving it of this ability is an act against its natural
ordination. One has not allowed the eye to retain its ability of
achieving its per se destination.

The description of acts that follow from the function of or-
gans proceeds in the same fashion. It is true to say that an
act shares the ordination of the organ from which it proceeds—
again, whether or not the act is capable of achieving its
ordained end. Aects performed by the eye are acts ordained to
seeing, If an individual is in a dark room, or if some obstruc-
tion is put over an eye, the acts of the eye are still ordained
to seeing even if they are not able to achieve their end. Acts
performed by the sexual organs are acts ordained to procrea-
tion, whether or not they are able to achieve their ordination.
The acts, as do the organs, retain their ordination, whether or
not capable of achieving the end towards which they are or-
dained. But it is possible that acts can be tampered with and
in a meaningful sense “lose ” their ordination. It is possible
to thwart the per se ordination of action to its destined end.
It is possible to prohibit actions from achieving their naturally
ordained end. And this is precisely what Humanae Vitae dis-
allows: it disallows prohibiting marital acts from achieving
their naturally ordained end.

Let us use an analogy to clarify this point. The act of eating
is by nature ordered to nutrition. Take a woman whose diges-
tive system is working well. This woman eats and achieves the
end of supplying her system with nutritious vitamins, ete.
Take another woman whose system is not working well. She
also eats nutritious food, but, because of a defect in her system,
she is not nourished by this food. The systems of both of them
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are equally digestive systems, both systems are equally ordered
to the specific work of digestion; both of their acts are equally
ordered to supplying nutrition for the body. But one woman
is able to achieve this and the other is not. Now suppose the
healthy woman deliberately tampers with her digestive system
so that she might enjoy the the sensation of eating without
achieving the end of nutrition. She thwarts the ordination of
her action; she attempts to prevent it from achieving the end
towards which it is ordained. Her action does not retain its
ability to achieve its per se destination. Her system does not
change in kind; it remains a digestive system, naturally or-
dained to a specific work: digestion. Nor really does her act
change in kind. But she does not allow her action to retain its
ability to achieve its per se destination. Again, she acts in such
a way as to deprive her act of its per se destination; her act
cannot do the work it is naturally ordained to do.

The parallel with sexual intercourse is clear; the sexual or-
gans of both the fertile and infertile are ordained te procrea-
tion, and thus in a sense, their acts are too. In the case of
those who are infertile, the inability to achieve the ordered end
is independent of the will of the spouses; in the case of the
fertile, the spouses can deliberately tamper with their action
and not allow it to remain capable of achieving the end to
which 1t is ordained.

Let us probe this analogy even further. The digestive organs
are ordained to providing nutrition for the body. Acts of eat-
ing are ordained to nutrition. There are occasions where the
digestive organs may not be working correctly and thus one’s
act of eating will not achieve its end of nourishing the body.
So, too, if one is infertile, one’s acts of sexual intercourse will
not achieve its procreative end. In neither of these cases has
one thwarted the natural ordination of the act; both organ and
act retain their per se ordination. But one may eat a complete-
ly non-nutritious substance and thus, although one is perform-
ing an act of eating, one is not performing an act that can
achieve its ordination to nutrition. One has not allowed or as-
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sisted one’s act to achieve its ordained end. Homosexual acts
of sexual intercourse can be seen in the same light. The repro-
ductive organs are ordained to procreation and acts of sexual in-
tercourse are ordained to procreation. Yet, although homo-
sexuals perform acts of sexual intercourse, these are not acts
that can achieve their ordained end of procreation. The same
is true of contracepted acts of intercourse; acts of sexual inter-
course are performed but they have been kept from achieving
the end of procreation to which they are ordained.

The above analysis should help us understand what Hu-
manae Vitae means by stating that every marital act must re-
main per se destinatus to procreation. It means that couples
must not tamper with the natural ordination of their marital
acts. It does not mean that couples must be desiring children
with each and every act of intercourse. Nor does it rule out
sexual intercourse during a woman’s infertile period, for acts
of sexual intercourse during these periods, as we have seen, do
meet the criteria of being ordained to procreation.??

A caveat must be stated here. The intent of this discussion
has not been to assess the morality of tampering with the natu-
ral ordination of organs or acts; the intent has been to clarify
when it is true to say that the per se ordination of an organ or
action has been thwarted. Indeed, although much of the above
analysis carried the clear implication that tampering with the
natural ordination of organs or acts may be wrong and perhaps
is wrong for the most part, it is also certainly true that not all
tampering is wrong. For instance, there is little controversy
about the moral permissibility of medical procedures necessary

22 For an excellent discussion of the difference between contraceptive acts
of intercourse and aects of intercourse during infertile periods, see Brian J.
Shanley, O.P., “ The Moral Difference between Natural Family Planning and
Contraception,” Linacre Quarterly 54 (Feb. 1987): 48-60. He uses the ter-
minology of G. E. M. Anscombe, “You Can Have Sex Without Children:
Christianity and the New Offer,” in Vol. IIT of her collected papers: Hthics,
Religion, and Politics (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1981),
£2-96. Shanley makes good use of Anscombe’s distinction between the in-
tentionality of the immediate act and the accompanying further intentions.
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for the health of an individual which may result in blindness
or sterility. The intent of such examples as the “ eating of non-
nutritious food ” was not to suggest that this action is morally
wrong or that homosexual intercourse and contraceptive inter-
course are on the same moral plane as “ eating non-nutritious
food ” or on the same plane with each other. The point of the
above discussion, again, was to clarify, by use of analogy, what
it means to say that an organ or an act has a per se destination
and what it means to say that that destination has been
thwarted. The moral evaluation of this tampering is a separate
issue. Traditionally the principle of totality and the principle
of double effect have been employed to distinguish when tam-
pering is justified and when it is not. Here let us go another
route, and let us consider how the analysis of the meaning of
the word munus may help us understand the necessity of re-
specting the ordination of marital intercourse.

“ Munus” and “Each and Every Act”

Again, a munus is special assignment that honors the one
who receives it, that brings with it duties and responsibilities
ordered to bringing about some good both for the one who
makes the assignment and for the one who receives it. Let us
first use a rather mundane example to explain how the use of
contraception would be a reneging on one’s munus of trans-
mitting human life, to help explain why “each and every act
of marital intercourse must remain ordered to procreation.”
Then an example with sacramental dimensions will be used to
help clarify how it can be said that “ the unitive and procrea-
tive meanings of marital intercourse are inseparable.”

The first analogy requires that we imagine a good and gen-
erous king of a country who asked one of his worthy subjects
to help him build his kingdom. The king needs a responsible
individual to perform this munus since it is important, indeed,
essential, to the kingdom to keep contact with a distance
borough. He chooses to honor his subject George with this
munus of keeping contact with one of the outlying boroughs.
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In order for George to perform this service, the king gives
George the use of a fine horse and buggy that will enable him
to travel to the distant borough. The king needs someone to
spread goodwill and cheer in this community and wants George
to undertake this munus. He makes it clear that George should
never go to the borough unless he attends to the king’s business
when he is there. The king has another motive for providing
George with the horse and buggy, for he also wishes George to
prosper. The horse and buggy will enable George to attend to
his own business when he travels to the distant borough. The
king makes it clear that those who live in the borough and
George himself will fare better if George uses the horse and
buggy as designated, for the king knows that it is quite im-
possible for either to prosper without the other. So George
achieves two ends by the use of the horse and buggy; he ad-
vances his own prosperity and that of the kingdom. The king
also tells George that business is closed in the outlying borough
one week of every month and during that week George may
continue freely to use the horse and buggy for his own pur-
poses. Moreover, since the horse and buggy are handsome and
efficient, it is pleasurable for George to employ them, but
pleasure is an added benefit to the use of the horse and buggy,
not the purpose of the horse and buggy. The king more or less
leaves it up to George how often and when he visits the
borough; he asks George to be generous but to use his own
good judgment. Now, if George were to accept this munus and
the horse and buggy that go with it but refuse to drive to
the outlying borough, then he would be reneging on the munus
that he accepted. And if he were to go to the borough but re-
fuse to attend to the king’s business while there, he would
again be failing to live up to the demands of his munus.
There are parallels here with the munus of transmitting
human life. God has given this munus to spouses because He
wishes to share the goods of His kingdom with more souls and
He has chosen to call upon spouses to share with Him the work
of bringing new life into the world. This work is an honor and
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entrusted only to those willing to embrace the responsibilities
of marriage. Those who perform the responsibilities of mar-
riage in accord with God’s will benefit both themselves and the
rest of society. The spouses achieve the good of strengthening
their relationship through sexual intercourse, ie., the good of
union, and they achieve the good of having children, i.e., the
good of procreation. Both geoods also benefit God’s kingdom,
for He wishes love between spouses to flourish and He desires
more souls with whom to share the goods of his kingdom.
Thus, sexual intercourse is a part of the munus of transmitting
human life, a munus that is intimately bound with other goods.
Those who accept this munus need to respect the other goods
that accompany it.

Still, in the same way that the good king allowed George to
use the horse and buggy even when business was not in session
in the outlying borough, God has so designed human fertility
and human sexuality that humans are sometimes fertile and
sometimes not. It is permissible for spouses to enjoy marital
intercourse at any time, whether they are infertile or fertile.
God seems to have designed the human system this way to
foster union and happiness between spouses. But He has asked
them to be receptive to new life, generously but in accord with
their best judgment, and not to misuse the munus that He has
given them. To choose never to have children is like refusing
ever to go to the outlying district. Tt is to renege on the
munus that comes with marriage. To have contraceptive sex
is like driving to the outlying borough and ignoring the king’s
business. The contracepting couple is repudiating the munera
of their own fertility and altering the functioning of the body.
They are pursuing pleasure while emphatically rejecting the
good of procreation. They may not feel that they are engaging
in an act of emphatic rejection of the good of procreation, but
in terms of their munus that is exactly what they are doing. (It
is also true that the good they achieve, pleasure, is not the good
of union, which can be achieved only if the procreative good is
also respected. More will be said about this below.) But the
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good king allowed George to use the horse and buggy when
business was not in session, and that is exactly what the couple
is doing who are having sexual intercourse during the infertile
period. They are pursuing one good, the good of union when
another is not available. Again, the contracepting couple is
repudiating a munus that they have accepted; the noncontra-
cepting couple is cooperating with the complexity of the munus
that God has entrusted to them.

The above analysis may help to clarify why each and every
act of marital intercourse must remain ordered to procreation.
Let us raise another problem and offer another example that
may shed further light on this norm. Many have argued that
as long as the whole marriage is open to children then it is not
necessary that each and every marital act of intercourse be
open. This argument usually employs what is called in Hu-
manae Vitae the “ principle of totality,” which maintains that
for a proportionate good it is permissible to sacrifice the good
of a part for the whole. This principle is used, for instance, to
justify the amputation of diseased limbs for the sake of the
whole body. Humanae Vitae rejects the use of this principle
to justify sacrificing the ordination of conjugal acts for the sake
of the good of the marriage. In doing so it makes reference to
a speech by Pope Pius XII on corneal transplants® In brief
he argues that the principle applies only to organic wholes.
Marriage is not an organic whole of which conjugal acts are
orgamnic parts, not even by analogy. For marriage is an onto-
logical reality, that is, a relationship, a bond between spouses,
not a whole with many parts (conjugal acts) subservient to
the whole. Without a clear definition of what constitutes a
whole and what parts are subservient to the whole, the appli-
cation of the principle of totality is rather whimsical at best.
Consider someone who had been told that it was his duty/

28 Humange Vitae makes references to the “ principle of totality ” in see-
tions 3 and 17. Footnote 21 makes reference to two of Pius XII’s speeches
where he discusses this prineiple; “ Address to the Association of Urology,”
AAS 45 (1953): 674-675 and “ Address to Leaders and Members of the
Italian Association of Cornea Donors and Italian Association for the Blind,”
AAS 48 (1956) : 461-462,
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responsibility /gift (munus) as a government employer to fight
racial discrimination. But suppose he refused to keep each and
every job opportunity open to minorities by claiming that
overall it was his intention to fight racial discrimination, but
he didn’t see why he had to apply this principle to each and
every job opening. Suppose he further argued that it was for
the good of the whole that minorities be excluded from some
jobs, for the other workers would be less unhappy if this were
the case. Would the “ principle of totality ” justify his action?
Not if the understanding of munus is correct here, for this
would mean that in accepting the munus, a position of trust
that brings with it certain obligations, he must {fulfill that
munus completely and not partially. (Again, if, of course, there
were no minorities available for a position, he would not be
wrong in not hiring a minority person—in the same way that
having intercourse when the procreative power is not available
is morally permissible!)

Although it is hoped that the above analogies assist in
clarifying how the munus of transmitting life fits into marriage,
marriage differs significantly from receiving an appointment
from a king and from being responsible for doing some deed
for the sake of the community. Marriage is a sacrament. So,
perhaps an example based upon the workings of a sacrament
may also help to clarify the teaching of Humanae Vitae and
particularly the claim that the “ unitive and procreative mean-
ings of marriage are Inseparable, thal contraceptive sex is al-
ways intrinsically immoral.”

Many have objected to the teaching of Humanae Vitae be-
cause it seems to put too much stress on biclogical processes,
on the laws of nature, and not to appreciate sufficiently the
value of conjugal intercourse for fostering conjugal love; it
seems a return to the assessment of procreation as being the
purpose of marriage. Many theologians were relieved that Hu-
manae Vitae, following Gaudium et Spes, spoke no longer of
primary and secondary ends of marriage, for they felt that this
language was antiquated and did not sufficiently convey the
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more recently appreciated “ personalist” values of marriage.
It is not the place of this essay to enter into the debate of the
appropriateness of the language of primary and secondary ends,
or of the relative newness of personalist values™ Again, it is
not the purpose of this essay to evaluate the force of these ob-
jections to Humanae Vitae. Rather, this essay seeks to show
the importance of the language of munus, which appears
alongside of arguments derived from the scholastic tradition
and associated more with natural law.

It has been a strength of the Church that it teaches not
only in the language of one discipline (or tradition) but inter-
mixes and layers terminology from several disciplines (and
traditions) ; teachings do not rest on one incontrovertible argu-
ment but are supported by complex and various principles
and values, both those philosophically grounded and those
theologically grounded. Apparent tensions may sometimes
exist between modes of argumentation, but if they are in sup-
port of the same truths, ultimately they must be complement-
ary. Let us consider an analogy of various munera which may

2¢ T believe it is fair to say that discussion of the “ primary and secondary
ends ” of acfs has generally become virtually extinet. In reference to mar-
riage, the attempt to order the ends of marriage seems to offend many. The
avoidance of this type of analysis does not, of course, suggest rejection of it.
Still, properly understanding it requires such extensive orientation into a
whole way of thinking that it is perhaps hest to avoid it in a pastoral docu-
ment. It is false to say that Gaudium et Spes repudiated this language, for
it clearly states that God established the ends of marriage and then foot-
notes the very texts in Augustine and Thomas where they speak of the three
ends (offspring, fidelity, and sacrament) of marriage (GS 48, note 1). Fur-
thermore, when one hundred ninety of the Fathers at the Council requested
that the traditional ordering of the ends of marriage be included in the text,
the response (¢) was that “in a pastoral text intended to initiate dialogue
with the world such legal language (elementa dlle ituridica) is not required.”
Cross-reference is made to another portion of the response (f), which notes
that the hierarchy of goods of marriage are able to be considered according
to different aspects (Acte Synodalia Sacroscancti Concilii Vaticani II, vol.
4, Part VII [Romae: Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis, 1978] 477-479). For an
analysis of the ends of marriage in accord with the position of Vatican II,
see Germain Grisez, *“ Marriage: Reflections Based on St. Thomas and Vati-
can Council II,” Catholic Mind 64 (June 1966): 4-19,
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assist us in understanding the inseparability of the two mean-
ings of marital intercourse.

Humanae Vitae portrays < having children” or “ transmit-
ting life ” less as the primary end or purpose of marriage than
as an essential munus of marriage. Again, it is an “ assignment ”’
entrusted to spouses and a service that they may perform for
God. What is needed here, it seems, is a better understanding
of the marital vocation which includes this munus. And what
needs to be grasped is that vocations have a certain reality
and make certain demands upon those embracing their voca-
tion. Humanae Vitae 10 speaks to this point:

The responsible parenthood of which we speak here has another
dimension of utmost importance; it is rooted in the objective moral
order established by God-—and only an upright conscience can be
a true interpreter of this order. For which reason, the mission
[munus] of responsible parenthood depends upon the spouses
recognizing their duties towards God, towards themselves, towards
the family, towards human society, as they maintain the right
hierarchy of goods.

For this reason, in regard to the mission [munus] of transmitting
human life, it is not right for spouses to act in accord with private
judgment, as if it were permissible for them to define subjectively
and willfully what is right for them to do. On the contrary, they
must accommodate their behavior to the plan of God the Creator,

a plan made manifest both by the very nature of marriage and its
acts and also by the constant teaching of the Church.

By freely and deliberately accepting the calling of marriage,
they also freely and deliberately accept the munera that go
along with that calling, in the same way that a priest in re-
sponding to the calling of the priesthood also accepts the
munera of that “ assignment.” To be married but not to ac-
cept the munus of transmitting life is like taking on an assign-
ment but not taking on the full responsibilities of that assign-
ment—and not realizing the full goods of that assignment both
for one’s self and for others. For instance, a man may wish to
be a priest but not wish to perform some of the sacraments;
that would be a repudiation of his calling and the munera of his
calling. The following elaboration of this parallel with the
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priesthood cannot be made exactly coordinate at all points,
but if it is a correct parallel at some key points it should illu-
minate why it is wrong to attempt to separate the good in-
tegrally united with a given act.

Participation in the Eucharist is parallel to the marital act
in so far as it too conveys several goods, the good of sacra-
mental grace, for instance, and the good of united community
activity. It is possible that a priest may wish to pursue the
good of united community activity without pursuing the good
of sacramental grace. He may be facing a community that in-
cludes both Catholics and non-Catholics and not wish to ex-
clude any from receiving the Eucharist. Knowing that he
should not distribute the Eucharist to non-Catholics, he may
do something to invalidate the consecration—he may not say
the proper formula or may use invalid matter for the eucha-
ristic bread and may then distribute it to all present. (Ad-
mittedly it makes the example somewhat preposterous to
speculate thalt a priest who would have qualms about serving
the Eucharist to non-Catholics would choose to invalidate the
sacrament, but let us suspend our disbelief for the sake of the
analogy!) Thus he would gather the community together but
not violate the norms for distribution of the Fucharist. But
it should be clear that it amounts to a sort of deception or even
sacrilege to pretend that one is distributing the Fucharist
while having deliberately deprived the act of one of its essen-
tial—and sacred—dimensions. The intention of the priest may
be good, but he could achieve the end of unifying the commun-
ity by some other ceremony; he need not violate the meaning
of the Eucharist to do so. Or, he could distribute the Eucharist
only to the Catholics present and tolerate the “ imperfection
of a not fully united community. But he ought not to seek
the good of a united community at the expense of the good of
the sacrament. The ultimate irony, of course, is that he is not
truly achieving the good of union if he excludes the good of
sacramental grace, for it is precisely the sharing in sacramental
grace which effects the truly meaningful union of the assembly;
any other sort of union is superficial in comparison.
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Spouses, too, may be tempted to pursue one good of conjugal
union and not another. Yet they are faced with the same real-
ity as was the priest; to pursue one good without the other is
to fail to achieve either. As noted, the priest who distributes a
non-consecrated “ eucharist” achieves at best only a superficial
uniting of the community, for he fails to effect the sacramental
grace that is the source of true unity achieved through the re-
ception of the Eucharist. Similarly, couples achieve only a
superficial union through contracepted intercourse; they do
not achieve the union appropriate to spouses. As Humanae
Vitae states, the goods of union and procreation are insepar-
able. It is curious that whereas other periods may have had
some trouble articulating the unitive significance of the sexual
act, our age seems peculiarly resistant to appreciating the pro-
creative meaning of the sexual act. Mention was made earlier of
the persistent debate over the proper ordering of the goods of
marriage. Again, Humane Vitae short-circuits this debate by
asserting that the unitive and procreative significances of the
sexual act are knit together in an indissoluble nexus. This
means not just that spouses should not seek one without the
other, but that indeed, they cannot achieve one without the
other. Indeed, to seek one without the other is to violate the
very meaning of the act. Thus, for a conjugal act to be unitive
it must in some sense by procreative as well (that is, at least
per se destinatus to procreation), and for it truly to be pro-
cretaive it must also be unitive (hence one of the major ob-
jections of the Church to artificial insemination even for
spouses) .

Certainly couples may believe that they are achieving the
good of union through contracepted sexual intercourse, but
their actions do not correspond to their intentions. The fact
is that contracepted sexual intercourse yields neither the good
of procreation nor the good of spousal union. To be sure,
some sort of union takes place, for shared activity nearly al-
ways produces some sense of union among the participants.
For instance, strangers viewing a sporting event together ex-



418 JANET E. SMITH

perience a sense of union with each other, but such is a fleeting
and msubstantial union. Sexual intercourse, being by its na-
ture a very intimate activity, undoubtedly creates bonds even
when engaged in with strangers, but these are not the bonds
appropriate to the spousal relationship. (Indeed, sexual inter-
course engaged in with strangers or with non-spouses is not
only a source of union [albeit superficial union] but it is also a
source of alienation, for the sexual partners know that they do
not intend the depth of union inherently promised by the act
of sexual intercourse. Therefore, although they have achieved
some kind of bond, it is not an authentic, trustworthy, or
spousal bond.)

Nor does sexual intercourse robbed of its procreative mean-
ing create the bond that is proper to spousal intercourse, for
spousal union requires that the spouses give fully of themselves
to one another. Theirs is to be a total self-giving. But by using
contraception they are withholding their fertility and all that
being open to child-bearing entails. Being open to child-bear-
ing is an essential feature to spousal intercourse. And “ being
open to child-bearing ” does not mean that the couple must in-
tend to have a child in each and every act of sexual intercourse.
Rather, it means that the couple has done nothing to deprive
an act of sexual Intercourse of its baby-making possibilities,
Thus, those who are infertile whether through age or physical
abnormality or through the periodic infertility all women ex-
perience by nature have not negated the procreative meaning
of sexual intercourse. If engaging in sexual intercourse in a
spousal way, they are still expressing the desire for a union
appropriate for spouses, a union that would accommodate chil-
dren if children were a possibility. The meaning may be pres-
ent in sexual intercourse only symbolically but it is there none-
theless.

The indissoluble nexus between union and procreation is
rooted deeply in human intentionality. This point may be
clarified by considering that conjugal love, the love of spouses,
is that which intends a faithful, lifetime commitment, the type
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of commitment that is uniquely suited to the raising of chil-
dren. It is rare (surrogate motherhood notwithstanding) for
one to wish to have children by a person for whom one does
not have the intensity of love that is properly spousal; that is,
a sign that one loves another as a spouse is one’s willingness
to have and raise children with this individual, the willingness
to interlock one’s life together with another in the way that is
appropriate for raising faithful Christians. Therefore, written
into the desire for union characteristic of the spousal love of
Christians is an ordination to having children.

Let us consider somewhat further the claim that being open
to baby-making, at least symbolically, is essential to spousal
intercourse. Consider the common description of contracepted
sexual intercourse as “recreational sex.” It 1s sexual inter-
course that is engaged in for play. Now such sexual intercourse
obviously could be engaged in with a large number of indi-
viduals. That is, most individuals could easily find others
with whom they would enjoy “ a romp in the hay.” But when
we start thinking of the baby-making possibilities of sexual in-
tercourse and start thinking of those with whom we are willing
to share the responsibilities of child-rearing, the list of poten-
tial partners for such sexual activity becomes quite short. And
this is because we know what kind of bond is appropriate for
being spouses, what sort of conditions we must have to per-
form the parental munus properly. It is, in fact, the bond
characteristic of spouses, i.e., one that is faithful and exclusive
and committed to a lifetime of union with another. Thus, those
responsibly engaging in mnoncontracepted sexual intercourse
with another are engaging in an activity which expresses the
kind of commitment or love that spouses should have for one
another. Indeed, a sign that one loves another as a spouse is
one’s willingness to interlock one’s life together with another in
the way that is appropriate for raising faithful Christians.
Therefore, written into the desire for union characteristic of
the spousal love of Christians is an ordination to having chil-
dren. On the other hand, those who rob their sexual intercourse
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of its procreative meaning are also severely diminishing its uni-
tive meaning; indeed it no longer expresses the kind of union
that spouses are meant to have with one another. Truly,
spouses using contraception are desiring pleasure more than
union, for they have deliberately diminished the unitive mean-
ing of their act.

And finally, just as a priest can pursue community union
effectively through means other than an invalid Eucharist (and
truly more effectively when sacrilege is not present), so, too,
there are many ways that spouses may express their love and
foster union apart from intercourse. What is wrong is deliber-
ately to deprive a sexual act of the essential good of fertility,
all in the name of pleasure. To do so is to use one’s munus im-
properly; it is to be selective about the way that one will serve
God through the gifts and responsibilities which He has en-
trusted to one. The wrongness of the use of contraception, then,
can be seen not only as a violation of natural law but also as
a repudiation of a munus which one has freely embraced with
a view to accepting all the responsibilities entailed by the
munus. Spouses have no obligation to engage in sexual inter-
course at any given time, but when they do they should not in-
terfere with the divine mission entrusted to them.

In the first definition of conjugal love offered by Humanae
Vitae, the ennobling responsibility of parenthood is highlighted.
Section 8 reads:

Truly, conjugal love most clearly manifests to us its true nature
and nobility when we recognize that it has its origin in the highest
source, as it were, in God, Who is Love and Who is the Father,

from whom all parenthood [paternitas] in heaven and earth re-
celves its name.

It is false, then, that marriage results from chance or from the
blind course of natural forces; God the Creator wisely and pro-
vidently established marriage with the intent that He might
achieve His own designs of love through men. Therefore, through
the mutual gift of self, which is proper and exclusive to them, the
spouses seek a communion of persons, by which, in turn, they per-
fect themselves so that in the procreation and education of new
lives, they might share a service with God,
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Moreover, for the baptized, matrimony is endowed with such
dignity that it is a sacramental sign of grace representing the
union of Christ and his Church.

The notion that the spouses make a mutual gift of them-
selves through procreation and that they achieve their perfec-
tion through parenthood deserves greater analysis than it has
received. It needs to be more fully appreciated that children
represent the most incarnational and eternal union of the love
of spouses. The child, being the creation of the very genetic
mixing of the spouses, is literally one flesh come from two.
The child has an immortal soul and thus represents as well an
eternal continuation of the love between spouses. In under-
standing, expressing, and being faithful to this love ordained to
procreation and therefore ordained to eternal union, the spouses
undergo what Humanae Vitae calls the mutual perfection of
themselves as they attempt to be responsibie parents to their
offspring. Spouses regularly find themselves developing and
seeking to develop certain virtues (e.g. generosity, patience,
tenderness, rigor) because they need them to be good parents;
they also labor to help their spouses acquire these virtues and
ultimately, of course, their children. The word munus also
points to this phenomenon of married life.

The Interiority of “ Munus”™

To this point the discussion of munus has focused largely
upon the external dimensions of munus, upon its status as a
task bestowed as an honor on man by God. What is needed
now is a consideration of the kind of internal benefits gained
by one who eagerly embraces and seeks to fulfill his or her vo-
cation, mission, or mmunus. What we need to do is focus on
the interior changes in the individual who lives his or her mar-
ried commitment faithfully. And we wish to place particular
emphasis on the role of children in fostering these interior
changes. When Humanae Vitae asserts that one of the defining
characteristics of marriage is its fruitfulness, it states:
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[Conjugal] love is fruitful since the whole of the love is not con-
tained in the communion of the spouses, but it also looks beyond
itself and seeks to raise up new lives.

Humanae Vitae cites further from Gaudium et Spes:

Marriage and conjugal love are ordained by their very nature to
the procreating and educating of children. Offspring are clearly the
supreme gift of marriage, a gift which contributes immensely to
the good of the parents themselves.

This final portion of the paper will, very briefly, elaborate on
this claim of Gaudium et Spes and Humanae Vitae that chil-
dren contribute immensely to the good of the parents. The
fundamental point is that having children and raising children
is a source of great good for the parents, that having to meet
the responsibilities entailed in the munus of transmitting
human life works to transform individuals into more virtuous
individuals—it works an attitudinal change that enables them
to be better Christians,

Here we will be drawing upon the work of Pope John Paul
I1, in particular from passages in his book Sources of Renewal,
which he wrote (as Karol Woytyla) as a commentary on Vati-
can II, and from Familiaris Consortio, itself a marvelous com-
mentary on Humanae Vitae. In these works, the Pope puts a
great deal of emphasis on man’s internal life, on his need for
transformation in Christ. The focus on interiority is character-
istic of Pope John Paul II; it flows from his emphasis on per-
sonalist values, from his interest in the kind of self-transforma-
tion one works upon one’s self through one’s moral choices.
Pope John Paul IT has labored hard to draw the attention of
moralists to personalist values, the values of self-mastery and
generosity, for instance, that are fostered by moral choices. He
repeatedly depicts life as a continuous process of transforma-
tion. For instance, in Familiaris Consortio he states,

What is needed is a continuous, permanent conversion which, while
requiring an interior detachment from every evil and an adherence
to good in its fuliness, is brought about concretely in steps which
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lead us ever forward. Thus a dynamic process develops, one which
advances gradually with the progressive integration of the gifts of
God and the demands of His definitive and absolute love in the
entire personal and social life of man.” (FC 9)%

The task of life, then, is to become ever more like Christ
through fidelity to the demands of one’s calling in life.

In his book Sources of Renewal, Karol Woytyla places great
stress on the “attitude of participation ” required from Chris-
tians in Christ’s mission, which he calls the ““ central theme of
the Conciliar doctrine concerning the People of God.”*®
There he makes reference to Christ’s threefold power of munus
as priest, prophet, and king in which Christians must partici-
pate. He mainbtains that sharing in this power of munus is not
simply a matter of sharing in certain tasks; rather it is more
fundamentally a participation in certain attitudes. He tells us
that man has the power of “‘ task’ or office’ [munus in tria
maunera Christi] together with the ability to perform it.” He
goes on to observe,

In speaking of participation in the threefold power of Christ, the
Council teaches that the whole People of God and its individual
members share in the priestly, prophetic and kingly offices that
Christ took upon himself and fulfilled and in the power which en-
abled him te do so. ... The Council teaching allows us to think of
participation in Christ’s threefold office not only in the ontological
sense but also in the attitude of testimony and give it a dimension
of its own, as it were an interior form derived from Christ himself—
the form of his mission and his power.?”

The claim that participating in a munus involves not just the
power to act, nor simply the responsibility to complete an ex-
ternal act, but also requires an internal atititudinal change on
the part of Christians adds another dimension to the complex-

25 Translations for Familiaris Consortio are from The Role of the Christian
Family in the Modern World (Boston, Mass.: St. Paul Editions, no date
given).

26 Karol Wojtyla, Sources of Renewal, trans. P. 8. Falla (San Francisco:
Harper and Row, 1980), 219.

27 Tbid., 220.
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ity of this word. In Sources of Reneweal, Karol Woytyla out-
lines the different attitudinal changes required to be faithful
participants in Christ’s threefold munus. He identifies a cer-
tain attitude associated with each of the three munera of priest,
prophet, or king.

It is possible to crystalize these attitudes in the following
way. In conjunction with the munus of priesthood shared by
the laity, the attitude needed is a sacrificial one, whereby “ one
commits himself and the world to God.” To explain this at-
titude, he cites from a key passage in Gaudium et Spes:

It follows, then, that if man is the only creature on earth that God
has wanted for its own sake, man can fully discover his true self
only in a sincere giving of himself (GS 24) .2¢

Sharing in the prophetic munus of Christ requires that spouses
work to bring the truth of Christ to the world through evan-
gelization. And the kingly munus is best exercised by man not
in rule over the world but in rule over himself. Thus, to be a
priest one must be self-sacrificing, to be a prophet one must
evangelize, and to be a king one must govern—and govern
one’s self above all.

It is in Familiaris Consortio that we find more detailed in-
struction about how spouses are to participate in the threefold
munera of Christ, how they are to be priests, prophets, and
kings, or how they are to be self-sacrificing, evangelical, and
self-mastering. Familiaris Consortio speaks specifically about
the family’s part in the threefold munus of Christ; it states:

The Christian family also builds up the Kingdom of God in his-
tory through the everyday realities that concern and distinguish
its state of life. It is thus in the love between husband and wife
and between the members of the family—a love lived out in all its
extraordinary richness of values and demands: totality, oneness,
fidelity, and fruitfulness—that the Christian family’s participation
in the prophetic, priestly, and kingly mission of Jesus Christ and
of his Church finds expression and realization. Therefore love and
life constitute the nucleus of the saving mission of the Christian
family in the Church and for the Church. (FC 50)

ETEne e ——

28 Ibid., 223,
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In the remainder of Familiaris Consortio, he explains how the
family fulfills its participation in Christ’s threefold munus.
He identifies the prophetic office with the obligation of the
family to evangelize, especially evangelize its own members.
The Pope rehearses the obligation of parents to be educators
of their children, especially in matters of the faith. Familiaris
Consortio refers to the evangelization of children as an original
and irreplaceable ministry (FC 53). It states:

The family must educate the children for life in such a way that
each one may fully perform his or her role [munus] according to
the vocation received from God.

For the family, the priestly office is fulfilled by engaging “in
a dialogue with Ged through the sacraments, through the of-
fering of one’s life, and through prayer” (FC 55). And the
kingly office is fulfilled when the family offers service to the
larger community, especially to the needy. Note this powerful
passage:

While building up the Church in love, the Christian family places
itself at the service of the human person and the world, really
bringing about the “human advancement” whose substance was
given in summary form in the Synod’s Message to families: “ An-
other task for the family is to form persons in love and also to
practice love in all its relationships, so that it does not live closed
in on itself, but remains open to the community, moved by a sense
of justice and concern for others, as well as by a consciousness of
its responsibility towards the whole of society.” (FC 64)

The family participates in the threefold munus of Christ by
being true to its own munus. In the previous sections of Famal-
waris Consortio which laid the foundation for the discussion of
the family’s participation in the threefold munus of Christ, the
Pope sketched out the interior changes to be gained when the
family is true to its munus. What Pope John Paul II hopes for
from marriage is that it will result in the formation of a new
heart within the spouses, the children, and ultimately within
all of society. This heart will be one that is loving, generous,
and self-giving (FC 25). The family serves to build up the
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kingdom of God insofar as it is a school of love; as the Pope
puts it, “the essence and role of the munus of the family are
in the final analysis specified by love™ (FC 17). He goes on:
“ Hence the family has the mission to guard, reveal and com-
municate love.” Familiaris Consortio states that:

The relationships between the members of the family community
are inspired and guided by the law of “ free-giving ”. By respect-
ing and fostering personal dignity in each and every one as the
only basis for value, this true giving takes the form of heartfelt
acceptance, encounter, dialogue, disinterested availability, gener-
ous service and deep solidarity. (FC 43)

The text also states:

All members of the family, each according to his or her own gift
of munus, have the grace and responsibility of building, day by
day, the communion of persons, making the family “a school of
deeper humanity ”; this happens where there is care and love for
the little ones, the sick, the aged; where there is mutual service
every day; when there is a sharing of goods, of joys and of sorrows.

(FC 21)

A key phrase for our purposes is the next line: “ A funda-
mental opportunity for building such a communion is consti-
tuted by the education exchanged between parents and chil-
dren, in which each gives and receives . ..” and “ Family com-
munion can only be preserved and perfected through a great
spirit of sacrifice. It requires, in fact, a ready and generous
openness of each and all to understanding, to forbearance, to
pardon, to reconciliation.” These passages suggest the kinds
of virtues needed for and cultivated by good family life. Success-
fully adapting to family life fosters love and generosity, the
ability to forgive, and a whole host of related virtues. Both
the parents and the children and ultimately the whole of so-
ciety stand to grow in these virtues as the family attempts to
be true to its nature.

The munus of transmitting life, of educating children, of
being parents, then, yield multiple goods. Creating a family
where self-giving and all the virtues might begin to flourish is
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an activity that has multiple purposes. Certainly, it works
towards achieving God’s end of producing more souls to share
with Him eternal bliss. Having children also helps parents
mature and acquire many of the virtues they need to be fully
human and fully Christian. Furthermore, building families is
to the good of the whole of society, for generosity and love
should flow from the family to the larger community, especially
to the poor and needy.

What is key here for an understanding of Humanae Vitae
is to recognize that to reject the procreative power of sexual
intercourse is not simply to reject some biological power; it is
to reject a God-given munus and all that entails. The resist-
ance to the procreative power of sexual intercourse that accom-
panies the desire to use contraception predictably involves an
underestimation of the value of the family—to God, to the
spouses, and to the larger society. Ultimately spouses must
come to realize that to reject the munus of transmitting life,
to limit the number of children they have, is to limit the num-
ber of gifts and blessings that God gives to them, it is to limit
the gifts that they return to God, and it is to limit their op-
portunities and ability to grow as Christians.
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HILIPPA FOOT remarks in Virtues and Vices that

“with the notable exception of Peter Geach hardly

anyone sees any difficulty in the thought that virtues
may sometimes be displayed in bad actions.”* That a man
may use his courage to deplorable ends; that a teacher may
show charity in giving a student undeserved credit—these seem
to be hardly problematic possibilities. Yet Aquinas upholds
a definition of moral virtue as “ a good quality of the mind, by
which we live rightly, of which no one can make bad use, . . .
And Aristotle’s conception of the man of practical reason as
the standard of moral virtue likewise seems to preclude a vir-
tue’s being misused.® Times change, and apparently even virtue
is not what it used to be. Nevertheless I mean here to survey
the resources of moral psychology in the tradition of Aristotle
to see what sort of grounding can be found for the no-bad-use
thesis.

Presumably Geach stands almost alone today on this ques-
tion, because the more traditional view would seem defensible
only if it is taken as analytic. We could stipulate that an ac-
tion will be called virtuous only if on balance it is the wisest
alternative available to the agent, but the utility of such a

1 Philippa Foot, Virtues and Vices (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1978), 15. In Affer Virtue (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame
Press, 1981), 216, MacIntyre finds Hume, Kant, Mill, and Rawls taking vir-
tues as dispositions to conform to certain rules. To the extent that rules are
unreliable, the virtues will be too.

2 Aquinas, Summa theologiae, I-II, ¢.55, a.4.

8 Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethios 1106b36-7a2, 1113a30-31.
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concept would be doubtful, and ‘ virtue > would seem to name
no real thing. There are, after all, apparently anomalous cases,
as when a teacher is moved to indulgence by an undeserving
student’s plea and seems to show kindness to a fault. The de-
fense of the no-bad-use thesis requires us to deny that real
kindness is shown here. But if no better justification for the
denial can be offered than that the action is wrong and so can-
not be virbuous, the thesis will express only an arbitrary de-
cision about how to use ‘virtue > and related terms.

But if such denials can be justified by appeal to facts about
human nature, then the no-bad-use thesis itself may perhaps
be taken as descriptive of certain realities constitutive of
human life. After considering some of the conditions of virtu-
ous action and the possibility of degrees of virtue (section III),
I shall argue (IV and V) that the opening sentence of Aris-
totle’s NVicomachean Ethics affords a factual basis for sustain-
ing the no-bad-use thesis as descriptive of virtues as we find
them; that if “every action and pursuit, is thought to aim at
some good ” is perhaps an overstatement, still the humanness
and ntelligibility of an action would seem to depend on its
aiming at some good; and that it is largely by trying to con-
sider actions independently of the goods they aim at that we
imagine virtues able to serve unworthy ends. Paying full re-
gard to the purposiveness of human action and the desires ex-
pressed in it will also make it possible (VI) to avoid conclud-
ing with Aristotle that the virtues are inseparable from each
other. I conclude (VII) with some brief reflection on the mean-
ing of my departures from Aristotle, Before offering my own
interpretation of the Aristotelian resources, though, I briefly
contend for the reality of moral virtues (as traditionally under-
stood) against conventionalist interpretations (section I) and
then (II) consider an alternative account (roughly Geach’s)
of the nature of the virtues that would save the no-bad-use
thesis.
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1. Virtues as Teleological Dispositions

Why indeed speak of virtues at all? Behavior would seem to
be describable and explainable—in the sense of being subsum-
able under “ patterns ”—without recourse to morally evalua-
tive language. Rather than describe one’s behavior or char-
acter as “ courageous ” or “ temperate,” for instance, with the
suggestion that such behavior is always admirable, we might
either substitute morally neutral terms like “fearless™ or
(perhaps) “{rugal,” or agree to use the old words in a non-
evaluative way, as we already implicitly do in supposing that
courage can be good or bad depending on the circumstances.
Alternative, non-prescriptive vocabularies are available, and
it needs to be shown that there is any place in descriptions
for evaluative terms naming virtues and vices as traditionally
understood. At least these terms would seem to be eliminable
in favor of non-prescriptive ones.

Briefly, the argument for the place of the virtues in the
moral scheme of things rests on the claim that they are reali-
ties without reference to which action is inexplicable. Tradi-
tionally, virtues are said to have a rational, teleological aspect,
being ordered to the happiness of the subject, as the morally
neutral qualities are not, and to the extent that behavior is in-
deed teleological we may expect teleological concepts to de-
scribe and explain it better than non-teleological ones. Con-
sider, for instance, alternative explanations of a man’s leaping
into a raging river to save a drowning child. To attribute the
action, in a morally neutral way, to a fearless delight in danger
is at least (roughly) to suggest that where dangerous excite-
ment is to be had, he tends to pursue it. To attribute it to the
virtue of courage is to suggest (roughly) that where danger or
pain (of some sorts, at least) must be faced to achieve a great
good, he will face it willingly. Conceivably, corresponding sorts
of people exist, the thrill-seeking and the courageous, but they
are not the same people, and to explain their behavior our
vocabulary should reflect the difference between them. The



432 A. CHADWICK RAY

fearless thrill-seeker might just as readily have risked his life
on a casual dare, whereas the courageous man, who faces
danger or pain only for the sake of an overriding good, would
consider that sort of risk pointless and refuse it. He does not
face dangerous excitement for its own sake, and his saving the
child is explained badly if it is implied that he would.

Courage in this example counts as a virtue because it is
“ordered toward ” a good life, resting as it does on reasonable
or even generous concern for others as well as for oneself; in-
difference to the plight of others, or to one’s own plight so far
as 1t goes, suggests a mean, sterile life, or a passive one, A
predilection for risk or danger for its own sake, on the other
hand, will be useful or not, depending on the circumstances.
And so, to the extent that people are genuinely virtuous and
aim toward a good life, there will be a poor fit between a non-
teleological vocabulary and human character and action.

Indeed, a good reason to prefer the teleological vocabulary
of the virtues to a descriptive but nonevaluative vocabulary
will be that the latter vocabulary does not describe anybody.
Two paragraphs before this one, I conceded that conceivably
someone might simply seek thrills; conceivably too one might
be assertive tout court. Such characters are perhaps (barely)
conceivable, though it is hard to imagine anyone’s always dis-
regarding considerations of prudence entirely. Indeed, if in
fact Aristotle is right, and all action aims toward some good,
even imprudently adventurous or assertive action is at least a
failed attempt at virtuous or sensible living. A degree of
judgment, however, inadequate, is therefore essential to any
discernibly adventurous or assertive behavior at all, and to
describe it in a nonevaluative vocabulary is to treat it as be-
yond rational control, like a sneeze. Such a descriptive style
may have its place, as perhaps in the treatment of pathologies,
but that will be not because it is generally more clinical or
precise but because in such special contexts practical reason-
ableness is supposed to have been short-circuited. For under-
standing ordinary human character, teleological concepts of
virtues would seem to be indispensable.
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Understanding of the moral virtues here has rested on the
logically prior concept of a good life, or happiness. For the
purposes of this paper that concept will have to be taken for
granted and left unanalyzed.

II. A No-Bad-Use Thesis

It will not do to stipulate that actions are virtuous if and
only if, all things considered, they are prudent and wise, be-
cause the stipulative account, making the thesis analytie, for-
feits the explanatory power of reference to virtues. If tele-
ological concepts are to be explanatory, a virtuous action
should be intelligible in light of the agent’s character and cir-
cumstances, and unless the action is thought to express that
character, e.g. by displaying a particular virtue, it cannot be
fitted into any sort of dispositional pattern and be to that ex-
tent understood. The stipulative account would make the con-
cept of a virtuous action fundamental, intelligible in itself; on
such an account an action is virtuous because it is the right
thing to do, and the character of the agent is irrelevant. But
philosophical literature is full of characters whose behavior is
“ correct ” yet lacking virtue, beginning with the conventional-
ly just man described by Glaucon in the Republic,* and the
citizen-soldier of Aristotle’s example, who stands his ground
against the enemy from fear of legal or social penalties.®* We
are to understand that the correct behavior of these characters
does not express the intelligent dispositions in question and
does not fit into an all-round good life. Right actions, then,
cannot be judged in themselves to be virtuous, as the “ stipula-
tive ¥ account requires.

Peter Geach understands virtuous actions as expressions of
character and so is in a good position to deny that virtues can
be displayed in bad actions. A bad action, after all, however
admirable it may be from some abstract point of view, is sure

4 Plato, Republic 359b-360d.
5 NE 1116216-20.
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to manifest a deficient character, which a virtuous action pre-
sumably could not do. Yet Geach too finally seems merely to
stipulate what will count as a virtuous deed. He writes that
“endurance or defiance of danger in pursuance of a wrong end
is mot virtuous and in my book is notl courageous either.”®
There is here an implicit psychology: Virtues are dispositions
engaged by circumstances that reveal the agent’s character.
But what will enable him to deny that a certain action really
18 virtuous will be an unsupported stipulation about  pur-
suance of a wrong end.” In that case an apparently virtuous
agent’s unvirtuous acts (if he is allowed any at all) seem to
demand an explanation, especially if virtues are thought of as
unfailingly effective. One explanation, favored for the most
part by Geach, is to argue that such an agent’s past virtue was
unreal; Aristotle’s explanation, that such virtue is not ““ com-
plete ” but only “natural,” will be considered in section IV.
In Geach’s example, drawn from the novel Ashes and Dia-
monds,” a Polish judge has been a model citizen and a pillar of
justice. But when he finds himself in a Nazi concentration
camp, he tortures fellow prisoners to save his own skin. On
Geach’s interpretation the judge’s past virtue is thereby shown
to have been only provisional, “ and therefore was not virtue
at all.” ® Furthermore, Geach concludes that “ any ascription
of virtue other than courage may be defeated if a lack of cour-
age is established.” ® The conclusion that provisional virtue is
not real virtue at all apparently rests on the thesis that no ac-
tion can be truly virtuous unless it springs from dispositions
neither too weak nor too strong; they must be so perfectly
measured that they could under no circumstances lead their
possessor astray. Such a position may be called a Measured
Disposition Theory. It has the charm of preserving the purity

6 Peter Geach, The Virtues, (New York: Cambridge University Press,
1977), 160.

7 Geach gives no further information on this source.

8 Geach, 161.

9 Thid.
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of truly virtuous dispositions, for any disposition that ever
proves to be either excessive or deficient turns out to be no
virtue. But it seems excessively harsh in that it implies that
nobody can be recognized to be virtuous at all until he has
endured the utmost testing. Virtue is either unconditional or
nothing at all and so would seem to be a practically unrealiz-
able ideal. The advantage of tying the assessment of action to
the agent’s character is that Geach can now argue, with Aris-
totle, that an ascription of virtue to an action may be defeated
if under some circumstances the agent would fail to show the
virtue in question. But the implicit scepticism in his concep-
tion of the virtues—who can say what past virtue has not been
merely provisional?P—is a high price to pay for that advantage.

The all-or-none character of such virtues, reminiscent as it is
of Stoicism, is symptomatic of the neglect of the relationship
between action and purpose. Admittedly, the Measured Dis-
position Theory has in some ways followed Aristotle. But al-
though both theories allow ascriptions of virtue to actions to
be defeated in light of other actions, Geach claims more than
Aristotle. The courage of Aristotle’s citizen-soldier can be
found out, as can the justice of Geach’s Polish judge, and so
of both men it might be said that their doing the right thing
was provisional: the soldier needs the threat of penalties; the
judge needs the assurance of physical comfoert. But we are to
suppose that the citizen-soldier stands his ground only to avoid
penalties, while the truly courageous one does so “for a noble
end.” ™ (I suggest below that this will have something to do
with loving his city as he ought.) The citizen-soldier might,
for all Aristotle says, not care a fig for courage or for his city,
and so his doing the right thing is no indication of virtuous char-
acter. The Polish judge, on the other hand, had presumably
served conscientiously, eager to see justice done, at least until
the personal cost got too high. Presumably some of his ac-
tions—turning down a ‘“safe” bribe, for instance—could be

10 NF 1115b10-13, 20-24; 1116al10-13; 1117b5-9. Aristotle’s own unhelpful
account of ‘ the noble’ is found in Rhet. 1364b27-28, 1366a33-7h20.
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explained only with reference to his love for justice. Unlike
the citizen-soldier, then, the judge did the right thing for the
right reason, in the right spirit. To suppose that love of justice
never motivated him (because under severe conditions that
love failed) is like supposing that a man who stopped eating
flounder when the price reached ten dollars a pound must
never have liked it at all. In short, Aristotle is ready to recon-
sider ascriptions of virtue where the presumed motive turns
out not to have been operative; a Measured Disposition Theory
withdraws the ascription where even the best motive is found
to have been imperfectly calibrated.

ITL. Some Conditions of Virtuous Action

The ascription of an all-or-none character to the virtues can
be avoided in a fairly natural way, I think, even if virtues are
thought of as qualities “ of which no one can make bad use.”
For it does not follow from the thesis that a virtue cannot be
put to bad use that one who has it can never fail with respect
to it. The possibility of failure and of degrees of virtue can be
made intelligible in light of Augustine’s idea of virtue as ““ the
ordering of love.” ** Roughly, to be virtuous would be to love
goods to the proper degree and in the right way, where action
is of course integral to the love. In Aristotle’s argument, fol-
lowing Plato, since virtues are concerned with pleasures and
pains, they require us “ to enjoy and be pained by the things
we should ¥ (1104b12-18). Now notoriously we can love per-
sons and things without always treating them as we ought or
would wish. We may then say that we do not love as we ought
or that our love is imperfect, but we do not necessarily con-
clude that the love is a sham. In spite of seeing some failings,
an observer may grant that we love someone, for instance, if
our treatment of that person over time makes best sense on
the supposition that we do love him or her. As for virtues, I
have been supposing that to act virtuously is not merely to do

11 Augustine, On the Morals of the Catholic Church, I, 15.
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a good thing, nor even to do it because it is the right thing to
do, but also to act out of appropriate loves, concerns, and in-
clinations. (These will include a concern to “do the right
thing.”) But it does not follow that one must be utterly in-
corruptible, with loves in perfect order, to have a virtue and
act virtuously, any more than one’s love of a person must be
perfect and unfailing to be love. Indeed, almost everyone has
the virtues to some degree. As Geach himself argues, for in-
stance, one needs some courage even to learn to ride a bicycle;
an excessive fear of taking a fall could deter one from ever
beginning.** Even the Polish judge, then, must be credited with
some courage, and similar arguments will apply to other vir-
tues. Admittedly it is by considering actions in trying circum-
stances that we distinguish between particularly virtuous per-
sons and moral mediocrities, but still one may act virtuously if
moved by appropriate concerns and dispositions even if under
more trying circumstances he would have failed. And again,
as in ascribing one’s actions to love, it seems reasonable to as-
cribe behavior to virtuous dispositions if it cannot be reason-
ably explained away by less flattering interpretations or be
understood as simply the easiest thing to do under the cir-
cumstances.

In keeping, then, with the rejection of the Measured Dis-
position Theory and for present purposes, I suggest that for an
action to qualify as virtuous the following conditions are espe-
cially relevant:

1) The action must spring from concerns (a) most appropriate
to the circumstances, (b) characteristic of the agent, and (c)
valued by the agent, who must be committed to maintaining
them.

2) The degree of virtue exhibited in an action seems to vary with
the amount of “moral work ” done, or the level of difficulty of the
moral task. A worthy action shows the more courage, for instance,
the more frightful it is to a reasonable person.

3) The action must not display these concerns inordinately. How-
ever, the motivating concerns need not be ordinate in themselves.

12 Geach, 152.
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Some preliminary amplification is in order. As I use the
term, a concern is ordinate in itself, excessive or deficlent,
if in some circumstances it would be exhibited inappropriately
(and so be excessive) or fail where it is needed (and so prove
deficient) .

Condition 1 (a) is meant to disqualify characters like Aris-
totle’s citizen-soldier from the claim to true virtue. For a
soldier to stand his ground for fear of punishment may not be
in itsed a bad motive, but to qualify as virtuous the action
must be carried out, as Aristotle says (VE 1115b22-4, etc.),
“{for a noble end,” which in this case would seem to mean in
part out of love for one’s city. This is perhaps a most appro-
priate concern in that it is the sort of disposition which en-
riches life, and it seems to be just this life-enriching quality
that makes the concern “ noble.” Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle
all seem to find a fully human life inconceivable without such
loyalties. Moreover this concern, unlike the desire to save one’s
skin, is a significant moral achievement, and it can be counted
on to motivate courageous behavior even where the threat of
punishment is absent. Aristotle’s requirement that virtuous
actions must be intended for their own sake (1105a33-4) would
not seem to require that actions be intended without regard for
their intended results, as if, e.g., holding one’s ground against
attackers were intrinsically worthwhile, but only that one’s act,
conceived with its purpose so as to be recognizably virtuous,
e.g., as defending one’s city against attack, be intended for its
own sake and not out of some less praiseworthy concern.

The peint of condition 1 (b) is that one’s good deed, how-
ever well motivated, falls short of virtue if it does not spring
from a firm disposition. A failed dieter’s one disciplined act of
self-control does not spring from a settled disposition—one
would hardly appeal to the dieter’s temperance as a factor in
explaining the action—and so the virtue is not in evidence.

Condition 1 (¢) requires that besides actually acting in ac-
cordance with a virtue one must value the dispositions in play
to be acting virtuously. If he finds that his dispositions and
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concerns are becoming less admirable, he must be the sort of
person who resolves to discipline himself. A man who simply
follows his whims in eating and would slide into gluttony if
his appetites so led him shows no evidence of temperance, how-
ever wholesome his diet may be. Being uncritical of his de-
sires, he is only a somewhat anaesthetized sensualist.

Condition 8 disqualifies well-motivated actions from the
claim to a virtue where under the circumstances they offend
against other virtues and should not be undertaken. A teacher
who raises an undeserving student’s grade out of commendable
regard for the student’s tender feelings may be committing an
injustice against others. In that case the concern for the stu-
dent’s feelings presumably should not lead him to raise his
grade, and if it does, the action fails to meet condition 8 and
does not show kindness.

The rider on condition 8 allows that a correct and properly
motivated action may be virtuous even if, like the Polish
judge’s justice, the concern and “love ” motivating his deeds
prove unequal to later tests.

At this point condition 8 can only be taken as a stipulation
convenient to save the no-bad-use thesis, for it denies the vir-
tuous character of any action which on balance is unwise,
where we are often tempted to see a generally admirable tend-
ency in excess and conclude that virtues can be misused. The
Aristotelian’s different way of talking can be shown to be pre-
ferable and to refer to moral realities only (if at all) by the
explanatory power of the concepts it underwrites. But if con-
dition 8 can be shown to express a view of virtues uniquely
able to illuminate action and our judgments about it, perhaps
little more can be asked of it.

I now try to show how condition 38 can be supported by Aris-
totle’s dictum on action’s aiming at some good.

IV. No Virtues in Excess

At least it must be admitted that generally admirable tend-
encies can be displayed in deplorable actions. Consider Gerard,
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who daringly races his car to a conference. He may be thought
to show courage, even if he is speeding just for fun, needlessly
endangering life and property. We might deny the virtue of
this speeding merely by defining ‘ courage ’ as applying only to
commendable action. But can we discover a better basis on
which to do soP Condition 3 for an action’s being virtuous
seems propitious. But at first glance it reads like an ad hoc
stipulation to save the no-bad-use thesis. To uphold this con-
dition we will argue first for the interdependence of practical
reason (phronesis) and the moral virtues in one’s character
in general, then (section V) for the incompatibility of moral
virtue and unreasonableness in particular actions. I assume
that actions displaying concerns inordinately are practically
unreasonable.

If Aristotle is right in saying that “every action and pur-
suit, is thought to aim at some good,” then even Gerard must
do what he does for the sake of some good, be it to reach his
conference on time, amuse himself, impress his companions, or
whatever. The action may be foolish, being unwarranted by
any sufficiently extenuating circumstances, but there must be
some good and some corresponding love for it, which impels
him to such action; and there must be a corresponding relative
indifference, we may suppose, to considerations of safety and
legality or a lack of awareness of the risks involved. In fact,
several possible explanations of Gerard’s speeding come to
mind, each of which could be true to a degree:

1) Gerard is unaware of the risks involved in his speeding.
2) Gerard is aware of the risks but finds them exhilarating and
speeds for the thrill of it.

3) Gerard is aware of the risks but considers them outweighed by
the urgency of his appointment or by some other good to be
realized.

To the extent that (1) is true, there is no courage involved
in the speeding, for though the action may spring from an ap-
propriate concern (to reach the conference), it shows no will-












































































































































































































































































































































































































