ON ONE FLESH UNITY AND HUMANAE VITAE AT FIFTY, 1968-2018: A NEW CRITICAL ANALYSIS

(DHANA YA MWILI MMOJA KATIKA MIAKA 50 YA HUMANAE VITAE,1968-2018: MJADALA MPYA CHOKONOZI)
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UTANGULIZI NA UFAFANUZI WA TATIZO 

Maneno “mwili mmoja” yametumika kwenye Biblia zaidi ya mara tano (Mwanzo 2:24, Mathayo 19:4-6, Marko 10, 1Wakorinto 6:16 na Waefeso 5:31). Na matumizi haya yanaonekana kubeba maana zilizo tofauti. 

Kwa mfano, katika eneo moja yanarejea "umoja wa mwili" kati ya wanandoa (Mwanzo 2:24); mahali pengine yanarejea "umoja wa mwili" kati ya kahaba na mteja wake (1Wakorinto 6:16); na kuna mahali yanarejea "umoja wa mwili" kati ya viungo mbalimbali vya mtoto anayezaliwa kupitia tendo la ngono. 

Kwa hiyo maneno “mwili mmoja” yana maana zaidi ya moja. Lakini Biblia haitoi ufafanuzi wa maana husika kila inapotumia maneno haya. Hata hivyo, tunaweza kuelewa maana zake kwa kuangalia jinsi yanavyotumiwa na Wanataaluma Wakristo ambao ni watafiti wabobezi. Kwa mfano:

Zaidi ya miaka 50 iliyopita, Grisez (1966) alipendekeza kuwa, maneno “mwili mmoja” yanapaswa kueleweka sio kama lengo, bali kama mbinu kuelekea lengo fulani. Kuhusu jambo hili alisema,

“The emphasis [of the phrase ‘two in one flesh’] seems to be on the closeness of the marriage bond, which is closer in its way even than the parent-child relation, so that ‘for this reason a man will leave his father and mother, and cling to his wife (fidelity). But the two in one flesh, as St. Paul says [1 Corinthians 6:16], holds for a man in a whore-house too. It is [therefore a mere means and] not an end, if taken in this sense.”

Pia Grisez (1996) aliwahi kusema kwamba, hata wagumba wanageuka mwili mmoja kupitia tendo la ngono. Alisema, 

“Even if the mated pair is sterile, intercourse, provided it is the reproductive behavior characteristic of the species, makes the copulating male and female one organism.”

Mwaka mmoja baadaye, Grisez (1967) alijadili tena maana ya maneno “mwili mmoja,” safari hii akisema kuwa yanapaswa kuchukuliwa, sio kama mbinu, bali kama lengo. Kuhusu mtazamo huu Grisez (1967) alisema, 

“The unity of marriage has its foundation in such a reality beyond the couple themselves. In the child, the two really become one flesh, and that is true only in the child, who is truly one, and truly the flesh of both.”

Kwa upande wake, rafiki mkubwa wa Grisez, Papa Paul VI(1968), alicharanga ibara ya 12 katika waraka wa "Humanae Vitae," ambamo aliorodhesha pointi zifuatazo:

· That, each and every uncontracepted penis-to-vagina sex act, has “unitive significance,” hereinafter “coital organismality” (1);
· That, each and every uncontracepted penis-to-vagina sex act,has “procreative significance,” hereinafter “parental organismality” (2);
· That, there is a means-to-end connection between coitalorganismality” and “parental organismality” (3);
· That, it is contrary to the natural law of morality for man to separate the link between coital organismality” and “parental organismality” (4);
· And that, therefore, it is morally wrong for man to separatethe link between coital organismality” and “parental organismality” (5).
Askofu Patrick O'Boyle (1971) aliwahi kufundisha juu ya maana ya "mwili mmoja" na ujinsia wa binadamu kwa ujumla kwa kusema kwamba,

“The meaning of human sexuality is that a man and a woman can start a new person only by first becoming one flesh.” .

Miaka 15 baada ya kutangazwa kwa Waraka wa HUmanae Vitae, Papa Yoanne Paulo II(1983), akiwa anatekeleza majukumu yake kama mtunga sheria mkuu wa Kanisa Katoliki, alicharanga ibara ya 1055(1) katika Sheria za Kanisa Katoliki (1983) na kusema kwamba: 

“The matrimonial covenant, by which a man and a woman establish between themselves a partnership of the whole of life, is by its nature ordered towards the good of the spouses and the procreation and education of offspring.” 

Aya hii inaongelea kuzaa kama sifa kuu ya “agano la ndoa" badala ya kusisitiza kwamba "kila tendo la ngono ya ndoa lazima lifanyike kwa kukutanisha jenitalia ya kiume na jenitalia ya kike na bila kutumia kingamimba." 

Katika makala yao ya pamoja, Grisez, Boyle, Finnis na May (1988) waliwahi kusema kuwa jozi ya watianaji wenye jinsia tofauti hugeuka kiumbehai kimoja wakati wa kutiana. Walisema: 

“A copulating pair are biologically a single organism in so far as they function together to hand on their specific kind of life to new individual.” 

Lee na George (1997) nao wanayo mawazo kama haya, kwani wanaamini na kufundisha kuwa:

“In sexual intercourse the husband and the wife become one organism, but they do so precisely as man and woman, precisely as potential father and mother.” 

Katika maelezo yote haya niliyoyanukuu, ni wazi kwamba maneno "mwili mmoja" yanahusiana na "tendo la ngono" kwa namna fulani. Finnis (1998) anafafanua maneno “tendo la ngono” kama ifuatavyo: 

“By ‘sex act’ and ‘have sex’ used synonymously with that phrase I shall here always mean an act or sequence of performances engaged in with the intention or willingness that it secure orgasmic sexual satisfaction for one or more person doing or participating in the act.” 

In view of the above citations, it is obvious that, many Catholic thinkers who have been in the philosophical front line for defending "one flesh theology of marriage" have arguments which imply the following syllogism:


· An organism is an X which belongs to genus Y and species Z (1);
· During coitus, a copulating pair that engages in uncontracepted penis-to-vagina sex is an X which belongs to genus Y and species Z (2);
· Thus, from (1) and (2), a copulating pair is an organism.
However, they have so far NOT defined the terms X, Y and Z. That is, they haven't answered the question, "What is an organism and who counts as one?" There is a need for them to answer this question.

An answer to this question, would allow us to fairly assess the arguments advanced by the two opposing sides in the debate about the concept "one flesh unity" as used in the Bible.

DISCUSSION

Let us now discuss this matter critically with a view of determing what marriage understood as an "organism" is defined to be by the defenders of the "one flesh theology of marriage." 

The real debate, on the question of what marriage is and what it is not, started with the issuance of Humanae Vitae (1968), according to which:

"This particular doctrine [that each and every marital act must of necessity retain its intrinsic relationship to the procreation of human life], often expounded by the magisterium of the Church, is based on the inseparable connection, established by God, which man on his own initiative may not break, between the unitive significance and the procreative significance which are both inherent to the marriage act (Pope Paul VI, Humanae Vitae 1968, par 12)."

Since 1968, within the Catholic Church, the best philosophical defense of the said "doctrine" has come from the Natural Law Theorists. Their typical definition of marriage is:

“Marriage… [is] a one-flesh communion of persons that is consummated and actualized by acts that are [unitive] in type, whether or not they are [procreative] in effect, or motivated, even in part, by a desire to conceive a child…(George 2010)” 

According to this definition, while "the act of marrying" entails both the finality of the operator (finis operantis) and the finality of the operation (finis operis), only the finality of the operation matters, when it comes to the Catholic definition of marriage. 

Two years later, Girgis, George and Ryan(2012)wrote a common article in which they paraphrased the definition as follows:

"Marriage is the union of a man and a woman who make a permanent and exclusive commitment to each other of the type that is naturally (inherently) fulfilled by bearing and rearing children together. The spouses seal (consummate) and renew their union by conjugal acts—acts that constitute a behavioral part of the process of reproduction, thus uniting them as a reproductive unit." 

In their article,Girgis, George and Ryan(2012)make the following claims: 

That, the conjugal view of marriage has three essential attributes: a comprehensive union between a man and a woman,consummated by unitive-type acts which unite them biologically and personally; a shared domestic life ordered towards the bearing and raring of children; and norms of exclusivity, permanence, and monogamy.

And that, in contrast to the conjugal view of marriage, there is a revisionist view of marriage, according to which, marriage is the emotional union of two people of any sex who commit to mutual care and who may engage in whatever sexual acts they both find agreeable.


John Finnis (2018) has further paraphrased the conjugal view of marriage in the following terms:

"[Marriage is] the permanent, exclusive commitment... which presupposes bodily union as the biological actuation of the multi-level (bodily, emotional, intellectual and volitional) … relationship. [It] is the category of relationships, activities, satisfactions, and responsibilities which can be intelligently and reasonably chosen by a man and a woman, and adopted as their integral commitment, because the components of the category respond and correspond coherently to a complex of interlocking, complimentary good reasons [for action called basic human goods].”

The key phrases from these definitions are "one flesh communion," "conjugal acts," "bodily union" and "acts that are unitive in type." One flesh communion which is synonymous with others, has at least two meanings. 

· One flesh unity understood as biological organismality (physiological organismality), which is specified by the complementarity of reproductive physiological processes obtaining on both sides of the copulating pair.
· One flesh unity understood as intentional organismality (psychological/personal organismality), which is specified bythe complementarity of non-reproductive physiological processes, in this case, complementary mental processes obtaining on both sides of the copulating pair.
In light of what we know today about human teliologies, physiological organismality is radically absent among infertile heterosexual couples. 

This conclusion implies that there is no essential biological difference between a penis-to-vagina sex between fertile and contracepting heterosexual couples and infertile heterosexual couples.

This is a serious objection to the above traditional definition of marriage, whose specific difference entals "unitive-type sex acts." 

For example, according to Macedo (1995:278)'s Sterility Objection, sterile spouses cannot really [experience one-flesh-unity] because procreation is radically impossible for them. He states that:

"Their bodies, like those of [contraceptors], can form no ‘single reproductive principle,’ no 'real [biological] unity'… If there is no possibility of procreation, then sterile couples are, like [contraceptors], incapable of sex acts ‘open to procreation’.” 

On this point, Macedo (1995:278) asks, “What is the point of sex in an infertile marriage? Not procreation; the partners... know that they are infertile. If they have sex, it is for pleasure and to express their love, or friendship, or some other shared good. It will be for precisely the same reasons that committed, loving [contracepting] couples have sex." 

This position is supported by what Myars (1974) has documented concerning the difference between intentional and biological teliologies. 

However, Lee and George (2008:182) have refuted the "sterility objection" by framing an "organismality rebuttal," which they explain in the following terms: 

“Human beings are organisms, albeit of a particular type. An organic action is one in which several bodily parts-tissues, cells, molecules, atoms, and so on-participate... So, the [human] organism is a composite, made up of billions of parts. Its unity is manifested and understood in its actions.”

Lee and George (2008:184,n.15) next clarified this point by saying that:

"Not every instance of two entities sharing in an action are instances of two entities becoming biologically one. In this case, however, the potentiality for a specific type of act, reproduction, can be actualized only in cooperation with the opposite sex of the species."

Based on this analysis, Lee and George 2008:184,n.16) provided the following response to Macedo(1995)'s sterility objection: 

“[It] is correct to point to somewhat of a gap between the sexual act suited for reproduction and the success [or failure] of that act, but it is a gap only in terms of distance on the part of the male and in terms of [the intervening circumstances in the causally relevant background, that is to say,] what the male and the female have direct control over." 

Lee and George (2008:184,n.16)continue: “This gap does not affect the question of what or who is the subject of this [single] action: the subject of this action is the male and female organisms themselves, acting as a [teleological] unit." 

They think that, "It is a mistake to try to deny, on account of this gap, that what the male and female do together, sexual intercourse, is a reproductive act, reproductive in the sense that it is teleologically oriented to reproduction, an act thatfully succeeds, at least from the biological point of view, only if reproduction occurs."

Lee and George (2014:85) strongly believe that, if “a male and a female engage[d] in coitus early one evening”, then, the “act that they performed together really did fulfill the behavioral conditions for procreation, and so really did unite them organically as a single subject of a biological action,” and that, by “uniting sexually, they performed the first step in the reproductive process.” 

Concerning the difference between intentional and biological teleologies, Lee & George (2014:86-90) have pronounced themselves well in the following terms:

“One cannot say that the male and female unite organically only in those acts of coitus that actually result in conception.In coitus itself—[regardless of] whatever may happen after coitus—the male and the female become biologically united. Their reproductive organs are actualized, as internally designed, to bea (now) unitary subject of a single act. So, this biological difference means that in coitus…the male and the female genuinely… become ‘one flesh,’ a biological unit... It is true that an act cannot be intentionally (i.e. by conscious will) oriented toward an end if one knows that the end is impossible of attainment. But our claim is that the marital acts of infertile couples are biologically, not intentionally, oriented to procreation—they are acts of mating." 

After this assertion, Lee & George (2014:86-90) provide the following clarfications against the "sterility objection":

“An action that is part of a larger process that is biologically oriented toward an end can receive its meaning (and be a certain kind of action) because of its place within this larger biological process, and even if extrinsic circumstances make the end unattainable at this point. This is clear virtually in all biological processes, such as respiration, metabolism, growth, and neural activities…" 

"Most biological processes are complex, and a first part of the biological process can remain oriented to the end of the process (and fully intelligible only as such), even if some [extrinsic] condition prevents the completion of the process. This is why, for example, the act of eating food, and of digestion, the first two parts of the larger process of metabolism, are still biologically oriented toward obtaining nutrients or energy from external substances for the maintenance of internal vital processes. Similarly, the act of breathing is only part of the more complex process of respiration…" 

"Thus, eating is not the same as metabolism; breathing is not the same as respiration. In the same way, copulation or mating (coitus) is not the same as reproducing, though it receives its biological unity from its being a part of that larger process and thus being biologically oriented to procreation.”

However, I disagree. I am convinced that, this rebuttal fails for one simple reason. According to standard biological textbooks, a complete sexual reproduction cycle shows that, coitus is the second step, while the first step is gametogenesis, which involves sperm production (spermatogenesis) and ova production(oogenesis).

Generally, the reproduction process, which is also referred to as a sexual reproduction cycle, consists of the following ten steps which constitute a single causal process: gametogenesis, copulation, fertilization, compaction, cavitations, hatching, implantation, organogenesis during gestation, delivery, parenting, and gametogenesis again(Lee & George 2008: 126-27).

Following Myar(1974) the efficient cause behind the sexual reproduction cycle is a set of genetic programs which is intrinsic to the cycle. 

Thus, the said genetic programs are small modules which are interlinked in a head-to-tail style to create a single larger genetic program, which is a “larger biological process.” 

In the absence of the first module (gametogenesis), which is one of the necessary modules in the larger genetic program, the latter becomes corrupted and non-functional from the beginning. 

Thus, in this case, the reproduction process is null and void from the beginning. That is, there is no “larger biological process” which gets started by coitus and in which coitus is a part. 

That is, coitus remains an isolated act that is exclusively a means toward the finality of the operator (finis operantis), and not the finality of the operation (finis operis). 

Thus, the coming to be of an alleged "procreative organism" that is "accidentally" non-procreative, akin to a mule or a eunuch, is not actualized from the beginning. 

Generally, with due respect, it should be stated that, Macedo (1995) is right while Lee and George (2008, 2014) are wrong with respect to the following claim:

“This gap [between reproductive-type sex act and the success or failure of some acts of this type] does not affect the question of what or who is the subject of this [single] action: the subject of this action is the male and female organisms themselves, acting as a [teleological] unit.”

The truth of the matter is that, "the question of what or who is the subject of this [joint] action," which, according to my understanding of their work is "the question of 'what' is a coital organism and 'who' counts as one," can be answered in two major ways following Myars (1974)'s works.

On Myars(1974)'s account, there is a crucial difference between intentional and biological teoliologies. The former is a function of rationality while the latter is premised on a "genetic program" that acts as an efficient cause of the relevant biological process. 

So, it follows that, there is a difference between being “teleologically oriented to reproduction” at an intentional level and being “teleologically oriented to reproduction” at a biological level. 

The metaphysics of causality as systematically discussed by Hume(1975), Eells(1991) and reported by Gallows(2017) confirms Myar(1974)'s conclusions.

So, either we have a coital organism which is a unit whoseteleology is specified by the complimentarity of intentional processes that obtain on both sides of the autonomously copulating pair as the heterosexual sub-units reciprocally cooperate coitally; 

Or, we have a coital organism which is a unit whose teleology isspecified by the complimentarity of physiological processes that obtain on both sides of the autonomously copulating pair as theheterosexual sub-units reciprocally cooperate coitally.

The complimentarity of intentional processes is always missing in a rape scenario. Also, the complimentarity of physiological processes is sometimes missing, if at least one of the copulating pair is either temporarily or permanently infertile. The latter case always applies, regardless of whether the said infertility is congenital or man-made.

So, we can only talk about the coming to be of a biological coital organism if and only if there is a complimentarity that obtains as a result of physiological processes existing on both sides of the copulating pair. 

Otherwise, we are forced to talk about the coming to be of an intentional coital organsims, which essentially, is a social coital organism (Myars 1974) and this is not what Grisez, Boyle, Finnis na May (1988), on one hand, and Lee and George(2008, 2014), on the other hand, refer to when they talk about "one flesh unity." 

That having been said, I wish to make one very crucial remark concerning the question, "What is an organism and who counts as one?" 

For the past 50 years, their colleague, Alexander Pruss, an eminent public philosopher and a brilliant mathematician , has worked unsuccessfully to fill this gap. 

According to Pruss (2000:76), “An organism is an entity united in an integrated action of itself directed at … two ends: self-preservation and reproduction.” 

Thirteen years later, Pruss (2013) expanded his earlier definition of “organismality” into a book-length argument. Herein, he says that: 

“It is the bodies’ mutual striving for reproduction that is involved in union. Whether reproduction results or not, the bodies’ mutual striving unites them” and that, “the best way to understand the union as one flesh and one body is as a union constituted by cooperative reproductive striving.” 

Two years later, while providing an overview of his book, “One Body,” Pruss (2015) had the following to say:

“The central proposal in [my book, One Body]... is that sex should be fundamentally seen as a deep union as one body. And what unites many organs in a single body is not physical contact, but that they are functioning together for a common goal. I claim that the best candidate for the common goal of the two bodies in the sexual case is reproduction." 

His book "One Body" enjoyed global inputs from experienced reviewers through the Polish Journal called Annals of Philosophy. Therein, one reviewer, Wielenberg (2015), had the following to say concerning the phrase “one flesh unity”:

“On Pruss’s account, the bodily union spoken of in these passages is constituted by cooperative reproductive striving. It follows that the existence of the one-flesh union coincides with the presence of such striving. In short, Pruss’s account seems to imply that man and woman are joined as one flesh when and only when they are engaged in sexual activity."

Wielenberg (2015) continues thus: “Then there is tension between Pruss’s claims that (i) the one-flesh union exists only when there is actual striving for reproduction and that (ii) by committing to one another married couples can extend the one-flesh union beyond those times at which they are actually engaged in sexual intercourse. Because Pruss places actual striving for reproduction at the heart of the one-flesh union, it is hard to see how his account can avoid the implication that the one-flesh union exists at most sporadically throughout marriage." 

As a response to Wielenberg’s critiques, Pruss (2015) made the following concessions and suggestions:

“Intercourse is only a small portion of a married couple’s life… [My book] 'One Body' attempts to solve the problem of extending one body union from the short period of coitus to the relationship as a whole by invoking a commitment to a [parental] relationship of which the sexual one-body union is characteristic." 

Thus, until today 2000 years after Christ was risen, the question of “what is one flesh unity” remains an enigma, that needs a conclusive solution.

CONCLUSION 

Finally, I wish to state that, the social doctrine of the Catholic Church needs to be supported by “incontrovertible arguments.” Otherwise, it turns into a moving target, and hence a useless collection of ideas that can only be defended through argumentum ad hominems.

In fact, the advocates of “the conjugal view of marriage” have accused their critiques of success in saying “what they think marriage is not," for example, claiming that it is "not inherently heterosexual” and their failure to explain “what they think marriage is.” 

The advocates of “the conjugal view of marriage” insist that, their critiques do not have “a positive case” for the marriage model they propose.

However, I observe that, the criticism offered by the advocates of “the conjugal view of marriage” is based on the “false dichotomy fallacy.” They think that, marriage is “either conjugal or revisionist” and no more. This is a “polarization fallacy.” 

It is a Machiavellistic propaganda strategy that easily pushes the opponents onto a slippery slope leaning toward same sex marriage advocacy, even when it is not the case.

RECOMMENDATIONS

However, a modern taxonomy of marriage reveals more options, even based on the works of the advocates of “the conjugal view of marriage.” For example, my reading of their literature reveals that, there are at least seven broad classes of marriage.

· Heterosexual marriages
· Monogamous marriages
· Conjugal marriage which is specified by uncontracepted coitus only;
· Conjugal-plus marriage which is specified by uncontracepted coitus, contracepted coitus and non-penovaginal sex acts agreeable to the couple;
· Non-conjugal marriage which is specified by contraceptedsex and non-penovaginal sex acts agreeable to the couple;
· Polygamous marriages
· Homosexual marriages
· Monogamous marriages
· Marriage which is specified by non-penovaginal sex acts agreeable to the couple and no children adoption.
· Marriage which is specified by non-penovaginal sex acts agreeable to the couple and with children adoption.
· Polygamous marriages
By definition, a defense of contraception, excludes homosexual marriages.

Thus, I sincerely call upon the defenders of “the conjugal view of marriage” to abandon their Machiavellistic strategy so as to pave a way toward a meaningful dialogue about the concept of "marriage as one-flesh unity," both as a literal and metaphorical phrase. 

A CASE STUDY ABOUT AFRICAN PROBLEMS 

As I wind up this argument, I can think of some critical readers asking themselves: Why is this author working hard to defend family planning by using artificial contraception? I wish to respond to this question by using a book review I once conducted for some other reason. It is relevant to the present question. It is available at Appendix H.

