Female Pollution in the Context of Coition

The definition of a straw man argument is, "attacking an opponent's position by focusing
critical attention on some point less significant than the main point or basic thrust of the argument. ..
Sometimes it is an attack on a misrepresentation, caricature, or a highly oversimplified version of
an argument."' This is precisely what has happened to this author recently by Ronald L. Conte in his

992

blog “Fr. Chad Ripperger: His Grave Error on Marital Sexual Ethics.”” He quotes the conference

given by this author accurately:
“Pollution also applies to women.... the same actually applies to women as does to
men. [ know that some moralists say that it’s okay for women to ... reach climax
outside the context of [marital sex] and that’s fine as long as the male doesn’t do it.
But the moralists ... the Saints and those who’ve written based on the Saints say that
that’s not the case....”
“because God condemned Onanism in the Old Testament, you can’t engage in
anything that is basically on the level of Onanism, and so you have to be very careful
about observing that.”
The reader should note that this author in that quote states that the moralists,’ the saints and those
who are writing based on the Saints say that is not the case that it is permissible. This author even
gives the exact reason for which is wrong: because it's a form of onanism. But then Mr. Conte turns

around and accuses this author of saying that “his teaching approves of intrinsically evil sexual acts

in marriage.” The fallacy appears to be an inability to understand the proper context.

'T. Bdward Damer, Attacking Faulty Reasoning (Wadsworth Publishing Company. Belmont, California. 1980).

*https://catholicism.io/2018/11/03/fr-chad-ripperger-his-grave-error-on-marital-sexual-ethics/ on November 3,
2018.

*In another location in the conference this author specifically refers to the good moralists.
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If one listens to the proper context, what this author asserts is that certain moralists say it is
“fine as long as the male doesn't do it.” There is a failure to grasp that this author was not asserting
that it was morally permissible to do so, but that some authors assert it is permissible. How do we
know this to be the case? There are essentially three reasons: 1) this author starts the quote by saying
“I know that some moralists say...” That phrase itself has in English a connotation of being in
opposition to what the others say which is in this case that it is morally permissible for women to
bring themselves to pollution before or after coition. 2) This author then goes on to state that the
good moralists do not accept this and that it is actually a form of liberalism 3.) This author then goes
on to state that it's a form of onanism. So given the context and the overall discussion within the
context of the conference itself, the assertion that this author is supporting the proposition that it is
morally permissible for women to bring themselves to pollution before or after coition is completely

unfounded.*

I. The Prior Definition of Pollution

Since this has reached the level of requiring greater precision in order to avoid the

misunderstandings that are evident in the blog, let us take a look at the history of this specific

question. Tanquerey, a noted and accepted moral and dogmatic theologian, in his work Synopsis

“Mr. Conte states that “He should have begun with the Church’s teaching on intrinsically evil acts. He should
have explained what makes a sexual act intrinsically evil (the deprivation of some good required by the eternal moral
law, such as the marital, unitive, and/or procreative meanings). He should have stated exactly what the Saints have
taught, especially Saint Alphonsus Ligouri. He should have covered the requirement of magisterial teaching that each
and every sexual act in a marriage be unitive and procreative. He should have explained what Pope Pius XII taught. He
does not do any of those things. And it’s a long talk.” Actually, it is not a long talk. The actual bulk of the conference
is only about 45 minutes and what he observes above is not even the specific topic of the conference. Again, this leads
one to conclude that this is the fallacy of attacking the strawman.
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Moralis Fundamentalis gives the following definition of pollution:

Theologians designate by the name pollution whatever effusion of human seed, either

voluntary or involuntary, without coition.’
Tanquerey, like many other authors during that time frame, had a restricted definition of pollutio to
refer specifically to the effusion of human seed or semen. This restrictive definition resulted in the
following observation made by Tanquerey and other authors:

Pollution properly speaking is not found in those which is not had true semen, clearly

in prepubescents, eunuchs, and especially women. For in women there is no other

seed except for the ovum, which descends from the ovaries into the uterus without

the perception of delight; vaginal fluid, which is in the organ and sometimes flows

externally, is not prolific [i.e. life bearing].°
This difference of view, between male pollution and even female physiological reactions to what
modern-day man would call climax, resulted in a different kind of a moral analysis of certain aspects
of female sexual activity.

Antonio Arregui draws a conclusion from this difference in the definition of pollution in

relationship to men and women. He is writing 36 years after the text we quoted above from

Tanquerey:

They are licit to the married: a) acts necessary or useful to coition, whichever those

’Adolphus Tanquerey, Synopsis Theologiae Moralis et Pastoralis. Tomus Secundus. Theologiae Moralis
Fundamentalis. De Virtutibus et preeceptis (Editio Tertia. Benziger Fratres. Chicago. 1908), supplementum, p. 23: De
pollutione quo nomine theologi designant quamlibet seminis humani effusionem, sive voluntariam sive involuntariam,
sine concubitu. Emphasis his. All Latin translations are the author’s own.

Tanquerey, loc. cit.: Pollutio proprie dicta non invenitur in iis qui verum semen non habent, nempe in

impuberibus, eunuchis, imo et feminis. In mulieribus enim nullum est aliud semen nisi ovum, quod ex ovariis in uterum
descendit sine delectationis perceptione; humor vaginalis, qui intra organa et aliquando exterius fluit, non est prolificus.
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are, internal or external, exclusive of adulterous thoughts, sodomic affections and
danger to one's neighbor as pollution outside of coition, or perhaps consent in it
occurring; but when it is not outside coition, hence it is not gravely illicit, the
resolution of nature with full pleasure as the wife has immediately before or which
not yet had, procurers by touching herself after the man has duly inseminated her.’
In this quote we see Arregui is essentially asserting that it is morally licit for a woman to bring
herself to what modern terminology refers to climax as long as it is immediately before coition or
after she has been inseminated by her husband.® He observes that this can be done by her touching
herself in order to complete what he calls the resolution of nature, which essentially means climax

in the context of modern terminology. The reason for this is because historically, many authors

viewed female pollution in a fundamentally different way than male pollution.

III. Subsequent Definitions of Pollution

Subsequent theologians however define pollution differently. For example, we read in Henry

Davis’ Moral and Pastoral Theology the following definition:

Pollution is properly defined as a complete venereal act without coition, either by
nature in joining or unnaturally as in sodomy and bestiality.’

"Antonio Arregui, S.1. Summarium Theologiae Moralis ad recentem codicem iuris canonici accommodatum
(Editio Tertia Decima. The Newman Bookshop. Westminister, Maryland. 1944), p.554 (n.812): Licent coniugibus: a)
actus necesssari vel utiles ad copulam, quicumque illi sint, interni vel externi, exclusis mente adulterina, affectu
sodomitico et periculo proximo tum pollutionis extra copulam, tum consensus in illam forte subortam; sed non est extra
copulam, ac proinde ne graviter illicita, resolutio naturae cum plena voluptate quam uxor habet immediate antea, vel
quam, nondum habitam, sibi tactibus procuret postquam vir rite seminaverit. Emphasis his.

!t should be noted that the book by Arregui has an imprimatur.
*Henry Davis, Moral and Pastoral Theology (Fourth Edition. Sheed and Ward. New York. 1943), vol. 2, p.

241: Pollutio proprie definitur actus completus venereus sine concubitu, sive naturali in copula sine innaturali in sodomia
et bestialitate.



The differences between the two definitions is one defined pollution as a complete venereal act while
the other one defined pollution as the effusion of semen or the seed from the man.'® This difference
in the definitions then arrives at different conclusions. We see Davis making the following
observation derived from that different definition: “therefore given the above definition, pollution

»II' He also observes that therefore direct

is able to be present in women no less than in men.
voluntary pollution is a grave sin and does not admit of doing it for any kind of reason.

The conclusion from this therefore is that because the definition of pollution is based of the
completion of any venereal act, then in the later moralists who were following the natural law, a
woman was not permitted to bring herself to pollution before or after the conjugal act, even if it is

immediately connected to it."”

Conclusion

One thing becomes clear, the moralists in the area of those matters pertaining to those things

11t is not clear in the texts of the moralists what was the cause of the shift in the definition. We may speculate
it had something to do with the advance of science recognizing that pollution in women actually does actually contribute
to fecundity. For example, it is not just a matter of a change in the fluid that is emitted but also the fact that the cervix
drops and things of this sort which indicate that female pollution is actually order towards being inseminated. It may
also be the result of authors having a fuller reflection on the nature of the natural law as well as the writings of St.
Alphonsus and St. Thomas.

"Davis, op. cit., p. 242: Ideo, quatenus definitur supra, pollutio adesse potest in mulier non minus quam in viris.

"2If a full moral analysis is given, we recognize that there is not a condition which would change the natural
species into a different moral species in relationship to individuals bringing themselves to pollution or touching
themselves sexually outside the context of that which the moralists state, e.g. when cleaning oneself, etc. Rather, this
type of natural species when simply looked at from the point of view of reason always bears the same moral species. In
that context, the moral species of masturbation would be a species without a condition. For discussion of the natural
species and the moral species and conditions, see Fr. Chad Ripperger, The Morality of the Exterior Act.
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that were ancillary to the conjugal act or specifically to coition, vary quite a bit from author to author
even before the council. However, the authors just before the Second Vatican Council who were
faithful to the Magisterium as well as to the natural law, all agree that self sexual stimulation even
in relationship a woman to bringing herself to pollution in the context of the conjugal act was

considered grave matter and not permissible.
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