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A discussion about marriage and sexuality could 
be understood as a fundamental aspect of a con-
temporary discussion, especially in relation to the 
fields of morality and justice. Today in theory 
and in practice, many positions exist as a result 
of differing views on marriage and sexuality in 
our contemporary world. In my opinion, many 
people think they know what marriage is, what 
sexuality is; they may indeed have an idea, an 
opinion, a point of view, but they do not really 
know exactly why marriage and sexuality are 
linked in the particular way taught by certain 
theologians.1

Here I would like to explain briefly the point 
of view of the Blessed Antonio Rosmini, an Ital-
ian Catholic philosopher and theologian who 
lived in the first half of the nineteenth century, 
who provides interesting food for thought for 
our contemporary world.

1. Marriage and Love

What is marriage? For some people it is a simple 
ceremony, well-orchestrated by parents and 
friends. For others it is a simple contract, formal-
ized before a public authority. For other people 
it is above all an unforgettable event. For still 
others, it is a different way of life, a union, a 
sharing, a popular phenomenon, a fact that, 
sooner or later, may come to exist.

The list of opinions could be continued 
including some reflections about divorce.2 Of 
course, it might be said, it depends on one’s envi-
ronment; in a theological school, other issues 

would probably influence us. In the face of the 
question: “What is marriage?”, a few people 
responded immediately: “It is a sacrament”, and 
others have come to the same conclusion after 
some further discussion. The traditional equa-
tion: marriage = sacrament, is no longer con-
ceived as being naturally obvious. It is for me 
very interesting to hear some people saying: “get 
married for love, if there is love, then there is 
everything”, and then immediately hear the same 
people use expressions such as: “if love ends, the 
marriage also ends”.3

This only brings a sudden shift in the ques-
tion: “What is love?” As we can imagine, there 
are always different assertions, different points 
of view in which some definition of the too 
greatly abused word love can be found. The vast 
majority of the definitions refer to the sphere 
of sensuality, corporeality and feeling, without 
any reference to the true meaning of love, which 
goes beyond sensuality, corporeality and feeling, 
if it is understood in a philosophical and theo-
logical context that is able to explain all the 
facets the word love possesses. Sensuality, cor-
poreality and feeling are, in fact, elements of 
human nature that must be understood and not 
condemned, but which do not constitute the 
whole person. Their meaning, in the natural and 
supernatural order, remains something that can 
only be interpreted in the light of a wider, 
higher and deeper vision involving inevitably 
the openness of the human person to his/her 
spiritual dimension and his/her natural inclina-
tion to search for God who is not a concept, 
but a Person.
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Only an encounter with God can actually 
provide an initial understanding of what true 
love is, and marriage can be considered as the 
sacramental expression of this encounter. It is in 
human nature to search for love, an uncondi-
tional love that is realized in the union of two 
people, who mutually bind their lives through a 
pact made with each other and with God, which 
announces its validity to humanity. The groom 
and the bride, the agents of marriage, are called 
to be witnesses of their relationship by virtue of 
a sacrament of love which makes them one flesh.

We must try to answer this question: “In the 
face of all the alternative perspectives the con-
temporary world seems to propose, is it still pos-
sible to demonstrate that Christian marriage 
continues to have value today?”

For Rosmini, Christian marriage does not 
have a value but is a value, in exactly the same 
way as with his concept of a person. A person 
has no freedom, but is freedom. For this upholds 
the sense of the words of Jesus when he said, “I 
am the way, and the truth, and the life. No man 
cometh to the Father, but by me.” (Jn, 14:6) The 
ontology and the theology of Christ are the heart 
of the thought and life of every human being, 
who knows himself/herself to be a unique work 
of art, loved and created by God.

2. Marriage

The great Italian philosopher Antonio Rosmini 
reflected on the question of marriage from dif-
ferent points of view in important works4 which 
may be considered today as an extraordinary 
example of his broad education and sensibility. 
A large number of papers, studies and surveys, 
written over time, demonstrate the attention that 
scholars5 have had for his philosophical thought 
in this particular field.

a precise reference, but that necessarily involves many 
disciplines linked with theology: philosophy, history, 
law, medicine, biology and many other sciences. 

2 Today the question of divorce seems to be more impor-
tant than marriage, but the question is open. On the 
Rosminian side, Cirillo Bergamaschi’s response to this 
problem is very interesting. See C. B$&-!"!)(.,: 
“L’indissolubilità naturale e sacramentale del matrimo-
nio e la legislazione civile secondo Rosmini”, in: Aqui-
nas (1976/3), 327-359. 

3 A friend of mine commented to me one day: “Remem-
ber: love is eternal while it lasts”. 

4 The principal works by Antonio Rosmini about mar-
riage have been published in volume number 30 of the 
critical edition of his works, as the 6th volume of the 
Moral Philosophy Section: A. R*)",',: Del Matrimo-
nio, ed. R. Bessero Belti, Roma: Città Nuova, 1977 
(Opere edite ed inedite di Antonio Rosmini; 30). This 
book contains the following essays: Sulle leggi civili che 
riguardano il Matrimonio de’ cristiani (9-175); Progetto 
di legge sul Matrimonio del Deputato Bertolini (179-193); 
Lettera di un teologo ad un vescovo sul ministro del 
Sacramento del Matrimonio (197-202); La legge civile in 
relazione al Matrimonio: Dialoghi tre (205-336); Del bene 
del Matrimonio Cristiano: Ragionamento (339-353). 
Rosmini also wrote about marriage in other important 
works. We must remember Filosofia del diritto, ed. 
R. Orecchia, 6 vols., Padova: Cedam, 1967-1969. This 
extensive work has been translated in English by two 
Rosminian fathers: Denis Cleary and Terence Watson: 
The Philosophy of Right, 6 vols., Durham: Rosmini 
House, 1993-1996. 

5 Here follow, in order of publication date, the most 
important contributions by different experts on the 
question of marriage in Rosmini’s thought. G. G!//,: 
Il matrimonio civile e il Cattolicesimo in Italia: Ragiona-
menti e dissertazioni dedicati al Chiarissimo Abate Anto-
nio Rosmini-Serbati, Casale Monferrato: Andrea Casuc-
cio, 1851; A. D’A'-$''$): Sul progetto di legge intorno 
al matrimonio: Osservazioni del senatore Alessandro 
D’Angennes arcivescovo di Vercelli, che si rassegnano al 
Senato del Regno, Vercelli: De Gaudenzi, 1852; 
G. B#&*',: “Se il matrimonio sia un contratto”, in: 
L’Ateneo Religioso 6/35 (30.08.1874), 274-275 and 6/38 
(20.09.1874), 298-299; L M. B,%%,!: Difendiamo la fami-
glia: Saggio contro il divorzio, e specialmente contro la 
proposta di introdurlo in Italia, Torino: Eredi Botta, 1893 
(2nd ed. Torino: Baravalle e Falconieri, 1902); 
C. V,-%,'*: “Una qualità essenziale dell’impotenza al 
matrimonio in diritto civile”, in: Monitore dei Tribunali 
(1920), n. 24; L. Z$-'!: “A proposito di nuovi scritti 
sul concetto del matrimonio”, in: Rivista Rosminiana 3 
(1921), 220-221; C. V,-%,'*: Rosmini e la morale sessuale, 
Roma: Leonardo da Vinci, 1923; C. V,-%,'*, “Lo scopo 
essenziale del matrimonio”, in: Rivista internazionale di 
filosofia del diritto 7/1 (1927), 71-74; G. A&$'+: “Amore 
e matrimonio”, in: Rivista Rosminiana (1933/1), 38-42; 
R. B,*/: Educare all’amore, Torino: Marietti, 1945; 
E. V,/!%$: Il tentativo di introdurre il matrimonio 
civile in Piemonte, Roma: Edizioni dell’Ateneo, 1951; 

1 I do not want to say that all theologians take the same 
line, but that a theological vision of the problem, 
beyond the different religious confessions, provides 
a more complete, although different, picture with 
respect to an expressed opinion that does not start from 
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Here I want to focus, albeit briefly, on some 
central aspects of his thoughts on marriage, for 
I am convinced that his vision can contribute to 
a reconsideration of Christian marriage in the 
context of our contemporary “liquid society”. 
This society, still dazed by the aftermath of nihil-
ism, senses the urgency for solid references that 
take maximally into account the dignity of the 
human person in the complexity of his/her own 
existence.

For Rosmini, God reveals himself to humans, 
but imperfectly. The fact, however, that he does 
so makes it possible for human beings to enter 
into this special relationship with God which is 
the basis of a relationship that Rosmini defines 
as a theocratic society. The human person can also 
establish other types of society but the purposes 
of these are always subordinate to that ultimate 
aim that is realized through full communion with 
God. Particularly important is the kind of society 
that Rosmini defines as conjugal society because 
it is “the source of the growth of the human 
species which, by consummating conjugal union, 
comes to subsist in many individuals. So the 
human race comes into being, and human nature 
enters, or can enter, into theocratic society with 
all the individuals in whom this society is des-
tined to reveal and actuate itself. Thus, marriage 
contains something elevated that moved the 
Redeemer of the human race to raise it to the 
dignity of a sacrament.”6

Getting married is the forming of a conjugal 
society. This means that being together in a cer-
tain place is not enough to form a society; oth-
erwise a simple pile of stones would be a society 
rather than a simple example of a material 
whole. Nor can the formation of a society be 
realized without the fundament of sensuality and 
rationality, otherwise even animals would be 
able to set up a society. Umberto Muratore 
writes that “[t]he feeling of the animal is essen-
tially individual: to seek pleasure and avoid pain 
is simply based on instinct, which by nature is 
blind and looks only for its own interest. The 
union of the brutes more than a society is a 
cohabitation.”7

So we can ask: when do we have a society? 
A society is created when members consciously 
and freely attach a common goal to their union. 
This common purpose is to be understood as an 
asset to be achieved. For this, members need to 
agree to direct their actions to the attainment 
and enjoyment of that good. So we can say that 
in order to have a society, intelligence is necessary. 
The union of bodies is not sufficient to create a 
society, it is necessary that the social order be 
sought in intelligent souls.

If we apply this conception to marriage, we 
obtain a clear and precise definition of what 
should be understood as Rosmini’s conception 
of marriage. He writes: “According to upright 
reason, husband and wife are two human beings 
who unite with all the fullness realizable between 
persons of different sex. This is the true concept 
of marriage.”8 Continuing, we read this sentence: 
“Marriage, as I have defined it, is ‘the full, appro-
priate union between man and woman’.”9 

What does full, appropriate union mean? To 
understand this concept we must fully under-
stand that a union cannot be attained without 
the Truth. For Rosmini, in fact, the Truth, which 
is unique to all humankind, unites in itself intel-
ligence and will, giving humans the peace and 
joy that comes from the consciousness of one’s 
own righteousness. In this way, we can under-
stand why Rosmini wrote that “it is clear that 
two intelligent beings can love each other. In this 
love, each loves all that is in the other, every part 
and every endowment of the other; every good 
and pleasure of the other is loved, together with 
the peace, joy and dignity proper to the other. 
All these things are loved in the beloved accord-
ing to their intrinsic merit, that is, limitlessly.”10 
If humans have the courage to look at the reality 
of all things, to draw from it the meaning, to 
proceed according to reason, they realize that all 
real beings belong to the real supreme principle 
of all the others. In this way the human will is 
forced to find God. Thanks to this love, God 
himself enters as a third member into the con-
jugal society, because “God becomes the com-
mon good both of himself and of the spouses”.11 
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1968), 9-12; F. B!//!-%,!: “Familia seminarium reipu-
blicae”, in: Sociologia (1970/1), 11-29; U. M#&!/*&$: 
“Natura del matrimonio e divorzio in Rosmini”, in: 
Rivista Rosminiana (1974/1), 3-27; M. C*&&,!) C*&*'!: 
“Il ‘Matrimonio civile’ tra giusnaturalismo e positivismo 
giuridico (1852-1865)”, in: Iustitia (1975/ 2-3), 148-177; 
C. R,0!: Cristiani per l’uomo, Assisi: Cittadella, 1978; 
G. C!"1!',',: “Antonio Rosmini e la spiritualità coni-
ugale”, in: La Famiglia (March-April 1979), 186-187; 
A. A#/,$&*: Amore e coniugalità: Antropologia e teologia 
del matrimonio in Antonio Rosmini, Torino: Marietti, 
1980; U. M#&!/*&$: “Le ‘profezie’ di Rosmini: Wojtyla 
e il sesso, c’è un precursore”, in: Gazzetta del Popolo 
(06.02.1980); L. P&$''!: Antropologia della coniugalità: 
Corpo e sentimento, Roma: Città Nuova, 1980; P. P&,',: 
“La società coniugale e il dono della vita”, in: Il Tempo 
258 (28.09.1980); L. P&$''!: “L’unione coniugale nel 
pensiero di Antonio Rosmini”, in: La Casa (1981/1), 
19-20; U. M#&!/*&$: “Matrimonio e famiglia nella 
filosofia del diritto: analisi e riflessioni”, in La società 
domestica: Matrimonio e famiglia nel pensiero di Antonio 
Rosmini, Roma: Città Nuova – Stresa: Centro Inter-
nazionale di Studi Rosminiani, 1982, 183-211; L. P&$''!: 
“La coniugalità nell’antropologia filosofica di Antonio 
Rosmini”, in: Humanitas (1982/5), 748-761; D. T$//!-
"!'2,: “Il sacramento del matrimonio nel pensiero di 
Antonio Rosmini”, in: I+$": I due saranno una carne 
sola: Saggi teologici su matrimonio e famiglia, Torino: 
Elle Di Ci, 1986; G. C&,)/!%+,: “Il matrimonio nel 
pensare teologico di A. Rosmini”, in: Synaxis 5 (1987), 
73-91; L. S!0!&3: “La società domestica in Antonio 
Rosmini”, in: La Famiglia (January-February 1989), 
52-64; G. G&!'+,): “Un frammento di teologia del 
matrimonio nel pensiero di A. Rosmini”, in: Lateranum 
(2000/3), 529-554; N. M#22,': Amore e istituzione, fami-
glia e matrimonio in Antonio Rosmini, Roma: Città 
Nuova, 2003; A. C!/#&$%%,: Due una sola carne: Meta-
fisica, teologia e mistica del matrimonio e della famiglia, 
Milano: Ares, 2006. 

6 A. R*)",',: The Philosophy of Right, transl. D. Cleary/
T. Watson, Durham: Rosmini House, 1995, vol. 5, 10 
(n. 993). 

7 U. M#&!/*&$: “Natura del matrimonio e divorzio in 
Rosmini”, 5. 

8 A. R*)",',: The Philosophy of Right, vol. 5, 12 (n. 997). 
9 Ibid. 92 (n. 1256). 
10 Ibid. 16 (n. 1008). 
11 Ibid. 17 (n. 1009). 
12 It is a relation between two human beings who can 

mutually complete each other. 
13 Thanks to this vision, it is not possible to think that we 

speak of a “first class” wedding when there are children 
and of “second class” weddings when, for different rea-
sons, there are no children. 

14 Following are the titles of some studies about sexuality 
in Rosmini’s thought in order of the date of publication: 
C. V,-%,'*: Rosmini e la morale sessuale; I+$": La ses-
sualità sotto l’aspetto filosofico, Roma: Leonardo da Vinci, 
1923; I+$": Dell’essenza e dei limiti del diritto coniugale 
in ordine all’unione sessuale, Roma: Leonardo da Vinci, 

This union is an authentic full communion in 
truth, virtue and God. It is in fact this threefold 
union that constitutes and guarantees the stable 
foundation of the conjugal union.

This full union between man and woman in 
which, in both theory and practice, the element 
of sexual difference is important, demonstrates 
Rosmini’s modern vision which views the hap-
piness of the spouses as a fundamental explana-
tion of a spontaneous and true love. On the 
theoretical level, the sexual difference expresses 
the complementarity12 of the two sexes that come 
together; on a practical level, this conjunction is 
the basis of marital happiness which can be 
blessed by the generation of children.13

A careful reflection is necessary in light of the 
complexity of the human being. The attitude of 
those who claim to eliminate as problematic the 
whole complex issue of feelings, the inner 
upheaval, the tumult of the human heart, the 
passions, is unjustified, just as it would be mis-
taken to forget the aspect of human rationality 
that has its own source of light and point of 
reference in God. When we consider all these 
things in relation to the concept of marriage, the 
inevitably emerging dimension of love in its 
highest form is: love as full and complete self-
giving. In marriage, in fact, the spouses give 
themselves to each other, and do so completely.

We could say that they love each other in 
God, for He is the inexhaustible source of that 
donative love of which St John has been an 
exceptional witness.

3. Sexuality

The issue of sexuality14 is complex and central in 
ongoing debates. In this context it is important 
to consider sexuality in marriage.

R. B$))$&* B$%/,: Veramente insieme, Milano: Paoline, 
1957; R. M$'$-.$%%,: La genesi del diritto nell’esperienza 
etica del matrimonio, Padova: Cedam, 1957; G. B*2-
2$//,: “Amore e matrimonio”, in: I+$": Opere Complete, 
vol. 3, Milano: Marzorati, 1966, 2588-2590; R. B$))$&* 
B$%/,: “Perché il “no”, al divorzio”, in: Charitas (January 

96915.indb   3796915.indb   37 9/01/14   08:219/01/14   08:21



INTAMS review 19 (2013)

38

When we fall in love, we look different. Every 
single part of us is improved by virtue of a natu-
ral tendency to be influenced by a feeling that 
affects us deeply. Love is the nourishment of 
innate human harmony that unfolds through 
unequivocal attitudes toward someone, a person. 
Umberto Muratore writes that the physical 
beauty “and, even more, the beauty of the soul 
that the body often leaves transpire arouse in us 
the sensitive and spontaneous affections, if pro-
voked, they turn into love”.15 Rosmini is con-
vinced that this kind of love “is certainly harm-
ful to the perfection of virtue because, in the 
present human condition, it binds the soul, tak-
ing away from it the freedom to give itself to 
good wherever good may be”.16 This love leads 
to the sensuous affection, which is “the affection 
engendered by mutual proximity and innocent 
physical contacts of persons of the opposite or 
same sex when in conversation with each other, 
or by their imagining the pleasure from such 
situations. The affection is reduced therefore to 
a desire or tendency to renew such pleasures. Not 
every pleasure caused by bodily contact is referred 
per se to the generative organs. In fact we can see 
that movements relative to generation are entirely 
sui generis.”17 In this condition it is difficult to 
completely separate the two things. Only a few 
people who have a high moral virtue can succeed 
in this while generally what happens is that “the 
path from sensual to sexual affection is therefore 
highly slippery, and sometimes inevitable”.18

The two complementary sexes19 come together 
with the intention of procreation20, which is the 
example of a very deep love. The main purpose 
of marriage is certainly the happiness of the cou-
ple who become one in love, for love; sexual 
union that follows is the natural generative way 
that may lead to the birth of children who are a 
good wealth of marriage but who are not neces-
sarily, as we know, the purpose of marriage.

The sexual union is the vertex of the union of 
two intelligent complementary beings who com-
plete each other and who, through marriage, 
constitute a complete union. Rosmini believes 
that there are different types of union that prepare 

for this type of complete union but first of all we 
must consider the spiritual unions which relate to 
truth, virtue and God himself because such are 
essential in order to avoid any interpretation that 
would consider the mere act of sex as being the 
culmination of a complete union. The sexual act 
is only the culmination of a process of union 
between a man and a woman as a result of an 
awareness of values that transcend the mere sen-
suality of the physical act.

Different components are involved in the 
sexual act. For Rosmini, when a man has sexual 
union with a woman, this involves all his heart, 
his feelings, his intellect and his will. We could 
say that in the sexual act all the powers of the 
intellectual being are involved. The sexual act is 
permissible only when it is directed at the whole 
human person. If it only involved man’s animal-
ity, the sexual act would be merely a response to 
a stimulus. Even the resulting sexual pleasure 
should not be condemned, provided it is framed 
in a specific context of legitimacy and under-
standing.

We must be attentive because while it is true 
that a sexual act should not be condemned in 
itself, it is at the same time true for Rosmini that 
“every sexual movement therefore that does not 
have generative union between spouses as its 
immediate end is an opprobrious disorder, con-
trary to the intention of nature and to the Crea-
tor’s will. It is abhorrent to human instinct itself 
(when this has not been debased and become 
degenerate) and is reproved by human and divine 
law.”21 

Somebody could say that pleasures that are 
possible should be allowed because if such pleas-
ures are possible, it means that they are estab-
lished by a wise Creator who certainly did not 
create anything in nature that is aimless. Rosmini 
answers this provocative objection in this way:
1. For the upright human being there are no sexual 

pleasures outside marriage. There may be pleasures 
for the animal, but not for the complete human 
being who is not only animal but principally 
rational and moral, and to whom every disordered 
pleasure is supremely hateful, abominable and 
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painful. The hatred and pain overcome the pleas-
ure so that they remove the nature of pleasure and 
make it a torment: as I said, every disordered 
pleasure is rejected by the moral-human instinct 
which loves the contrary virtue above everything 
else. Those who seek such pleasures are distorted 
and drawn outside their own nature. 

2. Sexual pleasures between persons of the same sex 
(which an upright person will never want) are a 
sort of necessary consequence of the sexual ten-
dency, whose legitimate mode of satisfaction is 
however in honest marriage. This consequence 
results from the limitation inherent in animal 
nature. But, as we said, all the defects of this con-
sequence considered physically are opposed in a 
human being by the existence of intelligence and 
of noble instincts, instincts which intelligence is 
born to produce and does produce, provided the 
human being is not damaged. In animals, however, 
who lack reason as a brake and moderating influ-
ence, the Creator provides that the sexual instinct 
does not suffer any misuse, except rarely, through 
some infirmity or damage to their physical inclina-
tions.22 

As we can see, Rosmini does not condemn the 
man who is the victim of a sexual orientation 
that by general definition is aberrant because the 
philosopher is concerned about the person, who 
remains a person, even when having committed 
the worst sins. He does not say, for example, that 
homosexuality is a malady, but a messy impulse 
that can be caused by several different factors. 
Only by accepting the doctrine of original sin 
– now less attended to than in the past – in rela-
tion to the Rosminian vision regarding the dif-
ference between sin and guilt,23 can we under-
stand the limitations of human nature and 
certain impulses that may lead to an instinct that 
has difficulty recognizing a specific natural and 
moral order.24 Rosmini does not judge as a cruel 
magistrate who looks down on humans, but he 
considers it to be harmful to human beings to 
walk far from the path of perfection that every 
person is called to follow.

Now we can try to understand the nature of 
the sexual union from the perspective offered by 

Rosmini. He gives an extremely charming anal-
ysis which focuses on two main points: (1) Sexual 
union is an act of the soul; (2) the union of the 
sexes is a mutual communication of life.

Let us begin with the first point. Rosmini 
writes: 

[…] According to the Creator’s most wise dispo-
sitions, the chief of all the different conditions 
of human nature is the difference between the 
sexes. The character of this difference is such 
that, far from impeding the full union of two 

1925; L. S(&$",': L’educazione della castità, Torino: 
Marietti, 1930; A. A#/,$&*: Amore e coniugalità; 
U. M#&!/*&$: “Le ‘profezie’ di Rosmini”; L. P&$''!: 
Antropologia della coniugalità: Corpo e sentimento, Roma: 
Città Nuova, 1980; N. M#22,': “Matrimonio e famiglia 
in Rosmini: Luogo di umanizzazione e fattore di civiltà”, 
in: Rivista Rosminiana (2006/4), 337-362. 

15 U. M#&!/*&$: “Natura del matrimonio e divorzio in 
Rosmini”, 7. 

16 A. R*)",',: The Philosophy of Right, vol. 5, 28 (n. 1045). 
17 Ibid. 29 (n. 1048-1049). 
18 Ibid. 30 (n. 1051). 
19 Rosmini is very clear on this when he says that “sexual 

affection unites the two sexes with the intention of 
generation. This affection is so proper to them that it 
is physically impossible between persons of the same 
sex” (ibid. 31 [n. 1053]). 

20 Rosmini does not condemn sexuality but he believes 
that sexuality outside of the sacrament of marriage could 
be defined as disordered and far from the pure intention 
of the upright human person. 

21 A. R*)",',: The Philosophy of Right, vol. 5, 31 (n. 1054). 
22 Ibid. 31-32 (n. 1055). 
23 Rosmini distinguishes between sin and guilt, considering 

sin as a disorderly action or state which is harmful 
because totally contrary to truth and God’s will. A per-
son is only guilty of sin when he deliberately chooses to 
act immorally. If Adam is guilty of original sin, we are 
not. We have the original sin without guilt, but we 
become guilty when we deliberately give in to the weak-
ness of nature consequent to original sin. It is difficult 
to understand in which way the disorder caused by 
original sin works in us. We can only say that none are 
immune to imperfection caused by the original sin. 
We could say that each of us has his/her own sins but 
God will judge, while what is important for us is repen-
tance. These approaches are to be found in: A. R*)",',: 
Conscience, transl. D. Cleary/T. Watson, Durham: 
Rosmini House, 1989. 

24 This is a philosophical argument, not a dogmatic sup-
position. This way of thinking, can, I think, be consid-
ered interesting even by a person who “believes to not 
believe”. 
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human individuals through lack of uniformity, 
it accomplishes the union through diversity of 
form. The Creator has predisposed a wonderful 
appropriateness of form and organization of one 
body to the other. The immediate cause of this 
cannot be found in a principle of reason but 
solely in the fact of animality, which according 
to its eternal concept is necessarily subject to such 
law and determination. 
[…] The nature of sexual union, for which human 
nature is suitable in its lowest part, is not, I repeat, 
material, as if it could be achieved by the mere 
mechanical union of material parts. It is rather an 
activity of the active animal principle. This cer-
tainly operates in matter but with an action of its 
own that differs greatly from any mechanical 
operation.
[…] I remind the reader of what I have said else-
where: the animal principle is simple, and is the 
soul itself. The act of sexual intercourse, in which 
generation takes place, is an act of the soul operat-
ing in bodies and through bodies. The soul does 
not act through particular parts to the exclusion 
of others; the whole animal contributes to the act, 
especially the whole nervous system stimulated by 
the soul. The ancients themselves knew this.25 

Now we can consider the second point in order 
to understand why for Rosmini the union of the 
sexes is a mutual communication of life. He 
writes: 

[…] In Anthropology as an Aid to Moral Science 
I gave as my opinion that the sensations (at least 
those of touch) which we have from an animate 
body are specifically different from those of an 
inanimate body. From the former we receive a 
communication of the soul itself which gives life 
to the body that produces the sensation in us. 
[…] Individual life, it must be noted, has an expen-
sive force communicable to the bodies it is able to 
invade. It certainly has a power to make them one 
with itself, as we see in nutrition and other phe-
nomena. We can have no great difficulty therefore 
in conceiving and admitting that a kind of com-
munication of life takes place between two living 
bodies when they make contact; one body feels the 
very soul of the other body. This is particularly true 

in the case of lovers, where each would fuse totally 
with the other, if possible. The channeling and 
communicating of life in this union is aided, or 
rather produced, by the spontaneous consent of 
the wills, that is, by the effort of the souls, the 
principles of animation. Sexual intercourse is cer-
tainly the most intimate of bodily unions: the two 
fundamental feelings seem for a moment to become 
one, so that the feeling of one is reciprocally the 
feeling of the other. No words can express this 
more effectively than those of Scripture which 
define marriage as: ‘And the two shall be in one 
flesh’ [St. Matthew 19:5-6]. Here the unity of the 
flesh must be understood as the unity of life by 
which the flesh is vivified and in which both indi-
viduals share. The union of the sexes is therefore a 
vital not a material union. In the act, which can 
last only a moment, life exercises the function by 
which it joins two living bodies in the way the parts 
of a single animated body are joined together: for 
example, the brain and heart of the same human 
being intercommunicate through organic, vital 
functions and make a single animal out of both.26 

4. Marriage and Sexual Union

It is very interesting that Rosmini treats these 
issues in The Philosophy of Right, but it is clear 
that for him marriage is a very special form of 
union that should be defined with explicit char-
acteristics and that even involves a context con-
cerning the nature of the rights and the conse-
quent reflection on the value of the rights. We 
must be attentive at this point because the phi-
losopher introduces the explanation that the fact 
of the ordering of marriage to sexual union is for 
him the specific difference that distinguishes it 
from other kind of unions. Rosmini, in fact, 
argues that “[A]lthough the other unions in mar-
riage are presupposed and have even greater 
nobility, the sexual union is the final completion 
of marriage. The ordering of marriage to this 
union is the specific difference between it and 
all other unions possible to human beings. […] 
Ancient traditions said that the first parents of 
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mankind were androgunoi [androgynes] who were 
later separated. It was in fact logical that the 
propagated human species should consider its 
parents in the very act of generation, because in 
this act they are precisely androgunoi [androgy-
nes], and generation and paternity begin.”27

Rosmini explains clearly, as I mentioned 
before, that procreation is not the purpose of the 
marriage but the effect of a sexual union that is 
a possibility inside the marriage. He writes that 

[a]ccording to the eternal idea, the Creator so 
ordered animal nature that at the moment when 
sexual union reached its greatest degree of intimacy 
and the feeling soul of one partner tended with 
greater impetus to invade the bodily parts of the 
other, some particles should separate from the 
body of each, move towards one another and meet 
in a place suitable for maintaining their life. In the 
act of detachment, these particles are not only alive 
but at the highest degree of vital stimulation and, 
as it were, animated by double life. 
[…] After union they do not cease to live, even 
though partly divided from the individuals to 
whom they belong and from whom they were 
drawn by impetus of the souls that wished to 
unite. Through this division, the feeling preserved 
in them is no longer part of the feeling of the two 
individuals. They constitute therefore the first 
rudiments of a new animal destined to become a 
new human individual through communication 
of the light of God’s face. 
[…] There is no more apt way of expressing this 
mysterious fact of generation than the phrase of 
divine Scripture in which the son of the parents 
is called their ‘spark’.28

This union described by Rosmini leads the reflec-
tion to consider a new fundamental principle 
that we can now understand clearly: the inconfus-
ability of persons. He writes that 

[c]onjugal society is a perfect union in accord with 
nature, a union between two human individuals of 
different sex. But one thing remains distinct in 
them: person. The spouses unite to form one nature 
out of two, but cannot form one person out of two. 
When God defined marriage saying that the 
spouses must be one flesh, he said simultaneously 

that they will be two in the one flesh, ‘THEY 
WILL BE TWO’. 
[…] It is true that a kind of personal communica-
tion also exists between lovers, and therefore 
between spouses, in so far as one enjoys the per-
sonship of the other. But this kind of transfusion 
of persons neither intermingles them nor excludes 
their proper, inalienable being. 
[…] If the affection we are discussing changes 
from a spontaneous to an aroused state, it produces 
a special loving phenomenon; it goes outside itself 
to the loved object. Petrarch indicates this: Some-
times in the midst of sad tears / A doubt assails 
me: how can these limbs / live so far from their 
spirit? / But Love responds: Don’t you remember? 
/ This is a privilege of lovers / freed from all 
human qualities.29

In conclusion we can say that Rosmini keeps 
alive the pure meaning of marriage, shows the 
nature of this union, demonstrates the necessity 
of understanding that this special union is about 
the two different sexes: man and woman, under-
lines the importance of sexuality and explains the 
value that the marriage is, in accordance with 
that which ancient peoples have understood very 
well. He transcribes how the “Romans defined 
it [marriage]: ‘The union of male and female, 
the sharing of all life, the communication of 
DIVINE and human right’, and said that the 
wife ‘is accepted as companion in human matters 
and in the DIVINE HOUSE’. With wonderful 
foresight, the Romans included in marriage that 
divine society about which we have spoken and 
which we have posited as the foundation of mar-
riage.”30

25 A. R*)",',: The Philosophy of Right, vol. 5, 32-33 (n. 1056-
1058). 

26 Ibid. 33-34 (n. 1059-1060). 
27 Ibid. 34 (n. 1061-1062). 
28 Ibid. 35 (n. 1063-1064). 
29 Ibid. 35-36 (n. 1065-1067). 
30 Ibid. 36 (n. 1068).
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• Summary  Marriage and Sexuality: A Rosminian Proposal 
for Today

The vision of Antonio Rosmini 
on marriage and sexuality is an 
inspiration for contemporary 
reflection. The author tries to 
demonstrate the modernity of his 
point of view. Rosmini, in fact, is 
a classical example of a Christian 
thinker who knew how to advo-
cate a renewal in the tradition of 
the Church, preserving the mes-
sage of the Fathers of the Church 
and accepting the challenge of 
modern times. Relativism and 
atheism, the two names of the 
same disease called nihilism, have 

contributed to the destruction of 
moral, philosophical, political and 
theological values. The state of 
marriage is also affected by this 
disease. Rosmini is very clear and 
he appeals to reason to respond 
to both rationalism to irrational-
ism, the two theoretical extremes 
of our times. Marriage is a value 
and reference to the Truth and 
to Love guarantees victory against 
any provocative opinion that 
would seem to deny the funda-
mental status of marriage in itself.

Samuele Francesco Tadini 
(°1977) is a researcher at the 
Centro Internazionale di Studi 
Rosminiani of Stresa and 
assistant of Prof. Markus 
Krienke for the programs of 
“Cattedra Rosmini” and His-
tory of Modern Philosophy 
at the Faculty of Theology in 
Lugano (CH). He is cur-
rently doing a research pro-
ject focusing on the theo-
logical problems of Rosmini’s 
Theosophy under the guidance 
of Prof. Luigi Ferdinando 
Marcolungo at the University 
of Verona. He is also collabo-
rating with the research team 
under the direction of Prof. 
Luciano Malusa and Prof. 
Pier Paolo Ottonello prepar-
ing the publication of Ros-
mini’s correspondence. He 
recently published La Teoso-
fia di Rosmini: Invito alla 
lettura, Stresa: Edizioni Ros-
miniane, 2012.

96915.indb   4296915.indb   42 9/01/14   08:219/01/14   08:21


