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It is a combination of mystery and serendipity when  
what you read, sometimes a single statement, changes 

your life or—more modestly—changes the way you 
think about something. It’s as if that simple sentence 
manages to stop you from fixating on the individual tree 
so you can, finally, survey the whole forest. 

The latter precisely describes a recent experience of 
mine. A statement issued by the Pontifical Academy 
of Sciences (PAS) in June of 20031  revolutionized the 
way I had formerly been thinking about NaProTECH-
NOLOGY (NPT).2  The Academy (comprised of distin-
guished scientists from around the world appointed by 
the Pope) echoed a plea and a challenge that John Paul 
II has repeatedly extended to scientists and people of 
faith. “What is required more now than ever before,” 
the PAS urged, is “a new humanism,” a new system of 
thinking, believing and acting that evolves from and is 
nurtured by dialogue, rather than opposition, between 
science, ethics and faith. This, I imagine, is the appari-
tion that forms the backdrop of the PAS statement: The 
“breath” of a cooperatively honed, integrated scientific 
worldview—best known for safeguarding “what is hu-
man in people” and for allowing us humans to “be” 
more3 —would be capable of resuscitating our morally 
exhausted world. 

I had originally intended in this chapter of The Medi-
cal and Surgical Practice of NaProTECHNOLOGY 
to demonstrate why NPT represents sound medical 
science, that is, science as it should be; science with a 
conscience; science that neither deifies itself nor defies 
faith. But then I read that simple PAS statement and 
realized that my original thesis was entirely too narrow 
and even naively myopic.

A deepened appreciation of the PAS statement unveiled 
the breathtaking horizons of the “expanded” thesis I 
needed to explore: NPT is a prolepsis of the positive so-
cietal impact of a humanistic science. In other words, it 
is an already existing model of reproductive health care 
that anticipates biomedicine’s role in the new humanism 
envisioned by the Pope and PAS membership. NPT was 
and is and will be a part of a much larger movement, of 
a more formidable objective than that of merely being 
an example of how faith and reproductive medicine can 
be in harmony. With its neo-humanist culture, NPT is, 
in my opinion, the flagship of natural procreative initia-
tives that are, even as you read, producing the “good 
fruit” of a truly human culture where knowledge, belief 
and behavior will be ordered to the good of present and 
future generations of the family of mankind.
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To prove my thesis I want to explore with you the culture 
of NPT from five perspectives: the vision of its pioneer, 
the vision of its science, the vision of its ethics, the vi-
sion of its faith, and the vision of its ecclesial supporters. 
Taken together, these perspectives share one feature in 
common: They attest, from different points of view, 
how the culture of NPT is a robust response to the call 
for science, ethics, and faith to build a new humanism.

I. NPT: The Vision of Its Pioneer

Since the perspective of this section could be construed 
as gratuitous flattery on my part or a kind of blatant 
self-service on the part of the textbook’s author, I have 
a suggestion for the reader. Be clear from the outset 
why neither construal would be justified. First, the many 
who know and work with Dr. Hilgers would agree with 
me that it is fact not flattery to argue that the positive 
humanistic impact of NaProTECHNOLOGY is all of 
a piece with his character. Second, that Hilgers never 
directed me to approach the subject from a biographical 
perspective–and even objected to it for fear it appear 
self-promotional or obscure the collegial nature of his 
research–definitively disproves any sort of self-service 
on his part.

Like every other human being, Thomas W. Hilgers 
has had to decide what it is that gives ultimate mean-
ing to his life. And, just as importantly, he must then 
behave—that is, make choices—accordingly. And, as 
with every other clinician involved in research, Hilgers 
has had to adjudge, and then act on, what gives meaning 
and value to his work.

Relying on many private discussions with him over the 
years as well as on his published articles and lectures, I 
would like to reconstruct what, in my mind, constitutes 
this man’s vision—the goals and principles by which he 
lives and works. And the best way to do that, it seems 
to me, is to highlight, first, some of his more prominent 
personal virtues and characteristics (those habits and 
attitudes that make him a good man) and, second, his 
intellectual skills (those habits that make him a good 
medical researcher). Not surprisingly, these moral and 
intellectual virtues frequently overlap and fertilize one 
another and, together, recapitulate the genuine human-
ism of his person and of his brainchild, NPT.

Personal Virtues

Man of Wisdom 

John Paul II maintains that scientists do a good or bad 
job of deciding on the ultimate meaning and value of 
their lives depending on whether they do so with or 
without “the reflective depth” of “theological wisdom.”4 

But why would John Paul make wisdom the pivotal vir-
tue for a good scientist? The answer is found in the fact 
that wisdom is “the intellectual virtue which considers 
the highest causes” of things and above all focuses on 
the ultimate cause or God.5  For that very reason, Aristo-
tle called wisdom the “first science” or the premier way 
of knowing and understanding everything that exists. 
 
Being wise and acting wisely is part of the genius of T. 
W. Hilgers. He is, in Aquinas’s definition of things, a 
wise man because he “systematically relates all things 
to God.” This is to say that Hilgers is a “consummate 
realist”; he 

sees that as a matter of fact all things are related to 
God, and therefore he is but acknowledging the basic 
truth of things. The wise man sees that nothing can 
be adequately explained unless it is related to the 
first cause of all that is. He sees that nothing can even 
be understood in itself unless it first is understood 
in terms of the Being to whom it owes its being.6

I can say, based on exchanges with him, that he con-
sciously works off the premise that he will never un-
derstand the meaning and the workings of the human 
reproductive system and of the menstrual and ovulatory 
cycles unless and until he reverences the mystery of 
the whole person, the whole patient. And, in the final 
analysis, he recognizes that appreciating the worth of the 
whole patient will only come when he views her against 
the person of God and his life-giving love.

 
Man of Humility

Dr. Hilgers’ unassuming ways make you feel he’s just a 
regular guy. And, to my mind, that impression is directly 
connected to the truth that he’s someone who is com-
fortable in his own skin. He neither grossly exaggerates 
nor severely underestimates his abilities. He avoids the 
extremes of pride7  and immoderate self-depreciation. 
Describing him as a man of humility, then, is the same 
thing as defining him as a man of God. For, as John Paul 
notes, “whoever labors to penetrate the secrets of real-
ity with a humble and steady mind is, even unawares, 
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being led by the hand of God, who holds all things in 
existence and gives them their identity.”8  No wonder, 
then, that the correct definition of humility is knowing 
the truth about one’s self, knowing one’s “true position 
with respect to God and … neighbour.” 9

Of the many ways that Hilgers demonstrates honest self-
estimation, none is more striking than when he refers to 
himself as the pioneer of NPT, as a trailblazer who looks 
forward to the contributions of his contemporaries and 
those who come after him. In other words, he knows his 
work of ploughing, planting, and watering represents 
the springtime of NPT and that it will be for others to 
bring in its autumn harvest. Just as Hilgers’ findings are 
an integral part of the research that is precedent to his 
own, so his work will be “an integral part of the future 
as one whose thoughts have fertilized science.”10  One 
historian of science astutely observes that it is entirely 
appropriate “to praise the first initiator not only for what 
he had actually put in his [research] but also for what 
he had left there in potency.”11

A pertinent example: Nothing pleases the pioneer of 
NaProTECHNOLOGY more than the thought that, 
down the line, researchers other than him will conduct 
the double-blind randomized clinical trials that could 
well be critical in winning over doubting Thomases to 
the merit of NPT.

Man of Long-suffering 

Every time I read the passage from Isaiah that describes 
the Servant of the Lord as a man accustomed to suffering 
and infirmity (Is. 53:3), I think of Dr. Hilgers. Choose 
any negative response12  you can think of—rejection, 
apathy, ridicule—and be rest assured that he and those 
associated with his work have felt its sting.13  The obser-
vations of Solzhenitsyn give credence to the importance 
of bearing up under such adversity. In describing the 
inequality between the freedom for excellence and 
the freedom for evil that typifies Western society, the 
political dissident makes a case for the long-suffering 
and strength of soul that will be needed by people who, 
like Hilgers, are intent on the excellence of a new hu-
manism. “A statesman [substitute medical researcher],” 
Solzhenitsyn says, 

who wants to achieve something highly constructive 
for his country [substitute his profession and his 
church] has to move cautiously and even timidly; 
thousands of hasty (and irresponsible) critics cling to 
him at all times; he is constantly rebuffed by parlia-
ment [substitute medical community] and the press. 

He has to prove that his every step is well founded 
and absolutely flawless. Indeed, an outstanding, 
truly great person who has unusual and unexpected 
initiatives in mind does not get any chance to assert 
himself; dozens of traps will be set for him from 
the beginning.14

There is a resurrection side to long-suffering, of course. 
As Solzhenitsyn also attests, people who are no stranger 
to sorrow and rejection are, for that same reason, per-
sons who oftentimes achieve “a spiritual development 
of such intensity” that they’re eminently able to stay 
the course over the long haul. What else but a strong 
spiritual rudder accounts for the fact that, amidst all sorts 
of adversities, Hilgers is cruising into his 28th year of 
research and still counting?

Man of Faith

Dr. Hilgers’ faith is universal (small-c catholic) because 
it is concrete and particular (capital-C Catholic).15  In 
the first place, the universal sense (or small-c catholic) 
that permeates his faith and, thus, the scientific culture 
of NPT, comprises these important facts: man has a 
delegated dominion over the world, and God has do-
minion over man. Second, he directly links his concrete 
and particular sense of those (small-c) universal facts 
of stewardship and divine providence to the greatest 
(capital-C Catholic) fact of history: the Incarnation, and 
the life-giving love that Jesus Christ came to reveal.16

So, as a specialist in reproductive medicine, Hilgers 
gets it; he takes the universal/parochial nature of the 
Incarnation as the touchstone fact of his life and his 
work. Practically speaking, this seminal insight inspires 
obedience in him. He is faithful to what is universally 
true and good by assenting to (and guiding his research 
by the light of) the particularization of that truth and 
goodness taught by the concrete successors to Jesus 
Christ, the magisterium. 

This, to my mind, is Hilgers’ modus operandi—even if 
sometimes at a sub-conscious level. He thinks through 
the myriad of unanswered questions and yet-to-be-
explored avenues of his clinical research in a manner 
that can only be described as thinking with assent.17  
Rooted in those universally true principles of the 
Roman Catholic Church, he is firmly convinced that 
“Catholic answers can be given to such questions.”18  
With Marconi (1874-1937), one of the great scientists 
of the 20th century, Hilgers knows that science cannot 
explain many things, especially, the greatest of myster-
ies, human existence. For that reason, he resonates with 
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Marconi’s profession: “I believe, not only as a Catholic 
but also as a scientist.”19 

And that’s precisely why, moved as he is by a combina-
tion of a feisty independence and religious conviction, 
Hilgers joined the small coterie of Catholic profession-
als who responded to Pope Paul VI’s plea for the de-
velopment of a science-based, moral method of family 
planning.20  That’s also why, in his infertility research, 
he responded to the call of Donum Vitae. He resisted 
“the temptation to go beyond the limits of a reasonable 
dominion over nature” and made “service of persons and 
of human procreation”21  the cachet of the medical and 
surgical components of his reproductive technology. He 
understands and believes that either the anthropological 
vision behind NaPro conforms to the natural truth about 
the human person and human procreation enshrined in 
magisterial teaching, or NPT is simply bad medicine 
and bogus science.

No one should doubt that it was his Roman Catholi-
cism that suggested “lines of scientific investigation 
that would not otherwise have occurred to him.”22  He 
realizes that the ultimate touchstone of the validity of 
his clinical research is its conformity with the Truth, 
Jesus Christ, and the Church that he founded.23  And it 
is precisely because of the truth and validity of NPT 
that Hilgers is able to offer women’s health care that 
is small-c catholic, that is, universally applicable to 
women everywhere.

Man of Piety

Piety sums up the “full circle effect” in which Hilgers 
lives the Christian life with all its demands. His is a 
piety that renders God his due and then radiates outward 
toward neighbor, rendering others their due. The faithful 
obedience and loving worship that he renders to God 
animate, and find their perfection in, his fraternal love 
for others. As he makes “an honest and responsible 
use of [his] own ingenuity and of the great and small 
achievements which spring from it,”24  Hilgers’ service 
of God is of-a-piece with his service of patients and 
professional colleagues. 

Research Skills

Independence

You don’t need to speak to T. W. Hilgers for any great 
length before you realize that his ability to think things 

through—to pinpoint problems and to find solutions—is 
directly related to his internal freedom. He is neither 
a slave to medical fashion nor a cavalier iconoclast of 
what is worthy in traditional contemporary obstetric and 
gynecological medicine.25  He refuses to be a sychophant 
to dominant mentalities of the medical community, par-
ticularly to the sometimes noxious tenets of so-called 
“standard of care” in early 21st century OB/Gyn. He has 
demonstrated repeatedly that, first, he sees through the 
thin façade of a politicized science and medicine pro-
moting so-called reproductive freedom and pro-choice 
women’s health care, second, resists what Solzhenitsyn 
called “the censorship of fashion,” and, third, has the 
temerity to announce that the emperor of so-called as-
sisted reproductive technology is stark naked!26

Note well: Hilgers’ freedom to seek the truth without 
encumbrance from ideology is an intellectual ramifica-
tion following from his union with the truth of Christ 
and his Church. And, by the way, this stance explains 
why he is not shy about defending the right of other 
physicians and health care workers to invoke conscience 
clauses. He has championed their right to free exercise 
of religion, particularly in situations that would require 
their participation in morally offensive practices such 
as contraception, sterilization or abortion.27

Energy and Care

Give me the name of the company that produces his 
vitamins because they, together with what must be a 
large dose of actual graces, produce energy levels that 
rival those of the old “Energizer Bunny” himself. It 
makes sense to say that the cause of the actual graces 
is the fact that Hilgers expends as much energy and 
care on the humanistic side of his research and medical 
practice—what JP II calls “the human potentialities”28  
of science—as he does on the technical.

Rigor and Intellectual Honesty

I could not give a more concise account of the intellec-
tually rigorous way he conducts research than the one 
outlined by the Pope for the academic community of 
the University of Fribourg. “For his work to be wholly 
credible,” the Pope says, 

the researcher must for his part respect those re-
quirements which generally derive from the logic of 
science itself. It means fidelity to the reality which 
has to be examined [for Hilgers, the human person 
and the human reproductive system], constant self-
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discipline and freedom from self-seeking interest, 
readiness to cooperate, which leads to comparison of 
one’s own results with those of colleagues, eventu-
ally even to bring them into question if they meet 
with competent criticism.29 

The same rigorous standards that must be consistently 
applied in scientific research are upheld in his work, 
especially in respect to: the collection, collation, and 
interpretation of data; the experimental design of the re-
search project, and the ethical rules that govern biomedi-
cal research and its applications to clinical medicine.

Originality and Creativity

Dr. Hilgers is the first to admit that he is eternally in-
debted to the work of Drs. John and Lyn Billings whose 
prodigious research on the Ovulation Method began in 
1953, and to Dr. Erik Odeblad whose research efforts 
had a double foci: the biophysical characteristics of 
cervical mucus throughout the menstrual cycle and 
the mapping of the endocervix.30  Hilgers’ originality 
began with the insight that standardization (uniformity 
of service delivery) of the Billings Ovulation Method 
of family planning would greatly enhance its precision 
and flexibility and, hence, its effectiveness in helping 
couples achieve or avoid a pregnancy. His originality 
continued as he transformed what was initially known 
as the CREIGHTON MODEL of Natural Family Planning 
into, first, the CREIGHTON MODEL FertilityCareTM 
System and, second, into NPT.

Love of Truth

As a clinical researcher, he is keenly aware that he has 
a vocation in common with every other human being: 
to be a philosopher, a seeker or lover of (phil-) wisdom 
(sophia). Which is to say that, in reference to the truth of 
the natural world, Hilgers does not limit his understand-
ing of existing things to their physical facticity. For to 
limit knowledge of the human person and the human 
reproductive system to physical facts and only physi-
cal facts would denigrate the truth of the reproductive 
matters under consideration and diminish his science. 
He recognizes that genuine science will simply not be 
had unless and until it is open to correlation and confir-
mation from meta-physical or super-natural facticity.31

Whether by the light of faith or commonsense, he under-
stands that people willfully choose evil and that those 
bad choices have consequences. Knowledge of these 
two facts protects Hilgers from the hubris of many sci-

entists who deny, at their own peril, some very important 
truths about the effects of sin: e.g., the human intellect is 
handicapped in its search for the truth; the human will is 
hindered from consistently choosing the genuine good, 
and human freedom is tilted toward license.32

Putting love of truth as his first priority, he knows that, 
rather than viewing themselves and others as beings 
who are somehow beyond history or beyond the Fall, 
medical researchers ought to look to the Source of truth, 
goodness and beauty as a Font of enlightenment that is 
beyond their puny human intellects.

Sense of Mission

Dr. Hilgers is a man with a mission. More precisely, 
he is a man with a mission within a mission. His over-
arching responsibility is that which is given every hu-
man being in the book of Genesis: to have dominion 
over the earth. As the acronym NaPro reveals, the heart 
of his secondary mission is to pursue clinical research 
and medicine that work cooperatively with a woman’s 
natural procreative system.

His most basic mission is not Nietzchean in character. 
He does not share the view that the human being and 
human procreation are things that must be overcome 
but, rather, someone and something, respectively, that 
can be understood and revered. Nor is his mission 
post-humanist. He neither rejects objective truth nor 
the intrinsic goodness of the human “biological form”33  
nor nature’s “normative pointings.”34  He is not willing 
to enter into a Faustian bargain that would remodel the 
human being in man’s image rather than in God’s. No, 
he clearly understands the distinction between dominion 
and domination over nature, between respect for and 
cooperation with, rather than the suppression, replace-
ment and/or total control of the procreative ordo rerum 
(order of things).

Hilgers’ secondary and more specific mission is to have 
dominion over (as in having a fuller understanding of) 
the complex workings of the menstrual and ovulation 
cycles. With this knowledge, the medical and surgical 
services of NPT will, ever more surely, work toward 
the integral procreative good of his patients. In the end, 
we have his authentic sense of mission to thank for a 
blue-ribbon guarantee that natural procreative medicine 
is and will be a technology that serves, rather than be-
trays,35  those who use it.
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II. NPT: The Vision of Its Science

Undergirding and permeating mainstream reproduc-
tive technology is a scientific theory about the human 
person and human procreation. It is a view freighted 
with materialism, pragmatism, progressivism36  and 
individualism. The science of NPT, in contradistinction, 
avoids all of these reductionistic errors. As a result, it 
distinguishes itself as a technology that is in dialogue 
with, not divorced from, ethics and faith.

The resultant contrasts between mainstream reproduc-
tive science and NPT are, theoretically and practically 
speaking, stark. The science behind contraception and 
assisted reproductive technologies (ARTs) constitutes 
scientism; the body of knowledge that grounds NPT is 
genuine science. Logically, then, the culture of ARTs 
and contraception promotes the “isms” that collectively 
constitute the old reductionist humanism. The culture of 
NPT, in contrast, advances the new integrated human-
ism envisioned by the PAS. Let me unpack these rather 
sweeping conclusions.

The principal assumption grounding ARTs is that of a 
value-free or morally neutral science. Moral norms and 
ethical values arise not from an objective source—the 
nature of the human person and human dignity—but 
from societal consensus: the culturally acceptable, 
ever-shifting individualistic preferences that surface 
at any given point in time.37  Value-free science views 
human beings as “the by-products of an evolutionary 
process” that has no intrinsic finality.38  People are, by 
nature, nothing but material beings, material entities 
which lack not only a moral or spiritual dimension but 
that also lack a nature “deeply desirous of knowing the 
truth”39  and of choosing the good.

The main premise behind the reproductive science 
of NPT, on the other hand, is rooted in the imago dei 
doctrine of Scripture and Tradition (human beings are 
created in the image of God) and the comprehensive 
psychosomatic vision of the human person to which 
it gives shape. Accordingly, God’s purposes for male 
and female sexuality are connatural. Human sexuality 
is meant to foster a covenantal life-giving love between 
a married man and a woman, who “by a mutual personal 
gift, proper and exclusive to themselves,”40  mirror 
God’s own inner, tri-personal, love-giving life.

Moreover, the anthropological vision of NPT—the 
divine plan for our sexually bifurcated human race—is 
not only discernible by human reason and our human 
experience of natural (moral) law but is also supported 
by the best available scientific data. The law of human 

nature teaches (and psychological and sociological stud-
ies attest) that, first, children find a much-needed secu-
rity in the knowledge that they were conceived within 
acts of their parents’ committed sexual love. Second, for 
children to be conceived, gestated and brought into and 
within marriage is important not just for the wellbeing 
of those children but also for a healthily functioning 
familial and social order. Third, it is critical to a sound 
society that parents who conceive their children within 
a permanent monogamous marriage are also supported 
by public laws that outline parental responsibilities for 
those children.

Many infertile couples resort to ART because they see 
it is a quick-fix science. It provides what looks like the 
most pragmatically effective way for them to have their 
own biological child. Moral considerations within this 
schematic are predictable. The choice of IVF, or one 
of its variations, is presented as the “right” choice for 
two reasons: it works (it’s pragmatic) and it’s ostensibly 
the most expeditious way of conceiving (it’s useful 
or utilitarian). And, since a “good” choice is one that 
produces “good” consequences and maximizes “hu-
man happiness,” the pragmatic choice is thought to be 
necessarily “ethical.”

What’s behind a couple’s choice of NPT, in contrast, 
is the conviction that there are such things as objective 
truth and objectively good and bad choices. To choose 
well in the arena of reproductive medicine is, first, to 
choose a treatment or method that fully respects what is 
objectively true about personhood and human fertility 
and, second, to choose what fully respects the couple’s 
dignity and their procreative capacities.

I suppose, by way of summary, you could say that the 
science of NPT is a both/and science. The science of 
ARTs, on the other hand, is a reductionistic, either/or 
science. Proponents of ART argue that, for ART to be a 
reason-based science,41  it must necessarily exclude an 
appeal to faith. ART’s designers insist that the empiri-
cal observations of reason and experience are the sole 
criteria for finding solutions to the problem of infertility.

But NPT tries to get at the objective reality of what 
is being studied—female fertility, the complexities of 
the menstrual cycle and conception—through “a subtle 
combination of faith and experience, intuition and 
reason, imagination and deduction, personal insight 
and communal wisdom.”42  Stated differently, while the 
radical empiricist science behind ARTs refuses to admit 
facts other than those observationally verifiable, the 
science of NPT admits metaphysical truths. The latter 
truths, what John Paul calls the “realities of the spirit,” 
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though not able to be viewed under a microscope, are 
real nonetheless and form “part of the whole truth”43  
about human fertility and fertility treatments. In short, 
the science of NPT necessitates the march of human 
reason as it ought to be: “with [its] eyes fixed on divine 
revelation.”44

 
III. NPT: The Vision of Its Ethics

Since ethics and science are wedded in NPT, you 
have probably noted that I cannot describe its science 
without, at the same time, explaining the vision of its 
ethics. But, because I now want to concentrate on that 
moral vision, I need to probe further. What is the ground 
of those already discussed human goods and norms 
honored by NPT?

Neil Postman provides an innovative way of answering 
that question.45  The author and Chair of the Department 
of Culture and Communication at New York University 
avers that what our hyper-techno/scientific age most 
desperately needs is the “loom” of a story or narra-
tive that helps human beings to weave or connect the 
(informational) dots of our lives. So, borrowing Post-
man’s imagery, the applied science of a reproductive 
technology would also stand in need of a transcendent 
narrative. Without this “loom,” the myriad of medico-
technological facts of infertility and infertility treat-
ments are just “strands” or “dots” of unconnected data 
that have no integrated meaning.46  With this loom, the 
human interface of that data emerges. In short, it takes 
a transcendent story to show the human significance of 
scientific and technological facts; it takes a story-loom 
to weave them into a whole piece of cloth.

Let me be clear. I am not arguing that NaPro is the only 
reproductive technology whose ethical sensibilities 
are grounded in a story. Quite the opposite. ART also 
has its story-loom, the difference being that it’s not a 
transcendent narrative. The philosophical infrastructure 
of ART is a finite, secular, narrow, partial, provisional, 
subjective and reductionist story. To appreciate the 
contrast, consider this: the narrative grounding NPT is 
a transcendent one—infinite, supernatural, expansive, 
complete, comprehensive, and objective. These respec-
tive narratives dictate drastically contrasting agendas: 
NPT links science to ethics and faith; ART severs its 
science from theology or natural moral philosophy, 
creating a “crisis of meaning.”47  

As I have already pointed out, the worldview or culture 
of ART hawks a value-free, morally indifferent science, 

a science divorced from ethics and faith. Consequently, 
although the scientism of ARTs deifies itself, this self-
proclaimed science-god48  has no answers to those im-
portant existential questions that intelligent people ask, 
such as, “Why are we here?” and “What moral instruc-
tions do you give us?”49  In the marketplace of ideas, the 
failure of a truncated rationalism to provide answers to 
life’s important questions turns out to be an absurdity 
squared. Such a philosophy directs the designers and 
providers of ART to flee not only from “the transcendent 
mystery of God,”50  but also from the mystery and truth 
of the human person and human procreation

So-called “assisted” reproductive techniques, then, are 
part of a rationalistic biomedicine that closes off reason 
“to the existence of ultimate and objective truth.”51  
Despair and irrationality, the flotsam and jetsam of the 
old humanism in general, typifies the mindset of many 
infertile couples in particular. After all, if there is no 
way that human reflection and intelligent thought can 
discern the deeper meaning of procreating a new hu-
man being, or the meaning of human sexuality, or of the 
marital act, why bother deriving moral norms to protect 
these human values? And if that’s the case, how can one 
find moral direction in matters of family planning and 
infertility treatments? Why should a couple even try?

Given that proponents of ART answer these questions 
negatively, you can readily see why the worldview or 
culture of NPT is poles apart from that of ART. NPT 
recognizes that the only way to understand marriage, 
human sexuality, and procreation is to do so within the 
“horizon of truth” found in the personhood of God, the 
divine prototype for understanding all things human. 
Never abandoning the “sapiential horizon” of an in-
formed conscience, the developers of NPT realize that 
its scientific and medical achievements are inextricably 
wedded to ethics and, in turn, to moral theology. The 
persons responsible for the ethical culture of NPT trust 
“in the power of human reason” to grasp a total view of 
the human person: “body and spirit, individual and com-
munity, a rational being and one ennobled by love.”52

In sum, NPT acknowledges that our human reason is 
able to grasp the primordial truth of the dignity of the 
human person which, in turn, is explained and confirmed 
by Divine Revelation. Every human being, created in 
God’s image, is dignified by sharing not only in the 
divine spiritual powers of intellect and free will but 
also in the divine capacity for life-giving communion. 
As Humanae Vitae points out and as NPT recognizes, 
to understand responsible parenthood is to understand 
that husbands and wives bear the image of the Creator 
in their whole being and are called to mirror God’s 
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generative love in the mutual self-gift of their sexual 
“one-flesh” union.53  Based on human dignity, every hu-
man being has a right to life and a right to be conceived, 
gestated, born into and born within a family. Hence, the 
science of NPT also fulfills the moral principles laid 
down by Donum Vitae: “ . . . reproductive technology 
that assists the conjugal act to achieve its natural end 
of pregnancy could be morally licit. Reproductive tech-
nology that does not destroy newly developing human 
life and that does not dispense with a personal act of 
intercourse between husband and wife is morally licit, 
all other things being equal.”54

IV. NPT: The Vision of Its Faith

Out of the gate, the single most important thing I could 
say about the faith vision behind NPT is what it is not. 
It is not fideism.55  That is, the faith which grounds 
NPT does not pit “faith against reason, belief against 
knowledge, or religious experience against critical 
intelligence.”56  The science of NPT recognizes that 
faith is the “great friend of intelligence.”57  The Roman 
Catholic faith that inspires NaPro guarantees that the 
knowledge base of this reproductive technology main-
tains the right relationship between faith and human 
reason as it honors their “autonomy and mutuality.”58  
The faith vision of NPT admits that, although “science 
and faith represent two different orders of knowledge, 
autonomous in their processes,” they converge, in the 
end, upon “the discovery of reality in all its aspects, 
which has its origins in God.”59  The vision of the faith 
behind NPT links “scientific thought with man’s power 
in faith to seek truth” and “to bring the whole fullness 
of human capabilities to realization.”60

As a result, the Catholicism behind NPT has confidence 
in reason and its human intellectual component is open 
to Catholic theology. The vision of its faith puts reason 
and faith at the service of the human family. Hence, it is 
a faith that will not deteriorate into the truncated ratio-
nalism typical of scientism. What’s more, NPT is not at 
risk for the temptation that plagues a functional science 
like ART: to serve ideology (rather than humanity).61

In short, the faith behind NPT stands in the right rela-
tionship with reason envisioned by the Second Vatican 
Council: “If methodological investigation within every 
branch of learning [substitute reproductive medicine] 
is carried out in a genuinely scientific manner and in 
accord with moral norms, it never truly conflicts with 
faith. For earthly matters [substitute family planning 
and infertility] and the concerns of faith [substitute the 

deeper meaning of procreation] derive from the same 
God.”62

In sum, the faith vision of NPT, fully admitting that 
science must work in harmony with faith, makes an in-
valuable contribution to human culture and participates 
fully in the new humanism.

V. 	NPT: The Vision of Its Ecclesial 
	 Supporters

While there is a small coterie63  of bishop-, archbishop-, 
and cardinal-advocates of NPT, there is no doubt in my 
mind that the current bishop of Rome, John Paul II, is 
and has been NaProTECHNOLOGY’s most serious and 
sincere supporter. I close this article with a montage 
of selected public64  statements of the Pope that apply 
to and confirm my thesis that NaProTECHNOLOGY 
anticipates biomedicine’s role in the new humanism 
envisioned by John Paul and the Pontifical Academy 
of Sciences membership.

In respect to the vision of the pioneer of NPT:
“All of us who bear in our hearts the treasure of a reli-
gious faith, must share in the common work of man’s 
development, and we must do it with clearsightedness 
and courage.”65

In respect to the vision of the science and faith back 
of NPT:
“Is the community of world religions, including the 
Church, ready to enter into a more thorough-going dia-
logue with the scientific community, a dialogue in which 
the integrity of both religion and science is supported 
and the advance of each is fostered? Is the scientific 
community now prepared to open itself to Christianity, 
and indeed to all the great world religions, working with 
us all to build a culture that is more humane and in that 
way more divine? We must ask ourselves whether both 
science and religion will contribute to the integration 
of human culture or to its fragmentation. It is a single 
choice and it confronts us all. …Yet the unity that we 
seek . . . is not identity. The church does not propose 
that science should become religion or religion science. 
. . . We are asked to become one. We are not asked to 
become each other.”66 

In respect to the vision of the ethics behind NPT:
“For science develops best when its concepts and con-
clusions are integrated into the broader human culture 
and its concerns for ultimate meaning and value. Sci-
entists cannot, therefore, hold themselves entirely aloof 
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from the sorts of issues dealt with by philosophers and 
theologians. . . .”67  “You will always find an ally in the 
church, each time that you strive to promote man and 
his authentic development.”68

In respect to the vision of the ecclesial supporters of 
NPT:
“The concept of a morally correct regulation of fertil-
ity is nothing other than the rereading of the language 
of the body in truth. . . . All efforts directed to an ever 
more precise knowledge of those natural rhythms which 
are manifested in relation to human procreation, all 
efforts of family counselors and indeed of the couple 
themselves, are not aimed at making the language of the 
body merely biological (at reducing ethics to biology, 
as some have mistakenly held). But they are aimed ex-
clusively at ensuring the integral truth of that language 
of the body in which husband and wife should express 
themselves in a mature way before the demands of 
responsible parenthood.”69

“The various techniques of artificial reproduction, 
which would seem to be at the service of life and which 
are frequently used with this intention, actually open 
the door to new threats against life. Apart from the fact 
that they are morally unacceptable since they separate 
procreation from the fully human context of the con-
jugal act, these techniques have a high rate of failure: 
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