THE THOMIST

A SPECULATIVE QUARTERLY REVIEW
OF THEOLOGY AND PHILOSOPHY

[ 4

Eprrors: TuE DoMiNicAN FATHERS or THE ProviNcE oF St. JosEPH
Publishers: The Thomist Press, Washington, D. C. 20017

Vor. XXXIX JANUARY, 1975 No. 1

EXPECTANCY OF AN IMMINENT PAROUSIA AND
CONCERN WITH CHURCH ORDER: AN
INVERSE RELATIONSHIP?

(o

a futurist sense, has not come and that by the end of

the Subapostolic period there is evidence of a rather
dominant three-fold priestly structure, one is led inevitably to
the question of the relationship between the two.

However, deciding what that relationship is, is no easily
answered question. Certainly no direct answer is forthcoming
from the texts themselves for the simple reason that no writer,
either in the New Testament or among the Apostolic Fathers,
has stated explicitly why there was concern for Church Order
or how the early communities understood the “ delay ” in the
Lord’s Coming. This silence in itself is not surprising; conscious
reflection often follows upon a lived experience.

Let us express the dilemma in its simplest terms: if the Lord
had come in glory shortly after his Resurrection-Ascension, the

GIVEN THE FACT that the Parousia, understood in
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question we are asking in this essay would be meaningless.
However, admitting that does not compel one to conclude that,
therefore, concern with Church Order must be directly inverse
to the problematic of the parousial “delay.” Rather, such a
directly inverse relationship smacks of a simplistic solution to
a subtly complex problem.

Our aim here, therefore, is two-fold: (1) to attempt to show
that a directly inverse relationship between the expectancy
of an imminent Parousia and concern with Church Order,
though perhaps a significant factor, is not sufficient alone to
explain the fact of Church Order; (2) to suggest that a more
fruitful avenue of approach to the whole question of Church
Order may lie in the examination of the antecedent probability,
given the more or less cultic character of Jesus and the Twelve,
of the rise of a cultic order within the early Church.

The first aim is certainly the more fundamental one as far
as we are concerned and therefore more attention will be given
to it. The second aim is a mere suggestion, via a concrete ex-
ample, to bring home the reality that other factors may be
operative in the concern with Church Order beyond the factor
of the “ delay ” in the Lord’s return. The first aim is in a sense
a negative contribution to the whole problematic; the second is
a more positive suggestion that one look beyond the categories
of Church Order and Parousia when attempting to understand
either one or the other or the relationship between the two.

Since it is not possible to ascertain directly (i.e., from ex-
plicit statements in the sources) the relationship between the
parousial delay and concern with Church Order, an indirect
approach must be used. Therefore, an overview of the rise of
Church Order will be given, tracing its development, in broad
strokes, from the New Testament writings through and to the
emergence of a dominant three-fold priestly class in the Aposto-
lic Fathers. Once this is done, two questions must be brought
to the texts: (1) in the earliest New Testament writings, when
the expectancy of an imminent Parousia is most acute, is there
any concern with Church Order or conditions for its emer-
gence? ; (2) in the later New Testament writings and into the
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Apostolic Fathers, when one might legitimately expect a
lessening of imminent parousial expectation, are there never-
theless still traces of interest in the Lord’s Second Coming?

If the answer to either or both of these questions is in the
affirmative, the conclusion would seem to suggest that at least
there is no directly inverse relationship between the categories
of Church Order and parousial expectation—while not thereby
suggesting that there is no relationship.

I. Ax Overview or THE Rise or CuurcH OrpeEr IN THE NEW
TESTAMENT AND THE APOSTOLIC FATHERS

In studying the New Testament as a whole the fact of several
and apparently simultaneous types of Church Order is brought
to the fore. Variety rather than uniformity in ecclesial or-
ganization seems to be the rule. The scope of organization
runs the spectrum between the congregational-charismatic un-
der Paul to the highly and centrally regulated hierarchy of the
Pastorals and 2 Peter.* Despite the wide variety, however, two
roughly inclusive categories emerge: the presbyteral and the
pneumatic.

Not surprisingly, the presbyteral forms are found loecalized
in Palestinian communities and communities with a large num-
ber of Jewish Christians. The influence of the Jewish system
of elders is obvious in these communities (cf. Acts 15).?
Further, there is ample evidence in Acts to suggest that this
development along Jewish lines was a natural one, given, for
example, the presence of many former Jewish priests in the
community (Acts 6:7); these would naturally be influential
in establishing a continuity in structure between the Old Testa-
ment precedent of a college of elders (presbyteroi) and the
newly formed grouped of Christians.®

1 Kenan B. Osborne, “A Rethinking of the Special Ministries.” Journal of
Ecumenical Studies, 6, 2 (Spring, 1962), p. 209.

2 Hans von Campenhausen, Ecclesiastical Authority and Spiritual Power. (Stan-
ford, California: Stanford University Press, 1969), p. 77.

® Joseph Blenkinsopp, Celibacy, Ministry, Church. (New York: Herder and
Herder, 1968), p. 149.
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Apparently more or less simultaneous with but not in con-
scious opposition to this presbyteral system arose the Pauline
system of pneumatic churches, dominated for the most part
by Gentile Christians and somewhat loosely structured. Blen-
kinsopp suggests that these Pauline communities in general
were similar in structure “to that of Antioch which was pre-
sided over by prophets and teachers.”* However, these
churches, though loosely structured, were not without some
forms of administration. Nevertheless, these administrators
were in no way attached to what today would be called an
“ office ” which had to be filled and was somewhat fixed, for
“, . . the imprecise terminology which Paul uses can hardly
be taken to imply a fixed ‘office’.”® As Acts 18:1 suggests,
the teachers and leaders of these churches arose from among
the community rather spontaneously, without necessarily a
mission from an Apostle or a laying on of hands. Further, as
Acts 13:2 indicates, the Spirit often directed these communities
and the selection of some of their number for specific tasks and
functions. Paul often includes these functions in the lists of
charismatic gifts and, for him, these charisms arise neither from
the community nor from an office existing apart from the
charisms: “ Everyone can do that to which he has been called,
that which has been given him through the charism.”’*® (sic)
Though everyone can do that to which he has been called, he
can do only that to which he has been called: no one was ex-
pected to have every charism.”

In the early Pauline churches, therefore, there is little evi-
dence for concern with establishing any kind of organizational
structure beyond what the Spirit would indicate and this
usually in the context of spreading the Word. (Acts 18:4-5)
However, as evidenced in the Pastorals especially, various fac-
tors contributed to a growing concern for safeguarding and

4 Ibid., p. 149.

®von Campenhausen, op. cit.,, p. 64.

® Joseph Duss-von Werdt, “ What Can the Layman Do Without the Priest?”
Concilium, vol. 34, p. 107,

* Ibid., p. 110.
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handing on the Tradition and right doctrine (ef. 1 Tim. 1:10;
4:1; 6:18; 5:17; 6:3, 201.). It is in fact the characteristic of
the Pastorals that all the stress is on “ guarding,” “ which is
to be ensured by the men who represent the connection with
th apostle who has been entrusted with the doctrine.”? In
this way the task of protecting the churches from false doetrine
came to be confided into the care of overseers (episkopoi).’
Despite this growing concern in the Pastorals for the
guarding of right doctrine, no strict ministerial arrangement,
with a precise institutional form, is in evidence. Nevertheless,
these letters do add the notion—but not the word—of “ succes-
sion ” with their insistence that concern for right doctrine be
transmitted and faithfully preserved by a continuity of wit-
nesses. (2 Tim. 2:2) Yet there is nothing in the Pauline
churches to suggest that this succession of witnesses is linked
to the founding Apostle rather than to the college of episkopoi.*
It is becoming clear, though, in the Pastorals, that the
original pneumatic character of the Pauline communities is
being more and more institutionalized, with the episkopoi
gaining ground as a result of their role in guarding and trans-
mitting right doctrine and tradition. Consequently, these pneu-
matic churches are becoming more and more similar in struc-
ture to the presbyteral churches, and it is at least antecedently
probable to expect that the two will fuse into one—once charism
and office, in the Pauline Churches, converge in one person.
That this in fact happened seems to be obvious and, since
there need not be opposition between Spirit and office, between
charism and official authority, charismatics like Barnabas and
Saul can receive official authority by the laying on of hands
(Acts 18:2-3), and men like Timothy can receive both author-
ity and charism in the same way (1 Tim. 4:14). In fact, the
laying on of hands seems to have become the usual way for

® Eduard Schweizer, Church Order in the New Testament. (London: SCM
Press, 1961), p. 80.

? von Campenhausen, op. cit., p. 81.

10 Maurice Villain, “ Can There Be Apostolic Succession Outside the Cham of
TImposition of Hands?” Concilium, vol. 84, pp. 101-102,
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one to enter upon the service of the Lord (ibid., 5:22) . In this
way, the more or less institutional roles of presbyteroi and
episkopoi gradually assume the importance which the com-
munity had earlier given to the charismatic prophets and
teachers.”*

While all this is happening in the Pauline communities,
though perhaps not independent of mutual influence, the elders
of the presbyteral system are also gaining greater prominence
and beginning to assume functions previously reserved to
charismatics. For example, in James 5:14 {., the elders assume
the function of anointing the sick and healing, which in Paul
are duties assigned to particular spiritual men with a special
charism. Further, in James the power to heal is connected with
office.’> On the other hand, Titus and Timothy are sent to
teach and, at the same time, to take on administrative func-
tions. Timothy is sent to teach (1 Cor. 4:14-17; 1 Tim. 4:11)
and to administer (1 Tim. 5:9-16).

In brief, the elders of the presbyteral system are beginning
to look remarkably like their counter-parts in the emerging
episcopal system. Their fusion, therefore, was more easily
made, the consequent confusion in terminology more readily
understandable, and the coalescing of the offices of presbyteroi
and episkopoi more logically acceptable. Given all this, one
is not too surprised, for example, to find Clement and Hermas
calling the leading men of the community both presbyteroi
and episkopoi.’®

Let us pause for a moment to assess what we have seen. The
two categories of presbyteral and pneumatie structure, initially
so different, have each undergone internal re-shaping, emerging
with remarkably similar collegial structures. This similarity
in structure, no doubt coupled with the passing of strong men
like Paul and the encroaching threats from heretical teaching,
led the two to fuse into one, basically collegial order.

12 Osborne, op. cit., pp. 209-10.
12 yon Campenhausen, op. ¢it., p. 82.
1 Ibid., p. 84,
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The next question to answer, then, is how this basically
collegial structure becomes monarchical and hierarchical, with
the bishop placed above and over the presbyters and deacons.
In other words, how does one get from the later New Testa-
ment writings to the Apostolic Fathers, from emphasis on
collegiality to emphasis on episcopacy?

To begin with, one must immediately preclude any clear-cut
division between the New Testament and the Fathers. Such
an arbitrary division is not justified, for even as early as the
Pastorals, for instance, the episkopos is always referred to in
the singular,** while Clement and Hermas still use it in the
plural and apparently makes little distinction between the
terms presbyteroi and episkopoi.® In other words, in giving the
broad strokes leading from the collegial structure to the mon-
archical structure it is not simply a question of moving chron-
ologically from the New Testament to the Fathers, or simply
a question of an unnuanced jump from one emphasis to the
other, or, further, a simple shift on the level of ecclesial self-
understanding: Briefly, then, in attempting to sketch the
movement in broad strokes, one runs the risk of oversimplifica-
tion. Having listed some of the risks involved in giving a
general overview, let us now turn to the question at hand:
how did the movement from collegial to monarchical structure
realize itself?

Blenkinsopp tells us that, while the functions of teaching
and administration were performed by a college of presbyteroi/
episkopoi, there early and often existed the practice of ap-
pointing one of the members as president.** Gradually this func-
tion of president gained greater and greater prominence, giving
rise to the outlines of a monarchical structure and restricting
the term “episkopos™ exclusively to the one functioning as
president. From within a community governed collegially by
episkopoi and (or) presbyteroi there thus emerged the mon-
archical structure, which soon became the established form.'”

4 Ibid., p. 107. *¢ Blenkinsopp, op. cit., pp. 149-50.
15 Ibid., p. 84. 7 Osborne, op. cit., pp. 149-50.
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Clement, for example, though there is a certain ambiguity
and fluidity in his terms in his letter to the Church at Corinth
(c. 97 A.D), attests to the presence of bishops-presbyters and
deacons. Further, he goes out of his way to ground these offices
in the explicit will of the Apostles. Indeed he is at pains to
trace a chain of succession from the present leaders to the
Apostles to Jesus to God (chs. 42 to 44). The general thrust
of what will later be called apostolic succession is grounded
by Clement, and “ the sacrificial understanding of the Lord’s
Supper here comes to the fore and is clearly connected with the
theme of apostolic succession.”*®* As early as the end of the
first century, then, there is emerging a three-fold priestly class,
hierarchically structured, grounded on the principle of apostolic
succession, reaching back to God’s will, and connected to a
cultic eontext. None of these points is as clearly etched in
Clement as in subsequent ecclesial thought, but with Clement
“ the main lines of the later development are so plainly pre-
figured.” *°

By c.110 A. D. what is today understood as the three-fold
ministry is more clearly established, as Ignatius testifies to in
most of his letters. For example,

... I advise you, be ye zealous to do all things in godly concord,
the bishop presiding after the likeness of God and the presbyters
after the likeness of the council of the Apostles, with the deacons
also who are most dear to me, having been entrusted with the
diaconate of Jesus Christ . . . (Magn. 6; Lightfoot’s translation)

The short period between Clement’s letter to Corinth and
Ignatius’s letters to the churches seems to have been sufficient
time for the fluidity and vagueness of Clement’s terms to as-
sume cogency and consistency in Ignatius, lending weight to
Depuy’s hypothesis that the specific nature of the episcopal
ministry was fixed at Antioch at the end of the first century
but was definitively recognized only in the second century when

8 Cyril C. Richardson, Early Christian Fathers. (New York: The Macmillan
Company, 1970), p. 89.
* Ibid., p. 39.
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Gnosticism posed a challenge. It was recognized everywhere
later, as a result of the crisis caused by Arius.*

This is not to suggest that every Church at the time of
Ignatius was organized along the lines of monarchical epis-
copacy. Polycarp’s letter to the Philippians, for instance, is
silent concerning episcopacy. Why? This silence “. . . may
suggest that monarchical episcopacy had not yet come into ex-
istence at Phillipi or that the office was vacant at the time
Polycarp wrote.”** Nor does the Shepherd of Hermas have
anything to suggest that any form of church structure, other
than the presbyteral, was present at Rome at the time of the
writing. In other words, monarchical episcopacy does not seem
to have been immediately universal.

However, the question before us now is this: though the
monarchical episcopacy may not have been universal at the
time of Polycarp and Hermas, it became the dominant struec-
ture before long, as history shows.?* What was the decisive
factor which caused this trend toward a monarchical, hierarchi-
cal structure of a three-fold priestly class to become dominant?

With the tendency to institutionalize, the two collegial systems
(presbyteral and pneumatic) eventually fused and gave way to a
more monarchical structure. The administrative leaders of the
Christian community soon came to be the leaders of the cult. As
the Eucharist was more and more understood in a sacrificial
dimensicn, the leaders of the worship were associated more and
more with the priesthood of the Old Testament. Extrapolation into
the Old Testament gradually resulted in a separate cultic class
In contrast to the general priesthood of all the Christian faithful.?®

With that quotation we can conclude the consideration, ad-
mittedly brief and sketchy, of the overview of the rise of

20 Bernard Dupuy, “Is There a Dogmatic Distinction Between the Function of
Priests and the Function of Bishops? ” Concilium, vol. 34, p. 83.

1. W. Barnard, Studies in the Apostolic Fathers and Their Background. (New
York: Schocken Books, 1966), p. 39, note 3.

2 Dupuy, op. cif., p. 82.

2 Richard Forti, 0.8.F.S, “The Emergence of a Priestly Class.” Paper de-
livered for Professor Carl Peter, C. U.A., May, 1970, p. 14. This work was useful
not only for bibliography but also for the general development of the first part of
this exposition.
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Church Order in the New Testament and the Apostolic Fathers
The purpose has been to establish the fact of the rise of Church
Order and some of its contributing factors. Now we must turn
to the specific point: what is the relationship between the ex-
pectancy of an imminent Parousia and concern with Church
Order? Is this relationship directly inverse?

II. Two Questions BRouGHT TO THE TEXTS:

a) While the communities of the earliest New Testament
writings are eagerly awaiting the Lord’s Second Coming, are
they in any way concerned with Church Order?

Perhaps no one would seriously doubt that the earlier
writings of Paul deal heavily with the Lord’s Second Coming.*
That he deals exclusively with a futurist eschatology is in
doubt. Certainly Shires does not think so.?* But does the ques-
tion of Church Order come to the fore in these writings? H.
F. von Campenhausen categorically denies any concern with
Church Order in the genuinely Pauline letters,?® while Rudolf
Schnackenburg, agreeing with E. Schweizer that freedom of the
Spirit and juridical order cannot be opposed as they used to
be, i.e., as contradictory and mutually exclusive, affirms

that there is an order which derives from and is willed by God
and in which Christ is the head of his earthly community and
rules it by his Spirit.?

Further, when Paul writes to his communities he writes as one
“conscious of ‘ full power’ (efovoia) which the Lord had given
him (2 Cor. 10:8; 18:10).”* Paul’s directions for divine
service also have an authoritative tone (1 Cor. 11:17. 331.)
In his letters to the Church at Thessalonica, and especially

** Henry M. Shires. The Eschatology of Paul. (Philadelphia: The Westminister
Press, 1966), pp. 64-65.

8 Ibid., p. 53 and passim.

%% von Campenhausen, op. cit., p. 47 and passim.

*" Rudolf Schnackenburg, The Church in the New Testament. (New York:
Herder and Herder, 1965), p. 26.

* Ibid., p. 28.
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when he is concerned with the moral conduct of life, he directs
with authority from the Lord (1 Thess. 4:2) and is definite
and concrete in his prescriptions (ibid., 4:11; 2 Thess. 3:4, 6,10,
12) .=

Paul’s authority is one thing. But does he, in his earlier
letters, also assign or approve of specific men to function in the
community?

. . . Men are mentioned who have undertaken tasks in church
life, and it is difficult to contend that among these functions of
presiding and governing are also meant such as we find in I
Thessalonians 5:12, and also in I Corinthians 12:28 .. .3°

Kiisemann suggests that “ those who are over you ” in 1 Thess,
5:12 may well correspond to the pastors of Eph. 4:11 and the
bishops of Phil. 1:1.3*

Schnackenburg sees in 1 Cor. 12:28, with its listing of
apostles, prophets, teachers, etc., a picture of an articulated
community with graded functions.*? This is not exactly what
one would expect to find in a community upon whom the end
of the ages had come (1 Cor. 10:11) . Nor would one expect the
Thessalonians who are eagerly waiting for God’s Son to come
from heaven (1 Thess. 1:1) to be encouraged by Paul to aspire
to live quietly, to mind their own affairs and to work with their
own hands (ibid., 4.11) —in short, to plan to stay around for
awhile, an obvious precondition for concern with Church Order.
Other examples can be cited: in 2 Thess., for instance, Paul
tells the same community, concerning the coming of the Lord
Jesus Christ, that the day of the Lord has not yet come (2:2);
further, if anyone does not work, he is not to eat: the Thessa-
lonians are not to live in idleness but are to do their work in
quietness and to earn their own living (3:10-12) . The expecta-
tion of the Lord’s Coming is almost breathless in these letters;
yet Paul insists that they lead orderly and quiet lives and

2 Ibid., p. 29.

0 Ibid.

8 Ernst Késemann, Essays on New Testament Themes. (Napervile, Ill.: Alec
R. Allenson, Inc., 1964), p. 69,

% Schnackenburg, op. cit., p. 32.
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wait with patience. Such a disposition of “ pormalcy ” en-
courages concern with order within the community, again fer-
tile ground for concern with Church Order in the more technical
sense.

In 2 Cor. 11, where Paul is insisting that the community
test the spirits—even the spirit of possible false apostles—he
is doing this “in the context of ecclesiastical order and ec-
clesiastical authority ”** according to Kisemann who is not
altogether eager to find any traces of “office” in Paul. Yet,
Késemann understands all the charisms found in early Paul
as related to service and the good order of the community.**
The important point, then, is that he does see Church Order
in early Paul:

there #s a concept in Pauline and sub-Pauline theology which
describes in a theologically exact and comprehensive way the es-
sence and scope of every ecclesiastical ministry and function—
namely, the concept charisma.?®

We have seen a few instances of concern with Church Order,
or the necessary condition for such a concern, within some of
the earliest writings of the New Testament.

b) In the later New Testament writings and into the Apostolic
Fathers, are there any traces left of a parousial ewpectation,
more or less imminent?

The Pastorals are concerned for the most part with Church
Order, for

here . . . there is reflected the picture of a church that regards
itself as living, not through a short interval, but through an ex-
tending history3®

That the Pastorals reflect a later development in ecclesial con-
sciousness and an increased concern with Church Order seems
evident. Yet does this exclude parousial expectation? Timothy

% Kisemann, op. cit., p. 67.
3¢ Ibid., p. 67.

5 Ibid., p. 64.

8¢ Schweizer, op. cit., T7.



IMMINENT PAROUSIA AND CHURCH ORDER 13

is urged to keep the commandment untarnished and free from
reproach until the appearing of the Lord (1 Tim. 6: 14); he
is told that Onesiphorus who was hospitable to Paul will find
mercy from the Lord on that Day (when the Lord returns)
(2 Tim. 1: 16-18) ; he is charged by the Lord’s appearing and
his kingdom (4:1); he is told tha Paul has fought the good
fight and has finished the race and he will be awarded a crown
on that Day, and not only him but all men who loved the
Lord’s appearing (4:8). Titus is told that all Christians are
to live sober, upright and godly lives in this world, “ awaiting
our blessed hope, the appearing of the glory of our great God
and Savior Jesus Christ.” (Titus 2: 18) The Spirit which
Christians possess not only justifies but also makes them heirs
in hope of eternal life. (Titus 8: 6-7)

The Pastorals, then, though greatly concerned with Church
Order, still witness to a parousial expectation, at times more
vivid than at other times, but nevertheless present.

If one accepts the opinion of the “great majority of scholars”
in dating the writing of Revelation during the persecution
that raged toward the end of the reign of Domitian (81-96) ,*
one is dealing with one of the latest of the New Testament
writings. And though the suggestion has often been made that
it is understandable that renewed interest in the Lord’s Re-
turn seems almost inevitable during a period of harsh persecu-
tion, yet one is still impressed by the countless references to
this Coming and the eagerness with which it is awaited. From
the expression concerning “ what must soon take place ” (1:1)
to the “ Surely I am coming soon. Amen. Come, Lord Jesus!”
(22:20) , the eschatological future is vividly bearing down on
the present of the writer. The important consideration as far
as this study is concerned is that this interest in the Parousia
is simultaneous with the presence of concern with very concrete
conditions in various communities—i.e., with Church Order
in the broadest sense of this word. Yet concern with Church
Order in its narrower sense is not lacking either. For example,

7 Jerome Biblical Commentary, (64:14), p. 469.
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in his message to the Church in Thyatira the author is repri-
manding the community for its toleration of Jezebel, a false
prophetess. (2: 20-3) Whether the author is encouraging the
communities to withstand persecution or whether he is urging
them to rid themselves of false teachings and practices—i.e.,
despite the more immediate context of concern with Church Or-
der, the more ultimate context is always this “I am coming
soon; hold fast to what you have, so that no one may seize your
crown.” (3:11)

The Didache, depending on which scholar one follows, is
either a very early writing (Audet) or a very late writing. But
for Richardson “ there can be little doubt that we are dealing
with a second century document.” ** There is also little doubt
that we are dealing with a document which is very much con-
cerned with Church Order; in fact, the second part (chs. 6 to
15) is a manual of Church Order.*®* Nevertheless, “ the es-
chatological attitude is prominent”** and one wonders if the
expression, “Let Grace come and let this world pass away,”
(10:6) is already in the Didache only a more or less standard
part of Eucharistic prayers or whether it instances a time
“when the joyful and expectant note of the Messianic Ban-
quet ” ** is still very much to the fore—a time when one said
“Let Grace come and let this world pass away” he was con-
fident that his prayer was a pregnant petition that what was
coming would in fact come. There is also in the Didache an
urgent concern with watchfulness and being ready, for the
hour of the Lord’s coming is not known to anyone (16: 2),
and one’s life of faith will be of little advantage unless one is
proved perfect to the very end (ibid.). All of Chapter 16 is
suggestive of an apocalyptic attitude and ends on the note of
certainty that the Lord will come and all his saints with him
(16:7) . The co-presence of concern with Church Order and

8 Richardson, op. cit., p. 163.
0 Ibid.
% Johannes Quasten, Patrology: Vol I: The Beginnings of Patristic Literature.

(Utrecht Antwerp: Spectrum Publishers, 1966, 4th printing), p. 85.
! Richardson, op. cif., p. 166.
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an expectancy of a more or less imminent Parousia in the
Didache is a significant factor in one’s evaluation of the re-
lationship between the two.

The letters of St. Ignatius of Antioch (c110), as has al-
ready been seen, are at a stage when the three-fold structure
of ministry is on the ascendency and seems to be the dominant
structure in the Churches he is writing to. Church Order in
Ignatius is remarkably like we know it today and “a mon-
archical episcopate reigns over the communities.” ** Along with
this predominant concern with Church Order, however, there
are traces of a concern with a more or less imminent Parousia.
For example, he tells the Magnesians (5)' that “ everything is
coming to an end, and we stand before this choice—death or
life—and everyone will go ‘to his own place’.” Further, in
the same letter, he calls Jesus Christ ““ our hope.” (11) In dis-
cussing the evils of schism and the need for unity with the bis-
hop, he warns the Smyrnaeans to come to their senses “ while
we still have a chance to repent and turn to God.” (9) It
would be misleading to see in Ignatius a breathless concern
with the Second Coming. Nevertheless, even to find traces of
this parousial expectation in a document otherwise almost ex-
clusively concerned with various forms of Church Order is sig-
nificant.

The letter of Pseudo Barnabas, which Quasten dates no later
than 138 A.D.* is an enigmatic work concerned with ex-
plaining just how the Old Testament is to be used (allegorical-
ly) in discovering its meaning with reference to Christ and
to point out the moral life necessary in pursuing the right
way. Though it is not concerned explicitly with Church Order,
in the narrower sense, it does manifest a situation in which
some form of order is very much in evidence and in which
the sacrament of baptism and the Lord’s Day, the Eight Day,
are part and parcel of this order.

At first glance this document, so taken up with Old Testa-

2 Quasten, op. cit., p. 66.
 Ibid., p. 91.
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ment exegesis and morals, seems an unlikely candidate for be-
trayal of parousial expectation. Nevertheless, there are not a
few references to hope; in fact it has been suggested that
Barnabas gives the primacy to hope in the triad of theological
virtues.** In Chapter 6 the reader is urged to set his hope on
him who is about to be manifested in the flesh. And, in Chap-
ter 11 those who place their hope in: the Cross will receive their
reward at his (the Lord’s) proper time and he will repay.
Salvation itself, in Chapter 12, is grounded on hope in Jesus.
This deep parousial hope is made, in Chapter 15 and 16, to
assume 2 chiliastic cloak,® but even this “ corruption” belies
the seriousness with which the author anticipates the Lord’s
return.

As with many of the Subapostolic writings, the Shepherd of
Hermas has difficulties relative to its dating. Quasten * satis-
fies himself as to the dates by attributing the earlier portion to
the time of Clement of Rome (c. 96) and the later portions
to the reign of Pius I (140-150). A strong presbyteral system
is in evidence and Hermas himself acts as a prophet. A certain
form of Church Order, then, is very much to the fore. And
yet the whole work, which deals heavily with the theme of
penance, is apocalyptic in character” In Vision 3,8, for ex-
ample, Hermas is eager to know whether the consummation is
imminent and is given a severe rebuff for his curiosity (does
this betray an impatience on the part of the Church of his
day?); in Vision 4,1, he experiences a vision of the impending
tribulation; in Similitude 9, 32, the theme of the whole work
is recapitulated: repent while there is yet time! Repent be-
fore the tower is completed for unless one hurries to do what
is right the tower will be completed and the unrighteous will
be shut out. (Sim. 10, 4)

With the Shepherd of Hermas the Church is well into the
second century and, for the most part, some form of Church
Order is everywhere present and presumed. This is certainly

¢4 Carl Peter, Class Lecture, Fall, 1970. ¢ Ibid., pp. 92-93.
4% Quasten, op. cit., p. 89. " Ibid., p. 93.
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the more obvious side of the coin. But on the other side of this
same coin there are more than a few references to concern with
Christ’s Second Coming. It is true that certain works (for ex-
ample, I Clement and Polycarp), while showing great concern
with Church Order, show next to no concern with parousial ex-
pectation. However, the bulk of the writings from the later New
Testament and into the Apostolic Period (c.150) do manifest a
more or less vivid expectancy of some parousial manifestation.
Not only that, but this expectancy of the future is often seen as
bearing down on and determining one’s action and Christian
living in the present. To dismiss this show of parousial con-
cern as simply a didactic interest in giving consolation and
encouragement at a time of persecution (cf. the Apocalypse)
or to drive home the practice of penance (cf. Hermas) or some
other concern would seem to forget the whole thrust of the
earlier New Testament concern for the Parousia as part and
parcel of the Christian message and witness. That Jesus will
come again is not just an appendix to the Good News.

While enough has been seen to suggest that there is no
directly inverse relationship between the expectancy of an im-
minent Parousia and concern with Church Order, more than
that has emerged. The point has become clear that one must
go beyond these two categories and look for a hermeneutic
which, while taking into account the data from these two, is
also able to embrace the full thrust of the entire New Testa-
ment and the Apostolic period.

In the search for this hermeneutic there are innumerable
related questions which this essay must pass over. How, for
instance, is one to understand the category of eschatology?
Is it only future or only realized or both, in varying degrees?
Is it in fact

doubtless that the primitive Church’s consciousness and experience
of the presence of the Holy Spirit, rather than the ‘delay’ of the
parousia, (is the reality) that above all (is) responmsible for the
development of ‘realized eschatology ’? 48

% Jerome Biblical Commentary, (80:47), p. 837.
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And does this insight not in fact change the whole tone of the
question we have posed as title? How is eschatological thought
related to apocalyptic thought and how are they to be dis-
tinguished? ¢ Is it simply a question of Jesus and the primitive
Church being wrong about the imminent Parousia or some-
thing a bit more complex than that? Is the whole question
about concern with Church Order an illegitimate one, given
the “fact ” that every expression of Church Order, in a juridical
sense, is a “ heresy ” from the start and only came about as
a result of the non-occurence of the Parousia (Bauer and
Werner) ? °° Or is this non-occurence to be seen as a conditio
sine qua non rather than a positive cause for the heresies of
various Church orders? * Is concern with Church Order, in
any form, simply a wrong turn and a deviation from the
original freedom from the Law preached by Christ and con-
cretized in the indisputable Pauline letters?

These questions, of course, have to be answered, but that

is not our concern at present Rather, we are in search of a
hermeneutic which is capable of handling all the data.

IIT In SearcH oF AN HERMENEUTIC

Would it not be advantageous, therefore, to look to Jesus and
the Twelve in an attempt to see if there is any antecedent
probability that Church Order, cultically centered, would
emerge in the Early Church? If one can find indications of
this, the whole question is thrown into a new perspective.
Church Order could not then simply be dismissed as heresy—
nor could one “ blame ” the non-occurrence of the Parousia for
the rise in Church Order. Rather, given the beginning, the end
should be antecedently probable and anticipated.

Coppens has shown just this, following the German bishops’

# Karl Rahner, “ The Hermeneutic of Eschatological Assertions” Theological
Investigations: Vol. IV. (Baltimore: Helicon Press, 1966), pp. 823-346.

5 Rudolf Bultmann. Theology om the New Testament: Vol. II. (New York:
Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1955), pp. 187-8.

5 Ibid., p. 188.
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letter on the origin and development of priesthood. What fol-
lows, then, is a resumé of Part I of this article by Coppens.*

Coppens and the German bishops investigate various texts
from the Gospels and other writings of the New Testament,
going back, in most instances, to the earliest strata of the New
Testament tradition. An analysis of these texts lets emerge
the sacerdotal character of the person, mission, and work of
Jesus. Coppens does not find it difficult to deduce from these
texts that Jesus came as the messenger of God’s Word, an-
nouncing the arrival of the Kingdom of Heaven. He can also
easily see Jesus as a pastor, occupied with gathering the flock,
leading it to pasture, assuming their aspirations and needs, and
promising them a new status in the reign of his Father.

However, it is not quite so easy to determine if Jesus had
a sacerdotal consclousness in the narrower sense of that word,
i. e., having the awareness of exercising a cultic and sacerdotal
mission. One point is clear, though: Jesus was not content
simply to announce the Kingdom; he wished equally to realize
its coming. The exousia of Jesus situated itself in diverse ways
within the framework of, but passing beyond, the priests of
the Old Testament: he was the adversary of Satan, was cap-
able of remitting sins and reconciling the world and men to
God—all of which was the domain, in the Old Testament, of
a ministerial priesthood, in the narrower sense. Especially in
the Last Supper, sealing as it did a new and definitive alliance
with God and conforming to the hopeful expectations of the
prophets, does the priestly character of Jesus emerge: effecting
the reconciliation of all men with God, in view of their entrance
into the Kingdom of heaven. The Lord’s command that the
“ Supper ” be repeated betrays further its cultic character—the
cultic anamnesis.

The German bishops stop here in their analysis of the priestly
character of Jesus, wishing to build only on the most critically

%2 Joseph Coppens, Le Sacerdoce Chrétien: Ses Origines et son Développement.
(Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1970), pp. 7-27 especially Nouvelle Revue Théologique, tome
92, 1970, pp. 225-247; 337-364. In subsequent page references, the first page cor-
responds to the Brill edition and the second to the NRT edition.
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solid ground. Coppens, however, suggests one can go further
in the attempt to see how the primitive church itself under-
stood the person and work of Jesus. If there can be seen to
be a continuity between the earliest strata and the latest strata
of the New Testament, weight is given to the priestly char-
acter of Jesus.

Consequently, Coppens turns to Paul, in whose writings he
sees great evidence of attributing a sacerdotal interpretation
to the work and person of Jesus. Eph. 5:2., Gal. 2:20, and
Rom. 8:34—all interpret Jesus as himself offering his sacrifice
and discern in Christ “un ministre au plan cultuel, donc un
liturge, un prétre auquel, selon les croyances de I’éoque,
Poffrande des sacrifices revenait normalement.” %

The letter to the Hebrews, written before the destruction of
the Temple, is another instance of a sacerdotal interpretation
of the person and work of Jesus, even giving him the title
“ priest ” and High Priest.

Even in the Fourth Gospel Coppens sees instances of in-
terpreting Jesus sacerdotally, especially in the farewell dis-
course. The Apocalypse too, in its image of Lamb, betrays not
only a victim but also a priest. And the long robe worn by
the Son of Man (1: 18) is generally interpreted as a symbol of
priesthood.

In brief, for one who receives the Scriptures as norm of the faith,
norma non normata, it is clear that the Apostolic Church under-
stood the exousia, the power of Christ, as implying a sacerdotal
character under the triple plan of preaching, pastoring and of the
liturgy, notably sacrificial.

Did this sacerdotal character go beyond Jesus to others?
Even during his earthly life Jesus sent certain disciples on mis-
sion, communicating to them at least some of his power and
at least for a limited time. In particular the Twelve were in-
vited to and admitted into Jesus’ mission before the Resurrec-
tion. But, according to the Gospels, it was especially (but not

5% Coppens, op. cit., pp. 18, 281.
54 Ibid., pp. 14, 282,
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exclusively) after the Resurrection that Christ transmitted to
the Twelve a participation in his priestly power (Mt. 28: 18-19;
Jn. 20:23). Concerning these last two citations, the bishops
are especially eager to show by them that Jesus’ sacerdotal
exousia was limited “ & un groupe restraint de disciples et non
pas & ensemble des fideles, & toutela communauté écclésiale.” *°

An interpretation of Acts and Paul confirms, for Coppens
and the German bishops, that the Apostolic Church was aware
of prolonging, thanks to the ministry of the Twelve, the
sacerdotal mission of Jesus.

For the Gospels in general and Luke in particular, the exousio
of Jesus is not prolonged and perpetuated in the community
of believers as a whole but by the apostolate in the strict sense,
1. e., by the ministry of the Twelve, which is seen as a sacerdotal
continuation of Jesus as priest: they too are to announce the
Gospel of the Kingdom, pastor the flock (episkopos), pray for
the people (Acts 6:4).

It is true that explicit references to a liturgical, cultic, and
sacramental ministry of the apostolate are not numerous.
Nevertheless there are sufficient texts in Scripture that spell out
such a priestly role indirectly: mission, baptism, remission of
sins, obligation and right to celebrate the Supper, call to anoint
the sick, authority over the unclean spirits: all are supported
by Coppens with specific texts.

To illustrate the sacerdotal awareness of the Apostolic
Church, despite the lack of many instances of explicit sacer-
dotal terms, Coppens turns to Paul who, for example, betrays
a sacerdotal awareness of his person in Rom. 15: 15-16; he
sees his life as a sacrifice in Phil. 2: 17; his life aims at a recon-
ciliation of the world with God (2 Cor. 5: 18); and he sees
his own mission as an extension in time of that of Jesus (2
Cor. 5: 18); further, he does not hesitate to qualify his mission
as an exercise in the name of Christ (2 Cor. 5: 20).

That Paul associated his ministry of reconciliation with the
celebration of the Eucharist is not explicitly stated in the texts,

58 Ibid., pp. 16, 284.
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but “dans le cadre de la doctrine eucharistique néotesta-
mentaire, il n’est pas interdit de le penser.” *°

Coppens feels he has established a sacerdotal mission of
Christ and a participation in this mission by the Twelve. The
third stage, which is the least easily established,’” is to see the
participation in the sacerdotal apostolate of the Twelve by
diverse ministries, instituted and sanctioned by the Apostolic
Church in its interpretation of the will of Christ.

There are many touchy problems here. First, it must be
recognized that it took a while for the infant Church to define
itself clearly. Then one must recognize its hesitancy to employ
terms and functions—especially of a sacerdotal nature—which
might smack of too strong a continuity with Judaism or be
seen simply as a development out of the mystery cults or
Qumran.

Given all this, however, one can still trace, especially in Acts
and Paul, a development in the direction of a collegial organiza-
tion of presbyters-bishops. Going from this collegial structure
to the eventual emergence of a monarchical episcopacy, es-
pecially in the Subapostolic churches, is the burden of Part I
of Coppens’ article and would overlap too much with the earlier
part of this work.

Nevertheless, enough has been seen to suggest that, given
the cultic beginnings in Jesus and the Twelve, it is at least
antecedently probable that this cultic function will continue
in the Church and emerge as a priestly class, centering in a cult
and a cultic structure. A Church Order, then, is antecedently
probable even before one considers its relationship to the ex-
pectancy of an imminent Parousia. This insight cannot but
throw the categories of Parousia and Church Order into a new
perspective, one which would find a directly inverse relation-
ship between the two as somewhat simplistic.

¢ Ibid., pp. 19, 2387.
57 Ibid.



IMMINENT PAROUSIA AND CHURCH ORDER 23

CoNcLUsION

We began this essay with a question: Is there an inverse
relationship between the expectancy of an imminent Parousia
and concern with Church Order? Since a direct approach did
not seem capable of providing an answer, an indirect approach
was opted for. Therefore, first an overview of the rise of
Church Order was presented, to establish the fact of such con-
cern and to give the general directions it took. It was seen
that, initially, variety was the order of the day, giving way to
collegial and then to monarchical structures, centered around
the cult. Two questions were then brought to the texts: isthere
concern with Church Order in the earliest New Testament
writings; is there parousial concern in the later New Testament
writings and into the Apostolic Fathers? An affirmative answer
was given to both, though in varying degrees. This seemed to
suggest that there was no directly inverse relationship between
the two, where one is seen as the only or principal cause of the
other. The need for a hermeneutic arose at this point, one
capable of handling both categories as well as all the data form
the New Testament and the Apostolic Fathers. Such a pos-
sible hermeneutic was seen to lie in the antecedent probability,
given the cultic character of Jesus and the Twelve, of the rise
of a cultic order within the early Church. That this is the only
or the best hermeneutic is certainly open to debate. But that
some hermeneutic, other than Parousia and Church Order, is
needed to determine the precise relationship between the two,
seems established.

Lewis S. FioreLur, O.S.F. S.
DeSales Hall School of Theology
Hyattsville, Maryland



CHRIST'S “ MEMBERS ” AND SEX
(1 Cor 6, 12-20)

[ 4

ROMPTED BY A STUDY of Batey,* just about two
years ago Burkill ? raised a series of questions con-
cerning, particularly, the passage 1 Cor 6: 12-20.

This is the well-known passage which deals with the problem
of ““ fornication ” of some kind (see below) practiced by some
Christians, and with the theological implications of such prac-
tice for Christians whose bodies are members of Christ, are a
temple of God, are “one spirit” with the Lord, since “the
body is for the Lord and the Lord for the body ”; whereas a
union with a prostitute makes a Christian’s body a member of
this prostitute, and he “sins against his own body.”

Here are the questions this passage suggests to Burkill, who
raises them against as many propositions by Batey. a) If
becoming one flesh with a harlot nullifies the presence of Christ
in the man concerned, why does not sexual intercourse within
marriage have a similar effect? b) If intimacy with a prostitute
is in some sense permanent, how can it differ from corporal
union between husband and wife? ¢) On the assumption that
Paul has a temple prostitute in mind, why cannot a Christian
who resorts to a temple prostitute communicate holiness (“ of
the genuine sort ”) to her? Are we to say that Aphrodite is
more effectively potent than Christ, or that Paul was confused
about the whole matter and failed to give a clear answer? Then,
if concerning the question of sacred meat (1 Cor 8: 1ff; 10;
23 fI), “ there is no idol,” the same certainty applies to sacred
sex. d) What is to be made of the notion that all forms of sin

1 Richard Batey, “ The mia sarx Union of Christ and the Church,” NTS 12
(1966/7) 270-281

®T. A. Burkill, “Two into One: The Notion of Carnal Union in Mark 10:
8; 1 Kor 6: 16; Eph 5: 81,” ZNW 62 (1971) 115-120.

24
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other than fornication are “outside the body”? Gluttony,
just as well as excessive sex, may adversely affect physical
health and become a sin against the body. Or does Paul’s dis-
tinction derive from a deep-seated phobia of women? e) If
“body ” in this context is taken to mean * personality,” why
is becoming one personality with one’s own wife not incom-
patible with Christian commitment but becoming one per-
sonality with a prostitute is? How can a Christian become and
be one “ personality ”” with his/her marital partner and remain
at the same time one personality with Christ? Is this a “ mys-
tery ” Paul himself did not understand? f) The respective
unions with Christ and with the prostitute are at once similar
and dissimilar; Paul switches from “body ” to “ spirit.” But,
how can a person become a “ member ” of a spirit? If “body ”
in 6:16 means personality, why should the apostle change his
figure of speech? ®

This list of questions discloses the problems which the text
poses even today and justifies a closer look at this passage.
Our purpose is not to contrast Burkill with Batey to establish
who is right and who is wrong but rather to consider 1 Cor
6: 12-20 in the light of these questions and bring out its doc-
trinal contents. It is hoped that from this study some answer

2 The answer to these questions by Burkill is based on propositions by Paul
Winter (“Sadoquite Fragments IV 20, 21 and the Exegesis of Gen 1: 27 and
Jesus’ saying on divorce,” ZNW 70 (1958) 260-261 and by D. Daube (“Evangelisten
und Rabbinen,” sbid. 48 (1957) 119, 126). Mk 10: 10-12 contains “ an integral
element of the messianic secret of the Kingdom,” namely, “the androgynous char-
acter of primordial man.” In Jewish-Christian circles “it was held that man is
properly bisexual, and that there will be a return to a hermaphrodite type of
existence ” at the end. Monogamous marriage “ represented an approximation to
the supposed quasimetaphysical model of the primordial Adam.” This applies to
1 Cor 6: 16: “a man who resorted to prostitutes would, like a polygamist,
approximate not to the ideal standard of human bisexuality, but to a freakish or
monstrous kind of organic existence in which a one-many sexual relation replaces
the one-one balance of the original and ideal specimen of the human race.” Both
in 1 Cor 6: 15ff and Eph 5: 21 ff the writer ‘carries his analogical argument
beyond the bounds of rational experience’! What is more, the author wonders
whether the “great mystery ” in Eph 5: 32 “may not to some extent be a con-
fession of relative ignorance.” The reader will wonder whether all this is con-
vincing.
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will emerge also for the questions formulated by Burkill. In
the first place, the particular type of union between Christ and
his faithful in this passage will be explored. Then, the implica-
tions of the “ fornication ” Paul talks about will be considered.

The body for the Lord, the Lord for the body

It is obvious that in this passage Paul envisages the relation-
ship between Christ and his faithful against the background of
some sort of fornication. In fact, Paul writes that “ the body
is not for fornication” (v. 18). Fornication was justified by
some elements in Corinth * on various grounds (v. 12f). One
of them is that “ food is for the stomach and the stomach for
food” (v. 18)* The meaning being that one is intended for
the other and their interrelationship and interaction is only
natural. The implication is that the body and “{ornication ”
are in the same relationship to each other.

It is not clear—nor tremendously important—in v. 18
whether the reference to the destruction of both food and
stomach by God is part of the Corinthian justification or rather
Paul’s answer to their argument based on food and stomach,
as I would be inclined to think. What is obvious and im-
portant, however, is the literary and logical correspondence be-
tween v. 18a plus b, on the one hand, and v. 18c plus v. 14
on the other.

Food is for the stomach and the The body (far from being for
stomach for food. fornication) is for the Lord and
the Lord for the body.

And God will destroy both this And God both raised the Lord
and that. and will raise us (by his power).

This exact correspondence shows that it is in v. 13c that
Paul starts building his answer to the problem of fornication

¢ This is the generally accepted understanding of v. 12a.c. 18a, in spite of Ceslas
Spicq, Théologie Morale du Nouveau Testament, II (Paris: Gabalda, 1965), 654
ftn 1, who maintains that v. 12a, etc. are statements by Paul himself.

5 F. Hauck-S. Schulz, ThW, VI 582, note that the Greek view of life regarded
sexusl intercourse just as natural, necessary and justifiable as eating and drinking.
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on the relationship between the faithful and the Lord. Man’s
stomach may find its correspondence in food, and conversely;
but a Christian does not find his correspondence in fornication
but in the Lord, and conversely. The correspondence between
these two sentences shows, furthermore, that v. 14 is an in-
cidental expression intended to balance v. 18b: God will des-
troy food and stomach, but God’s attitude towards the re-
lationship Lord-body is different: he has already raised the
Lord and he will raise us also. This verification is evidence
that the thought of v. 18c continues in v. 15: the body is for
the Lord and the Lord for the body in the sense that “ your
bodies are members of Christ.”®

Still, before we come to v. 15 some other details have to be
stressed. The notion “body ” in v. 18b cannot indicate the
“Body ” of Christ but the individual body of a Christian, of
each Christian. The evidence for this is that in v. 15 we meet
the plural “ your bodies,” i.e., the body of each one of you
(not Christ’s), as “members” of Christ; and that in v. 14
Paul replaces “the body ” by “we” as different from Christ
himself: ? this is the difference of v. 15 between * your bodies ”
and Christ himself. This remark shows that Paul is thinking
of a personal and individual relationship of Christ with each
Christian, not of the general relationship of Christ to the group
(Body) of Christians. This is borne out also by the very
matter involved: this relationship is the counterpart of a “ for-
nication ” relationship, which obviously is an affair of individu-
als not of the Body-group of Christians as such. A further
consequence of this remark is that Paul in this passage disre-
gards the social-like or organic interrelationship among the
several members of Christ. He centers only on the direct and

® That is why Hans Conzelmann, Der erste Brief an die Korinther, (Meyers
Kommentar V), 11 ed. (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1969), 1384, fin
22, commenting on v. 15 speaks of a reciprocity: “ There is a reciprocity: as I act
against the Lord I am thereby affected myself, and as I act against myself the
Lord is thereby affected. This reciprocity is unilaterally constituted by the Lord.”

" Notice that “ our ” resurrection is not linked here to the fact that Christ (as
“head ™) has been raised (cfr. Eph 2: 5) but to the traditional doctrine of “the
power of God” (Mk 12: 24 parall)
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personal relationship between Christ and each single Christian.®
In point of fact, Paul emphasizes that our bodies are * mem-
bers of Christ,” but he fails to say that we “ are members of
each other” (Rom 12: 5) or to stress the social-organic func-
tions of the community (Rom 12: $ff; 1 Cor 12: 4ff). The
character of personal and individual relationship of each
Christian to Christ, or conversely, is strongly underscored in
this passage—to the point that the social aspect is entirely
disregarded or, rather, purposely omitted.

Another detail to be noticed is that, for Paul, “ body > in
v. 18¢ is something different from stomach. The change from
stomach (18a) to body was obviously deliberate and inten-
tional. What is more, Paul would admit that the stomach will
be destroyed (cfr. 1 Cor 15: 50ff; 2 Cor 4: 16; 5: 4) but the
body will not, it will be raised. Animmediate implication of this
is that it is not the stomach but the individual body of each
faithful that is for the Lord. It is not the stomach—or any
other particular physiological organ or member—but the in-
dividual “body” of each Christian that is “member” of
Christ.! It is important to notice that, in the same context (v.
14), Paul could replace body-bodies by a personal pronoun,
“we”: God will raise “us,” which stands for our body-
bodies.*

Obviously, in this understanding of body Paul stands on
semitic grounds, far from Greek dichotomy and “ salvation.”

® The theological truth, in fact, is that Christ’s Body “is not constituted by
the sum total of Christians; but each one of them, by the mere fact that he
attains the Incarnate Word, through this humanity of the Word becomes Body
of Christ: ” P. Michalon, “ Eglise, corps mystique du Christ glorieux,” NRT 74
(1952) 680.

® This is strongly stressed by Conzelmann Der erste Brief, 188, when he notes
that the relationship fornication-body is very different from food-stomach. In
fact, body—otherwise than stomach—“is I as I am not a thing but relate myself
(to others). The relationship with the pdmé is not a neutral one. It can never
be indifferent. Even for the pdrné he who is related to her is not a thing. The
relationship is a specifically human one. The Lord to whom! I belong is thereby
affected.”

10 Robert Jewett, Paul’s Anthropological Terms, (Arbeiten zur Geschichte des
Antiken Judentums und des Urchristentums, 10), (Leiden: Brill, 1971), 259 ff.
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Whether “ body ” in this and other similar passages should be
translated by “personality ” or otherwise may be a question
of semantics.’* It is clear, at any rate, that the notion “ body ”
does not imply a division in man between two elements which
repudiate each other or tend to dissociate from each other.
It does not exclude the simultaneous coexistence and co-opera-
tion or activity of another (invisible) dimension of man which
we usually call soul. It rather includes it, though it does not
stress it particularly. “ Body ” stands for the entire man as
he exists and acts in this world and indicates his “ self ” ; which
is particularly clear in Rom 6: 12 (cf. “ yourselves ” in v. 18).
This is generally admitted.*?

Still, the notion “body,” in Paul’s understanding, expressed
the external element of man: man “ acts through his body ” (2)
Cor 5: 10); it is in man’s body that passions are seated (Rom
6: 12; cf. 7: 5); it is man’s “members” that are the “weapons”
of justice or of sin (Rom 6: 13), etc. That is, the notion
“body” stands for the entire “self” but stresses the “corporeal”
aspect of man, as the body is the means by which man mani-
fests himself, expresses himself, relates to others by acting, re-
acting and being acted-reacted upon.

This is why Paul can say that “ we,” rather than our bodies,
will be raised by God. But this is also why, in this text, “your
bodies ” rather than “ you,” are members of Christ. Obviously,
Paul does not mean that only man’s body—with the exclusion

1 Cf. an analysis of different viewpoints in Joachim Gnilka, * Contemporary
Exegetical Understanding of ¢ the Resurrection of the Body *,” Concilium 60, (1970)
129-141; particularly pp. 185-140 “ What is Soma? ”

12R. Jewett, Paul’s . . . Terms, 250-304; Claude Tresmontant, A Study of
Hebrew Thought, (transl. from the French by Gibson, M.F.);, (New York, ete.:
Desclée, 1960), 88-106; Petrus Dacquino, “Ecclesia corpus Christi secundum
apostolum Paulum,” VD 38 (1960) 296; B. M. Ahern, “The Christian’s Union
with the Body of Christ in Cor, Gal and Rom,” C' B @ 23 (1961) 200 f; Joseph T.
Culliton, “Lucien Cerfaux’s Contribution concerning ‘the Body of Christ ™ ibid.
29 (1967) 59; Pierre Benoit, “ L’Eglise corps du Christ,” Populus Dei (Studi in
onore del Card. Alfredo Ottaviani) XI (Rome: Christen, 1969), 986 ff. Cf.
Walter J. Bartling, “ Sexuality, Marriage and Divorce in 1 Corinthians 6:12-7:16.
A Practical Exercise in Hermeneutics,” Concordia Theological Monthly 39 (1968)
862.
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of other dimensions—is for the Lord or is a member of Christ;
he certainly understands that it is the whole of man that is
for the Lord or is a member of Christ. This is what he says in
Cor 12: 27: “you” are the body of Christ (cf. Rom 2: 5.1).
Still, he stresses the notion “ body ” on account of the problem
of “ fornication ” which is being discussed, since it is through
his “body ” that man—the total man—acts.

It is within this framework of total and individual involve-
ment of each Christian in Christ that the sentence “ the body
is for the Lord, and the Lord for the body  is to be understood.
The continuation of this thought in terms of “members of
Christ ” shows that Paul is reasoning on the basis of his favor-
ite doctrine of the “ Body of Christ ” (1 Cor 12: 12 ff; Rom 12;
4 fI; etc.) . The faithful Christian in his totality—expressed by
his body—is related to Christ as a member of his Body, since.
it is from Christ that this Christian receives his “ spiritual ”
life or the Spirit (cf. v. 17). It is a living and “ fertilizing ”
relationship or union through which Christ pours his own life
into the Christian to “regenerate ” him.* All this, of course,
is projected against the background of “ fornication”: the
“body ” of a Christian is not for union in fornication (not for
a prostitute) but for the Lord (v. 13c).

In view of this fertilizing and individual union of each Chris-
tian with Christ we may consider the Greek formula %o
séma. .. .. td kyrié kai ho kyrios t6 sémati. This formula is
reminiscent of the saying in Cant 2: 16 “my beloved is for
me and I am for my beloved,” which really means “my be-

3 14

loved is mine and I am his”,** they belong to each other; still,

% Lucien Cerfaux, The Church in the Theology of St. Paul (New York: Herder,
1959), 262-286; Pierre Benoit, “ Corps, Téte, et Pléréme dans les épitres de la
captivité,” RB 63 (1956) 5-47 (particularly p. 9); id., “L’Eglise,” 971-1028;
Culliton, “ Lucien Cerfaux’s . ..,” 41-59; Ahern, “ The Christian’s Union, 199-209;
G. Martelet, “ Le mystére du corps et de 'Esprit dans le Christ ressuscité et dans
I'Eglise,” Verbum Caro, n. 45 (1958), 81-58; J. Reuss, “Die Kirche als Leib
Christi und die Herkunft dieser Vorstellung bei dem Apostel Paulus,” Bibl.
Zeitschr.,, n.F., 2 (1958) 103-127; Dacquino, “ Ecclesia corpus Christi,” 292-300;
id., “La formula paolina in Christo Gesl,” La Scuola Cattolica 87 (1959) 278-291.

**This is, in fact, the translation by S. M. Lehrman, The Song of Songs,
(Soncino Books of the Bible. The Five Megilloth), (Hindhead, 1946).
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the Hebrew wording uses the dative case (H, 16), which is
preserved also by the LXX where the text is very close to
Paul’s. More important is another text of Paul himself where
he refers again to the Body of Christ. In Rom 7: 1ff Paul re-
fers to the marital bond uniting a wife to her husband. But
this is the way Paul, in agreement with the current Greek lan-
guage, expresses this relationship: the wife gineta: andri
(hetérg) (v. 8), she is “for a (another) man.” Immediately
Paul draws his conclusion: the marriage of the faithful Chris-
tian with the Law has come to an end “ through the Body of
Christ, so that they ginontat hetérg, they are for another one,
for him who was raised from the dead.” Obviously, a Christian
dies to the Law at the same time that he is incorporated into
the Body of Christ, and it is at this moment that he is for
Christ (and Christ for him). The similarity, both doctrinal
and linguistic, with our passage of 1 Cor 6: 13c is manifest.
What I would like to stress in Rom 7 is that the relationship
between the Christians (as members) and Christ (as Body)
is expressed in marital conceptions and in marital language.
This is a theology Paul teaches again in 2 Cor 11: 2f, and
which is somewhat developed in Eph 5: 23 ff.*°

This is how Paul conceives of the relationship between Christ
and each Christian in 1 Cor 6: 13 ff. The sentence “ the body
for the Lord and the Lord for the body ” belongs to conceptions
and to expressions like those in Rom 7 and it is according to
them that it is to be understood **—in spite of the literary cor-
respondence with v. 18a, which remains a merely literary one,
whereas the fundamental thought and the words themselves
have changed: the situation between a Christian and Christ
is not just one of correspondence but one of “ membership ”;
and “ stomach ” has been replaced by “ body.”

1% The concept goes back to the gospel traditions: Mk 2: 19 f parall; Io 3: 29
(cf. Apc 19: 7ff; 21: 2.9).

¢ A. M. Dubarle, “L’origine dans 'A.T. de la notion paulinienne de I'Eglise
corps du Christ,” Studiorum Paulinorum Congressus Internationalis Catholicus,
(Analecta Biblica, 17-18), I (Rome: Biblical Institute, 1963), 281-240, expresses
the view that it is the marital text of Gen 2: 24 that is at the basis of Paul’s
conception of the Body of Christ.
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The marital imagery to express this relationship gives its
true meaning to kolldstha: (to cleave), when, in our text, the
Christian is said “ to cleave to the Lord” (v. 17). It is signifi-
cant, in this sense, that the relationship between a man and
a woman (called here pdrné) is defined by the same word: a
man “ cleaves ” to the pdrné. This verb kollasthai is used by
Paul (and by the entire Pauline literature) in our passage
and in Rom 12: 9 only. Obviously it is not a Pauline term.
In Rom 12: 9 the meaning is very general, one is “to stick
to ” what is good. On the contrary, in our text it has a very
specific connotation, as it is suggested by the context. In such
contexts this verb is a technical term expressing a marital or
marital-like relationship. The evidence for this comes precisely
from the basic text on marriage Mt 19: 5 (cf. Eph 5: 381),
which is a quotation from Gen 2: 24 (LXX has proskolldstha,
the reading of Eph 5: 31 and of the addition of Mk 10: 7).
This text of Gen is very present to Paul’s mind, in fact he
quotes it in v. 16. It is likely that Paul uses the simple instead
of the compound (of the LXX) because he is translating
directly from the Hebrew text, and he renders dbg (in Gen 2:
24) by kolldsthai, which is the more usual equivalent of the
Hebrew term in the LXX. Now, this Hebrew term applies to
similar contexts (cf. Gen 34: 8: 1 Kings 11: 2). Other con-
siderations will be added later on.

At this moment, however, we may anticipate that neither
the Greek nor the Hebrew term indicates primarily and directly
a sexual relationship. In fact, this is certainly excluded when
kolldsthai expresses the bond between Christ and his (“ mem-
bers ) faithful. At this point Paul stresses that the cleaving
of a Christian to Christ results in “ one spirit,” and precisely
“ spirit.” Again, Paul has the doctrine of the “ Body of Christ”
in mind, according to which the union of a Christian with
Christ is as solid and real as the union of a “ member > to the
the body from which it draws life and nourishment. Still, this
union— otherwise than the union between man and woman—
has nothing to do with sex and nature. And this is why Paul
avoids saying that this union results in “one flesh,” and de-
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liberately chooses to say that it results in “one spirit.” Paul
could say also that such a union results in “ one Body,” as he,
in fact, does on some other occasions (1 Cor 10: 17; 12: 12{.
27; Rom 12: 5). But he has just used this expression to in-
dicate the union of a man and a pdrné (v. 16), and he is
obviously careful to stress the difference betwen these unions.
That is why he avoids here, in this particular text, an expres-
sion which he otherwise uses unrestrictedly.

Now, the fact that the union between Christ and each
Christian results in “ one spirit  does not imply in Paul’s mind
and language any metaphysical incompatibility. The word
“spirit” does not necessarily imply an opposition to matter
or to physical entities. It may indicate something which is
related to God’s world and activity in some way, something
which in some way or aspect is beyond the laws of the present
cosmos. Paul can say that the manna and the water from the
rock (Ex 16; 17) of olden times was “ spiritual,” and the rock
itself was “ spiritual ”—a qualification by which Paul certainly
does not intend to deny the physical nature of these elements;
rather he intends to stress the supernatural character of their
donation by God. In 1 Cor 15: 4 Paul speaks in terms that
for our metaphysics would be considered contradictory: he
refers to a “ spiritual body,” which is the risen body of every
Christian; this body is spiritual not because it is not a body
but because it does not belong to this creation any longer; it
obeys other laws and another way of existence. It is in a
supernatural state. In point of fact, the spiritual body is under-
stood to be a “heavenly” (see the variant reading “spiritual”)
man in v. 47. In the same context (1 Cor 15: 45) the risen
Christ becomes a “ life-giving spirit,” by which expression Paul
does not intend to say that Christ dropped his body or that
his body evaporated into spirit.” Again, what he says is that
Christ’s body belongs to a realm where “ flesh and blood ” have

17 Didache, 10, 3, defines the eucharist as “ spiritual ” food and drink but not
to deny the physical aspect of it. Ignatius, Eph., 7, 2, says that Christ was “at
the same time fleshly and spiritual.” Cf. Gal 5: 22; Rom 7¢ 14.
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no place, where mortality and corruptibility are changed into
immortality-incorruptibility (15: 50 ff), i. e., where “ mortality
is swallowed up by life ” through this Spirit (2 Cor 5: 4f; Rom
8: 11;1: 4).

From this text of 1 Cor 15: 45 another element is to be
retained, namely, the risen body of Christ is a “life-giving ”
body for others, for those who join his “ body.” It is with this
theology in mind that Paul states that “all of us have been
baptized into one body in one Spirit. . . . all have been given to
drink of one Spirit ” (1 Cor 12: 18). Along the same line the
author of Eph 4: 4 stresses that there is “one body, one
Spirit . . . one baptism.”

The general concept intended in the “ one spirit ” resulting
from a Christ-faithful union (1 Cor 6: 17) should be clear by
now. Through baptism® the body-self of the Christian be-
comes a “member ” of Christ, is ingrafted into Christ’s body
which, through his resurrection has become a life-giving super-
natural reality, body fully and completely permeated by the
Spirit; through this * spiritualized ” body “ one Spirit ”~—the
same Spirit in Christ—is given to drink to the Christian man
in baptism.*® Through this sacrament the channels of com-
munication between Christ and the Christian are established
and opened, and Christ’s very life and Spirit flow into this
Christian who now becomes “ one spirit ” with .Christ, in the
sense that he becomes a member of the “ spiritualized ” body
of Christ, i.e., a supernatural reality in union with Christ,
vivified by a “ spiritual ” life flowing from Christ which is, first
of all, the Spirit himself. The language of John is much more
radical still when he says that the regenerated of water and
Spirit is *“ spirit ” himself (Io 3: 6), not because he loses his
physical dimension but because he acquires a spiritual-super-
natural dimension, a divine sonship which cannot be given by
blood, flesh or man but only by God (Io 1: 18). This union

8 Cf. P. Dacquino, “ De membris Ecclesiae, quae est corpus Christi,” VD 41
(1968), 117 {1
*®* Cerfaux, The Church, 270.
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is in all truth a “{ertilizing” union resulting in a “regenera-
tion ” of man, in a “ new creation.” *

After all, the “ one spirit,” effected through baptism out of
Christ and his faithful, is not entitatively different from the
“one body ” that Paul sees is effected through the Eucharistic
“ communion ” (koinénia) between the “one bread and the
many ” (1 Cor 10: 16f). The “one bread ” is not one loaf
but it is one Christ in both the bread and the cup, no matter
the number of loaves or the quantity of wine. Paul’s reasoning
is very simple, but it is based on faith, the faith in Christ’s
presence in the Eucharist. Through “ communion ” in Christ’s
“body and blood ” Christ becomes particularly present in each
Christian as Christ is within him, active and operative; he is
living there and the recipient enjoys Christ’s personal life-
Spirit. This is true of each and of all the faithful partaking in
Christ’s body and blood. Christ is in each one of them. Since
Christ is only one, there is a dimension according to which all
those faithful are one or, more exactly, “ one body,” namely,
the body of Christ present and living in each and in all of
them. Conversely, what is true of the group is true of each
one: each Christian partaking of the Eucharist becomes “ one
body ” with Christ, as Christ through his Eucharistic body is
living in him. Still, this is not a material-physical body and
union, this is a body-union belonging to the realm of the “ spir-
itual ” world of God. The Christian does not lose his physical
dimension, but in his physical dimension he receives the life-
Spirit of Christ communicated to his (Christ’s) “spiritualized”
body. Again, John is more radical when he maintains that
through the Eucharist “ I am immanent in him and he in me ”
(TIo 6: 56), he “lives because of me” (v. 57), and the faithful
possess life in himself (v. 58) —the same Greek expression
which is used to indicate the presence of life in the Father and
in the Son (Io 5: 26).

The Eucharist is a means of further * transfusion” of life

20 Benoit, “ L'Eglise,” 991; Dacquino, “ De membris Ecclesiae.” 125. Cf. Jewett,
Paul’s .. . Terms, 262.
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from Christ to the faithful, by which the union between both
is strengthened and tightened. But this process starts with
baptism when a man is first grafted into “one (Christ’s) body”
to be given to drink of “one Spirit.” ** This man does not
thereby lose his human-physical nature, but it is through these
sacraments and communications of life that this human-
physical nature too begins the process of its “ spiritualization ”
which will end up in a total transformation into a “ spiritual
body ” thoroughly permeated by the Spirit.”* This is how a
Christian’s cleaving to Christ results in “ one spirit,” as over-
against “ one flesh—one body ” resulting from a man’s cleaving
to a pdrné.

These developments show to what an extent the notion “ to
cleave ” (kolldsthai) can be dissociated from the idea of sexual
union. This does mean, however, that the imagery of marriage
persists and that Paul, in fact, describes the relationship Christ-
faithful in marital terms—and this not only in Eph 5: 23 ff but
also in our text 1 Cor 6: 12-80. It is on the basis of this
marital imagery, I think, that an obscurity in our text seems
to become less enigmatic.

Paul writes that “ whatever sin (hamdrtéma) a man may
commit (poiein) is outside the body; but he who fornicates
(ho pornéuon; see below) sins (hamartdnei) against his own
body ” (v. 18).2 It has always been difficult to see how
“ fornication ” (only) is a sin against one’s own body and other
sins (like gluttony, drunkenness, suicide) are not. Conzel-
mann ?* thinks that Paul is concerned only with the present

21 Cf. Ahern, “ The Christian’s Union,” 203; Benoit, “ L’Eglise,” 990 f.

** Which does mot mean absorption. Cf. L. Bouyer, L’Eglise de Dieu. Corps
du Christ et temple de UEsprit (Paris: Cerf, 1970), 603.

23 Hauck-Schulz, ThW, VI 583, refer to the Stoic Muson (p. 65, 44 ff) who
maintains that he who has relations with a prostitute sins against himself. They
(ibid.) quote also Epictetus as saying that by all unclean acts a man defiles the
god in his breast.

24 Conzelmann, Der erste Brief, 185. C. K. Barret A commentary on the First
Epistle to the Corinthians (New York and Evanston: Harper and Row, 1968),
150 f comes close to this view when, following Calvin, he maintains that other sins
may be against one’s body, but “comparatively speaking, they are outside the
body-”
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case and he stresses that this sin is against one’s own body—
he does not consider the inclusion or exclusion of other possible
sins against one’s body: obviously, this is not very convincing.
Kempthorne * understands Paul’s text to mean that the
“body ” is the Body of Christ, and a fornicator sins against
this Body which is also his body. The problem is that it is
difficult to accept that at this point the text refers to the Body
of Christ (Christ with his community) and not to the in-
dividual body-self of each Christian.

It seems well, in fact, that Paul again is thinking of the
body-self of individual Christians. Whatever the case of 1
Clem 46: 7,°® Paul never refers to the Body of Christ as the
Body of a single Christian, nor can Paul’s theological thought
admit such an expression since by that expression he means the
personal body-self of Christ to which Christians are incorpo-
rated as “ members.” Furthermore, there is no indication that
the perspective of vv. 18-15 is changed, and here “body ” is
the individual self of each Christian. On the other hand, in
this entire passage Paul, as we have seen, does not consider the
relationship of Christ with the group of Christians but with
each individual faithful, and it is likely (see below) that he
has a single concrete individual in mind.

The very same Greek expression (£0 idion séma) appears
immediately afterwards in 7: 4 where it certainly indicates the
individual self of each partner in marriage. But it is above all
the marital aspect of this latter passage that we want to bring
into relief: a wife is not the lord of her own body-self, and the
same thing is true of the husband. This is a union (among
Christians) that Paul considers lawful, and in this case the
apostle maintains that each partner has committed his/her own
self to the other: it is the other who is the lord (exousidzes) 27

25 Kempthorne, “ Incest and the Body of Christ: A Study of 1 Corinthians VI.
12-20,” NTS 14 (1967/8) 572.

28 Cf. id., ibid.

2" In Rom 7: 2 Paul understands that a married woman is hypandros, is “ under ”
a man, which is a Hebrew way to say that one is married: H. Strack-P. Billerbeck,
Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und Midrasch, YII (Miinchen:
Oscar Beck, 1926), 234.
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This, in Paul’s understanding, is a lawful commitment, is a
legitimate submission to some other’s authority and will, no
sin is involved in it.

The problem 1s different in a relationship when a man is
a porneton of some sort (6: 18). This man “sins” in such a
relationship, Paul understands. And the presence of “sin”
makes all the difference for Paul between a marital union and
a union in “ fornication.” In the former case where the mutual
commitment happens according to God’s and Christ’s will,
there is no slavery, there is no sin against one’s own self.*®
Such a slavery comes about, however, in the case of an unlaw-
ful union. This is what Paul says right at the beginning of the
text under discussion (1 Cor 6, 12): to do everything may
mean to constitute something lord (exousidzein) over my-
self. The application to the practical case is that a union in
fornication constitutes someone lord over someone else. Be-
sides the context, it is the verb exousidzein which suggests this
concrete and practical understanding. In fact, this verb is not
a Pauline term since Paul uses it only in the present context:
in 1 Cor 6: 12 and 7: 4. Now “to fornicate ” means precisely
this: to realize an unlawful, sinful union by which I constitute
someone else unlowful lord over my body-self, I enslave myself
to the other, I give up my freedom and rights and put myself
in an awkward and degrading situation in theological terms.

There is a Juridical flavor to the idea. In fact, Paul does not
say that such a Christian sins against God or Christ (1 Cor
8: 12), he sins against his own “ self.” The notion hamartdnein
(to sin) itself is interesting in this context. Obviously, “to
sin ” is the same thing as hamdrtéma poiein (v. 18a). Now,
Paul (and the entire Pauline literature) uses hamdrtéma only
in Rom 8: 25 and in our text (1 Cor 6: 18). It is very difficult
to admit that, for Paul, it means the same thing as the recur-
rent hamartia. Though hamdrtéma includes the theological
qualification of something sinful, it rather indicates a wrong
deed or wrong doing, the sinful action rather than its sinful

%5 See Bartling, Sexuality .. ., 362f.
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quality. So, hamartdnein against one self means to do wrong
deeds, or make mistakes against one self—and this, within the
particular context of constituting someone else as unlawful lord
over oneself. It comes very close to the concept of violating
one’s own rights and interests, in theologoical terms, by en-
slaving onself to an unlawful and sinful lord. This does not
apply to any other sin.*®

This sin of fornication is against the body; *° Paul does not
say that it is inside the body. From this angle, the corres-
pondence with the foregoing sentence “ every wrong deed one
does is outside the body ” (v. 18b) is defective. Paul does not
say whether fornication is outside or inside the body, he does
say that it is against the body-self. On the other hand, the
sentence in v. 18b does not say that all other sins except forni-
cation are outside the body; there is no compulsory reason to
make such an exception, in spite of the similar passage of Mk
3: 28 f parall. Both the lack of correspondence and of any ex-
plicit exception gives support to Moule’s ** contention that v.
18b is not Paul’s doctrine but a slogan of the Corinthians, like
those in v. 12: 18 and 10: 23, to which Paul answers with v.
18c. The grammatical construction surely backs such a view:
just as in v. 12 {, v. 18b (the slogan) contains no joining par-
ticle, whereas Paul’s answer is introduced by a truly adversa-
tive dé. The meaning of the whole would be as follows. The
Corinthians defend free sex on the grounds that “ whatever
wrong deeds one may do lie outside one’s own self,” i. e., they do
not affect him, he is above every moral contamination. In his
answer Paul, as in v. 12 and 18, does not go into the merits of
such an assertion ** but retorts that it certainly is against the

% And Sir 10: 28 says: “ Who will justify him who sins against his own_soul? ”

30 A linguistically similar expression is found in the Rabbinic literature, but the
meaning is different, namely, “to sin with the body ”: Stract-Billerbeck, Kom-
mentar sum NT, 366.

t Charles ¥. Moule, An Idiom-Book of the NT Greek (Cambridge: University
Press, 2d ed. 1959), 196f.

321t cannot be said, therefore, that Paul’s reply seems to accept the general
proposition, and makes an exception to it: Barret, A commentary, 150. Paul’s
reaction may express acceptance or rejection—or neither.
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body-self. On this assumption no room is left for the question
as to whether in Paul’s view only fornication is against one’s
body or whether some (and what) sins are outside the body
and others (and what) inside it.

The marital imagery emerges again in v. 19f when Paul
states that Christians (each Christian) are not in possession
of themselves,* they are not lords of themselves, as they “ have
been bought with a price.” True, the idea of Christians having
been brought by a price is used by Paul in 1 Cor 7:23 where it
connotes the concept of manumission from slavery to “ serve ™
Christ (cf. Gal 8: 13; 4: 5). But each context gives the final
shade of meaning to words. In the immediate context of our
passage (1 Cor 7: 1) Paul stresses that a partner in marriage
is not lord of himself. Of course, Paul would not say that Christ
is not Lord of himself, but this proves only that Paul carries
the comparison no farther than he can. The notion to “buy ”
(agordzein) is not against a marital imagery. This very verb
is used in Neh 10: 381 (as a translation for the Hebrew Iqh)
where it certainly indicates the dowry a man pays for a bride:
“we will not buy their daughters.” ** This usage is expressed
in the Hebrew bible through some other terms which convey
the same concept of buying a bride: a man “ shall surely pay
(mhr; LXX phérne pherniet) a dowry for her to be his wife” (Ex
22: 15; cf. Ps 16: 4) ; Boaz bought (gnh; LXX Fktdsthai) Ruth to
be his wife, just as he “ bought ” the field, ete. (Rut 4: 10.9.5;
cf. 2 Sam 12: 8; Koh 2:7) —this verb gnh is used also to ex-
press how Jahweh came to possess Israel (Ex 16: 16; Deut 32:
6; Ps 74: 2; 78: 54); the prophet Hosea also bought (krh;
LXX misthotisthai) an adulterous woman for himself; the same
meaning is found in Gen 31: 15 where Laban is said to have
“sold” (mkr; LXX piprdskein) his daughters to Jacob. The

3% An expression which, according to Strack-Billerbeck, Kommentar zum N.T.,
IIT 367, belongs to the marriage language.

#Cf. Gen 4 4 19; 6: 2; Ex 21: 10; 34: 16; 1 Sam 25: 43, where lgh applies
to the fact of “taking” a wife; this verb surely has the meaning of “buying”
(a field) in Prov 81: 16.
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word “price ” (timé: 1 Cor 6: 20) is not foreign to this con-
text: cf. Gen 20: 16 (LXX).

The marital dimension of the thought “you are not in
possession of yourselves” is here the only acceptable one, on
account of its obvious relationship to v. 15 f; a Christian is not
supposed to take (away) a member (his own “body ™) be-
longing to Christ—possession of Christ—and make it a member
(possession) of a pdrné by becoming one “ body—flesh ” with
her. A Christian is supposed not to do so because—among
other things—he is not a possession of himself, he is a posses-
sion (consort) of Christ. To give this possession of Christ to
a prostitute is an adultery of sorts.

The body 1is not for fornication

The doctrine expounded thus far applies in any kind of un-
lawful sex, i.e., of any sexual relationship undertaken by a
Christian not in accordance with God’s will which has its basic
expression in nature. Any sort of sinful sex is to give Christ’s
members (i.e., Christian “ bodies”) to fornication. In this
sense the doctrine above offers a solid theological basis for a
correct Christian orientation and evaluation of sex. The forms
that sinful sex can take are expressed by Paul in the immediate
context of 1 Cor 6: 9 and, then, in Rom 1: 26 {.

The reason why only in a marital relationship is sex correct
and therefore not sinful is that, being natural (aceording to
the Creator’s will), only this sexual relationship can be taken
up by Christ who, through his “ body ” vivifies the “ members ”
atached to him; the life Christ infuses in his members can
perform and further only that relationship which is according
to the plans of God the Creator. Of course, a Christian keeps
the physical powers to perform the wrong union. But it is
precisely in this that the abnormality—and the sin-—consists,
if he does 50.2* The human being was ingrafted into Christ’s

38 Cf. Conzelmann, Der erste Brief, 134f. Paul in 1 Cor. 6: 20 requests the
faithful to “glorify God with their bodies,” which certainly indicates that in-
ordinate sex does not glorify God: cf. Walter Lowrie, “ Glorify God in Your
Body, Theology Today 10 (1953/4) 492-500.
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body so that it may receive life to act as a true “ member,”
according to the “nature ” and interests of Christ’s body (or
Body). If such a member does the wrong thing—in a wrong
sexual union— it is making use of itself in a manner which is
unnatural In some way, as it is doing something against the
very nature of the “ body ” which provides its (supernatural)
life. This is a sort of theological monstrosity or absurdity.*
It is to force the members of Christ to do something the body
cannot do. The absurdity is all the more blatant when this
member constitutes someone as unlawful lord upon itself in
an unlawful relationship, when the Christian’s body is for the
Lord, it is the Lord’s. That is why Paul cannot understand
such an attitude: it is just an absurdity in theological terms.*

This doctrine applies to any sinful sexual activity, and even
to all other wrong doings. Still, the question is legitmate as to
whether Paul has something more concrete in mind. Not long
ago Kempthorne *® proposed that our passage (1 Cor 6: 12-20)
should be read in connection with the incestuous union dealt
with in 1 Cor 5. There is much that speaks for this view—much
more than the valuable remarks pointed out by Kempthorne
in order to explain how the text fits in very well with this
view.*

In the first place, it is very strange that Paul goes into a
discussion about “ general” fornication at this point of the
epistle.** For one thing, such a discussion can hardly be con-

3% Joseph Bonsirven, Théologic du Nouveau Testament (Paris: Aubier, 1951),
333: this sin ““ becomes for him a true monstrosity . . . to join this living portion
of Christ to a harlot.” Cf. Michel Barnouin, “Le caractére baptismal et les
enseignements de Saint Paul,” Stud. Paulin. Congr. Intern. Cath., I1 307 ff.

37 Jean Héring, La Premiére épitre de Saint Paul aux Corinthiens, (Coramentaire
du Nouveau Testament VII) (Neuchitel-Paris: Delachaux et Niestlé, 1949), 47:
“Man is a unit, and the body of the Christian cannot orient itself towards Christ
and depart from him at the same time.” Cf. C. Spicq, Théologie Morale, 556, and
fnt 8 and 4.

%8 Kempthorne, “ Incest,” 568-574.

% In spite of Jewett, Paul’s . . . Terms, 260.

‘Tt is not very convincing to say that here Paul argues with an imaginary
opponent: John C. Hurd, The Origin of 1 Corinthians (New York: Seabury Press,
1965), 87, quoting from Craig.
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sidered an appropriate introduction for his doctrine on mar-
riage, which follows immediately afterwards in ch. 7. For
another, this doctrine in ch. 7 begins a new section of the letter
in which Paul sets out to answer the question “ about which
you write (to me)” (7: 1). The implications are: first, that
our text (1 Cor 6: 12-20) does not belong to the new section,
it is not an introduction to the doctrine on marriage; second,
that our text has to belong to the foregoing section.*

Now, to maintain that our text is completely disconnected
from the foregoing context certainly is not the obvious assump-
tion. One is rather entitled to assume that there is a connec-
tion, unless reasonable proof to the contrary is provided—
which has not been done so far.*? On the other hand, this text
is the end of a development in the letter. It is difficult to aveid
the impression that this seemingly unprepared discussion on
“ fornication ” is the continuation—and the conclusion—of the
episode concerning the incestuous ** “ fornication ” in Corinth
which marks the beginning of a new development in 5: 1. The
discusion about law-courts in the community (1 Cor 6: 1-9a)
is just a digression caused by the reference to real jurisdiction
in the community to deal with the incestuous man—and with
other affairs. Paul, in fact, wants the jurisdiction of the com-
munity to be exerted in the case of the incestuous man (5:
12 £4) and not to let things go, both in this case and many
others (cf. 5: 111f). This is why there are law-courts in the
community, and no recourse to pagan courts is needed. But it
is obvious that this digression comes to an end in 6: 9a, and
Paul returns to the subject of ch. 5 in 6: 9b: ** the list of vices

“*In disagreement with Hurd, ibid., 87 £, who considers the text in question as
a “ transitional passage” in spite of the realization that several details in it “ have
marked oral information elsewhere” (p. 87).

**The different replacements and apportionments in 1 Cor proposed, v. g., by
Hurd ibid., are far from demonstrated.

*3“Tt is most likely that he (the man in question), after his father’s death,
married his (father’s) widow ”: Conzelmann, Der erste Brief, 116.

‘¢ Barret, A commentary, 144: “ Verses 9-11 (in ch. 6) provide Paul with a
suitable way of working back to the theme of sexual license which he left at the
end of Chapter V.”
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opens with a series of sex offenses (idolatry not excluded)
headed by the pérnoi (fornicators) —no dubious reference to
the porneia of the young man in 5: 8.9.10 (cf. in v. 18 the
assonance (ponérén-pérnon) .

Then in v. 12 Paul deals again directly with the incestuous
case, but not from the point of view of jurisdiction (5, 12{)
and legal procedures (5, 4f), but from the point of view of
the grounds on which the Corinthians tolerated such a scandal
in their community: “everything is lawful for me” (v. 12);
“ the food is for the stomach, and the stomach for the food
(and both will perish)” (v. 18); “every sinful deed that a
person may commit is outside the body-self” (v. 18). There
can be little doubt that these were the grounds for the “ in-
flation ” and inactivity of the Corinthians which Paul de-
nounces (5: 2f. 6: 11-13) in connection with the incestuous
scandal.

The wrong relationship between a man and a “ harlot”
(pérné) to which Paul refers in 6: 151, seems to confirm this
view. Paul thinks that by such a relationship both persons
“are (are being) one body ”; what is more, Paul thinks that
the basic marital doctrine of Gen 2: 24— the two result in
one flesh ”—applies to such a relationship. One wonders
whether Paul would really say that an occasional act of prosti-
tution effects “ one body,” a lasting and stable human com-
pound. One wonders even more whether Paul would maintain
that the sacred text teaches either that (occasional) fornica-
tion is the means whereby two persons “result in one flesh,”
or that actual intercourse is essential to effect “one flesh.”
To my knowledge, this would have been the only passage in the
entire Bible conveying such a message.

Furthermore, the concept of “cleaving ” to a woman in no
way suggests the idea of sexual intercourse necessarily. Cer-
tainly such an idea is not suggested when, in the same context
(v. 17), one of the faithful “ cleaves” to Christ. As pointed
out above, this Greek word is not a Pauline term. Except for
Rom 12: 9 (“to stick to what is good ), this verb is used
by the Pauline literature in our passage only; Eph 5: 31 uses
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proskolldsthai which means the same thing, and the context
is that of marriage and of union between Christ and his com-
munity. In a context of marriage this Greek term is used again
in Mt 19: 5 and in Mk 10: 7 (prosk., in the addition). The
rest of the occurrences in the N'T has nothing to do with sex
at all. And where it is used in contexts of marriage it does
not connote the aspect of marital sex, let alone any idea of
occasional unlawful sex.

In point of fact, the Greek term under discussion when used
in marital contexts certainly goes back to the text of Gen 2:
24 and corresponds to the Hebrew, dbg. Now, in the Hebrew
bible the verb dbq expresses, besides other connotations, the
concept of affectionate adhesion, loyalty, faithfulness. This
is particularly true when it applies to God (Deut 11: 22; 13:
5; Josh 23: 8; 2 Kings 18: 6; Ps 63: 9; etc.) or to friendly per-
sons (Ruth 1: 14; 2 Sam 20: 2). In such contexts this Hebrew
verb connotes rather the idea of love and, in fact, both notions
appear in the texts side by side. Any connotation of sexual
activity seems not to be directly intended by dbq. This be-
comes apparent when man “ cleaves ” to God, but also when
Ruth “cleaves” to Naomi, her mother-in-law (Ruth 1: 14).
But this is true even of 1 Kings 11: 2 where Solomon cleaves to
many women “in love,” in fact he “loved” many foreign
women (11: 1)—the evil effect being that these women in-
fluence Solomon’s “ heart” and religion. Nor is the case of
Gen 34: 3 f different : Schechem cleaved to Dinah and “loved”
her independently of the fact that he “humiliated ” her; he
wanted her to be his wife. I could not find any passage in
the Bible where dbq-kolldsthai has a directly sexual connota-
tion—mot even in Sir 19: 2 (or in 1 Esdr 4: 20). It is worth
noticing, in this connection, that in LXX (pros-) kolldsthai,
besides being the usual translation of dbgq, occasionally trans-
lates also the Hebrew ng° and ngs—Dbut, significantly, not where
these two terms have a sexual connotation (v.g., Gen 20:
6; Ex 19: 15). Accordingly, in 1 Cor 7: 1 Paul uses hdptesthai,
not kollasthai. The Hebrew dbq occurs also 6 times in Qumran,
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according to Kuhn’s concordance; ** it never has any connec-
tion with sex at all.** The implication is that not even in Gen
2: 24 or Mt parall (or Eph 5: 81) has the notion “ to cleave ”
a directly sexual connotation: it rather indicates that it is
through love, affection and faithfulness that man and woman
come to coalesce into “ one flesh-body,” into one single human
totality or compound.*”

The result of this survey shows that the situation contem-
plated by Paul in 1 Cor 6: 15 f can hardly be one of occasional
intercourse. It seems to be one of a stable relationship: they
“are being” one body-flesh, they “are cleaving” to each
other—just as Christ and the faithful “ are being ” one spirit
and “ are cleaving” to each other. This is what the present
tenses suggest also. Now, this seems well to be the case of
incestuous “ fornication ” that Paul denounces in 1 Cor 5: 1:
this man “is having ” the (former) wife of his father. Notice
that the Greek échein (to have) with a woman or man as its
object and “ usually without gyndika, dndra > means to “ have
to wife or as husband ™ ; *® the correct translation of the passage

451QS 1: 5 (to cling to good works); 2: 15 (curses cleave to an evil man);
1QH 5: 31 (tongue cleaves to the palate); 16: 7 (to cleave to the truth); CD 1:
17 (curses cleave to an cvil man); Fragm. 42, with no connection.

% The texts on which K. L. Schmidt, ThW, III 822 (f), bases a different view,
are Rabbinic and later than the N. T.

#"This is the meaning of “to result in one flesh” in Gen 2: 24. The word
“flesh ” in the Hebrew bible can indicate different relationships (cf. Lev 18: 18;
Deut 5: 2.326; Is 66: 23; Jer 12: 12; Ps 84: 8). A prominent use of this
word is made to indicate kindred people, one family (Gen 87: 27; Neh 5: of.
Hebr 2: 14). Still, T could not find any other place in the Hebrew bible where
“flesh” would be used to indicate sexual intercourse. Moreover, I could not find
any other passage in the Hebrew bible where “one flesh” occurs—not even in
Gen 29: 14; 87: 27; 2 Sam 5: 1. Now, in Gen 2: 24 it is obvious that husband
and wife result in one flesh in the sense that the woman is “taken from man,”
is “ bone from my bones and flesh from my flesh,” i.e., in the sense that they are
intended to complete each other, to make one human compound out of two
matching elements. They never were united before, they become “bone from
my bones, etc.,” when they become “ one flesh ”—and this happens, not necessarily
nor primarily by sexual intercourse but by spiritual “ adhesion” (dbq), by love.
Cf. Dubarle, ‘ L’origine dans I' AT . . ., 232 fi.

48 Liddle-Scott, A, 4.
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being that the man had the wife of his father as his own wife.
It was an established way of life, it was a marital union effected
not only (not particularly) by sexual acts but by love, affec-
tion, fidelity.

These consorts had achieved a oneness, “ one body-flesh,” as
is the case in every other (lawful) marriage, with the only im-
portant difference that they did it in the wrong way, under
the wrong circumstances and between the wrong persons. Such
unions were forbidden by law.® And this is why such a “ one-
ness ” is “ fornication ” (porneia) instead of marriage. And such
an established fornication renders the theological situation of
a “member of Christ” all the more absurd—the only way to
deal with such a “member,” if he persists in such oneness, is
excommunication (5: 4£.18).

It is obvious that such incestuous union is called by Paul
porneta in 5: 1, which is—Paul insists—" such a porneia.”
Nothing, therefore, hinders the same word porneia in 6: 13.18
(and, as a result, the entire passage) from referring to the same
fact. The assumption is that when Paul refers to pdrnoi-pdrnos
in 5: 10f, by this word he indicates the man living in such
incestuous union. The implication is that pérné in 6: 15f can
indicate the female partner in such union, regardless of whether
she is Christian or pagan or a cultic prostitute. And the verb
pornetiein in 6: 18 can have a more particular meaning in this
connection as applying to any man who may live in such a
situation.®® It is a situation like that of the incestuous man
that explains the sin (of slavery) against one’s own body (6:
18) best.

The use of the concept “fornication” in such connections
is not unusual in the Hebrew language before Paul. The main
evidence comes from the Sadokite Fragment 4: 17,20 f; 5:
8 ff,°* where the writer uses z°ndit—the Hebrew equivalent of

**Not only by the Jewish Law (Lev 18: 8; 20: 11) but also by the Roman
institutions cf. Barret, A commentary, 121; Conzelmann, Der erste Brief, 116, fnt
29; Abel E.-B., Premiére épitre aux Corinthiens (Paris: Gabalda, 1956), 119.

0 Similar reflexions also in Kempthorne, “Incest,” 570f.

5t Chain Rabin, The Zadokite Documents (Oxford: Clarendon, 1954), 16-18.
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porneia—in the sense of incestuous unions forbidden by the
Law (Lev 18: 18), and in the sense of some sort of polygamy.
Rabin *2 says that the Rabbis find a similar use of the concept
in the OT: cf. Lev 21: 7 (19: 29; 18: 17), where the verb
znh (usually translated by pornedein) is used also.

M. MicUENS

Cluster of Independent Theological Schools
Washington, D. C.

Abundant use of this concept in such sense in the Rabbinic literature is the basis
of the understanding of divorce in the NT by J. Bonsirven, Le divorce dans le
Nouveau Testament (Paris: Desclée, 1948), 50-60; in the same direction cf.
Hauck-Schulz, ThW, VI 589, 5.

52 Ibid., 17, fnt 20, 3; 21: 1



AUGUSTINE’S THOUGHT AND PRESENT-DAY
CHRISTIANITY: A REAPPRAISAL

o

HAT FOLLOWS is an appraisal of the significance
of some aspects of Augustine’s thought for present-
day Christianity. There are at least five reasons

why this appraisal is a desideratum.

First, Augustine’s interpretation of Christianity has been
widely rejected in recent years. Yet in view of the significant
role his work has had in Christian thought and Christian
spirituality it is important to examine the grounds of this re-
jection. Augustine’s interpretation of Christianity has been
rejected on the grounds that all metaphysical language is with-
out meaning. It has been rejected on the grounds that meta-
physical thought is a waste of human creative effort, the true
concern of which is the natural and social sciences and their
technological application. It has been rejected for its super-
naturalism, on the grounds that man’s world is the sensory
world and not a suprasensory realm. And most recently it has
been rejected on account of the Hellenistic and specifically neo-
Platonist character of his interpretation of Christianity.

Clearly the demonstration of the meaningfulness and of the
specific meanings of the linguistic expressions in which he
writes about his metaphysical insights and convictions would
be a service not only to Augustinian studies but also to the
perennially aluring metaphysical enterprise and to the unfin-
ished work of language philosophy. This project, however, lies
outside the scope of this essay. Further, the charge that meta-
physical language is without meaning is less likely to be made
today than it was several decades ago. An increased generosity
toward metaphysics is one result of the impact of the manifold
forms of phenomenological and existentialist thought on the

49
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philosophical community. (Despite, or rather, perhaps, be-
cause, of this increased generosity toward metaphysics the
question as to how the cognitive meaningfulness of metaphysi-
cal language can be demonstrated has been forgotten rather
than answered satisfactorily.) Yet many thinkers hold that
the traditional Christian metaphysics of the transcendent and
the suprasensory, if not totally without justification, is pres-
ently without a role in the interpretation of Christianity; and
few speak in its defense. Finally, Augustine’s view is that the
metaphysics by which his work is informed is true and that his
own spiritual development has both followed upon and fostered
his appropriation of that metaphysics.

Second, some are reinterpreting Augustine’s thought along
phenomenological and existentialist lines. Thus Augustine has
been said without qualification to be an existentialist. And
those aspects of his thought in which he is concerned with the
content of man’s experience (e.g., man’s experience of time)
are accepted as a variety of phenomenological-existentialist
thought. And some existentialists at least implicitly claim
Augustine as an ally.' And to be sure, Augustine does analyze
the human existential situation, as does virtually every thinker
who endeavors to illumine human spiritual potentialities, their
modes of development, and the individual’s relation to his
world. Thus Augustine analyzes his initial doubts concerning
the truth of Christianity and the process of his overcoming of
these doubts. It is a disservice, however, not only to Augustine
scholarship but also to the philosophical enterprise to fail to
make the distinction between Augustine’s inquiry into his ex-
istential situation and the thought which is informed by a type
of phenomenological and man-centered interpretation of being.
Augustine’s existentialist inquiry is a part of his defense and
illumination of Christianity. He accepts a realist ontology,

* William Barrett, Irrational Man (Garden City, N. Y.: Doubleday and Co.,
1962) p. 95. Also, Restless Adventure: Essays on Contemporary Expressions of
Existentialism, ed. by Roger Shinn (New York; Charles Scribner’s Son, 1968) Ed.
Introduction, p. 14.
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and when he talks about God he does not believe that he is
really talking about man. Augustine is not a precursor of
twentieth-century philosophical anthropology.

Third, Augustine’s work repays examination because of its
intrinsic merit and quite apart from the fact that some have
called attention to it by rejecting it or by adapting it to their
own purposes. His work is a record of and has perennially been
productive of a type of spirituality which is prized by some
Christians. It is not prized by all Christians. But Christianity
has produced many types of spirituality, and no one of them
has been cherished throughout the Christian community. In
what follows I will try to demonstrate the timeliness of Augus-
tine’s Platonized, supernaturalistic interpretation of Christian-
ity and the importance that it not be ignored, rejected, or
reductively analyzed into existentialist or phenomenological
terms.

As point of departure this passage from the Confessions will
be helpful:

But when will the voice of my pen have power to tell all Your
exhortations and all Your terrors, Your consolations and the guid-
ance by which You have brought me to be to Your people a
preacher of Your word and a dispenser of Your Sacrament? . . .

For a long time now I burn with the desire to meditate upon Your
law, and to confess to You both my knowledge of it and my igno-
rance of it—the first beginnings of Your light and what remains
of my darkness—until my weakness shall be swallowed up in Your
strength .

. Let Thy mercy grant my desire, since it does not burn for
myself alone, but longs to serve the charity I have for my brethren:
and in my heart Thou seest that it is so . . . Let me offer in sacrifice
to Thee the service of my mind and my tongue, and do Thou give
me what I may offer Thee. For I am needy and poor. Thou art
rich unto all who call upon Thee. Thou art free from care for
Thyself and full of care forus .. 2

* The Confessions of St. Augustine, trans. by F. J. Sheed (New York, N. Y.:
Sheed and Ward, 1943) Book Eleven: II.
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Here Augustine reports his discernment of what he accepts
as an ethico-religious law. He tells of his former ignorance of
it and of its importance to him. He also tells of what remains
of his “ darkness,” 1. e., of his ignorance of some aspects of the
law and of the difficulties he finds in obeying its commands.
The Confessions is the study of Augustine’s seeking, finding,
and growing in the knowledge of a metaphysico-religious way
of life which has put an end to his restlessness and has satisfied
his desire for peace. What he describes has been a variety of
seeking. The seeking per se, however, did not satisfy him.
Rather, he continued to hope that what he sought he would
find. And above all, his seeking did not eventuate in a creation
(& la Sartre) of his own values, moral law, and ethico-religious
nature. Augustine has found his law. He has not made it.
This discernment of what is accepted as an objective moral
order, law, and values is an experience known to many persons.
And doubtless much of the perennial appeal of the Confessions
lies in Augustine’s having called attention to and described
this significant experience.

There are two types of discernment of values and of a moral
order, only one of which is the discernment which has been
Augustine’s experience. There is the discernment i which
what is discerned has been passive. In this case what I discern
I have found either by chance or by my own efforts. This kind
of discernment is at least implicitly present in the interpreta-
tion of human moral and valuational nature which, on the
one hand, is grounded in metaphysical naturalism and, on the
other hand, is essentialist. Thus the discernment of the rele-
vance to man of what Erich Fromm called “ the art of loving ”
is the consummation of a type of empirical inquiry into the hu-
man spirit.?> There is also, however, the discernment in which
what I seek has sought me and in which I accept my discern-
ment as a gift. Itisthisdiscernment which Augustine describes.
One thinks, for example, of his assertion that, though he had
learned from the neo-Platonists that “in the begining was

® Erich Fromm, The Art of Loving (New York, N. Y.: Harper and Row, 1956)
and Man for Himself (New York, N. Y.: Rinehart and Co., 1947) Chap. II.
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the word,” he did not learn from them that “ he came unto his
own.” *

There is a second mode of classification of instances of dis-
cernment which throws considerable light on Augustine’s work
and its relevance for the twentieth-century Christian. First,
there is the discernment which is achieved by intellectual effort
alone. And second, there is the discernment which is achieved
only when several aspects of the self are called into play and,
moreover, work together in a particular manner. Whatever
may have been the conditions of Augustine’s initial discern-
ment of the law, in that experience he learned that increased
discernment of the content, relevance, and demands of the law
could be his only if he appropriated the law. That is, the law
gave Augustine a new goal: to endeavor to conform to the
law, to make it fundamentally the law of his life, and to en-
deavor to transform his desires, goals, and concerns in terms of
its requirements. And these endeavors, which were requisite
for increased insight into the law, were not the work of Augus-
tine’s intellect alone. Rather, they made demands upon his
capabilities for faithfulness, aspiration, hope, and love. Clearly
in this Augustine has followed Plato as well as the neo-Pla-
tonists in making spiritual and metaphysico-religious develop-
ment a process which requires the activity of many aspects of
the self.

We turn now to Augustine’s acceptance of the supernaturalis-
tic metaphysics of transcendence which informs all his work
and which is a target of present-day ecritics of traditional
Christianity and of Augustinian Christianity in particular. In
examining this aspect of Augustine’s thought I use traditional
linguistic expressions with their traditional meanings. There is
presently no other language with which to express precisely
those meanings. And in the examination of Augustine’s work
it is important that his words be used with his intended
meaning rather than with a twentieth-century reinterpretation
of his language. Further, it is the meanings which I use which

* Op. cit., Book Seven: IX.



54 MARY CARMAN ROSE

have informed the perennially valued interpretation of Chris-
tianity which Augustine has provided. His appeal to the
transcendent has three aspects which I will call . ontological,
valuational, and explanatory transcendence.

Ontological transcendence has to do with the distinction be-
tween the being of God, the creator of the world and the giver
of the law, and the being of the world and of Augustine who
has discerned the law. Clearly the Confessions is informed by
ontological transcendence. A corollary is that Augustine’s in-
terpretation of his discernment of the law cannot be compre-
hended wholly in terms of his experience of discernment. It can
be comprehended only if there is added to the existential as-
pects of Augustine’s discernment his belief that he has received
the law from a being who transcends both Augustine’s experi-
ence and Augustine’s world. For Augustine the law and its
giver are no more his “ intention ” than they are his creation.
An anthropocentric, phenomenological interpretation of being
and of man’s world does not suffice for the comprehension of
what Augustine has intended to say about God in the Confes-
sions. When he talks about God, he is not talking about his
own experience.

An existential analysis of the passage quoted above from
the Confessions would call attention to at least some of the
content and experiential effects of Augustine’s conviction of the
objective reality of the ontologically transcendent. This, how-
ever, is all that it would accomplish. It would not make clear
the grounds of that belief nor constitute a demonstration of the
philosophical legitimacy or illegitimacy of it. And an existen-
tial analysis of Augustine’s work which was informed by a
phenomenological interpretation of being would falsify Augus-
ine’s metaphysical position by reducing his intended meanings
to their existential elements.

Valuational transcendence names Augustine’s belief that the
values the cultivation of which the law enjoins are eternally
fulfilled in God. That is, his valuational transcendence is im-
plicitly a rejection of the view that God is the non-personal
ground of his being; that values that are relevant to man are



AUGUSTINE’S THOUGHT AND PRESENT-DAY CHRISTIANITY 55

only latent in God; and that these values ultimately find their
fulfillment in man.

And explanatory transcendence names Augustine’s view that
the law and the divine giver of the law explain the ethico-
religious capacities which are aspects of the universally human
and which Augustine knows at first hand in himself. This law
explains the nature of Augustine’s spiritual seeking and aspira-
tion. And it illumines his spiritual potentialities. If Augustine’s
nature explained the law, the latter would be dependent upon
him for its character and importance. Augustine’s transcen-
dent theism, however, is the view that only in God is the ex-
planation of man; that eternally God is in a divine way what
man may become in a human way; and that God is not to be
identified with man or with any other aspect of creation.

The nature of Augustine’s hope, as seen in the passage above,
will also repay examination. This hope has three aspects. First,
Augustine hopes that as time passes he will achieve increased
knowledge of the law and will discern more of its contents, of
the demands it makes upon him, and of its promise of spiritual
fulfillment: “ Open thou those pages to me.” Second, Augus-
tine hopes that his character structure will be transformed ac-
cording to the requirements of the law and that he will develop
increased capacities to appropriate it more successfuly: “ Com-
plete thy works in me, O Lord.” Third, Augustine hopes for
the joy of fulfillment which is the accompaniment of the ap-
propriation of the law and of the spiritual development: “ Thy
voice, the law, is my joy, abounding in all joys.”

Augustine’s hope for his ethico-religious development derives
from his recognition that without increased spiritual develop-
ment he cannot fulfill the law he has discerned. And this
recognition derives from his awareness of his own inadequacy
in respect to the demands of the law: “ Do not abandon what
thou hast given nor scorn thy grass which is athirst for thee.”
That is, in his belief in his inability to fulfill the law Augustine
is not reasoning a priori from a dogmatic acceptance of the
Christian view of the fall of man. Rather, he is expressing
what lies at the heart of his existential situation: he has tried
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to live by the law and has failed. His will remains committed
to lesser goals.

Augustine’s awareness of his de facto ethico-religious inade-
quacy 1s in marked contrast to manifold twentieth-century mis-
interpretations of and rejections of the Christian view of man’s
spiritual incompleteness, his unfathomed spiritual potentiali-
ties, and his need for grace in the overcoming of that incom-
pleteness and in the development of those potentialities. For
example, there is the desire, which informs virtually all natural-
isms, to prescribe only moral ideals for which there is ample
evidence that they can be realized and are, in fact, sometimes
realized. And there is the “ new morality ” which interprets
Augustine’s law as a set of guidelines for decision. Augustine,
on the other hand, does not wish to modify the law. Rather,
he accepts it as a constant in his life and seeks to become able
to fulfill its demands. He accepts the discipline of the law as a
path to spiritual development. And in his obedience to the
law is his expectation of the fulfillment which can quiet the
restlessness of his heart.

Clearly Augustine’s existential situation is informed by essen-
tialism~i. e., by his conviction that all men, in fact , share his
relation to the law. Some individuals know of their relation
to the law; and some do not. Some know more of it than
Augustine does; and some know less. And some make more
progress than he does in appropriation of the law. Also & pro-
pos of the present interest in contextual ethics, it is noteworthy
that in The City of God Augustine has asserted that, though
the law is one, it is legitimately given different interpretations
and different applications, depending upon the conditions of
any one culture and upon the needs and spiritual development
of individuals within the culture.

If the acceptance of transcendent, personalistic theism and
essentialism are important ingredients in Augustine’s existential
situation, then they are also important ingredients in the ex-
istential situation of the present-day Christian who finds that
Augustine’s Confessions tells not only the author’s story but
the reader’s story as well. The experiences, the quality of life,
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the commitment, and the aspiration which are described in
the Confessions can belong only to the individual whose views
of himself and reality are informed by the ontological, ex-
planatory, and valuational transcendence of Christian theism
and who in appropriating the law discovers his inadequacy in
relation to its demands and his dependence on the giver of the
law for the development of his ethico-religious nature.

Thus, Augustine’s existential situation is informed by a num-
ber of beliefs. First, it is informed by a complex metaphysics:
God is the divine Thou who responds to the creature who de-
sires to fulfill the law. Second, it is informed by beliefs per-
taining to Augustine himself. For if he has discerned the way
of life which promises to quiet his restlessness, he also has found
that he is incapable of fulfilling the law. Third, it is informed
by beliefs concerning Augustine’s relation to God. God is tran-
scendent, but he is also active within creation. God is the
eternal and perfect exemplar of the goodness with Augustine
longs to make his own. God’s creative activity within Augus-
tine’s mind is the source of the light by which Augustine under-
stands himself. And, fourth, it is informed by beliefs con-
cerning all men. Potentially all can find their ideal peace in one
spiritual path.

The foregoing implies the inadequacy of late twentieth-cen-
tury attempts to reinterpret the language of the metaphysics
of transcendent theism and, in particular, the language in which
Augustine talks about transcendent theism. Thus, there is the
view that this language is emotive and non-cognitive and that,
hence, truth and falsity are not relevant to it. And there is the
view that this language is an expression of the individual’s self-
understanding and of the understanding of the world he has
made for himself. On the first view Augustine’s language is
really his cry, an expression of his feelings. On the second view,
Augustine’s language has a cognitive meaning but does not per-
tain to objective reality. What Augustine intended to say, how-
ever, is a question of fact. So is the question as to whether we
have understood him. In any event, the Confessions have had a
perennial appeal within the Christian community precisely be-
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cause Augustine’s language has been interpreted as pertaining
not only to his insight into his own predicament but also to
his insight into objective reality.

In general, twentieth-century naturalists have rejected tra-
ditional forms of metaphysical inquiry. And while Augustine
has not often been explicitly the target of their criticism, his
creative synthesis of Christianity, Platonism, and neo-Platon-
ism is one type of metaphysical thought which they wish to
reject, in part, at least, on metaphysical grounds. Interpreted
so as to pertain to Augustine’s conclusions their criticisms may
be classified as follows: Augustine’s conclusions derive from
inquiry which has no clear epistemological structure; his con-
clusions do not bear the imprimatur of scientific inquiry; and
his conclusions are derivative from Hellenistic assumptions
which he does not explicitly defend and which cannot at
present be legitimately defended.

It is not to be expected that there will be an emphasis on
method in Augustine’s work. The philosophical emphasis on
method is modern. In large part it takes its rise from the de-
velopment of the scientific investigation of nature which has
been so successful as virtually to eclipse all other means of
seeking reliable beliefs. The history of man’s search for reliable
beliefs concerning himself and his world is, however, almost
entirely the product of methods spontaneously accepted and
spontaneously developed or modified as they have been used.
Modern science, for example, was not preceeded by an explicit
development of scientific methodology. Rather, the achieve-
ment of some insight into the method of science has been one
product of both the successes and the failures of scientific in-
quiry. Analogous comments hold for the many forms of re-
ligious faith. And in particular they hold for the Christian faith
that informed the Confessions.

The dogmatic assertion that scientific inquiry is the only
source of legitimate beliefs concerning reality violates the ethos
of science itself. For the ethos of science requires sustained
attention to whatever evidence indicates that there are im-
portant questions to which science as we know it provides no



AUGUSTINE’S THOUGHT AND PRESENT-DAY CHRISTIANITY 59

answers but which for some individuals are answered by Chris-
tian faith. And, in fact, in the Confessions Augustine is con-
cerned with topics in relation to which scientific inquiry has not
yet proved its usefulness. Without benefit of natural science
and by rejecting the detached investigative attitude of science
(i.e., by virtue of his aspiration to know the law, his willing-
ness to appropriate it, and his capacity to love it and its divine
source) Augustine’s seeking achieves its end.

On this point Augustine’s view is similar to that of Plato.
Both thinkers deny that detached intellectual reflection is
sufficient for metaphysico-religious inquiry. Augustine’s view
on this topie is, of course, not identical with that of Plato. For
the latter sees metaphysico-religious inquiry as reaching its
goal by human efforts alone, while Augustine sees it as success-
fully consummated only through grace. Nonetheless, the re-
semblances here between Plato and Augustine are too extensive
and too important to ignore. Thus, there is Plato’s view that
metaphysical insight (i. e., what he calls knowledge) is essential
to spiritual fulfillment and that in metaphysical inquiry the en-
tire self is called into play, each aspect of the self having its
distinctive role. One theme of the Republic, for example, is
the lack of success of this inquiry which follows upon neglect
of the investigative role of some aspect of the self or the giving
to some aspect of the self a role that is not its proper investiga-
tive role. And analogous comments hold of the Augustinian
metaphysico-religious inquiry. In this inquiry the intellect
plays a central role, but it is supported, taught, and led by the
individual’s hope for the fulfillment of his spiritual potential-
ities, his appropriation of the law, and his love for God.

The criticism that Augustine accepts metaphysico-religious
conclusions in support of which there is no positive evidence
and against which there is what some persons accept as nega-
tive evidence fails to take account of the differences between
the naturalistic and the Christian supernaturalistic views of
man’s moral and spiritual nature. It also fails to take account
of the differences between scientific inquiry and the Christian
faith of the Confessions. The various forms of metaphysical
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naturalism, having taken most of their investigative cues from
the natural sciences, can legitimately prescribe only those
values which a secular society can foster and the relevance of
which can be verified by experience. On the Platonic-Augus-
tinian view, however, the natural is no more a measure of man’s
moral and spiritual nature than nature per se has been man’s
origin and will be his destiny. The other worldliness of Chris-
tian supernaturalism asks the individual to pursue spiritual and
moral goals which the secular by itself can neither support nor
illumine and for the relevance of which the natural and the
secular do not provide adequate evidence.

Finally, the naturalists have perennially urged that Augus-
tine has not offered us the individual’s true good. A recurring
naturalistic argument is that the other-worldliness of Augus-
tine’s Christianity is a flight from life and that the individual
owes it to himself to seek his spiritual and intellectual fulfill-
ment in this life and in the natural world which is his true home
and, in fact, his only home. The truth is, however, that Augus-
tine enjoins a commitment to the suprasensory which is in no
sense a flight from this world and from life in nature. - Rather,
this commitment entails the endeavor to bring the values which
are not grounded in nature to bear upon the world. And while
it gives a new perspective on this world, it does not reject it.
His hope for eternal life leavens, strengthens, and illumines
his Christian commitment; but while this life lasts, nature
is the scene of the Christian’s activity. :

First, there is the rejection of the Platonist and neo-Platonist
elements in Augustine’s thought. These elements are many.
Some are Augustine’s direct appropriation of certain aspects of
Platonism. Some Augustine accepted as truths explicitly shared
by the Christian revelation and Platonism. One thinks, for
example, of Augustine’s careful working out of a Christian
version of the neo-Platonist elements of John 1: 1-14.° Also
I have already called attention to the fact that Augustine
shared with both Plato and the neo-Platonists the view that

® Ibid.
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metaphysico-religious inquiry makes demands on the entire self.
And there is Augustine’s acceptance of the Platonic ontology
with its concept of degrees of being and his use of this ontology
to work out a philosophy of evil.® v

A defense of Augustine’s use of any aspect of Platonism can
be worked out by calling attention to the existential effects of
the individual’s appropriation or rejection of a Christianity
which is informed by that particular aspect of Platonism. Ex-
amination of the existential effects of the present-day Chris-
tian’s acceptance or rejection of Augustine’s use of the logos
doctrine will serve as an example. At present many persons
who are members of the Christian community reject this aspect
of Augustine’s thought on the grounds that it has no role in
late twentieth-century Christianity.” The truth is, however,
that there is not only one type of Christian existential situa-
tion. And the analysis of Christian experiences, interests, and
attitudes is not complete unless it takes account of the great
diversity of Christian existential situations and of the concepts,
beliefs, and concerns which inform them. Thus the analyst
who does not himself accept the logos doctrine may have ex-
amined only his own existential situation and, perhaps, those
situations that are akin to his own. Also, he may not be pre-
pared—i.e., may not have the requisite spiritual development—
to discern the existential effects of appropriation of Augustine’s
interpretation of the logos doctrine in the existential situations
which it does inform. And, in fact, the logos doctrine is present
in some present-day philosophico-religious thought, notably
that of Martin Buber and Pierre Teilhard de Chardin. Buber,
who writes from the Jewish point of view, does not interpret
the logos as the “ Word become flesh.” Nonetheless, this as-
pect of Buber’s thought is important in the present context
because of his deliberate aceeptance of logos in its Hellenistic
origins; because of the important roles he gives logos in nature;

¢ Op. cit., Book Seven: III-V.

" See, for example, Leslie Dewart, The Future of Belief (New York, N. Y.
Herder and Herder, 1966) pp. 189-142. And Nels F. 8. Ferré, The Living God of
Nothing and Nowhere (Philadelphia, Penna.: 1966), passim.
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and because of the role he gives it in the existential situation
of the person who cultivates his own relation to the divine
Thou.! And Teilhard de Chardin urges the appropriation with-
in the Christian community of the view that the creator who
has become man is also present within his creation, his presence
accounting for the natural order which is the object of scientific
inquiry.’

In any event, the total rejection of Augustine’s appropriation
of the logos doctrine on the grounds that it has no legitimate
role whatsoever in twentieth-century Christianity fails to take
account of the spiritual and intellectual needs, convictions, and
expectations of some present-day Christians. Moreover, it is
important that the present-day Augustinian Christian achieve
intellectual clarity on this point. To his end he must seek evi-
dence that his own Christian spirituality and commitment are
illumined, leavened, and strengthened by Augustinian Pla-
tonism. If he does this he will have used the criteria of ade-
quacy of interpretation of Christianity which Augustine’s
critics have used. That is, he will have examined the existential
effects of the philosophical concepts which inform the interpre-
tation of Christianity which he has appropriated. But his
conclusion will be different from theirs. He will find that
Augustine’s interpretation of Christianity illumines his spiritual
longing and points the way to his increased spiritual develop-
ment. Specifically, he may find that his appropriation of the
logos doctrine has profound effects on his interpretation of
scientific inquiry and the status of scientific conclusions. He
may also find that it has profound effects on his aesthetic
appreciation of nature. This does not necessarily indicate that
he has unthinkingly accepted a now outmoded view of the
content of Christianity. It may indicate, rather, the continued
presence in the Christian community of more than one mode
of introducing philosophical concepts into Christianity, each

® Martin Buber, “ What is Common to All” in The Nature of Man, ed. by
Maurice Friedman (New York, N. Y.: Harper and Row, 1965) pp. 189-193.
® The Divine Milien, (New York, N. Y.: Harper and Row, 1960), passim.
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of which provides adequate ground for some, but only some,
Christians.

Second, phenomenological and existentialist thinkers reject
either Augustine’s thought per se or traditional interpretations
of it on the grounds that these are not “ man-centered ” and
not stated in human terms. This type of criticism derives from
the point of view that the only meaningful theological writing
is that which pertains primarily to man’s existential situation.
On this view “ to talk about God is really to talk about the ex-
istential significance of God for man.” The truth is, however,
that if we translate Augustine’s work into man-centered, hu-
man terms we miss his essential meaning. And this is so des-
pite the fact that Augustine’s writing so abounds in references
to the existential effects of his beliefs that selections from his
writings are used to illustrate the feasibility and fruitfulness
of an existentialist reinterpretation of traditional Christianity.
The existentialist reinterpretation of Augustine’s work does not
provide either adequate illumination of what he intended to
say or of the content and goals of his spirituality.

For example, Augustine’s “ Thou hast made us for thyself
and our hearts are restless till they find their rest in thee” is
existentially reinterpreted as meaning “ There is an alternative
to despair.” In this passage, however, Augustine is not talking
solely or even primarily about man. He is, rather, talking about
God—about God’s reasons for creating man, about God’s
promises to man, and about the thirst for the divine which God
gives to man. The existentialist reinterpretation of Augustine’s
assertion is related to this assertion somewhat as a corollary is
related to the theorems from which it is derived and on which
all its content and importance depend. If the existentialist re-
interpretation is offered as Augustine’s fundamental meaning,
it is false. If it is offered as a corollary of Augustine’s meaning,
it is misleading since in the contexts in which the reinterpreta-
tion is offered no attention is paid to Augustine’s intended
meaning.

Summary. The foregoing is a defense of the current im-
portance of Augustine’s spirituality and interpretation of Chris-
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tianity. Of course, so far as the ethos of much twentieth-cen-
tury philosophico-theological work is concerned such a goal is
anachronistic. It is, rather, criticism and rejection of Augus-
tinian Christianity which are in order today. My suggestion is,
however, that the criticism and rejection of Augustine’s thought
are primarily important as a means of once more bringing to
the fore the question as to the perennial value of his thought.
Clearly, Augustine’s Platonic and neo-Platonic interpretation
of Christianity does not now—and never has—answered to the
spiritual needs of all Christians. I have emphasized the fact,
however, that Christianity premits of many interpretations
and many degrees and types of insights into man, God, and
the relation between them. No one of these interpretations has
been accepted by all Christians, but several have proved valu-
able to many Christians. And Augustine’s Christianity as set
forth in the Confessions is perennially valuable to many mem-
bers of the Christianity community—today no less than
formerly.

Augustine’s work is not discredited but rather is served and
potentially strengthened by the critic who asks whether Augus-
tine’s words have cognitive meaning; whether Augustine’s
Christian faith is a philosophically legitimate source of funda-
mental beliefs; and whether the Platonic elements in Augus-
tine’s Christianity have any significant role in present-day
Christian spirituality. The decisive answering of these critics
must wait upon the development of language-philosophy, of
our understanding of the epistemological structure of Christian
faith, and of an existential analysis which is carried out without
bias as to the contents, ethos, and dynamics of the Christian
life. This is to say, however, that the justification in twentieth-
century terms of the view from which this essay is written
must wait upon the development of the most fundamental as-
pects of philosophy.

Mary Carman Rose

Goucher College
Towson, Maryland



THE CASE AGAINST ABORTION

[ 1

HIS ESSAY has but one purpose, namely, to attempt
to defend the view that abortion is morally wrong.
In seeking this end, the discussion will proceed as
follows: First, the main argument against abortion will be
critically analyzed and its weaknesses noted. This done, the
argument will be modified and, it is hoped, strengthened. Sec-
ond, the traditional defenses of abortion will be considered and
the following two contentions supported: (1) No argument
for abortion has succeeded in establishing that such an act is
morally justifiable,* and (2) the reason this is so is that the
abortion advocates’ moral judgment is based, not on fact but
rather on subjectively distorted “fact.” Finally, my thesis
having been fully developed, one possible counter to my argu-
ments will be anticipated. Here, the abortion advocates’ posi-
tion will be re-cast in such a way that it would appear to avoid
the thrust of my criticisms. It will be shown, however, that
no atempt to defend abortion along the lines thus specified can
hope for success.

I

To begin, how to do those unalterably opposed to abortion
usually defend their views? The argument takes various forms,
but in its strongest presentation it runs as follows: From con-
ception on, it is claimed, the organism is a human being; and
as human it possesses human rights. One of these rights is,
as we all recognize, the right to life. Now, when an abortion
is effected, the zygote’s right to life has been knowingly and

1 This statement may have one exception; viz., it may be legitimate to permit
abortion in cases wherein the expectant mother will die unless her pregnancy is
terminated. Incidents such as this occur so rarely, however, that they hardly seem
worth mentioning.
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purposefully violated. Clearly, such action must be considered
immoral.?

If the above fairly represents the conservative position, how
may those arguing for an opposing view hope to avoid its con-
clusion? The first line of attack is simply to doubt that the
conceptus is human. What, it is asked, is the basis for this
belief? In reply to questions of this sort the conservative usual-
ly answers as follows:

. . . humanity is an attribute which anyone conceived by a man
and a woman has. . . . A being with the human genetic code is
Homo sapiens in potency; and his potential capacity to reason
makes him share in the universal characteristic of man.®

Or, put another way:

Indeed, microgenetics seems to have demonstrated what religion
never could; and biological science, to have resolved an ancient
theological dispute. The human individual comes into existence
first as a minute information speck, drawn at random from many
other minute informational specks his parents possessed out of the
common human gene pool. This took place at the moment of im-
pregnation. . . . Thus it can be said that the individual is whoever
he is going to become from the moment of impregnation.*

That is, microgenetics is said to demonstrate that it is at con-
ception that a being with a human genetic code begins its ex-
istence. Since it is the possession of this “ code ” which makes
something human, it is that point (conception) which must be
taken as the start of human life. And if this is so, abortion
must be seen as halting a human’s development by terminating
his or her existence. In short, abortion must be murder.

As thus stated, the conservatives’ argument must surely fail.

27 shall refer to this as the conservative position or hardline view. Counted
among its proponents are: John T. Noonan Jr. “Abortion and the Catholic
Church: A Summary History,” Natural Law Forum, Vol. 12 (1967); Paul Ramsey,
“ The Morality of Abortion,” in Life or Death: Ethics and Options (Seattle: Uni-
versity of Washington Press, 1968); David Granfield, The Abortion Decision (New
York: Doubleday, 1969); and Germain Grisez, Abortion: the Myths, the Realities,
and the Arguments (New York: Corpus Publications, 1970).

3 Noonan, “Abortion and Catholic Church,” pp. 128-129.

“ Ramsey, “ Morality of Abortion,” pp. 61-62.
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Simply put, it neglects to consider all the relevant evidence
and may therefore be attacked in at least two ways. First, as
abortion advocates are quick to point out, drawing the “ hu-
manity line ” at conception may be premature, for at this point
we cannot know we have a unique human being. Twinning
occurs later in the conceptus’ development; hence, calling it
@ human before that point is surely to jump the gun. And
second, defenders of abortion could claim that if the conserva-
tives’ reasoning is accepted, one should insist that it is with
the production of an egg that a human being begins existence.
After all, virgin births are possible. Here, no sperm unites with
the egg; rather, it becomes activated in some other manner.
The offspring, of course, are all females and virtually “ carbon
copies ” of their mothers. Still and all, the possibility of such
occurrences shows that the egg alone possesses the genetic code
requisite for humanity. But if this is so, must we now accept
the absurd conclusion that every unfertilized egg eliminated
from a women’s body is a case of murder? On the other hand,
if the conservatives seek to avoid this conclusion by denying
the egg’s human status, they are faced with an equally un-
desirable alternative, viz., since “ humanity ” is not taken to
be predicable of the egg alone, and since conception never
really takes place in cases of virgin births (no sperm and egg
unite) , the conservatives must now admit that women born
virginally are non-human.

Defenders of the hard-line position are aware of the first
criticism, but they have not really succeeded in dealing with it
adequately. They still feel that conception marks the begin-
ning of a human life, but they now admit that it is possible
that they are mistaken in the mater: it could be that humans
begin their existence at that stage when twinning occurs (one
or two weeks from conception) . At first glance it may appear
that this concession is of little importance, for few women know
they are pregnant within two weeks of conception. Upon closer

5 Both Paul Ramsey and André Hellegers hold such a view. See, ibid., p. 63;
André Hellegers, “ A Look at Abortion,” The National Catholic Reporter (March
1, 1967), p. 4.
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examination, however, this illusion is quickly dispelled. Some
conservatives have claimed that microgenetics demonstrated
what religion could not, that it resolved an ancient theological
dispute. Certainly these must now admit that they have some-
what overstated their case, for if a human being begins his
existence one or two weeks from conception, abortive mecha-
nisms like intra-uterine devices may be acceptable. Further,
if a “ morning after ” pill were to be developed, its use should
have to be condoned.

Given their indecision on the matter, how can the conserva-
tives reply? Must they now admit that the discovery of a
“morning after ” pill will end the abortion controversy once
and for all? Surely they would balk at this suggestion for, as
noted, they still feel strongly that human life begins with con-
ception. Unfortunately, an appeal to their “strong feelings ”
would do little to help their cause. On the other hand, if they
could explain why they feel as they do, if they could show that
there are facts which lend credence to their beliefs, then their
position would not be without support. I believe that there are
facts which augur in their favor, and it is in hope of bringing
them to light that we now move to discuss the second of the
above-mentioned criticisms.

The second criticism of the conservative’s claims may be
stated in the form of a dilemma: either the egg must be human
and all unfertilized eggs considered murdered or, if conception
marks the beginning of human life, virginally born women must
be denied human status. What this criticism makes clear, and
what has heretofore gone unnoticed in all discussions of abor-
tion, is that it is an analysis of “ conception ” and not “ hu-
man > which is central to the abortion controversy. The second
horn of the dilemma assumes that “ conception ” means “ union
of egg and sperm.” But this is not what we ordinarily mean
when we use that term. “ Conception™ in its everyday use
means “ beginning,” “start,” or “creation.” And if, when
speaking of a woman conceiving, we are implying that a sperm
and an egg have united, this is only because such unions usual-
ly cause creations of the sort being referred to. That is to say,




























































































































































































































































































































































