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                                                SYNOPSIS

Given the controversy about the question of homosexuality in modern society, the Church finds itself embroiled in the debate because of its apostolic mission to the world. Sometimes it may seem to be a reluctant bystander, although in the past thirty years it has commented on the issue through various Vatican Dicasteries.

The Dicastery of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith in 1986 sent a significant document to the world’s bishops entitled The Pastoral Care of Homosexual Persons.  My thesis is about how credible that Document was for the Church at large and in a more particular way for the ministry to men and women with same sex attraction who wish to remain Catholic in name and practice.

The thesis contains five chapters, detailing the arguments from sociology, scripture, psychology, and ecclesially and poses the question about whether there can be a pastoral response that is in keeping with the guidelines of the Congregation’s document.

The first chapter outlines the main arguments of the current debate. There are those within the Church who would support and indeed encourage homogenital practice. There are others who are confused about what they support, and then the larger majority who would steadfastly support the current moral prohibitions against homosexual genital activity. In this chapter I outline the scientific evidence for and against the gay gene, describe the politics and lobbying that occurred about the 1973 decision of the American Psychiatric Association to remove homosexuality as a disorder from its Diagnostic Manual. The chapter concludes with the psychosexual viewpoint of Moberly  and her reasons for the aetiology of homosexuality.

Chapter Two explores the document more fully and highlights its more relevant parts and   those statements that have occasioned most angst or controversy with those who oppose its thrust. Comments such as intrinsic disorder, consistent scriptural witness and uniting our suffering with Christ are examined within the context of Catholic Theology and Tradition and Biblical exegesis. Chapter two draws upon cogent  comments made in the public forum and by ecclesiastical authority,  particularly in the United States. It seems at times that those opposed and those supportive were speaking at cross purposes and not really communicating. The passion and other agendas were impeding fruitful dialogue.

Since the document made reference to the spousal meaning of the body I have devoted Chapter three to this topic. I begin by emphasizing the fact that our body is the temple of the Holy Spirit, and building on this basic premise then refer to Jesus’ comments about Genesis. In this regard we cannot omit St Paul and his view of the Mystical Body, an old concept, but in this discussion highly relevant.  The absolute importance of each person and his or her being the imago dei is explicated. I then call on the late Pope, John Paul II’s work and his fundamental philosophical respect for the person as opposed to functionality and the person being viewed as just an object. Such a view ties in with the actual document stating that persons cannot be reduced to a function and must be seen as persons made in God’s image.

The segment on the Bible is very important in this thesis, because the Bible today is very much questioned as a source and guide. I argue that it can still show us the way of God and the Spirit despite the disputations.  In chapter four I lean on  a  relative newcomer to the field of biblical exegesis, the Protestant scholar, Robert Gagnon.  Nonetheless he incorporates the best of biblical scholarship and learning and provides a sound case for his own conclusions, which support traditional Catholic Church teaching and complement the Document’s guidelines. He argues for the clear moral connections between the book of Leviticus and its code of Holiness, with the attempts of St Paul through his exhortations in Romans 1 and I Corinthians Chapter 6. 

The Final chapter suggests a spirituality for those with same sex attraction and endorses the Congregation’s attempts at guiding the whole Church in this vexed matter of homosexuality. I actually conclude that the document is prophetic in its clear call and witness for the whole Church. A conclusion I would not have made before embarking on the thesis.  

Praise God from whom all blessings flow! Alleluia!  Praise Father, Son and Holy Spirit! 

IS THE CONGREGATION FOR THE DOCTRINE OF THE FAITH’S DOCUMENT “ON THE PASTORAL CARE OF HOMOSEXUAL PERSONS” CREDIBLE IN OUR AGE?

Introduction:

The issue of homosexuality and the Church is a vexed one. Where once there would have been a virtual unanimity among the mainline Christian churches and society about the impropriety of homosexual acts, for the last thirty years there has been less unanimity.  The good will of Churches in counteracting the sin and abuse of homophobia has lead to varying homosexual practices being tolerated and actually encouraged by some Churches, while being vehemently opposed in others. The Catholic Church does not support the sexualization of homosexual acts, for the Church has always held that the sexual function is reserved exclusively for marriage. 

The matter is so controverted many believe that it is the defining issue for the contemporary church, even excluding issues of world poverty, aids, asylum seekers and climate control.
  I believe that the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith’s document of 1986 On the Pastoral Care of Homosexual Persons allows pastors and those working in the field of homosexuality to map out a way forward. The essential points contained in the document give us room to explore, expand and encourage those pastorally interested to make sober assessments about their  ministry and be more level headed while the debate rages on around them. The thesis will set out the parameters of the current debate, explore the assumptions and rationale of the debaters, and elicit from the document of 1986 the reasons for its stance. The  Congregation’s document in the form of a letter will be my template for assessment of issues throughout the thesis.

Because various biblical texts are so controverted I will examine in detail   some of these disputed texts. I will show the continuity of the scriptural witness by aligning the thrust and content of the Old Testament texts with those of St Paul, who makes a very strong statement in Romans 1. The Romans text is key in the whole debate. I will analyse how St Paul makes use of certain texts in Romans, I Corinthians and 1 Timothy. Given that Pope John Paul II gave the Roman Catholic Church a four year catechesis on the nuptial meaning of the body, I shall draw on some of that material when highlighting the corporeality and spirituality of the body. This will then provide a basis for the comment about the communion of persons as being icons of the Trinity. I believe that homosexuality must be seen in the light of sexuality in general, while acknowledging the sacredness of each person. Then I will suggest adoption of the plan that is cognizant of the CDF guidelines and that can be used for some persons with same sex attraction. That discussion will then allow us to make some concluding remarks about the CDF letter. 

CHAPTER ONE : THE CURRENT DEBATE

Within the Churches there seems to be two well established schools of thought about the issue of homosexuality.
 One would allow sexual activity in certain circumstances for homosexuals, stating that it is fulfilling and legitimate in God’s eyes and therefore to be accepted as a blessing from God.  The other school of thought, which would be the common person’s expectation of what homosexuality is, and what might be seen as a more traditional stance, mandates chaste relationships. It would consider any sexual expression among   homosexuals as less than what God intends  and  must therefore  be  sinful.
  Both schools appeal to the psychological, historical, theological and sociological disciplines for support of their respective stances, so we will examine and evaluate the varying assertions each school makes  about its particular viewpoint.

In order to arrive at a satisfactory conclusion about this debate we will of necessity explore what is contained in sacred scripture, both the Old and New Testaments. Concurrently, we will uncover the rich traditional context of the morality of the Catholic Church and the scientific, political, ecclesial, psychological and sociological  factors and milieu  impacting on those men and women who self-identify as being ‘same sex attracted’.

The Status of Homosexuality as a Psychiatric Disorder
A significant factor in the debate is the questionable decision of the American Psychiatric Association (APA) of 1973 to withdraw the condition of homosexuality from the Diagnostic &  Statistical  Manual of the Psychiatric Association. Greenberg reports that the decision was made, under pressure from gay-liberation activists and did not stimulate a rethinking of the theory of sexual preferences. In fact most psychiatrists disagreed with the removal; just under 70% of the 2500 psychiatrists who responded to a survey conducted by the journal Medical Aspects of Human Sexuality opposed it.
  The effect of this decision was that homosexuality could no longer be treated as a disorder. This move has had enormous ramifications within the Medical and Healing professions, in that seventy years of professional research and systematic understanding of homosexuality would no longer be considered professional or acceptable. This was a monumental boost for the gay lobby which successfully agitated for the move. John Boswell, perhaps the most erudite of the pro-gay lobbyists has been able to build on this seminal moment of 1973 and  construct a strong  apologetical  thesis  for the acceptance of  homogenital behaviour. His work will be discussed later within the context of Gagnon’s exegesis on the books of Leviticus and Romans.

Despite the APA decision of 1973, significant work has occurred with a number of psychiatrists, psychologists, moralists who have been providing care and assistance for those men and women who do not want to live the gay lifestyle with all that implies. Elizabeth Moberly’s ground breaking work on ‘defensive detachment’  is undoubtedly a watershed in the pastoral appreciation of the issues associated with same sex attraction. Those men and women associated with the National Association for Research and Therapy of Homosexuality (N.A.R.T.H.) and  psychologists in the Reparative Therapy movement have also been  influential in recent years by providing  leadership and appropriate assistance to many despite the often at times bitter and  vexatious debate.  

The Pro-homosexual expression school 

There are some social proposals the gay lobby puts forward with which one could agree, especially in the area of dealing with homophobia.  However because the gay lobby and its proposals are not  based in faith, but in humanistic ideology and I believe in post-Christian terminology and language, their conclusions, outcomes and recommendations are discordant with the vibrant message  of the Gospel morality lived and suggested by the Church.

John McNeill, a former Jesuit priest, and now practising psychotherapist, was one of the first Catholic theologians to challenge the doctrine of the Catholic Church about homosexual practice. In his 1977 book entitled: The Church and the Homosexual, he stated that he wanted to “reach and open up new, hopeful possibilities for, all those Catholic homosexuals who are struggling to put together their dual identities as Catholics and homosexuals.”
 He enunciates a fundamental dilemma and issue for men and women with same sex attraction who want to be faithful sons and daughters of the Church. He was a co-founder
 of American Dignity, an organization for Catholic homosexuals, who are open to the possibility of homogenital practice. In my considered opinion, the Acceptance Group in Australia largely models itself on Dignity.  McNeill, in a later piece on homosexuality, proposes the view that God has created men and women to be homosexual, and that “their sexual orientation…is a gift from God to be accepted and lived out with gratitude. God does not despise anything that God has created.” However, Hebblethwaithe commenting on McNeill quotes the latter’s own criticism of the reality of the gay life “as often an impersonal unloving fantasy sex...”
  I do agree with McNeill that God loves what He has created, but I would take exception to McNeill’s view that homosexuality is a gift of God. As well too many of my friends in the Courage Ministry
 inform me about their unwanted attractions and their consequential sufferings. Yet some of these are experiencing a developing intimacy that is occurring with other men and women with same sex attraction that is wholesome and pure. I think McNeill confuses the need that all of us have for a certain amount of intimacy within our lives with the need for a sexual intimacy that must end with an homogenital expression. He writes that “the real choice that faces lesbians and homosexuals is not between heterosexuality and homosexuality but between a homosexual relationship or no relational intimacy whatever.” 
 

The question of the Bible’s relevance to the debate

Most of those in the pro-homosexual school seriously question the Bible’s standing and ability to speak  to modern society about homosexuality. They believe the rules, norms and moral teaching of the Bible are culturally conditioned and in a certain outdated time warp. Furnish is typical  among these authors, when he asserts that Scripture provides access to the apostolic witness of faith, wherein the believing community finds the norm by which appropriately Christian faith and conduct including sexual conduct may be ascertained. It would be a simple matter if this norm could be found in what Scripture provides by way of specific rules, teachings and advice concerning ‘homosexual’ practices. But that is not the case. However pertinent they may have been for the various times and circumstances within which they were originally formulated, the biblical injunctions  and teachings on this topic presumes  much that can no longer be presumed about human sexuality.
 Consequently they would say that the Bible  no longer has meaning in our twenty first century. Prima facie this appears to be a strong argument. I will explore the ramifications of this viewpoint when commenting on Robert Gagnon’s work: The Bible and Homosexual Practice.
The School of chastity

All of God’s people are called to be chaste and live a life worthy of their calling, as St Paul says in Ephesians 4:1. Richard B Hays in describing the poignant battle of an old College friend in his terminal AIDS illness, asserts that his friend believed that the gay subculture encourages same sex attraction men and women to “draw their identity from their sexuality.”
 Such an affirmation is seen by the second school as an idolatrous move away from God. We will analyse this sentiment later when Gagnon has more to say about this sense of idolatry and the consequential rebellion which he believes opposes  the plan of God explicitly expounded in Genesis 3. 

A prominent Catholic author of the school of chastity  is Father John Harvey, the co-founder of the Catholic Courage Ministry with Fr Benedict Groeschel.  His philosophy and theology is articulated in numerous articles and books over a period of forty years.  The preface to his 1996 work The Truth about Homosexuality: The Cry of the Faithful, sets out his clear purpose in founding Courage and working with those men and women who want to leave the gay scene and its attendant life style of promiscuity. He writes that the Catholic people need instruction on the nature of homosexuality and its related behaviour, and becoming aware of living in a culture that assumes individuals are ‘born’ gay and should simply accept the active homosexual lifestyle. Such beliefs lead to a sort of confusion among those who have same sex attraction. Must they give in to these inclinations to be ‘happy’, as so many therapists advise? Is there any hope that an individual can work his way out of this condition through therapy, group support and prayer?
 His work combined with those of  Elizabeth Moberly, Gerard Van Den Aardweg and David Morrison provide a psychologically  sound and  wholistic approach to the pastoral care of those with same sex attraction.
 Their philosophies and viewpoints will be explicated when we more closely analyse the 1986 CDF letter. A more radical approach to the issue is the more recent call by some to offer reparation for the suffering endured in being same sex attracted. We will touch on this in the concluding part of the thesis.

The influence of science, psychology, politics and ecclesial practice on the debate

While there may be two recognizable  schools in the debate, a large body of literature now acknowledges the scientific, political and psycho-social elements informing the debate. These elements are used by both schools to bolster their particular stance. The issue of homosexuality is so divisive within society and church that we have almost a daily report on the battles or culture wars
occurring between both sides. Currently we see comment on the  scientific or  nature versus nurture controversy, the politicization of the debate as evident in the gay lobby campaigns, the argument about permanent orientation and the different pastoral approaches of the mainstream churches. Given the wealth of information it would be useful to briefly examine each element. Such a process will aid us in our appreciation of the context, nuances, subtleties and core points so passionately held and  so indicative of the debate. It seems that in this debate it is hard to be neutral and even handed. It appears to be a debate where we are forced to declare our hand whether we are comfortable or not.

The Scientific evidence

Because so much has been made of the so-called gay gene and the scientific ‘evidence’ for the cause of homosexuality, it is necessary to explore these claims in order not to be sidetracked in our exposé and quest for the truth about homosexuality. A proper analysis examining all claims provides a more rational and sound base for the pastoral care of homosexual persons which the Church aspires to as evidenced in its documents. For many centuries there has been a belief “that homosexuality or a specific homosexual role could be biologically based.”
 In the past four decades there has been a greater insistence on this and much has been written about the so-called gay gene. Also some  scientists have been searching for evidence of neural pathways in corpses of homosexual men that might indicate a significant  difference from  heterosexual men..
 Despite concerted attempts by many scientists no such replicated experiments have provided compelling evidence of any significant differences to buttress and support such hypotheses. Byne and Parsons write that “[r]ecent studies postulate biologic factors as the primary basis for sexual orientation. However, there is no evidence at present to substantiate a biologic theory…Critical review shows the evidence favouring a biologic theory to be lacking.”

Neil and Briar Whitehead in their work My Genes Made Me Do It, analyse the claims that these scientists have made for a homosexual gene. The Whiteheads assert that those who claim that homosexuality “is fixed and unchangeable don’t have a full enough understanding of mainstream genetics.” They add further, There should be compassion, but a false compassion based on ignorance of science is about as kind to the homosexual, in the end, as someone who smiles lovingly at you while he laces your coffee with arsenic!
 In the first chapter of their book: Can Genes Create Sexual Preference they refute the claims made by Dr. Dean Hamer to have found a link between genetics and homosexuality. Hamer states that “he found a statistically significant correlation between the homosexual orientation and a genetic sequence on the tip of the long arm of the X chromosome, an area called Xq28 in thirty three cases out of forty”.
   Thus,  arriving at the conclusion “that some male homosexuality was passed through female members of a family.” However, the New Scientist and Nature Genetics have cast serious doubts on the validity of Hamer’s claims. In Hamer’s defence he has not made the actual claim that he has found the gene for sexual orientation.
 Whitehead emphatically asserts that:

[t]here is no single gene governing sexual preference or any other preference. No gene is an island – it interacts with other genes in a kind of ecology in which it is almost impossible for any one gene, or a minor combination of genes to completely control all the others.

In studies of monozygotic twins and dizygotic twins touted by proponents of the homosexual gene theory, flaws have been pointed out by other researchers, so we are at an unsatisfactory crossroads as to the veracity and soundness of the theory.
 In conclusion,  the Whiteheads, assert that no genetically human behaviour has ever been found, and if there was a homosexual gene it could not just appear and disappear in families, it would stay around for many generations.
  Of course if there was a biological significant factor in the aetiology of homosexuality the freedom of the individual might be compromised in the choice of behaviour, conduct and consequent sexual activity. Despite the massive effort to date we are at square one regarding the fact of being “born gay”. 

Other writers speak about the prenatal hormonal influences on the child in ‘utero’, but again despite the best efforts of so many, “no hormonal difference has ever been discovered between homosexuals and heterosexuals (as is dramatically the case between males and females).”
 In a study reported in the Psychoneuroendocrinology  of 1989 there was no discernible difference between heterosexual and homosexual men in a test where estrogen was injected to measure the increase in plasma LH concentrations. It was noted by Dorner et al in 1972, that homosexual men exhibited an increase of LH when estrogen was injected. The factors involved seemed due more to “the stress of the experimental procedure.” While these studies probably do point to possibilities they have not yet been substantiated and are not reliable.
 But first let us conclude this segment with an examination of psychological and sociological elements in the debate.






The Psycho-sociological influence

Elizabeth Moberly’s small work Psychogenesis: The Early Development of Gender Identity, has become a classic in the field of same sex attraction. Her hypothesis about ‘defensive detachment’ has been accepted by many therapists and makes good psychological sense. Her fundamental thesis about the genesis of homosexuality is that the young child’s normal need for love is repressed, because of trauma. This trauma leads to a hatred of the love-source that was the agent of the trauma. In later years the repressed love-need of the young child may be reactivated. This then becomes the phenomenon which, when it happens to involve a love-source of the same sex, is labelled homosexual.
 The person seeks love from the same sex, because of a thwarted infantile love need that has persisted and has never been resolved. Unfortunately the person has a defensive detachment, rather than a positive attachment to the same sex parent.

 Relating to a parent of the same sex is important for the process of identification. Hence any disruption in this relationship will in turn affect the identificatory process. For instance we can notice the action that  assists a little girl in becoming feminine and heterosexual by an uninterrupted attachment to the mother. It is the continuing capacity for identification that is crucial. It is this “defensive detachment from the same sex love-source that blocks the fulfillment of identificatory love needs.”
  Moberly concludes her assessment of this phenomenon by asserting that:

heterosexuality is the ability to relate to members of the opposite sex as a psychologically complete member of one’s own sex. Heterosexuality implies that same sex identificatory  needs have been met  and consequently the relationships do not require to be governed by a reparative urge towards the fulfillment of one’s own identity…True heterosexuality, is based on the fulfillment of homosexual needs.
  

We have to pass through the developmental steps to achieve heterosexuality, otherwise we have developmental abnormality. In other words we progress through a stage of homosexuality to the place of heterosexuality according to Moberly.

Bieber in building on Moberly’s insights reports that in examining 850 male homosexuals in psychiatric consultations, and seeing fifty pairs of parents, there was not one single case of a good father-son relationship. Bieber describes the classic ambivalence within defensive detachment thus:

but the most striking of our findings was the consistency of a seriously disturbed     father-son relationship. In not one homosexual case could the father’s attitude be described as affectionate or even reasonably constructive. Mostly the fathers were reported as detached, and/or openly hostile or “never there”. Children perceive detachment as hostility, which in fact it is. One is not unremittingly detached from a love object. These sons emerged from the paternal influence hating and fearing their father on the one hand and deeply yearning for paternal affection on the other.

In my view the ambivalence is there for all to see. Nonetheless this conclusion of Bieber has been questioned because of its reliance on a psychiatric sample, but more recent “studies published in the Archives of General Psychiatry have found higher rates of psychiatric disorders among homosexually oriented men and women than among the heterosexual population.”
  Moberly in quoting an example of Bieber’s psychoanalytic work with a different set of over 200 male homosexuals, noted that “only eight had fathers who related warmly to them.” She concludes that the father-son relationship is crucial to the aetiology of homosexuality and makes the bold assertion that:

homosexuality is not constitutional but rather the outcome of pathologic parent-child relationships…it is not identification with the parent of the opposite sex, but disidentification from the parent of the same sex that is central…it is the detachment from the father, not the attachment to the mother that requires to be resolved…the homosexual both runs from and seeks for men. In consequence of and in order to resolve detachment from the father.

Other studies on the father-son relationship support the hypothesis about the adverse significance ‘weakfathers’ may have on the arrested developmental stages of psychosexuality in their sons.  In a study of 154 Catholic seminarians in Canada, 24 who “were self-identified as homosexual had a significantly lower mean level of intimacy with their fathers than did 130 heterosexually identified respondents.”
 Nicolosi in reporting from his clinical practice when he had conjoint sessions with sixteen father and son groupings, noted the deadly dilemma of dialogue, which in his view “seems to duplicate the earliest father-son rupture.” He reports that when the dialogue between father and son became stalled and stagnant the fathers were unable to be vulnerable and reach out to their sons. He sees this inability of the fathers as  playing “a significant role in these boys’ inability to move forward into full, normal masculine identification and heterosexuality.”

 The Gay Lobby thrust and influence
In the past thirty years the achievements of the gay lobby have been enormous. There is a certain timidity in dealing with the lobby, because of the name calling and pressure brought to bear on any person who opposes the politics of the lobby. To the detriment of many, as Satinover reveals, the gay lobby through its education programmes have pushed the idea that anal intercourse is safe so long as a condom is used. Satinover’s response is that “I cannot stress too strongly that anal intercourse is not safe for anyone, under any circumstances.”
 Satinover believes that the hype of the gay lobby “distorts the truth and harms not only society but homosexuals themselves, especially young people.”
 The gay lobbyists demand respect from all but play by different rules. As an organization it is violent, crude, disregarding of others, and bends the truth. The gay lobby fights without principle, and accuses those who raise legitimate questions as being homophobic.

However the scholars associated with NARTH and Gagnon reveal how they deal with this by explaining the  rationale for their involvement in this field.
 The Gay activists have three basic propositions, that homosexuality is (i) innate and therefore genetically determined, that it is (ii) irreversible and that it is (iii) a normal social reality. The so called traditionalists, those of the school of chastity would argue the exact opposite, that it is not innate, is reversible and that it is an illness or a perversion of nature. The Catholic Medical Association explicitly “counters the myth that same sex-attraction is genetically predetermined and unchangeable and offers hope for prevention and treatment.”

One researcher who would support this view is John Money a prominent worker in the field. He suggests that there ought to be a distinction drawn between facultative and obligative homosexuality. Obligative homosexuality says that there was no choice in the orientation. Facultative homosexuality indicates that a person acquired the same sex attraction. “One line of research suggests that a process of operant conditioning at a long forgotten younger age produced well-entrenched homosexual behaviour. Social reinforcers after the fact may serve to strengthen the original operant conditioning effects.”
 Whatever conclusions we make there is no doubt that the debate is polarized, political, and painful for both sides.
Ecclesial issues

The damaging debate in the Anglican Communion and the disturbance within the Uniting Church of Australia at its triennial synod reveal the profound disunity within the Churches.
 The Australian Catholic Church is not immune to this deep divisiveness either. Fr Maurice Shinnick of the Adelaide Archdiocese has written a book calling homosexuality a remarkable gift.
 He touches on the division within the Church about the ministry to homosexuals and urges a dialogue among the People of God. We will have more to say about Shinnick’s views when examining the CDF letter to Bishops.  Because the issue touches the very basis of our personhood the ramifications for pastoral care and ministry cut deeply. The matter will not be resolved without deep searching and confronting the basic issues of humanity. I think some of the answers can be found in exploring the Vatican’s utterance about this. Consequently it is now time to turn to the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith’s (CDF) letter of 1986 about the Pastoral Care of Homosexual Persons.

CHAPTER TWO: “ON THE PASTORAL CARE OF HOMOSEXUAL PERSONS”

The full title of the Congregation’s statement of 1986 is: The Letter to the Bishops of the Catholic Church on the Pastoral Care of Homosexual Persons . It is a  short and succinct document with only 18 paragraphs. I think it would be useful for clarification purposes, to detail its clear messages to the Bishops and then provide a fuller commentary on its major features.

Article one takes up the reason for the document and announces this as the  issue of the increased public debate and interest in the subject of Homosexuality and its morality. It questions a number  of arguments and   assertions which are seen to be inconsistent with Catholic Church teaching. Consequently the  Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith has issued a pastoral for the guidance of the Bishops of  the Roman Catholic Church.

Article two establishes the ground for Catholic morality as being based  “on human reason illumined by faith” and “consciously motivated by the desire to do the will of God our Father.”
 To such an end the article exhorts her ministers to engage in “attentive study, active concern and honest, theologically well-balanced counsel.” These are significant exhortations and the subject of strident critical comment by a number of scholars, which we will see later.

 The current letter builds on the teaching and comments of an earlier statement and document entitled: Declaration on Certain Questions Concerning Sexual Ethics of December 29th 1975. It was the 1975 document that contained the controversial comment ‘intrinsically disordered’ when drawing a distinction between ‘the homosexual condition or tendency and individual homosexual actions.’ 

Article three specifically spells out that the inclination is not a sin, but the tendency is ‘ordered toward an intrinsic moral evil.’ It logically concludes therefore that ‘the inclination itself must be seen as an objective disorder.’
 More ink has been spilt about this phrase than any other in the letter. I comment  more about this later in my deeper analysis of the letter. 

Sacred Scripture and its importance on the subject of homosexuality is spelt out in articles four, five and six. While there will be a whole chapter devoted to the topic of Sacred Scripture further on, I would just point to the significant issues dealt with by these articles. They are the ability of Sacred Scripture to speak to our contemporary age, the consistency of Sacred Scripture over the centuries, and the interpretation of Sacred Scripture in accordance with the Tradition of the Church. Allusion is also made to Genesis 3, Leviticus 18, and Romans 1, and the ‘spousal significance’
 of the body – a favourite topic of the late Pope John Paul II.

Persons engaging in homosexual activity are described in article seven as having “a disordered sexual inclination which is essentially self-indulgent”. Such an activity the article goes on to say limits a person’s happiness and fulfillment.
  Pressure groups and lobby enclaves are targeted in articles eight and nine. Their philosophy is seen to be materialistic and contrary to the transcendence and the supernatural vocation of every individual. The claim of these groups that any criticism of their way of life is discriminatory is challenged by it being seen as a manipulative tactic.  The CDF rounds out its comments about this by asserting that:

The Church can never be so callous. It is true that her clear position cannot be revised by pressure from civil legislation or the trend of the moment. But she is really concerned about the many who are not represented by the pro-homosexual movement and about those who may have been tempted to believe its deceitful propaganda.
 

There is no doubt that the language of the document is strong, deliberate and forthright, and for this reason many critics take strong objection to it. The Congregation is unambiguous in what it believes is for the pastoral good  of  the People of God. 

In article ten, violence towards homosexual persons is deplored and  pastors are urged to condemn it whenever it occurs,  because as the letter asserts, “the intrinsic dignity of each person must always be  respected in word, action and in law.”
 However this positive call for appropriate condemnation is confused with a societal good will which introduces civil legislation that basically condones homosexual behaviour. The CDF asserts strongly that “no one has any conceivable right” to this protection.
 

The question of culpability and the freedom of the person who has a homosexual orientation is canvassed in article eleven. What is at all costs to be avoided is the unfounded and demeaning assumption that the sexual behaviour of homosexual persons is always and totally compulsive and therefore inculpable. What is essential is that the fundamental liberty which characterizes the human person and gives him his dignity be recognized as belonging to the homosexual person as well.

Suggestions for the way forward for homosexual persons are outlined in article twelve. They are encouraged to join their sufferings and difficulties  with the Cross of Christ and adopt  Paul’s teaching in Galatians 5:22 about peace, love, joy, patience, kindness, goodness, trustfulness, gentleness and self-control. It is not suggesting self denial for its own sake, for that would be a fruitless exercise, but suggesting a denial of self in the service of God’s will, who makes life come from death and empowers those who trust him to practice virtue in place of vice. Christians who are homosexual are called, as all of us are, to a chaste life.
 

Bishops are exhorted in articles 13, 14, and 15 to be vigilant and to bring the teaching of the Church in all its integrity to those involved in ministry. They will do this by ruling against those organizations and programmes which seek to undermine this teaching. The reason for such a seeming blunt request is clear that departure from the Church’s teaching, or silence about it, in an effort to provide pastoral care is neither caring nor pastoral. Only what is true can ultimately be pastoral. The neglect of the Church’s position prevents homosexual men and women from receiving the care they need and deserve.

A significant affirmation of the human person is made in article sixteen.  The CDF deplores the reductionist label ascribed to men and women of same sex attraction. The Church steadfastly refuses to consider the person as a heterosexual or a homosexual and insists that every person has a fundamental identity: the creature of God, and by grace, his child and heir to eternal life.
 This article is very important in the whole debate about the pros and cons of homosexual behaviour and lifestyle, for it provides a framework for us to view each individual as a person made in God’s image and likeness. This view of the person is a most significant factor in Pope John Paul’s catechetical instructions about the nuptial meaning of the body and implications for human conduct in marriage sexuality. We will say more about this in Chapter Three. 

An analysis of controversial points in the Letter

Having reflected on the contemporary debate about homosexuality, how does the CDF letter fit in and assist us in our sincere and ongoing enquiry and investigation?  In examining the comments of those in support of the basic thrust of the letter and those with a contrary argument, we will be able to evaluate the fruits of the letter for those in need of its pastoral efficaciousness. 

Before we scrutinize the letter for its efficacy, it might be useful to explore the methodological comparison Curran draws between Catholic Social and Sexual Teaching. Curran’s basic thesis is that official Catholic teaching on sexual issues leaves no room for doubt, while teaching on social issues gives Christians more room and freedom.
 He believes that the Church has moved away from the classicism which sees reality in terms of immutability, the eternal and the unchanging to a historical consciousness which gives more importance to the particular, the contingent, the historical and the individual. Curran sees the beginning of a new historical consciousness emerging in the encyclical of Pius XI in 1931 Quadragesimo Anno and developed by John XXIII in 1963 with  Pacem in Terris.  The Council in 1965 with Gaudium et Spes follows suit with an even more developed sense of historical consciousness, emboldened in Paul VI’s Apostolic Letter Octogesima Adveniens of 1971. With this development, a fourth element – freedom- was added to the traditional three aspects found in the social order; namely, truth, justice and love. Evidence of this development can be seen in John Paul’s Laborem Exercens of 1981, where the dignity of the human person and the “subjective aspect of work is more important than the objective.”
 This more wholesome notion of freedom results in a new personalism within Catholicism. This notion was a constant theme in John Paul’s work when he was a philosopher at Lublin University and known as Karol Wojtyla, prior to his election as pope in 1978. He describes his personalism thus:- “The ‘personal value’ of the human action, is ‘probably the most fundamental manifestation of the worth of the person himself’”
  In my view the reason the action is personal is because of the fulfillment the person has in completing and doing the action, he owns it, he puts his own inherent nature and personality into the act. Most importantly, it becomes a part of the free will of the person. The degree of freedom  may be questioned, but essentially the person acting exercises some freedom in the act. For as Wojtyla so poignantly says “the transcendence of the person is realized through his acting.”
  This personalism will be noticeable in his work on the nuptial body seen below. 

Curran speaks about the “three generic ethical models that have been used to understand the moral life in a systematic way. The deontological, which sees morality in terms of obedience and law. The teleological model sees the end result and the means to attain it. And thirdly the relationality-responsibility model sees “the human person in terms of one’s multiple relationships with God, neighbour, world and self and the call to live responsibly in the midst of these relationships.”
 While the Church is emphasising a new personalism in social ethics it does not do this in sexual ethics. Curran’s argument can be summarized as follows:-

The 1975 document on sexual ethics and the letter of 1986 reveal a more classicist approach, emphasizing the immutability and the eternal. The letter of 1986 bases its plan on the “divine plan” and the “theology of creation” and resting on the foundation of theocratic law (article 6).
 There is more emphasis on doing rather than being as exemplified by concentrating on nature and faculties as opposed to giving more significance to the person. Curran concedes that there is a greater appeal to personalism in the letter, but he believes it is just words.
 Given this assertion Curran concludes that there is no room for Church officials or same sex attracted persons to move. 
He says that the letter of 1986 has been framed within a legal context, and as such right is right and wrong is wrong, whereas if it were framed within a relationality-responsibility model there would be fluid boundaries.
 To my mind Curran’s argument is rather weakened when in his segment on the methodology of nature and faculties rather than on the person, he asserts that “one can and should interfere with the sexual faculty and the sexual act.”
 Such an exhortation seems to me to be contrary to articles 13 and 14 of the Encyclical Humanae Vitae-Faithfulness to God’s Design and Illicit ways of Regulating Birth. Keeping these thoughts in mind let us now examine those scholars who are broadly against the letter and those in favour.

Viewpoints opposed to the Letter

 The Jesuit James Keenan, in promoting an open debate about homosexuality is critical of the letter, accusing the Church of silencing and marginalizing people of same sex attraction, and in so doing [brought] “harm to them, ourselves, the Church and the gospel.”
 Keenan does concede that in more recent years the Vatican Congregations and the hierarchy have been consistent in their teaching on this topic. Of course the reason for this consistency, asserts Keenan, is because of the heavy hand of magisterial teachers who silence dissenters, nonetheless Keenan’s approach to the debate, is to enunciate four critical areas for future discussion and review. He zones in on what he considers the lack of regard for the personal rights of those with same sex attraction, quoting another moral theologian – John Coleman who declared that ‘”error has no rights”’
 Secondly, the letter focuses exclusively on male homosexuality, thirdly it fails to take into account the experience of sexual experience of loving couples and fourthly it fails to understand that “sexual activity should be understood as language” according to Andre Guindon.
 

Pope John Paul II in articulating a ‘spousal significance’ and appreciation of the body does address the sexual language of the body for married couples enjoying conjugal play, recreation and sexual intercourse.  See Chapter three for a fuller analysis of the nuptial metaphor. The pro-homogenital writers are dismissive of Pope John Paul’s approach and his endorsement of the complementariness of male and female bodies in the act of sexual love.
 Keenan’s commentary on the letter is illustrative of one side of the debate and reveals the profound divide among moral theologians on this fundamental 21st century issue. It  is hard to see a resolution forthcoming between the two sides.

Australian author and priest Maurice Shinnick finds seven serious limitations of the letter, these being: narrowness, judgementalism, dishonesty, injustice, insensitivity, inconsistency and deficiency. It is narrow when it fails to acknowledge the depth of relationship and commitments of those with same sex attraction. It is judgemental when it describes the orientation as ‘essentially self-indulgent’.
 Shinnick calls it dishonest when it declares that homosexuality puts the rights and nature of families in jeopardy and when it fails to listen to the ‘voices of gay men and lesbian women’ and questions their faith. The letter is described as unjust, and is seen to be insensitive when it excludes homosexual people from using Church property for meetings and assemblies. Inconsistency is leveled at the letter for claiming a clear biblical warrant for its stand and teaching on homosexuality. The lack of freedom of conscience  is seen to be a deficient outcome of the letter for  “in none of the Vatican documents dealing with homosexuality, is the conscience of the individual acknowledged.”
   These issues will be addressed as we comment on other viewpoints and commentators. 

For a more profound sense of the  vehemence of these views and others pertaining to the subject we need go no further than a  group of scholars in a compendium volume edited by Siker.
 He provides a sort of metaphorical tennis match, where one person who opposes the letter writes a piece, which is immediately followed with a viewpoint supportive of the letter. The compendium is useful in that it does represent the currently held entrenched theological positions involved in this debate. 


Scriptural witness

Shannon questions the assertion of the letter that there has been a consistent scriptural witness about homosexuality throughout the two millennia of Christianity. Grippo states that nothing could be further from the truth, and that the six scripture passages quoted  in  the letter are interpreted “in a distorted and woefully inadequate fashion that will only serve to perpetuate time-honoured prejudices.”
  Grippo argues that the story of Ruth and Naomi, and Jonathan and David are instances where scripture highlights the positive elements of same-sex relationships, where he seems to imply the possibility of homogenital activity. My difficulty here is that he seems to be arguing a case from the silence of scripture. This scriptural question will be further examined in chapter four when we utilize Gagnon’s work

The question of the secular sciences, especially sociology and psychology, are next in line for critical review. Kopp and Ware excoriate those responsible for the contents of the letter, with Kopp accusing the Vatican of academic fraud, while complimenting the scientific community for its caution when making various claims.
  I believe that this is a parody of the truth, since a number of unverifiable claims have been publicized and trumpeted about the gay gene and other scientific discoveries suggesting a genetic basis for homosexuality.  The Whiteheads have in my opinion satisfactorily rebutted this view. See my coverage of this question enunciated  earlier in chapter one. (See footnote 22 above). Kopp also exaggerates the figures of those who are homosexual, quoting the figure of 13% male and 7% female. Nearly all modern references quote a figure of about 2-3% for male and about half this percentage for females.
 I fear she doth protest too much!

Sexual orientation

Sexual orientation is of course a major issue. The letter  firmly  opposes those views that the homosexual condition is neutral or good, for it asserts that it is a condition  “ordered toward an intrinsic moral evil.”
 Logically, therefore the condition or  inclination  is an objective disorder. This wording brought an avalanche of protest and fury. Even those who were inclined to support the CDF argument, felt the letter lacked tact and was in fact somewhat indelicate.
 Robert Nugent mounts a counter argument to the letter in which he urges certain concessions for those with same sex attraction. He asserts that the letter grossly misunderstands the nature of   homosexuality as an orientation, for in his opinion “Sexual orientation is not fundamentally or even primarily a tendency toward acts, but a psychosexual attraction (erotic, emotional, and affective) toward particular individual persons.”
In an ideal disembodied sense it may be true that a person would not take action, but since we as personal beings become doers, and are embodied, the argument falls down when we consider the wholistic moral person.

 For the moral person there are human acts of perception, such as judgement, choice, wish, intention, deliberation, consent, decision, command, application and performance. Any one of these perceptions suggests a particular action and this then brings about the required human action necessary for the performance of the  deed appropriate to the perception.
 Thus to-be will lead to an action. We cannot have suspended animation in our human acts, we need to complete the action.

Bruce Williams addresses this issue of Nugent by appealing to the Thomistic axiom:  “action follows being – agere sequitur esse”. He explains it this way: If it really is good – or even simply ‘all right’ – for someone to ‘be’ homosexual, there can be no plausible basis for a rule which tells a person ‘don’t do’. Unqualified affirmation of homosexual ‘be-ing’ must entail the readiness in principle to affirm the ‘do-ing’. Progay theological advocates have done exactly that; and evidently their logic was not lost on the magisterium. The ‘overly benign interpretation’ of the orientation/behaviour distinction (“be-but-don’t-do”) was seen as dangerous precisely because its manifest incoherence paved the way for rejecting the moral prohibition of homosexual behaviour itself.
 Who we are will ultimately be expressed in some behaviour, conduct or human action. The proponents of homogenital activity appeal to the Vatican to honour a person’s experience and in this case of orientation, for the Church to give due weight to the large numbers of those living in same sex relationships. This appeal is made purely on experiential grounds.
 The Church can foresee in this appeal, behaviour that it cannot countenance, a point Williams confirms when he asserts in his commentary on the letter that the Congregation wanted to safeguard its “prohibition of homosexual activity by excluding a notion (“its OK to be gay”) which would render that prohibition nonsensical.”

It is this fundamental point which explains what lies behind the rejection of this argument put up by Nugent and his allies.
 Nonetheless Nugent is undeterred by the letter’s import and poses various dilemmas. Perhaps a  conundrum  that emanates from his advocacy of “gay”
 causes in the USA., and what he argues is related to actual experience: “Is the homosexual orientation and expression contradictory to humanity? Does the Christian faith have any stake in defending the view that human nature is an unchanging essence(sic), a structure God-given and unchanging cross-culturally in all historical periods? And does faith have any stake in claiming that heterosexuality is an essential component of that structure?”
 These questions will be tackled by our investigation in Chapter Three about the nuptial meaning of the body and the catechetical input of John Paul II on the Genesis accounts.

Part of the fury at the letter and its contents is related to the perception of a hardening in the CDF’s position on homosexuality.  Prior to this letter, the CDF during the papacy of Pope Paul VI, promulgated  a document “On Certain Questions Concerning Sexual Ethics”  in 1975. It made a distinction between “homosexuals whose tendency comes from a false education … [and] is transitory or at least not incurable and homosexuals who are definitively such because of some kind of innate instinct or a pathological constitution judged to he incurable.”
 It seemed to van Gennip that only certain kinds of behaviour used to be condemned, now the actual orientation is more questionable and even becomes an occasion of sin. However the problem for the person with same sex attraction, according to van Gennip, is that they carry within themselves the very occasion of sin that they have to avoid. They are their own “near occasion of sin!” I think van Gennip confuses this concept.

If we have a tendency we use our mind, heart, intellect and virtuous habits to control and order the tendency aright. For instance if I am a kleptomaniac and under the guidance of a Corrective Services Parole Officer I am not given permission from my Parole Officer to visit a store I have habitually stolen goods from. I avoid the place and the occasion of sin and for me uncontrollable temptation.  If I have a tendency or an inclination towards homogenital activity, I do not frequent gay bars or beats. We all have the tendency, which is concupiscence, towards our particular sin, or weakness we guard against. I wonder if van Gennip has confused the near occasion of sin with the concept of Original sin or concupiscence. Or take the analogy of the reformed alcoholic. We do not let him/her loose in a bar when he is morose or in deep distress. That would be tempting fate, or putting God to the test surely! Let us now examine the view of those broadly supportive of the letter.

An Episcopal perspective of the letter and its theology

Archbishop Quinn of San Francisco exhorts his people in  regard to the letter, reminding them that the letter “is an act of the teaching Church and cannot be regarded simply  as just another ‘theological opinion’.
 He asserts that as an authentic teaching of the magisterium it requires an internal and respectful assent.  He also affirms the letter’s insistence on the foundation of  Scriptural teaching as the basis for the Church’s moral teaching on homosexuality, complex as it is. He emphatically declares that “homosexual activity, however, as distinguished from homosexual orientation, is morally wrong.”
 As the former President of the American Bishops Conference 1977-1980, his public endorsement was very important. Quinn was being consistent in his attitude and approach for some years earlier he had made a similar declaration, in a pastoral letter, after  Pope John Paul II’s address to the American Bishops during his visit to Chicago in October 1979. The Pope in affirming the American Bishops for their compassion as pastors and authentic teachers of God’s law stated that they had got it right when they distinguished between homosexual activity and homosexual orientation.
 

Some of the proponents of homogenital activity, among those being William Shannon, have inferred that Quinn is not fully supportive of the Vatican in this matter.
 They have intended to gain mileage for their cause by casting him as an ally. His 1980 Pastoral letter surely gives the lie to this.  Admittedly his pastoral was written some six and a half years before the CDF letter. He wrote emphatically then  that “[t]he recent teachings of the Church therefore re-echo the clear teaching of the Scriptures in declaring homosexual acts to be gravely evil and a disordered use of the sexual faculty.”
 He went on to reiterate the distinction between homosexual acts and homosexual orientation, but urging sensitive pastoral care for those persons so involved in homosexuality in their  “journey of discipleship.”
 He systematically answers many claims put forward by those wanting a change in Vatican policy. He rejects the notion that homosexuality has been the dominant sexual expression in any culture. While he acknowledges that the Scriptures do not explicitly deal with homosexual lifestyle or homosexual attraction he does attest to the Scriptural rejection of homosexual acts. He notices that the Church does not condemn individuals who have a homosexual inclination or attraction, but urges the Church  “tirelessly… to help homosexual men and women accept and live up to the moral teaching which the Church has received from Christ.”
 He firmly rejects the myth that  acceptance of the homosexual person must imply an endorsement of the homosexual behavioural lifestyle. He writes: “When homosexual men and women claim that their way of life is a morally healthy one, [and] insist on their intention to affirm and promote it publicly and ask that it be in some way approved by the Church, they are clearly in contempt of the Christian conscience and in conflict with the teaching of the Scriptures.”
    

Quinn has systematically covered many of the issues raised by the gay lobby and counteracts each one with pure and devastating logic. Quinn’s comments also give lie to the notion that the Vatican has been imposing its will on the local church, contrariwise I think the universal church and the local church have been speaking the same language and saying the same things over quite a period of time!   The theology underpinning much of Quinn’s pastoral on homosexuality can be found in the letter of 1986. Quinn is thus not an ally of the proponents of homogenital expression who are  seeking a change in a fundamental moral cause. I think these attempts are generated by such people because of their frustrations at the perceived intransigence of the Church, but in reality they become mischievous in their enthusiasm. Like Tantalus they are doomed to never succeed in acquiring their aims! 

A moral theologian’s perpsective about the letter

Williams, a Dominican, while generally supportive of the letter has  a mixed response, considering it constructive in parts but “disappointingly negative” in others.
 On balance he considers that it is a step in the right direction, and comments shrewdly, prudently and wisely on three elements: homosexual activity, homosexual orientation and pastoral care. His treatment of these issues accord with my own sense of wholistic pastoral ministry toward those men and women with same sex attraction. 

In condemning homosexual acts, the  document  of Pope Paul VI (Persona Humana of Dec. 29th 1975,) had based its primary argument on natural law while corroborating its assertion with certain biblical proof texts
. Somewhat surprisingly the 1986 letter makes no mention of natural law at all. It moves Scripture to the centre of the argument about homosexuality and relies heavily on the theology of creation found in Genesis.  This allows the letter more coherence in what Pope John Paul II and the CDF “now call the God-given ‘spousal significance’ of the human body as the essential scriptural basis for appreciating the moral unacceptability of homosexual behaviour.”
  .The importance of the concept ‘spousal significance’ cannot be overrated. It moves the debate away from “those pro-gay advocates who try to stake the credibility of the traditional condemnation entirely on the exegetically verifiable meaning of particular biblical texts while ignoring or dismissing the broader context of the Genesis creation teaching.”
 For as Williams comments “persons in the complementarity of the sexes, are called to reflect the inner unity of the Creator.  [for]the human body thus has an intrinsic ‘spousal significance’ which is not removed, however much it is obscured by original sin.”
 The continual reference to the spousal significance of the body in this letter and other Vatican documents indicates the need to explore this concept which we shall do in chapter three. 

Regarding the letter’s comments on homosexual orientation, Sr Jeanne Gramick of  New Ways Ministry has called it a regressive development and accuses it of violence to same sex people, while Fr John Harvey of The Courage  Ministry, denies “that its reference to objective disorder is demeaning.”
 
Williams believes that overall it is reasonable in this regard and an objective reading would indicate that it is not demeaning to gay persons. The apologetic in the letter for its stance on the intrinsically disordered is predicated on the developments since 1975 where there has been an ‘overly benign interpretation’ of the condition. So much so that the orientation seemed to be of no particular concern or was even seen as good by some pastoral workers and ministers and theologians. This naiveté, which was perceived by the Congregation “as a dangerous misunderstanding of the Church’s attitude  toward the homosexual condition” was strongly challenged by the letter.
 Williams shows by quoting various sources, eg. Bishop Mugavero of Brooklyn and his pastoral address of Feb 11th,1976 and the Washington State Catholic Conference of Apr. 28th 1983 that the Catholic Church had not had a benign attitude prior to the document, as some of the pro-gay writers had inferred. Hence the 1986 letter could not be cast as a regressive document because of its alleged retraction of a more humane stance seen in 1975.
  In fact Williams believes that the letter is restrained and while it speaks about the homosexual orientation as manifesting pathology, psychological  deficiency or incompleteness, lack of integration, the letter never expressly states these or similar negatives in connection with the homosexual condition, and they should not be taken as included within the designation of the condition as ‘an objective disorder’




Williams makes very important clarifications when  pointing out the apparent conflict in the letter when it emphasizes the dignity of gay persons yet still strongly insists on the reality of the homosexual condition being an  objective disorder.  Williams is confident that a careful reading of the context of these  terms in the letter would show “that the connection …between the two is not equivalent to an assertion that the personalities of gay people are sick, distorted or depraved.”
 One of the problems one encounters in the work with some homosexual people is their sensitivity to any comments. If a person in good faith objects or states the Catholic position on same sex attraction, the person with same sex attraction finds it difficult to be objective or distinguish the intent of the person. To  the extent that gay people  equate their personal identity with their homosexual condition (‘the particular inclination’ etc) they tend to misperceive any negative appraisal of that condition as a profoundly threatening attack against their very essence.
 This is another sound reason to avoid the reductionist label given to a person. We are more than our sexuality, i.e. I cannot be reduced to the term heterosexual or homosexual. We are in fact children of God, made in the image of God, and for Christians baptized into Christ. I am a person first, with an intrinsic worth. I am more than my illness or a label, even if sometimes another person may say “Oh you are bi-polar, or you are demented, or you are disabled, or you are a criminal, or a rapist!”


Williams later on in his analysis mentions the manipulative, deceptive and exploitative tendencies of the gay movement when it abuses  the good will of upright Christians  by slyly arousing their feelings of fair play “into condoning homosexual practice by playing on their sense of guilt over real antigay injustices in the Church and society.”
 Williams has shown that despite a few shortcomings the CDF has a more  positive and enabling compassion than expected. On the issue of pastoral care Williams is emphatic in his assertion  “Only what is true can ultimately be pastoral”,  whereas “departure from the Church’s teaching, or silence about it, in an effort to provide pastoral care is neither caring  nor pastoral.”
 He endorses the  call to reiterate the authentic moral teaching of the Lord and the Church, but feels that the CDF has  overplayed its hand in repeatedly stating the norms. He urges a dialogue with those of same sex attraction, and believes the Church would learn from listening humbly and charitably to these challenges when presented. He quotes Benedict Ashley’s  wise advice to this effect at the  combined assembly of United States and Canadian hierarchies at a workshop on sexuality in Dallas in 1981. It is a timely reminder for all of us involved in pastoral work with same sex attracted people. 

The magisterium ought to continue to preach from the  housetops, patiently educating the Christian people in the biblical truth that true sexual fulfillment is to be found only in faithful and fruitful marriage. At the same time the magisterium must not reject nor neglect those persons whose subjective conscience does not permit them as yet to see the practical truth of the Church’s teaching on these difficult matters.
 

Throughout the discussion on homosexuality we must have balance in our articulation, in our pastoral solicitude and in our service to all.

In concluding his analysis of the letter, Williams asserts that the letter is a beginning towards the Church accepting and recognizing its responsibilities to homosexual persons, that the moral teaching is more firmly established on scriptural and theological foundations, and that it more clearly expands and clarifies the Church’s attitude toward the homosexual condition. I agree with his final sentence, which provides a raison d’être for my defence of the letter. It is a progressive document which can be used to much good effect, provided that its immediate addressees (local bishops everywhere) and all others concerned - the pro-homosexual believers among us, their families, those specifically committed to the work of ministering to them, and the wider church community-rise to the challenges and the opportunities it presents.

Having provided an exposé of the letter from its critics and supporters I conclude that the strong assertions of people like Curran, Nugent and Shinnick,
 need to be more nuanced. I think the letter is not mere rhetoric when it espouses a more personalist tone than previous documents about sexual ethical issues. I wonder if Curran in particular has not seen the inherent connection between the body and the sexual faculty, which John Paul II expounds in his catechesis on the nuptial meaning of the body.  I believe other critics have exaggerated some of the letter’s statements, when they call it fraudulent and peremptory in some of the conclusions regarding same sex attraction. The letter, one must remember was written for the counsel of Bishops and in that sense was written for a particularly select audience in order to establish a consistent pastoral approach in the local churches for the good of those seeking guidance. While it has theological, pastoral and philosophical insights it is not a fulsome  treatise, but in my view can be considered a prophetic statement for the People of God.
 It is now time to explore the comment in the letter about the  spousal significance of the body and appreciate the ramifications of this for the Church’s doctrine on sexuality in general and homosexuality in particular.

CHAPTER THREE: THE NUPTIAL MEANING OF THE BODY

 My Body

The body reveals who we are. In fact we are incessantly communicating about ourselves through our bodies. We gain an impression as soon as we see someone. We notice if they are male or female, tall or short, rotund or thin, bald or hairy, heavy or light, attractive or non-attractive, integral or not, missing limbs, and whether  it is safe or not to approach the person. This is all obtained in the first glance. As we ponder the person a little longer, for instance, if we are travelling on public transport and are sitting opposite the person viewed, we gain further information by seeing what they do. They might be reading a novel, reading the scriptures, jerking their leg in a rhythmical way when they have ear plugs in their ear, or they could be laughing all of a sudden.  Our nose may notice a fragrance or an odour. Such is the richness of the communicative elements of our body.
  And then the person who is the subject of all this may then smile at us in a knowing way: the smile conveys so much about the person in the body. Our bodies keep telling us things without even trying. Well Pope John Paul II of blessed memory, has given us more to think about regarding the body. He has identified the body as having a “spousal” significance and has developed a theology of the body – termed nuptial. 

A theological context; the Creator’s plan

The CDF letter of 1986 gives an excellent rationale for situating the discussion and debate about homosexuality within  the context of the theology of Creation we find in Genesis. God, by his infinite wisdom and love, brings into existence all of reality as a reflection of his goodness. He fashions mankind, male and female, in his own image and likeness. Human beings, therefore, are nothing less than the work of God himself, and in the complementarity  of the sexes, they are called to reflect the inner unity of the Creator.
  However because of the effects of Original Sin the image of God contained in persons is obfuscated, yet the human body retains its “spousal significance” and the letter declares in article 7 that it is only in the marital relationship that the use of the sexual faculty can be morally good. A person engaging in homosexual behaviour therefore acts immorally. To choose someone of the same sex for one’s sexual activity is to annul the rich symbolism and meaning, not to mention the goals, of the Creator’s sexual design. Homosexual activity is not a complementary union, able to transmit life, and so it thwarts the call to a life of that form of self-giving which the Gospel says is the essence of Christian living.
  

 It is necessary to embed the discussion on homosexuality within the broader topic of sexuality, for in reality, homosexuality is a minor element of sexuality, but gets a lot of press, for the reasons outlined above. If we can appreciate the Theology of the Body we will have a deeper conviction about why non-marital and non-conjugal sexual behaviour and activity is contrary to God and our very beings. St Paul quoting from  Genesis 2:24,  reminds us in Ephesians 5:31-32, “For this reason a man will leave his father and mother, cling to his bride and the two shall become one flesh. This is a profound mystery, and it refers to Christ and the Church.”  John Paul II in his Wednesday general audiences between September 1979 and November 1984 used the text from Genesis 2 to firstly construct  and then articulate his catechesis of the Theology of the Body. 

 The main points from John Paul’s Catechesis on the Theology of the Body

The beginning

From the  first general audience of Sept. 5th 1979 devoted to the subject, John Paul quoted from Matthew 19:3 “For your hardness of heart Moses allowed you to divorce your wives, but from the beginning it was not so.” John Paul emphasizes the word ‘beginning’ and states that he wants to ‘penetrate toward that “beginning” to which (Jesus) referred in such a  significant way. Percy asserts that ‘the beginning’ is really code for God’s purpose for humanity. “God creates us with an intention in mind. Jesus in the passage cited above, reveals to us his Father’s intention.”
  By taking us back to the beginning we learn the real and ultimate meaning of human life and sexuality. John Paul wants to take us back  even before Original Sin was committed, because Jesus having done that  in his discourse with the scribes and Pharisees, explained God’s purposes for all time.
 By taking us on a journey through Genesis, chapters one and two, John Paul expounds three experiences that  occurred  prior to the Original Sin, namely,  Original Solitude, Original Nakedness and Original Unity. John Paul makes the startling claim that we too can enjoy these original experiences. In the early lectures he speaks about the boundary between original innocence and redemption, and the essential connection between the two. For when the original covenant with the Creator was broken  men and women “received the first promise of redemption  in the words of the so-called Proto-gospel in Genesis 3:15 and began to live in the theological perspective of the redemption.”
 We will then at the parousia enjoy this original innocence again, where there will be no shame, no isolation, and no alienation, which are the consequence of  Original Sin.

 The redemption of our bodies

A recurring theme of John Paul’s lectures, is his linking  the purpose of the creation, the creation of our bodies and their  destiny and subsequent fulfillment  through the redemption and our salvation. A redemption that is obtained through our surrender and cooperation through the sanctifying  work of the Spirit. John Paul continues at the General Audience of  Sept. 26 with these words; “All the subsequent analyses that will be made on the basis of the first chapters of Genesis will almost necessarily reflect the truth of Paul’s words: We who have the first fruit of the Spirit groan inwardly as we wait for…the redemption of our bodies.” 
 St Paul frequently reminds us  about the holiness and sacredness of our bodies. Paul knew:

that morality was not dependent on this or that written rule, which is always conditioned by the culture of the time; but it was much more closely dependent on the relationship that existed from now on between the body and the Lord.  “Do you not know that your body is the temple of the Holy Spirit within you, which you have from God? You are not your own; you were bought with a price. So glorify God in your body.” 1 Cor 6:19-20. For a greater elucidation of the holiness Paul calls forth  we need to examine an earlier text in  chapter 6.    “…the body is not meant for immorality, but for the Lord, and the Lord for the body. And God raised the Lord and will also raise us up by  his  power. Do you  not  know  that your  bodies are members of  Christ?”   1 Cor 6: 13 -15.
 

 John Paul II and St Paul are being contrapuntal in striking various chords which reflect the blessedness and importance of our corporeality in our salvation. Our bodies do matter, and what we do with them. They are essential in God’s plan, they are the earthen ware vessels, that God uses to bring forth his transcendent power and works.  Raymond Collins in his exegesis of this passage explains that Paul “embraced traditional biblical anthropology” by his assertion that “it is the resurrection of the body that imparts ultimate significance to the human body.”
For this reason alone we do not own our bodies, they belong to the Lord. Having said this we are however in communion with others. We cannot do anything on our own, we cannot all be desert islands, we need others. We need a helpmate and brothers and sisters. Let us now  examine our Original States.

Original Solitude  In his original solitude man
 ‘is able to sense God  and his presence. God and man were friends; they could talk and listen to each other – they were familiar with each other.
 But man was like no other created being, he could distinguish himself from all other living beings, and was aware of his own consciousness. A consciousness that was evidenced in his own sense of superiority since he was commanded to till the earth, subdue it and name the animals.
 Nonetheless the man notices that something is wrong, actually God notices it first, “It is not good that the man should be alone”. Man notices that there is no one around like him, in one sense, Percy writes, it is like being on a deserted island.
 

Original Unity

The sense of original solitude, says John Paul, becomes part of the meaning of original unity, when he refers to Genesis 2:24. “A man shall leave his father and mother and be joined to his wife, and the two shall become one flesh.” (Mt 19:5). “Man finds his perfection  – fulfillment – not in a solitary life, but in a unified life with a woman.”
  “So the Lord God caused a deep sleep to fall upon the man, and while he slept took one of his ribs and closed up its place with flesh: and the rib which the Lord God had taken from the man he made into a woman and brought her to the man. Then the man said, “This at last is bone of my bone and flesh of my flesh; she shall be called Woman, because she was taken out of Man. Therefore a man leaves his father and his mother and cleaves to his wife, and they become one flesh.” (Gen 2:21-24). John Paul comments by saying that man becomes the image and likeness of God,

not only through his own humanity, but also through the communion of persons which man and woman form right from the beginning… Man becomes the image of God not so much in his solitude but in the moment of communion.
 

John Paul elucidates further: “In the light of this text, we understand that knowledge of man passes through masculinity and femininity. These are, as it were two incarnations” of the same metaphysical solitude before God and the world. They are two ways  of being a body  and at the same time a man, which complete each other. They are two complementary dimensions of self-consciousness and self-determination and, at the same time, two complementary ways of being conscious of the meaning of the body.
  This is the framework for the conjugal act, because “uniting with each other…so closely as to become one flesh, man and woman rediscover, so to speak, every time and in a special way, the mystery of creation.”
 Gagnon takes seriously the  concept of complementarity when he discusses the biblical norms  against same sex intercourse.
 Let us now see the link between Original Nakedness and the Nuptial meaning of the Body. 

Original Nakeness: (The Nuptial Meaning of the Body)

 “And the man and his wife were both naked, and were not ashamed.”(Gen. 2:25). In our original state of nakedness there was simplicity and the fullness of God’s vision for all humanity. The pure value of humanity as male and female were there to be seen and the pure value of the body and of sex is manifested. 

The original revelation of the body as seen especially by Genesis 2:25 does not know an interior rupture and opposition between what is spiritual and sensible..[nor a break] between what constitutes the person humanly and what in man is determined by sex, i.e. what is male and female.

 Consequently there is a greater peace within  the man and the woman and a deeper sense of interiority as they gaze upon one another. This, according to John Paul creates  “precisely the fullness of the intimacy of persons.”
Such an intimacy is the prerequisite for the nuptial use of the body. This nuptial meaning refers to the person’s capacity to freely give oneself as a gift.  This donation of oneself can be for marriage or for the sake of the kingdom.
   

Some reflections on the Nuptial meaning of the Body

The consequence of the insight of John Paul is that the body speaks a language of its own. It says that this body is made for love – for an abiding relationship. Because the body speaks it own language through sexual intercourse, sex is a unique form of language. Sex is body language.
 West commenting on this says that the theology of the body is really a theology of sex, as it is a theology of masculinity and femininity,  a deep consciousness of human corporeality and sexuality. The Pope alludes to the Incarnation and in this sense he is carrying forth a tradition of previous papal teaching. To quote just one example, namely  Pope Leo XIII’s encyclical of 1880 Arcanum “…the one flesh union of man and woman has been from the beginning a foreshadowing of the Incarnation of the Word of God.”
 He goes further and states that we cannot understand this theology without understanding our vocation and call to sexual communion and appreciating the meaning  of sexual difference.
 This sexual communion  is really a reflection within our bodies of the Trinity. God has deigned to share himself with us, Father, Son and Spirit, the Holy Trinity. We are a communion of persons sharing the life of the Trinity as we genuinely share with one another. No wonder then are we called to be holy and to live a life worthy of our vocation and as such our calling. 

John Paul II “says the call to ‘nuptial love’ inscribed in our bodies is ‘the fundamental element of human existence in the world.’” (General Audience of 16/1/80) In light of Ephesians 5, he even says that the ultimate truth about the ‘great mystery’ of marriage   ‘is in a certain sense the central theme of the whole of revelation, its central reality’  (General Audience of 8/9/82).  An enormous claim really. Does this hold up? Well yes it does for he does link this with the Incarnation.

The entire Christian mystery rests on the incarnation, the embodiment of God. …John Paul’s catechesis deals with the body as a theology. As he puts it, ‘Through the fact that the Word of God became flesh the body entered theology...through the main door.’
 (General Audience 4/2/80.) 

 And in this theological reality we can see connections. Jesus took on a body so we could become ‘one body’ with him. We are to exercise this spirituality in the body, not in some abstract way, which suppresses the body. We are not to become more spiritual so that we are no earthly good, but allow the Holy Spirit as the ‘third’ person of the Trinity to endow our bodies with His divine life, as we work out in fear and trembling His eternal mystery made present to us. As the Holy Father challenges us to see, the human body possesses a ‘language’ which enables it to proclaim and make present the eternal plan and mystery of God. “...the human body reveals the mystery of God!”
 Or as Cardinal Carla Martini writes “our body, a totality comprised of flesh and spirit, is meant to be a mirror in which divine beauty is reflected.”Alleluia!
.

However Luke Timothy Johnson takes exception  to John Paul’s analysis. He believes it is too narrowly focused, because it does not take into account other elements of human life, as we live out our life of love. He specifies the environment, material considerations and “all the other ways in which human embodiedness both enable and limits human freedom.” He says that John Paul II “seems never to look at actual human experience.”
 However Christopher West counters this view by asserting that John Paul is “speaking of experiences of the body and sexuality much more profound than what we find at the surface.” We have to make a paradigm shift says West. John Paul’s own defence regarding the areas of life that seem to have been omitted, is that he was “reflecting on the redemption of the body as it applies to the sacramentality of marriage.”
 Johnson omits much of John Paul’s analysis, because as West claims,   Johnson objects to John Paul’s vigorous endorsement of Humanae Vitae and his suggestion that the contraceptive mentality is a countersign to the nuptial meaning of the body. For the fundamental thesis of John Paul is that “the body, in fact, and it alone, is capable of making visible what is invisible, the spiritual and divine.”

How does it do this? 

The answer is its sexuality, its unifying complementarity as male and female which constitutes from ‘the beginning’ the image of God in man...as God is in himself a life-giving communion of persons  - Father, Son, and Holy Spirit – man also images God through the life-giving communion of persons  that male and female form in ‘one flesh’.  For in reality “the marital embrace then, is an icon of the inner life of the Trinity!”
 

John Paul emphasizes this concept when he states “this Trinitarian concept of the ‘image of God’ constitutes perhaps the deepest theological aspect of all that can be said about man.”
 An embrace that is free of grasping and trying to possess one another, an embrace that respects the gift of the other and is continually open to the gift of the other. In their state of original innocence they loved as God loved, for “before sin, the very sentiment of sexual desire was to love as God loves – in total, fruitful self-giving and receptivity.”
  

Having established the significance and the relevance of the sense of the nuptial meaning of the body for humanity, let us now examine the biblical witness itself and its capacity to speak to our modern era about homosexuality.

CHAPTER FOUR: THE BIBLE AND HOMOSEXUALITY

The Pontifical Biblical Commission comments about the Bible and Interpretation
One of the most vexed areas in the debate about homosexuality is the importance of the bible, and its relevance for our contemporary discussion. In order to provide a reasonable foundation for our discussion I shall call upon the Pontifical Biblical Commission’s work of 15th April 1993. The Commission’s document The Interpretation of the Bible in the Church establishes excellent principles, guidelines and directions for our exegesis and study of Sacred Scripture. The main principles for our work revolve around the concept of re-readings (Relectures), the relationships between the Old and the New Testament, the creativity of interpretation without “excessive simplification and narrowness of spirit”
 and interpretation in the tradition of the Church. We also need to keep in mind the dynamic tensions between various texts and events, because of the “absence of a sense of systematization”
 and the frequent juxtapositions of various perspectives. What this means is that one part of the scripture suggests one way of doing something or being, but another text suggests the exact opposite. See for example the status of Jesus in John 16:32 and Mark 15:34, where in the former text Jesus indicates that the Father is with him, and in the latter his Father has abandoned him.
 Ultimately the context reveals the real meaning of the text for us.

With these thoughts in mind let us examine how a modern biblical scholar Robert A Gagnon has systematically developed a thesis about homosexuality: its practice and its consequences for the communities involved and particular individuals. Before Gagnon embarks on his project he gives us some insight into the pitfalls a modern exegete experiences in writing about homosexuality. His experience is indicative of the forces at work striving to prevent a particular viewpoint and especially a differing perspective being aired or articulated.

Gagnon mentions risks that are inherent in writing such a book as his. The first risk is to be labelled homophobic by the intellectual elite, who oppose persons advocating traditional sexual values. “This label is employed as part of an overall strategy of intimidation to forestall genuine debate and belittle vocal dissenters.”
 Other labels that writers such as Gagnon are given is that of being called intolerant, exclusive and resistant to diversity. And if they “write anything critical of homosexual behaviour” they are termed uncritical and if they publicly question the morality of homosexual behaviour they are accused of holding outmoded moral standards or primitive understandings of sexuality.
 Gagnon has decided to proceed because of what he holds are distortions of the biblical texts and the consequential proof texts that are given by those Christians who advocate the acceptance of homosexual behaviour. 

The raison d’être for Gagnon’s tome is his belief that the bible is the fundamental source of authority for our understanding the morality of homosexuality. He says we cannot override the authority of the Bible on the issue of homosexual practice or same-sex intercourse, because “same-sex intercourse constitutes an inexcusable rebellion against the intentional design of the created order.” 
 Gagnon consistently argues along these lines  because in his view  the “Bible presents the anatomical, sexual, and procreative complementarity of male and female as clear and convincing proof of God’s will for sexual unions.”
 He states that one of his major purposes is to promote in a more scholarly and rigorous way the concept of the complementarity  of male and female  in material creation. He believes this is “a key argument in early Judeo-Christian opposition to same-sex intercourse.” 
 

The Old Testament perspective
It is generally accepted that the Creation stories of Genesis 1-3 do not address the issue of homosexuality directly. However we can see from the catechesis of  John Paul II on  the Nuptial Meaning of the Body  that they provide an overarching understanding of human sexuality.

Up to a few years ago the story of Sodom in Genesis 19:4-11 had been  regarded as the classic Bible story about homosexuality. However, to the extent that the story does not deal directly with consensual homosexual relationships, it is not an ‘ideal’ text to guide contemporary Christian sexual ethics.
 Nonetheless, Gagnon believes that it has some relevance when we study the Bible’s views on same sex-intercourse.  For the issue, from a biblical perspective will not fall or rise on one particular text.

The pre-eminent texts in the Old Testament about same sex intercourse are Leviticus 18:22, “You shall not lie with a male as with a woman; it is an abomination.” and Lev. 20:13, “If a man lies with a male as with a woman, both of them have committed an abomination; they shall be put to death, their blood is upon them.” These texts lie within the Law of Holiness section within the Deuteronomic Code in  the Book of Leviticus. Chapter 18, verse five exhorts the sons of Israel to keep the laws and customs and whoever complies with them will find life in them. Later in Deuteronomy 4: 2, there is a segment which extols the wisdom of those who keep these laws. Such who do will enter and take possession of the land that Yahweh the God of their fathers will give them. These regulations, demands and promises are predicated on the holiness of Yahweh and the requirement of the Israelites who, in every aspect of their lives, are to be holy as their Lord.

It was this prominent feature of Leviticus 17-26, that led A. Klostermann  in 1877 to name it the Law of Holiness.”
 Gagnon takes up this theme and asserts that “in all of the Holiness Code only homosexual intercourse is singled out for special mention within the list as an ‘abomination’.” Gagnon further asserts that  in the entire priestly corpus of the Tetrateuch, homosexual intercourse is the only forbidden act that is termed an abomination. He concludes that homosexual conduct was not just merely prohibited but was regarded as a grievous and heinous offence, drawing the penalties appropriate to abominable acts.
  There is a price to pay for being the chosen people of God, who are expected to show forth the holiness of God   as contrasted to the behaviour and practices of surrounding cultures and peoples. “You shall be holy to me; for I Yahweh am holy, and I have separated you from the other peoples to be mine” (Leviticus 20:26).

The significance of various words and their meaning  for the debate on homosexuality
The three words that are significant for the ensuing debate are toeba, arsenokoitai and malakos. Their importance lies in the fact that they are the subject of fierce debate about their real meaning and the connotations for the morality or otherwise of various sexual practices. 

Toeba(Toevah)

 Let us start with toeba as used in the Old Testament book of Leviticus. Gagnon explains that the linking of the word toeba to homosexual acts with the various meanings such as  “abomination, an abhorrent thing,  or something detestable, loathsome, utterly repugnant, disgusting”  reveals the depth  of revulsion about violating the boundaries.
 Boswell on the other hand sees a different usage for the word toeba. He claims that it is used in the Old Testament as a  designation of 

those Jewish sins which involve ethnic contamination or idolatry…and its connection with idolatry is patent even within the context of the passages regarding homosexual acts. Leviticus 18 is specifically designed to distinguish the Jews from the pagans among whom they had been living, or would live.

Greenberg takes Boswell to task for a misleading commentary and for his unsound historical sense when he calls on a twelfth century rabbinical scholar Maimonides to buttress his argument and qualify the gravity and meaning of toeba. Greenberg’s strongest objection is when Boswell claims that the word toeba “applied to the offences listed in the Holiness Code does not designate acts that are intrinsically evil, like rape or theft, but rather those that are ritually unclean.”
 Greenberg concedes that the word is sometimes applied to idolatry, cult prostitution and magic, but it always conveys great repugnance. This Old Testament discussion is an important backdrop to the discussions that will occur when analysing the New Testament comments on homosexuality. Before we analyse malakos and arsenokoitai let us contextualize the discussion by exploring the importance of Romans.

The importance of Romans 1 in the debate about Homosexuality

When Paul writes as a moralist he lists the sensual vices and their classification according to the popular moralists of the time. C.H.Dodd in his exegesis of Romans claims that Paul’s expose of the list reveals his convictions about the retribution that is to be visited upon those who do not change their ways. The moral rottenness of pagan civilization is manifest in  the “prevalence of homosexual perversion, with its disastrous consequences.”
 The natural progress of good and evil is seen as a natural process and not necessarily as the direct act of God, for God has given men and women freedom to choose.
  They know God’s decrees but in their hearts have given themselves up to vice. They sought to attain a higher place than that which God had ordained for them, but because of their lack of wisdom and in fact their foolishness “they fell below it, for they were now worshippers not of God but of idols.”
 A theme we saw when discussing the Holiness Code in Leviticus 18 and 20.

Romans 1:24-27 is the central text in the debate about Homosexuality. Gagnon gives four reasons for this. It is the most explicit discussion of the issue in the Bible. It is located in the New Testament. It makes  explicit comments about lesbianism as well as same sex intercourse  among men, and 

it occurs within a substantial corpus of material from a single writer, which allows the interpreter to properly contextualize the writer’s stance on homosexuality. [it] is also the most difficult text for  proponents of homosexual behaviour to overturn.
 

However, Boswell claims that St Paul never had any legal or historical reason for opposing homosexual behaviour. If he did in fact object to it, it was on the grounds “of functional contemporary moral standards.”
 What Paul is objecting to in Romans 1, says Boswell, is those who have departed from the true path, and by choosing to indulge their sexual appetites  went away from their  true calling in God.
 Boswell concludes that the New Testament takes no demonstrable position on homosexuality. This is manifestly untrue; even Robin Scroggs, a theological ally of Boswell, says that Paul had a major theological goal in mind when he “carefully crafted” his rhetoric and made an attack “on homosexuality within the theological description of idolatry.”
 As we now dissect the meaning of malakos and arsenokoitai we will obtain a clearer meaning of Paul’s theological stances.

Malakos

The Exegetical Dictionary of the New Testament in defining  malakos for both the Old Testament and the New Testament has this to say about its relevance to homosexuality. “The vice catalog of 1 Cor 6:9  mentions the malakoi: the soft people/weaklings, as reprehensible examples of passive homosexuality (cf.Rom 1:27; Lev 20:13).”
 Gagnon places the meaning  somewhere in between ‘only prostituting passive homosexuals’ and ‘effeminate heterosexual and homosexual males.’ In the 1 Corinthian 6:9 list of offences Paul asserts that the vice will preclude a person from gaining the kingdom. In the list referred to “malakoi are sandwiched in between adulterers and arsenokoitai (people who have something to do with an immoral act of same-sex intercourse). Consequently Gagnon concludes that immoral sexual intercourse is an identifying mark of the malakoi.

Again Boswell contends offering a different rendition of the term. He says that malakos is an extremely common Greek word, and it occurs in the New Testament with the meaning  ‘sick’ and in patristic writings  with senses as varied as ‘liquid’, ‘cowardly’, ‘weak willed’, ‘gentle’, ‘delicate’, and ‘debauched’. He believes that it is sheer gratuitousness to associate the word with gay people as a group.
  Greenberg agrees with Boswell that it does not apply to a group. However, it is  misleading for Boswell to claim this without acknowledging that  it is used to refer to those who take a particular role in a homosexual relationship.
 Gagnon concludes his discourse on malakos by stating that the most egregious case of being a passive partner in homosexual intercourse is when the male intentionally feminizes himself to erase masculine features. This is a clear case of the rebellion inherent in moving away from the designs of God and the created order. 

Arsenokoitai in 1 Corinthians 6:9.

Arsenokoitai literally means “bedders of males, those[men]who take [other] males to bed,” “men who sleep or lie with males”
Again there is great dispute about its meaning. Boswell argues that arsenokoitai does imply an active role in intercourse  but not necessarily in homosexual intercourse. He claims that in the Hellenistic world of Paul, the term meant male sexual agents, ie. “active male prostitutes.” He then argues strongly from the lexicographical history of the word as mentioned or not in the early Church, in Greek literature and by Patristic writers, such as John Chrysostom, Cyprian and Augustine. In quoting  Eusebius he asserts that Eusebius is  concerned about the proper attitude of Christian men towards women. “Apparently Eusebius understood  arsenokoitai to apply to prostitution of men directed toward women  rather than other men.”
 Gagnon notes however in his refutation of Boswell, that Eusebius later in the same work speaks of Moses’ ban on “sexual intercourse both of women with women and men with men.”
 It seems that Boswell in his enthusiasm to establish his case, on certain points  overstates his argument  and thus  “pushes his evidence too far.” 
  Harvey praises the scholarship in Boswell’s work  but believes that his work lacks objectivity. He writes: 

Despite his efforts to be objective, Boswell allows his bias to show in reflecting upon the ancient world’s seeming non-dichotomy between heterosexual and homosexual…In the whole volume the author never really shows why the distinction between heterosexual and homosexual is invidious. Such a distinction is based upon psychological orientation toward the same or other sex. In itself, it says nothing about moral worth  of the  person so orientated, or about his behaviour.
 

The modern concept of sexual orientation was not a feature in the writings of the early historians, theologians and patristic writers. To argue, as so many contemporary commentators do from the silence of Paul on this matter that the texts are not as nuanced and therefore not significant for our modern age is taking too many liberties.
 Gagnon’s final word on the issue is that “The contexts for  1 Cor 6:9 and 1 Tim 1:10, collectively, indicate that the term,  arsenokoitai  has intertextual connections to the Levitical prohibitions of homosexual intercourse and to the exclusive endorsement of monogamous, heterosexual marriage in Genesis 1-2.

Hays in relying on the work of Robin Scroggs
 has shown that arsenokoitai is not found in any Greek text earlier than 1 Corinthians, and that it is a translation of the Hebrew mishkav zakur (‘lying with a male’) derived directly from Lev 18:22 and 20:13 and used in rabbinic texts to refer to homosexual intercourse. The Septuagint(Greek/OT} of Lev 20:13 reads ‘whoever lies with a man as with a woman’ (meta arsenos koiten gynaikos) they have both done an abomination.” Paul’s use of this idiom, from which the noun arsenokoitai  was coined “presupposes and reaffirms the Holiness Code’s condemnation of homosexual acts.”
Boswell’s conjecture regarding Romans is seen to be a case of eisegesis.

Gagnon has done us a huge service. His magisterial tome has been an exhaustive commentary on the issues, the underlying context and the exegetical hermeneutics appropriate for our understanding of what the sacred writers attempted. A perspective that has been encouraged by Divino Afflante Spiritu and the Dei Verbum document of Vatican II.  His is truly a Catholic work: it is eminently an oikumene! 

CHAPTER FIVE: THE CONCLUSION 

In the Introduction to this thesis I stated that “the essential points contained in the CDF letter give us room to explore, expand and encourage” those involved in the pastoral care of homosexual persons “and to map out a way forward”.  Has the CDF letter to the Bishops done this?  I believe it has and for the following reasons. 

The letter said in its opening sentence that the issue of homosexuality had become a matter of public debate “even in Catholic circles.”
 Some viewpoints were seen to be not in accord with Church teaching and therefore not helpful pastorally. The letter set out to rectify these wrongful assertions and encourage the Bishops to be more aware of the context of the debate and pastoral implications.  

Article two of the letter mentioned the Catholic moral perspective  which finds support in the more secure findings of the natural sciences. We saw this reality when reviewing the scientific evidence of the Whiteheads and the psychological insights of the Reparative therapists, Elizabeth Moberly being of prime importance. This same article referred to the Church’s global vision when it “does greater justice to the rich reality of the human person in his spiritual and physical dimensions, created by God and heir, by grace, to eternal life.”
 We explored this notion when unpacking the insights of John Paul II and the nuptial meaning of the body. 

The grave issue of inclination, and objective disorder as opposed to behaviour were analysed and the acting out of the orientation in a genital manner as proposed by some was seen to be not morally acceptable in the scriptures. The question of the scriptures being culture bound and irrelevant for our contemporary world was examined. Through the close analysis of Romans 1 and Leviticus 18 & 20 a clear connection was seen regarding the sense of abomination at homosexual activity. In our conclusions we adhered to the sense of the letter which stated “The community of faith today, in unbroken continuity with the Jewish and Christian communities within which the ancient Scriptures were written, continues to be nourished by those same Scriptures and by the Spirit of Truth whose Word they are.”
 We heard here the resonance of the famous dictum of St Anselm “Fides quarens intellectum.” Without the perspective of the life in Christ we would not be addressing this issue as we do, for it would just be seen to be a humanistic issue about legal rights and individual behaviour. Gagnon’s great tome on the topic has been of enormous assistance in showing a faith dimension as well as erudition. He has supported in parallel the letter’s own connections between Leviticus and the eschatological perspective of St Paul in 1 Cor 6:9. We saw Paul’s implicit acceptance of the Leviticus sanctions when confronted with the blindness of his contemporaries who were being idolatrous in their wanton behaviour.
 The CDF comments are consonant and consistent with the scrutiny and exegesis of Gagnon.

The Genesis account of creation and its historical significance in the discussion of homosexuality is asserted, as the importance of  the complementarity of the sexes is proclaimed. This in turn leads us to the reflection of the inner unity of the Creator which complementarity  symbolizes, and provides a basis for the spousal  meaning of the Body and its relevance to sexuality.
 A very significant factor is the way we use our bodies or give them to someone else in a conjugal union . The homosexual use of the body can never be a spousal one in this sense – even the symbolism of two men or two women being non-complementary is distorted. And clearly against the physical use or end of the male and female roles. 

In addressing modern erroneous opinions the letter speaks about pressure groups with their materialistic ideology and their denial of the transcendent nature and supernatural vocation of the human person. We dealt with this phenomenon when detailing the influence of gay groups and their work, especially in Rueda’s descriptive exposé of such forces. In article nine the CDF letter accords with Satinover’s claim that “the practice of homosexuality may seriously threaten the lives and well-being of a large number of people [who] “refuse to consider the magnitude of the risks involved.” Satinover details medically unsafe practices that many within the gay lobby are careless and blasé about. He asserts emphatically “I cannot stress too strongly that anal intercourse is not safe for anyone under any circumstances.”

“The Church’s wise moral tradition” is implored when it counsels prudence in the judgement of the culpability of the same sex attracted person, and in particular its warning to the bishops not to assume that the “sexual behaviour of homosexual persons is always and totally compulsive and therefore inculpable.”
 I think the body of the thesis has dealt fully with this issue by making the clear distinction between the orientation and the choice of behaviour and lifestyle that so many choose. We also dealt with defensive detachment and the developmental step that all have to make by negotiating these life milestones in psychosexual growth, especially in the adolescent years.
  

The concluding articles of the CDF letter provide a positive encouragement for those programmes like Courage. The five goals of Courage
 are almost a paraphrase of article 15, especially its statement that every person has a fundamental identity as a creature of God. The exhortation about authentic teaching of the Church, which would include the “assistance of the psychological, sociological and medical sciences”
 brings to a close the letter’s powerful messages for effective pastoral guidelines. I believe the final article shows how prophetic and helpful the letter is for future pastoral activity and mission within the Church for those suffering from same sex attraction.  It is worth quoting in full.

The Lord Jesus promised, ‘You shall know the truth and the truth shall set you free’ (Jn. 8:32). Scripture bids us speak the truth in love (cf.Eph.4:15). God who is at once truth and love calls the Church to minister to every man, woman and child with the pastoral solicitude of our compassionate Lord. It is in this spirit that we have addressed this Letter to the Bishops of the Church, with the hope that it will be of some help as they care for those whose suffering can only be intensified by error and lightened by truth.

Where are we today in our search about the morality of Homosexuality?

At many levels the issue is being confronted. Be it ecclesially, psychologically, and spiritually. Has  the CDF assisted us in moving forward?

Ecclesially

Because of the great strides made in the ecumenical movement in the past fifty years, whatever happens in one of the mainstream churches affects the sister Churches. This is especially true in Australia, because of the closer relationships now enjoyed by the Anglican,  Uniting Church,    and the Roman Catholic Church.  In Brisbane  there is an even closer relationship with the Uniting, Anglican and Roman Catholic Church in their theological faculties and joint enterprise of the Brisbane College of Theology. So a struggle in one Church has ramifications for the other. The boundaries and territories that are no go areas do affect the ministry areas and the future possibilities for personnel. This is evident in the debate about same sex attracted men and women being acceptable ministers and leaders in the various denominations. Let me illustrate this with how the three Churches approached the issue.

More than ever before the Church is at the crossroads. The bitter divisions within the mainline Churches do not augur well for a future resolution. The three mainline Churches Anglican, Uniting  Church and Catholic have all been featured in the public forum in the past three years dealing with those who wish to serve as ministers, priests or bishops  At a press conference on 16th October 2003, Archbishop Rowan Williams speaking after a special meeting of the Primates of the Anglican  Communion meeting in Lambeth Palace spoke about future pain. The meeting was called following recent events in the Diocese of New Westminster, Canada where a Public Rite of Blessing for those in committed same sex relationships was authorized and where the 74th General Convention of the Episcopal Church in the USA was to confirm the election of a priest,  Gene Robinson, a practicing homosexual to the rank of Bishop. The Lambeth bishops stated that if the election of Gene Robinson had been mooted for their provinces “it would not have been possible since his chosen lifestyle would give rise to a canonical impediment to his consecration as a bishop.”
 In this way the Anglican Church has made a stand for morality on this issue, while facing the real prospect of a fracture of the Anglican Communion.

Recently in Brisbane at the Uniting Church Triennial National Assembly a number of observer delegates were questioning their future membership if Resolution 84 is maintained. This is the resolution that would allow a “practicing homosexual living in a committed relationship to be accepted as a candidate for the ministry.”
 The Evangelical Members Union known affectionately as (EMU) is totally opposed to the resolution and has warned of presbyteries walking away from the Assembly. However the Assembly is still working on the issue with a working party, so further discussion will be mandated for future Assemblies. 

In the Catholic Church the Vatican issued a document about those men with same sex attraction aspiring to be priests. The Vatican stated that if they had not been homosexually active  for two years they ought not to be excluded from the seminary.   I believe that the CDF letter paved the way for this nuanced appreciation of those with same sex attraction. For it refused to use the reductionist label for those suffering with same sex attraction and suggested a healing path for them by uniting their sufferings to the cross.(Colossians 1.24). In fact one Courage member drew my attention to an article by Paul G Crowley entitled Homosexuality and the Counsel of the Cross about this very topic.
 I would have been displeased if there had been a blanket refusal to admit any person suffering from same sex attraction to the seminary. I know of some fine men who having left the gay scene over a decade ago, would in my opinion be excellent intelligent, prayerful, pastoral and sensitive priests –shepherds true!!  I think it would have been a form of reverse homophobia to exclude persons from ministry based on what is in their history. I know we must act with prudence, but if we kept a history of our past peccadilloes and some large misdemeanors not too many would be eligible for ministry. I believe the CDF letter with its emphasis on the chastity of any and every person provides the guidance for decision making about our future priests and leaders. A guideline applicable for all Churches. Once again the former Archbishop of Milan, Cardinal Martini has wise words for all those who wish to serve: 

...chastity is a beautiful way of life that must be considered in the light of love’s beauty. Rather than despising the body, chastity allows us to channel its energies, diverting them from self-centredness toward service to others.

A Bright Star on the Horizon: Psychologically: The Reparative Movement
The CDF letter urges the Bishops to include the psychological, sociological and medical sciences as helps in their development of pastoral care of homosexual persons, “in full accord with the teaching of the Church.” The Reparative therapists have done just that.   

Reparative Therapy is the process whereby a homosexual sexual orientation can be changed by psychotherapy. The therapy has been massively criticized by its opponents. So successful had been the anti-reparative forces, Narth reports that in some States in America some practitioners engaged in reparative therapy  are facing deregistration or have already been deregistered. However there is a change occurring. Robert L Spitzer has reported that of 200 participants reporting a change from homosexual to heterosexual orientation:

almost all of the participants reported substantial changes in the core aspects of sexual orientation, not merely overt behaviour. Even individuals who made a less substantial change in sexual orientation reported that the therapy was extremely beneficial in a variety of ways. Change in sexual orientation should be seen as complex and on a continuum. Some people appear able to change only sexual orientation self-identity. Others appear also able to change overt sexual behaviour. This study provides evidence that some gay men and lesbians are able to change the core features of sexual orientation.

Spitzer was the man who lead the fight in 1973 to remove homosexuality from the official diagnostic manual of mental disorders. He admitted that like most psychiatrists he thought homosexuality was unchangeable but now believes “that to be false. Some people can and do change.”

Many more persons  are now seeking change-oriented treatments reports psychologist Christopher Rosik in the January 2003 issue of the Journal of Marital and Family Therapy. Among  the reasons cited for change is the moral/religious conflict, the desire to get married, the effort involved in maintaining an  existing marriage relationship and to avoid the risky sexual behaviours that may lead to HIV infection.
  In a further boost to the growing influence of Reparative Therapy a recent survey found that of 206 psychotherapists who practice sexual conversion therapy, 187 therapists believed that homosexuality was a developmental disorder. They also believed that their clients had experienced both changes in their sexual orientation and improved psychological functioning.
 The CDF letter’s encouragement of the  psychological sciences is an important element in the future care and pastoral assistance to those with same sex attraction. The Reparative therapists especially with the help of the National Association for Research and Therapy of Homosexuality (NARTH), has given  practical, humane and effective assistance to those men and women who seek another life away from the ‘gay’ life style. The therapists have been able to do this in conformity with the moral and biblical traditions of the Catholic Church. I believe that this conformity is built on  sound psychological principles. Good psychological practices are good for us spiritually. The incarnation is surely our inspiration here. 

Spiritually

 An important complement to Reparative Therapy is the Self-Therapy of the Dutch psychiatrist Gerard Van Den Aardweg. In his small work “The Battle for Normality” he outlines the essential points required for “homosexually inclined persons who want to do something about their ‘condition’ themselves.”
 He provides practical rules of life, which parallel those rules Courage members are also urged to practice. His list suggests  cultivating hope, developing self-discipline, being sincere, fighting self-pity, having humour, being patient and humble. He also provides pointers for changing patterns of thought and behaviour, while fighting the infantile ego and neuroticism, and having moral self-knowledge. He is particularly strong in urging the development of a purified will, which is facilitated by insight so that when the homosexual impulses arise the will is so habituated to a virtue it becomes a stable disposition of the moral person. Van den Aardweg is careful to state that this effort to change is voluntary and must activate the client’s conscience however dim it might be. He calls on the authority of Kierkegaard who claims that the repression of conscience is more important than the repression of sexuality.
 All this is in keeping with the stated intentions of the CDF letter and its call for the Bishops to encourage various programmes.  

All that van den Aardweg asserts fits in  well with the five goals of the Courage philosophy and movement.
 The Courage apostolate does not have as one of its goals a change of orientation. It is more attuned to the need for chastity and for supporting so many men and women in the Catholic Church who wishing to live a life of holiness have very little known public support. Many of the Courage members have been in the so called ‘gay’ scene and tasted the ‘gay’ life style and do not want it. They are often between a rock and a hard place in finding moral and spiritual support. In fact a Courage member recently stated that the loneliest person in the Catholic Church is the same sex-attracted person who does not want to be identified as gay, but wants to be a person  practicing and living  chastity according to traditional Catholic teaching.

Earlier I intimated that the  CDF letter might be prophetic. This might seem a rash judgement. I consider it  prophetic in its imaginative focus. The CDF letter is not as startlingly dynamic or charismatic as Jeremiah or Ezekiel are in their magnificent images in the respective biblical passages of dry bones, (Ezekiel Ch.37) or the potter’s jar, (Jeremiah Ch 19). Nor is it prophetic in the Weberian sense of sociology. It is prophetic in exhorting  those who follow the way of God through the Scriptures, the Tradition of the Church and the Magisterium to remain faithful. A fidelity that is a call to hope for those who confront their society with the truth of God’s way and call, so clearly enunciated in the Leviticus code of Holiness. The CDF letter provides a template and framework for us to continue the apostolic work and mission, even while we are being vilified, misunderstood and excluded. The CDF letter confirms our convictions and hopes. Brueggemann says that “Hope is the refusal to accept the reading of reality which is the majority opinion.”
 The CDF letter has stood out in this prophetic sense. 

I believe that the CDF letter is a pastorally sound document. It is not the fraudulent, unfeeling, harsh document that its opponents claimed. It is a nuanced, measured temperate Letter. It is true that it is not the  most profound document emanating from Rome nor possibly the  most insightful. Its language may even be slightly stilted, but its premisses are eternal, based on the Law of Christ – a freeing law sung about in Psalm 119. I believe that it does serve a most useful and encouraging purpose for the People of God in our age. In the context of the lively debate at the time it fulfilled an urgent pastoral need that required a timely response and in my view it does accord with the prayer and sentiments of Micah 6:8.  It allows those who accept it as their vademecum to “Act justly, love tenderly and walk humbly with (their) your God” 

 Appendix  1
Fr Maurice Shinnick’s letter for the Doctrine of the Faith.

“Homosexuality has been an aspect of human sexuality which has been a focus for research and reflection within the Catholic Church and other Christian traditions, the Social Sciences, the Law and Legislation for the past thirty years.

In writing The Remarkable Gift it was never my intention to harm the Church or to scandalise the faithful. Where that has happened I express my profound regret and offer a sincere apology. My life as a priest is given to the service of the Church. Within that service I hold the office and person of the Holy Father in high esteem as I desire to be always loyal to his teaching and that of the Church Magisterium.

Whatever we write is, in part, influenced by the broader circumstances of our lives as that particular time. My book was written within the context of the dying and death of one of my brothers for an AIDS related illness. Before that, it has long been a pastoral concern of mine that so many homosexual men and women felt estranged from the Church they love because of their sexuality. I add to that my concern about the tragedy of youth suicide – contemplated, attempted and carried out  - in Australia, which research is now strongly indicating is partly related (around one third of situations) to issues of sexuality, homosexuality in particular.  If I were to write a book on homosexuality today, more removed from that sad yet blessed experience of my brother’s death, it would be quite a different one with different insights and understanding on the issue. 

In offering a reflection on Catholic Church teaching I would give a greater emphasis to the dignity of the human person, especially as developed by Pope John Paul II in his Encyclicals and other writings. His emphasis that each person is called to live their dignity with responsibility as a foundation for the moral life would be highlighted.

In writing about conscience, I realise that I should have also presented a clear picture of the development of an informed conscience which would honour the dignity of the person and strengthen an understanding of the social consequences of each person’s moral decisions. The role of the teachings of the Church in the development of conscience would receive far more detailed attention.

The Church, in presenting her teaching on homosexuality, does so out of the wisdom of her experience of human nature, her reflection on the word of God and her insights into the Natural Law. The Church has developed her teaching on homosexuality in the context of her respect for human sexuality, the gift of marriage and the call for all Christ’s faithful to live a life of chastity. The book should have given greater emphasis to these matters which would have enabled me to present the teaching on homosexuality clearly, in more moderate language, avoiding the danger of language which is found to be ambiguous.

There is in the Magisterium of the Church a rich reflection on the teaching on homosexuality and of pastoral concern for homosexual people. This teaching from the Vatican, Episcopal Conferences,  groups of bishops, as well as individual bishops, offers an invaluable guide to people and a great support in the development of an informed conscience. I would want to present that body of writings more clearly and as a sure guide to personal self-awareness and decision making in the moral life. Drawing on the heritage of writings found through the centuries, especially in the writings of some Saints, I would want to write more clearly on the value of chaste friendships an important support for Christian life – and  - in this situation – for Christian homosexual persons.

I accept with full submission of heart and mind the authoritative teaching of the Church on homosexuality:

Homosexuality refers to relations between men or between women who experience an exclusive or predominant sexual attraction toward persons of the same sex. It has taken a great variety of forms through the centuries and in different cultures. Its psychological genesis remains largely unexplained. Basing itself on Sacred Scripture, which presents homosexual acts as acts of grave depravity, tradition has always declared that ‘homosexual acts are intrinsically disordered’. They are contrary to the natural law. They close the sexual act to the gift of life. They do not proceed from a genuine affective and sexual complementarity. Under no circumstances can they be approved. (One paragraph omitted because of space). 

The number  of men and women who have deep-seated homosexual tendencies is not negligible. This inclination, which is objectively disordered, constitutes  for most of them a trial. They must be accepted with respect, compassion, and sensitivity. Every sign of unjust discrimination in their regard should be avoided. These persons are called to fulfill God’s will in their lives and, if they are Christians, to unite to the sacrifice of the Lord’s Cross the difficulties they may encounter from their condition. 

Homosexual  persons are called to chastity. By the virtues of self-mastery that teach them inner freedom, at times by the support of disinterested friendship, by prayer and sacramental grace, they can and should gradually and resolutely approach Christian perfection. ( Cathechism of the Catholic Church nn2357-2359)

Fr Maurice Shinnick  OAM Adelaide September 26, 2003.

Appendix 2

The Five Goals of Courage 

1. To live chaste lives in accordance with the Roman Catholic Church’s teachings on homosexuality.

2. To dedicate our entire lives to Christ through service to others, spiritual reading, prayer, meditation, individual spiritual direction, frequent attendance at Mass and the frequent reception of the sacraments of Penance and of the holy Eucharist. 

3. To foster a spirit of fellowship in which we may share with one another our thoughts and experiences and so ensure  that none of us will have to face the problems of homosexuality alone.

4. To be mindful of the truth that chaste friendships are not only possible but necessary in a celibate Christian life and to encourage one another in forming and sustaining them.

5. To live lives that may serve as good examples as others.
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