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The Unity and Indissolubility of Marriage'

For some time now preparations have been going on for the next ordinary assembly of
the Synod of Bishops, which will take place in Rome in autumn of next year. The theme
of the Synod, "The role of the Christian family," concentrates our attention on this
community of human and Christian life, which has been fundamental from the beginning.
The Lord Jesus used precisely this expression "from the beginning” in the talk about
marriage, reported in the Gospels of St. Matthew and St. Mark. We wish to raise the
question what this word "beginning" means. We aso wish to clarify why Christ referred
to the "beginning” on that occasion and, therefore, we propose amore precise anaysis of
the relative text of Holy Scripture.

During the talk with the Pharisees, who asked him the question about the indissolubility
of marriage, Jesus Christ referred twice to the "beginning.” The talk took place in the
following way:

"And Pharisees came up to him and tested him by asking, 'Is it lawful to divorce one's
wife for any cause? He answered, 'Have you not read that he who made them from the
beginning made them male and female, and said, 'For this reason aman shall leave his
father and mother and be joined to his wife, and the two shall become one flesh'? So they
are no longer two but one flesh. What therefore God has joined together, let not man put
asunder.' They said to him, "Why then did M oses command one to give a certificate of
divorce, and to put her away? He said to them, 'For your hardness of heart Moses
alowed you to divorce your wives, but from the beginning it was not so™' (Mt 19:3ff., cf.
also Mk 10:2ff.).

Christ did not accept the discussion at the level at which his interlocutors tried to
introduce it. In a certain sense he did not approve of the dimension that they tried to give
the problem. He avoided getting caught up in juridico-casuistical controversies. On the
contrary, he referred twice to "the beginning." Acting in this way, he made a clear
reference to the relative words in Genesis, which his interlocutors too knew by heart.
From those words of the ancient revelation, Christ drew the conclusion and the talk
ended.

Therefore, "the beginning” means that which Genesis speaks about. Christ quoted
Genesis 1:27 in summary form: "In the beginning the Creator made them male and
female." The origina passage reads textually asfollows. "God created man in hisown
image; in the image of God he created him; male and female he created them.”
Subsequently, the Master referred to Genesis 2:24: "Therefore, a man leaves his father
and his mother and cleaves to hiswife, and they become one flesh." Quoting these words
almost in full, Christ gave them an even more explicit normative meaning (since it could
be supported that in Genesis they express de facto statements: "leaves.. .cleaves.. .they
become one flesh"). The normative meaning is plausible since Christ did not confine
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himself only to the quotation itself, but added: " So they are no longer two but one flesh.
What therefore God has joined together, let not man put asunder.” That "let not man put
asunder" isdecisive. In the light of these words of Christ, Genesis 2:24 sets forth the
principle of the unity and indissolubility of marriage as the very content of the Word of
God, expressed in the most ancient revelation.

It could be maintained at this point that the problem is exhausted, that Jesus Christ's
words confirm the eternal law formulated and set up by God from "the beginning” asthe
creation of man. It might also seem that the Master, confirming thisoriginal law of the
Creator, did nothing but establish exclusively his own normative meaning, referring to
the authority itsef of the first Legidator. However, that significant expression "from the
beginning," repeated twice, clearly induced his interlocutors to reflect on the way in
which man was formed in the mystery of creation, precisely as "male and female,” in
order to understand correctly the normative sense of the words of Genesis. Thisisno less
valid for the people of today than for those of that time. Therefore, in the present study,
considering all this, we must put ourselves precisely in the position of Christ's
interlocutors today.

During the following Wednesday reflections at the general audiences, we will try, as
Christ'sinterlocutors today, to dwell at greater length on St. Matthew's words (19:3ff.).
To respond to the indication, inserted in them by Christ, we will try to penetrate toward
that "beginning,” to which he referred in such a significant way. Thus we will follow
from a distance the great work which participants in the forthcoming Synod of Bishops
are undertaking on this subject just now. Together with them, numerous groups of pastors
and laymen are taking part in it, feeling especially responsible with regard to the role
which Christ assigned to marriage and the Christian family, the role that he has ways
given, and still givesin our age, in the modem world.

The cycle of reflections we are beginning today, with the intention of continuing it during
the following Wednesday meetings, also has the purpose, among other things, of
accompanying from afar the work of preparation for the Synod. However, it will not
touch its subject directly, but will turn our attention to the deep roots from which this
subject springs.

Analysis of the Biblical Account of Creation?

Last Wednesday we began this series of reflections on the reply Christ gaveto his
guestioners on the subject of the unity and indissolubility of marriage. Aswe recdll, the
Pharisees who questioned him appeal ed to the Mosaic Law. However, Christ went back
to the "beginning,” quoting the words of Genesis.

The "beginning" in this case concerns what one of the first pages of Genesistreats. If we
wish to analyze this reality, we must undoubtedly direct our attention first of all to the
text. The words which Christ spoke in histalk with the Pharisees, found in Matthew 19
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and Mark 10, congtitute a passage which initsturn is set in awell-defined context,
without reference to which they can neither be understood nor correctly interpreted.

This context is provided by the words, "Have you not read that the Creator from the
beginning made them male and female...?" (Mt 19:4). It referred to the so-called first
account of the creation of man inserted in the seven day cycle of the creation of the world
(cf. Gn 1:1-2, 4). However, the context nearest to the other words of Chrigt, taken from
Genesis 2:24, is the so-called second account of the creation of man (Gn 2:5-25). But
indirectly it isthe entire third chapter of Genesis.

The second account of the creation of man forms a conceptual and stylistic unity with the
description of original innocence, man's happiness, and also hisfirst fall. Granted the
specific content of Christ's words taken from Genesis 2:24, one could dso includein the
context at least the first phrase of the fourth chapter of Genesis, which treats of the
conception and birth of man from earthly parents. That is what we intend to do in the
present analysis.

From the point of view of biblical criticism, it is necessary to mention immediately that
the first account of man's creation is chronologically later than the second, whose origin
is much more remote. This more ancient text isdefined as"Y ahwist" because the term

"Y ahweh" is used to name God. It is difficult not to be struck by the fact that the image of
God presented there has quite considerable anthropomorphic traits. Among others, we
read that ".. .the Lord God formed man of dust from the ground, and breathed into his
nostrils the breath of life" (Gn 2:7).

In comparison with this description, the first account, that is, the one held to be
chronologically later, is much more mature both as regards the image of God, and as
regards the formulation of the essentid truths about man. This account derives from the
priestly and "Elohist" tradition, from "Elohim," the term used in that account for God.

In this narration man's creation as male and femal e - to which Jesus referred in hisreply
according to Matthew 19 - isinserted into the seven day cycle of the creation of the
world. A cosmological character could especially be attributed to it. Man is created on
earth together with the visible world. But at the same time the Creator orders him to
subdue and have dominion over the earth (cf. Gn 1:28); therefore he is placed over the
world. Even though man is strictly bound to the visible world, the biblical narrative does
not speak of hislikenessto therest of creatures, but only to God. "God created manin his
own image; in the image of God he created him..." (Gn 1:27). In the seven day cycle of
creation a precise graduated procedure is evident. However, man is not created according
to anatural succession. The Creator seemsto halt before calling him into existence, as if
he were pondering within himself to make a decision: "Let us make man in our image,
after our likeness..." (Gn 1:26).

Theleve of that first account of man's creation, even though chronologicaly later, is
especialy of atheological character. Anindication of that is especialy the definition of
man on the basis of hisrelationship with God. "In the image of God he created him." At



the same time it affirms the absolute impossibility of reducing man to the world. Already
inthelight of the first phrases of the Bible, man cannot be either understood or explained
completely in terms of categories taken from the "world," that is, from the visible
complex of bodies. Notwithstanding this, man also is corporeal. Genesis 1:27 observes
that this essentia truth about man referred both to the male and the female: "God created
man in hisimage...male and femal e he created them.” It must be recognized that the first
account is concise, and free from any trace whatsoever of subjectivism. It contains only
the objective facts and defines the objective reality, both when it speaks of man's
creation, male and female, in theimage of God, and when it adds a little later the words
of thefirst blessing: "Be fruitful and multiply, and fill the earth; subdue it and have
dominion over it" (Gn 1:28).

Thefirst account of man's creation, which, as we observed, is of atheological nature,
conceals within itself a powerful metaphysical content. Let it not be forgotten that this
text of Genesi's has become the source of the most profound inspirations for thinkers who
have sought to understand "being" and "existence." (Perhaps only the third chapter of
Exodus can bear comparison with thistext.) Notwithstanding certain detailed and plastic
expressions of the passage, man is defined there, first of all, in the dimensions of being
and of existence ("esse"). Heis defined in away that is more metaphysical than physical.

To thismystery of his creation, ("In theimage of God he created him"), corresponds the
perspective of procreation, ("Be fruitful and multiply, fill the earth™), of that becoming in
the world and in time, of that fieri which is necessarily bound up with the metaphysical
situation of creation: of contingent being (contingens). Precisaly in this metaphysical
context of the description of Genesis 1, it is necessary to understand the entity of the
good, namely, the aspect of value. Indeed, this aspect appears in the cycle of nearly all
the days of creation and reaches its culmination after the creation of man: "God saw
everything that he had made, and behold, it was very good” (Gn 1:31). For this reason it
can be said with certainty that the first chapter of Genesis has established an unassailable
point of reference and asolid basis for a metaphysic and aso for an anthropology and an
ethic, according to which ens et bonum convertuntur (being and the good are
convertible). Undoubtedly, all this aso has a significance for theology, and especialy for
the theology of the body.

At thispoint let usinterrupt our considerations. In aweek's time we shall deal with the
second account of creation. According to biblical scholars, it is chronologically more
ancient. The expression "theology of the body" just now used deserves a more exact
explanation, but we shall leave that for another occasion. First, we must seek to examine
more closely that passage of Genesis which Christ had recourse to.

The Second Account of Creation: The Subjective Definition of Man®

With reference to Christ's words on the subject of marriage, in which he appealed to the
"beginning,” we directed our attention last week to the first account of man's creation in
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thefirst chapter of Genesis. Today we shdl pass to the second account, which is
frequently described asthe "Y ahwigt,” since it uses the name"Y ahweh" for God.

The second account of man's creation (linked to the presentation both of original
innocence and happiness and of thefirst fall) has by its nature a different character.
While not wishing to anticipate the particulars of this narrative - because it will be better
for usto recall themin later analyses - we should note that the entire text, in formulating
the truth about man, amazes us with itstypical profundity, different from that of the first
chapter of Genesis.

This profundity has a especially subjective nature and is therefore, in a certain sense,
psychological. The second chapter of Genesis constitutes, in a certain manner, the most
ancient description and record of man's self-knowledge. Together with the third chapter it
isthefirst testimony of human conscience. A reflection in depth on thistext - through the
whole archaic form of the narrative, which manifestsits primitive mythical character -
provides us in nucleo with nearly all the elements of the analysis of man, to which
modern, and especially contemporary philosophical anthropology is sensitive. It could be
said that Genesis 2 presents the creation of man especialy in its subjective aspect.
Comparing both accounts, we conclude that this subjectivity corresponds to the objective
reality of man created "in the image of God." Thisfact also is - in another way -
important for the theology of the body, as we shall see in subsequent analyses.

It issignificant that in his reply to the Pharisees, in which he appedled to the "beginning,”
Christ indicated first of all the creation of man by referring to Genesis 1:27: "The Creator
from the beginning created them male and female.” Only afterward did he quote the text
of Genesis 2:24. The words which directly describe the unity and indissolubility of
marriage are found in the immediate context of the second account of creation. Its
characteristic feature is the separate creation of woman (cf. Gn 2:18-23), while the
account of the creation of the first man isfound in Genesis 2:5-7.

The Bible calsthefirst human being "man"” (‘adam), but from the moment of the creation
of the first woman, it beginsto cal him "man" (ish), in relation to ishshah ("woman,"
because she was taken from the man - ish). It is also significant that in referring to
Genesis 2:24, Christ not only linked the "beginning" with the mystery of creation, but
also led us, one might say, to the limit of man's primitive innocence and of original sin.
Genesis places the second description of man's creation precisely in this context. There
we read first of all: "And the rib which the Lord God had taken from the man he made
into awoman and brought her to the man; then the man said: ‘ This at last is bone of my
bones and flesh of my flesh; she shall be called woman, because she was taken out of
man"' (Gn 2:22-23). "Therefore aman leaves his father and his mother and cleavesto his
wife, and they become one flesh” (Gn 2:24). "And the man and his wife were both naked,
and they were not ashamed" (Gn 2:25).

Immediately after these verses, chapter 3 beginswith its account of the first fall of the

man and the woman, linked with the mysterious tree aready called the "tree of the
knowledge of good and evil" (Gn 2:17). Thus an entirely new situation emerges,
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essentialy different from the preceding. The tree of knowledge of good and evil isthe
line of demarcation between the two original situations which Genesis speaks of.

The first situation was that of original innocence, in which man (male and female) was,
as it were, outside the sphere of the knowledge of good and evil, until the moment when
he transgressed the Creator's prohibition and ate the fruit of the tree of knowledge. The
second situation, however, was that in which man, after having disobeyed the Creator's
command at the prompting of the evil spirit, symbolized by the serpent, found himself, in
acertain way, within the sphere of the knowledge of good and evil. This second situation
determined the state of human sinfulness, in contrast to the state of primitive innocence.

Even though the "Y ahwist" text isvery concise, it suffices with clarity to differentiate
and to set against each other those two origina situations. We speak here of situations,
having before our eyes the account which is a description of events. Nonetheless, by
means of this description and al its particulars, the essential difference emerges between
the state of man's sinfulness and that of his original innocence.

Systematic theology will discern in these two antithetical situations two different states of
human nature: the state of integral nature and the state of fallen nature. All this emerges
from that "Y ahwist" text of Genesis 2-3, which containsin itself the most ancient word of
revelation. Evidently it has a fundamental significance for the theology of man and for
the theology of the body.

When Chrigt, referring to the "beginning,” directed his questionersto the words written in
Genesis 2:24, he ordered them, in a certain sense, to go beyond the boundary which, in
the Yahwist text of Genesis, runs between the first and second situation of man. He did
not approve what Moses had permitted "for their hardness of heart." He appeded to the
words of thefirst divine regulation, which in thistext is expressly linked to man's state of
origina innocence. This means that this regulation has not lost its force, even though man
has lost his primitive innocence.

Chrigt's reply is decisive and unequivocal. Therefore, we must draw from it the normative
conclusions which have an essentid significance not only for ethics, but especialy for the
theology of man and for the theology of the body. As a particular element of theological
anthropology, it is constituted on the basis of the Word of God which is revealed. During
the next meeting we shall seek to draw these conclusions.

The Boundary between Original Innocence and Redemption®

Answering the question on the unity and indissolubility of marriage, Christ referred to
what was written about marriage in Genesis. In our two preceding reflections we
analyzed both the so-called Elohist text (Gn 1) and the Y ahwist one (Gn 2). Today we
wish to draw some conclusions from these anal yses.

4 September 26, 1979

12



When Christ referred to the "beginning,” he asked his questionersto go beyond, ina
certain sense, the boundary which in Genesis passes between the state of original
innocence and that of sinfulness, which started with the origina fall.

Symbolically this boundary can be linked with the tree of the knowledge of good and
evil, which in the Y ahwist text delimits two diametrically opposed situations:. the
stuation of origina innocence and that of origina sin. These Situations have a specific
dimension in man, in hisinner self, in his knowledge, conscience, choice and decision.
All thisisin relation to God the Creator who, in the Y ahwist text (Gn 2 and 3), is at the
same time the God of the covenant, of the most ancient covenant of the Creator with his
creature-man.

As an expression and symbol of the covenant with God broken in man's heart, the tree of
the knowledge of good and evil delimits and contrasts two diametrically opposed
situations and states: that of original innocence and that of original sin, and at the same
time man's hereditary sinfulness which derives from it. However, Christ's words, which
refer to the "beginning," enable us to find in man an essentia continuity and alink
between these two different states or dimensions of the human being.

The state of sinis part of "historical man," both the one whom we read about in Matthew
19, that is, Christ's questioner at that time, and also of any other potential or actual
guestioner of all times of history, and therefore, naturally, also of modern man. That
state, however - the "historical” state - plungesits roots, in every man without exception,
in his own theological "prehistory,” which is the state of original innocence.

It isnot aquestion here of mere didectic. The laws of knowing correspond to those of
being. It isimpossible to understand the state of historical sinfulness without referring or
appealing (and Christ appealed to it) to the state of original (in a certain sense,
"prehistoric") and fundamental innocence. Therefore, right from the beginning, the
arising of sinfulness as astate, adimension of human existence, isin relation to thisred
innocence of man as his original and fundamental state, as a dimension of hisbeing
created in theimage of God.

It happens in this way not only for the first man, male and female, as dramatis personae
and leading characters of the events described in the Y ahwist text of chapters 2 and 3 of
Genesis, but also for the whole historical course of human existence. Historical maniis, so
to speak, rooted in his revealed theological prehistory. So every point of his historical
sinfulnessis explained (both for the soul and for the body) with, reference to original
innocence. It can be said that this reference is a " co-inheritance” of sin, and precisely of
original sin. If thissin signifies, in every historical man, a state of lost grace, then it also
contains areference to that grace, which was precisely the grace of original innocence.

According to chapter 19 of Matthew, when Christ referred to the "beginning,” by this
expression he did not indicate merely the state of origina innocence as the lost horizon of
human existence in history. To the words which he uttered with his own lips, we have the
right to attribute at the same time the whole el oguence of the mystery of redemption.
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Already inthe Yahwist texts of Genesis 2 and 3, we are witnesses of when man, male and
female, after breaking the original covenant with the Creator, received the first promise
of redemption in the words of the so-called Proto-gospel in Genesis 3:15 and began to
livein the theologica perspective of the redemption.

In the same way, therefore, historical man - both Christ's questioner at that time, of whom
Matthew 19 speaks, and modern man participates in this perspective. He participates not
only in the history of human sinfulness, as a hereditary and at the same time persona and
unique subject of this history; he aso participates in the history of salvation, here, too, as
its subject and co-creator. Therefore, heis not only closed, because of his sinfulness, with
regard to original innocence, but is at the same time open to the mystery of redemption,
which was accomplished in Christ and through Christ.

Paul, the author of the Letter to the Romans, expresses this perspective of redemptionin
which historical man lives, when he writes: "We ourselves, who have the first fruits of
the Spirit, groan inwardly aswewait for. ..the redemption of our bodies’ (Rom 8:23). We
cannot lose sight of this perspective as we follow the words of Christ who, in histalk on
the indissolubility of marriage, appealed to the "beginning.”

If that beginning indicated only the creation of man as male and female, if - aswe have
already mentioned - it brought the questioners only over the boundary of man's state of
sin to original innocence, and did not open at the same time the perspective of a
"redemption of the body," Christ's answer would not at all be adequately understood.
Precisely this perspective of the redemption of the body guarantees the continuity and
unity between the hereditary state of man's sin and his origina innocence, although this
innocence was, historically, lost by him irremediably. It is clear, too, that Christ had
every right to answer the question posed by the doctors of the law and of the covenant (as
we read in Matthew 19 and in Mark 10), in the perspective of the redemption on which
the covenant itself rests.

In the context of the theology of corporeal man, substantially outlined in this way, we can
think of the method of further analyses about the revelation of the "beginning,” in which
it is essential to refer to the first chapters of Genesis. We must at once turn our attention
to afactor which is especialy important for theological interpretation, because it consists
in the relationship between revel ation and experience.

In the interpretation of the revelation about man, and especially about the body, we must,
for understandabl e reasons, refer to experience, since corporeal man is perceived by us
mainly by experience. In the light of the above mentioned fundamental considerations,
we have every right to the conviction that this "historical” experience of ours must, in a
certain way, stop at the threshold of man's original innocence, sinceit isinadequatein
relation to it. However, in the light of the same introductory considerations, we must
arrive at the convicdon that our human experienceis, in this case, to some extent a
legitimate means for the theological interpretation. In a certain sense, it is an
indispensable point of reference, which we must keep in mind for interpreting the
beginning. A more detailed analysis of the text will enable us to have aclearer view of it.
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It seems that the words of Romans 8:23, just quoted, render in the best way the direction
of our researches centered on the revelation of that "beginning" which Christ referred to
in histalk on the indissolubility of marnage (cf. Mt 19 and Mk 10). All the subsequent
analyses that will be made on the basis of the first chapters of Genesis will amost
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.” If we put oursalvesin this
position-so deeply in agreement with experience - the "beginning" must speak to us with
the great richness of light that comes from revel ation, to which above al theology wishes
to be accountable. The continuation of the analyses will explain to us why and in what
sense this must be a theology of the body.

The Meaning of Man's Original Solitude’

In the | ast reflection of the present cycle we reached an introductory conclusion, taken
from the words of Genesis on the creation of man as male and female. We reached these
words, that is, the "beginning,” to which the Lord Jesus referred in histalk on the
indissolubility of marriage (cf. Mt 19:3-9; Mk 10:1-12). But the conclusion at which we
arrived does not yet end the series of our analyses. We must reread the narrations of the
first and second chapters of Genesisin awider context, which will allow usto establish a
series of meanings of the ancient text to which Christ referred. Therefore, today we will
reflect on the meaning of man's original solitude.

The starting point of this reflection is provided for us directly by the following words of
Genesis. "It is not good that man [male] should be done; | will make him a helper fit for
him" (Gn 2:18). God-Y ahweh speaks these words. They belong to the second account of
the creation of man, and so they come from the Y ahwist tradition. As we have aready
recalled, it is significant that, as regards the Y ahwist text, the account of the creation of
the man is a separate passage (Gn 2:7). It precedes the account of the creation of the first
woman (Gn 2:21-22). It isalso significant that the first man (‘'adam), created from "dust
from the ground,” is defined asa"male" ('is) only after the creation of the first woman.
So when GodY ahweh speaks the words about solitude, it isin reference to the solitude of
"man" as such, and not just to that of the male.

However, it isdifficult to go very far in drawing conclusions merely on the basis of this
fact. Nevertheless, the complete context of that solitude of which Genesis 2:18 speaks
can convince usthat it is a question here of the solitude of "man” (male and female) and
not just of the solitude of man the male, caused by the lack of woman. Therefore, on the
basis of the whole context, it seems that this solitude has two meanings. one derived from
man's very nature, that is, from his humanity, and the other derived from the mae-femae
relationship. The first meaning is evident in the account of Genesis 2, and the second is
evident, in acertain way, on the basis of the first meaning. A detailed analysis of the
description seems to confirm this.

5 October 10, 1979
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The problem of solitude is manifested only in the context of the second account of the
creation of man. The first account ignores this problem. There man is created in one act
asmale and female. "God created man in his own image.. .mae and female he created
them" (Gn 1:27). Aswe have aready mentioned, the second account speaks first of the
creation of the man and only afterward of the creation of the woman from the "rib" of the
male. This account concentrates our attention on the fact that "man is alone.” This
appears as a fundamenta anthropological problem, prior, in a certain sense, to the one
raised by the fact that this man is male and female. This problem is prior not so much in
the chronological sense, asin the existential sense. It isprior "by itsvery nature." The
problem of man's solitude from the point of view of the theology of the body will also be
revealed as such, if we succeed in making athorough analysis of the second account of
creation in Genesis 2.

The affirmadon of God-Y ahweh, "It is not good that man should be alone," appears not
only in the immediate context of the decision to create woman, "1 will make him a hel per
fit for him," but also in the wider context of reasons and circumstances. These explain
more deeply the meaning of man's original solitude. The Y ahwist text connects the
creation of man first and foremost with the need to "till the ground” (Gn 2:5). That would
correspond, in the first account, with the vocation to subdue and have dominion over the
earth (cf. Gn 1:28). Then, the second account of creation speaks of man being put in the
"garden in Eden," and in this way introduces us to the state of his original happiness. Up
to this moment man is the object of the creative action of God-Y ahweh, who at the same
time, as legidator, establishes the conditions of the first covenant with man.

Man's subjectivity is aready emphasized through this. It finds a further expression when
the Lord God "formed out of the ground every beast of thefield and every bird of the air,
and brought them to man to see what he would call them" (Gn 2:19). In this way,
therefore, the first meaning of man's origina solitude is defined on the basis of a specific
test or examination which man undergoes before God (and in a certain way also before
himsdlf). By means of this test, man becomes aware of his own superiority, that is, that he
cannot be considered on the same foodng as any other species of living beings on the
earth.

As the text says, "Whatever the man called every living creature, that was its name" (Gn
2:19). "The man gave names to all cattle, and to the birds of the air, and to every beast of
the field; but for the man [male] there was not found a helper fit for him" (Gn 2:20).

All this part of the text is unquestionably a preparation for the account of the creation of
woman. However, it possesses a deep meaning even apart from this creation. Right from
the first moment of his existence, created man finds himself before God asif in search of
his own entity. It could be said he isin search of the definition of himself. A
contemporary person would say heisin search of hisown "identity.” The fact that man
"Isaone" in the midst of the visible world and, in particular, among living beings, has a
negative significance in this search, since it expresses what he "is not."
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Nevertheless, the fact of not being able to identify himself essentially with the visible
world of other living beings (animalia) has, at the same time, a positive aspect for this
primary search. Evenif thisfact is not yet a complete definition, it constitutes one of its
elements. If we accept the Aristotdlian tradition in logic and in anthropology, it would be
necessary to define this element as the "proximate genus" (genus proximum).

However, the Y ahwist text enables usto discover also further eementsin that admirable
passage. Man finds himself alone before God mainly to express, through afirst self-
definition, his own self-knowledge, as the original and fundamental manifestation of
mankind. Self-knowledge devel ops at the same rate as knowledge of the world, of al the
visible creatures, of all the living beings to which man has given a name to affirm his
own dissmilarity with regard to them. In this way, consciousness reveals man as the one
who possesses a cognitive faculty as regards the visible world. With this knowledge
which, in acertain way, brings him out of his own being, man at the same time reveals
himsdf to himsdlf in all the peculiarity of hisbeing. Heis not only essentially and
subjectively alone. Solitude aso signifies man's subjectivity, which is constituted through
selfknowledge. Man is a one because heis "different” from the visible world, from the
world of living beings. Analyzing the text of Genesis we are, in away, witnesses of how
man "distinguishes himsalf " before God-Y ahweh from the whole world of living beings
(animalia) with hisfirst act of self-consciousness, and of how he reveals himself to
himself. At the same time he asserts himself asa"person” in the visible world. Sketched
so incisively in Genesis 2:19-20, that process is a search for adefinition of himself.
Linking up with the Aristotelian tradition, it leads to indicating the proximate genus.
Chapter 2 of Genesis expresses this with the words: "The man gave names...." There
corresponds to this the specific differentiawhich is, according to Aristotl€'s definition,
ndus, zodn noetikon. This process also leads to the first delineation of the human being as
a human person with the specific subjectivity that characterizes him.

Man's Awar eness of Being a Person®

In the preceding talk we began to analyze the meaning of man's original solitude. The

Y ahwist text gave us the starting point, in particular by the following words: "It is not
good that the man should be done; | will make him aheper fit for him" (Gn 2:18). The
analysis of the relative passages in the second chapter of Genesis has aready brought us
to surprising conclusions which concern the anthropology, that is, the fundamental
science about man, contained in this book. In relatively few sentences, the ancient text
portrays man as a person with the subjectivity that characterizes him.

God-Y ahweh gave thisfirst man; so formed, the order that concerned al the trees that
grew in the garden of Eden, especialy the tree of the knowledge of good and evil. This
adds to the features of the man, described above, the moment of choice and self-
determination, that is, of free will. In this way, the image of man, as a person endowed
with asubjectivity of his own, appears before us, completed in hisfirst outline.

6 October 24, 1979
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The concept of origina solitude includes both self-consciousness and self-determination.
Thefact that man is"alone" conceals within it this ontologica structure and at the same
time indi cates true comprehension. Without that, we cannot understand correctly the
subsequent words, which constitute the prelude to the creation of the first woman: "1 will
make a helper." But above all, without that deep significance of man's original solitude, it
is not possible to understand and interpret correctly the whole situation of man, created in
the image of God, which is the situation of the first, or rather original, covenant with
God.

The narrative in the first chapter says that this man was created in the image of God. In
the second narrative he is manifested as a subject of the covenant, that is, a subject
constituted as a person, constituted in the dimension of "partner of the Absolute.” He
must conscioudy discern and choose between good and evil, between life and death. The
words of thefirst order of God-Y ahweh (Gn 2:16-17) speak directly of the submission
and dependence of man the creature on his Creator. They indirectly reveal precisely this
level of humanity as subject of the covenant and "partner of the Absolute.” Man is
"alone." That meansthat he, through his own humanity, through what heis, is constituted
at the same time in a unique, exclusive and unrepeatabl e relationship with God himself.
On its part, the anthropol ogical definition contained in the Y ahwist text approaches what
is expressed in the theologica definition of man, which we find in the first narrative of
creation: "Let us make man in our image, after our likeness' (Gn 1:26).

Thus formed, man belongs to the visible world; he is a body among bodies. Taking up
again and, in away, reconstructing the meaning of original solitude, we apply it to manin
his totality. His body, through which he participatesin the visible created world, makes
him at the same time conscious of being "aone." Otherwise, he would not have been able
to arrive at that conviction which he reached (cf. Gn 2:20), if his body had not helped him
to understand it, making the matter evident. Consciousness of solitude might have been
shattered precisely because of his body itself. The man, ‘adam, might have reached the
conclusion, on the basis of the experience of his own body, that he was substantially
similar to other living beings (animalia). On the contrary, as we read, he did not arrive at
this conclusion; he reached the conviction that he was "alone.” The Y ahwist text never
speaks directly of the body. Even when it says that "The Lord God formed man of dust
from the ground,” it speaks of man and not of his body. Nevertheless, the narrative taken
as awhole offers us a sufficient basis to perceive this man, created in the visible world,
precisely as a body among bodies.

The analysis of the Yahwist text aso enables usto link man's original solitude with
consciousness of the body. Through it, manisdistinguished from dl theanimaiaand is
separated from them, and also through it heis a person. It can be affirmed with certainty
that man, thus formed, has at the same time consciousness and awareness of the meaning
of hisown body, on the basis of the experience of origina solitude. All this can be
considered as an implication of the second narrative of the creation of man, and the
analysis of the text enables usto develop it amply.
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At the beginning of the Y ahwist text, even before it speaks of the creation of man from
the "dust of the ground,” we read that "there was no oneto till the land or to make
channels of water spring out of the earth to irrigate the whole land" (Gn 2:5-6). We
rightly associate this passage with the one in thefirst narrative, in which God's command
is expressed: "Fill the earth and subdue it, and have dominion..." (Gn 1:28). The second
narrative aludes specifically to the work that man carries out to till the earth. Thefirst
fundamental means to dominate the earth liesin man himself. Man can dominate the
earth because he done - and no other of the living beings - is capable of "tilling it" and
transforming it according to his own needs. ("He made channels of water spring out of
the earth to irrigate the whole land.") Thisfirst outline of a specifically human activity
seems to belong to the definition of man, as it emerges from the analysis of the Y ahwist
text. Consequently, it can be affirmed that this outline isintrinsic to the meaning of the
origina solitude and belongsto that dimension of solitude through which man, from the
beginning, isin the visible world as a body among bodies and discovers the meaning of
his own corporality.

The Alter native between Death and Immortality Entersthe Definition
of Man’

Today it is opportune to return to the meaning of man's original solitude, which emerges
above dl from the analysis of the so-called Y ahwist text of Genesis 2. Aswe have seenin
the preceding reflections, the biblical text enables us to stress not only consciousness of
the human body (man is created in the visible world as a "body among bodies"), but also
that of its meaning.

In view of the great conciseness of the biblical text, it is admittedly not possible to
amplify thisimplication too much. It is certain, however, that here we touch upon the
central problem of anthropology. Consciousness of the body seemsto be identified in this
case with the discovery of the complexity of one's own structure. On the basis of
philosophical anthropology, this discovery consists, in short, in the relationship between
soul and body. The Y ahwist narrative with its own language (that is, with its own
terminology), expressesit by saying: "The Lord God formed man of dust from the ground
and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life, and man became aliving being" (Gn 2:7).
Precisely this man, "aliving being," distinguishes himself continually from all other
living beings in the visible world.

The premise of man's distinguishing himself in thisway is precisely the fact that only he
is capable of "tilling the earth” (cf. Gn 2:5) and "subduing it" (cf. Gn 1:28). It can be said
that the consciousness of "superiority" contained in the definition of humanity is born
right from the beginning on the basis of atypically human praxis or behavior. This
consciousness brings with it aparticular perception of the meaning of one's own body,
emerging precisaly from the fact that it falls to man to "till the earth” and "subdueit.” All
that would be impossible without atypically human intuition of the meaning of one's own
body.

7 October 31, 1979
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It seems necessary, then, to speak in the first place of this aspect, rather than of the
problem of anthropological complexity in the metaphysical sense. The original
description of human consciousness, given by the Y ahwist text, comprises a so the body
in the narrative as awhole. It contains the first testimony of the discovery of one's
corporedity and even, as has been said, the perception of the meaning of one's own body.
All thisis reveaed not on the basis of any primordial metaphysical anaysis, but on the
basis of a concrete subjectivity of man that is quite clear.

Man is a subject not only because of his self-awareness and self-determination, but also
on the basis of his own body. The structure of this body permits him to be the author of a
truly human activity. In this activity the body expresses the person. Therefore, in al its
materiality ("God formed man of dust from the ground"), it is almost penetrable and
transparent, in such away asto make it clear who man is (and who he should be), thanks
to the structure of his consciousness and of his self-determination. On this rests the
fundamental perception of the meaning of one's own body, which can be discovered
when analyzing man's original solitude.

Here, with this fundamental understanding of the meaning of his own body, man, as
subject of the ancient covenant with the Creator, is placed before the mystery of the tree
of knowledge. "Y ou may fregly eat of every tree of the garden, but of the tree of the
knowledge of good and evil you shall not eat, for in the day that you eat of it you shall
die" (Gn 2:16-17). The origina meaning of man's solitude is based on experience of the
existence obtained from the Creator. This human existence is characterized precisdy by
subjectivity, which includes also the meaning of the body.

But could man - who in hisorigina consciousness, knew exclusively the experience of
existing and therefore of life - have understood the meaning of the words, "Y ou shall
die"? Would he have been able to arrive at understanding the meaning of these words
through the complex structure of life, given to him when "the Lord God.. .breathed into
his nostrils the breath of life"? It must be admitted that the word "die," acompletely new
one, appeared on the horizon of man's consciousness without his having ever experienced
itsreality. At the same time this word appeared before him as aradical antithesis of all
that man had been endowed with.

For the first time, man heard the words "Y ou shall die," without having any familiarity
with them in his experience up to then. On the other hand, he could not but associate the
meaning of death with that dimension of life which he had enjoyed up to then. The words
of God-Y ahweh addressed to man confirmed a dependence in existing, such asto make
man a limited being and, by his very nature, liable to nonexistence.

These words raised the problem of death in a conditional way: "In the day that you eat of
it you shall die." Man, who had heard these words, had to find their truth in the interior
structure of his own solitude. In short, it depended on him, on his decision and free
choice, if, with solitude, he was to enter also the circle of the antithesis revealed to him
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by the Creator, together with the tree of the knowledge of good and evil and thereby to
make his own the experience of dying and death.

Listening to the words of God-Y ahweh, man should have understood that the tree of
knowledge had roots not only in the garden of Eden, but also in his humanity.
Furthermore, he should have understood that that mysterious tree concedled within it a
dimension of loneliness, hitherto unknown, with which the Creator had endowed him in
the midst of the world of living beings. In the presence of the Creator himself, man had
given names to them, in order to understand that none of them was similar to him.

The fundamental meaning of his body had aready been established through its distinction
from al other creatures. It had thereby become clear that the "invisible" determines man
more than the "visible." Then, there was presented to him the aternative closely and
directly connected by God with the tree of the knowledge of good and evil. The
aternative between death and immortality, which emerges from Genesis 2:17, goes
beyond the essential meaning of man's body. It grasps the eschatological meaning not
only of the body, but of humanity itself, distinguished from all living beings, from
"bodies." However, this alternative concernsin a quite particular way, the body created
from "dust from the ground.”

Not to prolong thisandysis, we will merdly note that right from the outset the alternative
between death and immortality enters the definition of man. It belongs "from the
beginning" to the meaning of his solitude before God himself. This original meaning of
solitude, permeated by the alternative between death and immortality, also hasa
fundamental meaning for the whole theology of the body.

With this observation we conclude for the present our reflections on the meaning of
man's original solitude. This observation, which emergesin aclear and penetrating way
from the texts of Genesis, induces reflection both on the texts and on man. Perhaps heis
too little conscious of the truth that concerns him, which is aready contained in the first
chapters of the Bible.

The Original Unity of Man and Woman®

The words of Genesis, "It is hot good that the man should be alone" (2:18) are a prelude
to the narrative of the creation of woman. Together with this narrative, the sense of
original solitude becomes part of the meaning of original unity, the key point of which
seems to be precisely the words of Genesis 2:24. Christ referred to them in histalk with
the Pharisees. "A man shall leave his father and mother and be joined to hiswife, and the
two shall become one flesh” (Mt 19:5). If Christ quoted these words referring to the
"beginning,” it is opportune for us to clarify the meaning of that origina unity, which has
itsroots in the fact of the creation of man as male and female.

s November 7, 1979
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The narrative of thefirst chapter of Genesis does not know the problem of man'sorigina
solitude. Man is "male and female" right from the beginning. On the contrary, the

Y ahwist text of the second chapter authorizes us, in away, to think first only of the man
since, by means of the body, he belongs to the visible world but goes beyond it. Then, it
makes us think of the same man, but through the dualism of sex.

Corporality and sexuality are not completely identified. In its normal constitution, the
human body bears within it the signs of sex and is male or female by its nature. However,
the fact that man isa"body" belongs to the structure of the personal subject more deeply
than the fact that in his somatic constitution he is a'so male or female. Therefore, the
meaning of "origina solitude,” which can be referred smply to "man,” is substantially
prior to the meaning of original unity. The latter is based on masculinity and femininity,
asif on two different "incarnations,” that is, on two ways of "being abody" of the same
human being created "in the image of God" (Gn 1:27).

Following the Y ahwist text, in which the creation of woman was described separately
(Gn 2:21-22), we must have before our eyes, at the same time, that "image of God" of the
first narrative of creation. In language and in style, the second narrative keeps al the
characteristics of the Y ahwist text. The way of narrating agrees with the way of thinking
and expressing oneself of the period to which the text belongs.

Following the contemporary philosophy of religion and that of language, it can be said
that the language in question isamythical one. In this case, the term "myth" does not
designate a fabul ous content, but merely an archaic way of expressing adeeper content.
Without any difficulty we discover that content, under the layer of the ancient narrative.
It isreally marvellous as regards the qualities and the condensation of the truths
contained in it.

Let us add that up to a certain point, the second narrative of the creation of man keepsthe
form of a dia ogue between man and God-Creator. That is manifested above al in that
stage in which man (‘adam) is definitively created as mae and female (‘is-'issah). The
creation takes place almost simultaneously in two dimensions: the action of God-Y ahweh
who creates occurs in correlation with the process of human consciousness.

So, God-Y ahweh says: "It is hot good that the man should be aone; | will make him a
helper fit for him" (Gn 2:18). At the same time the man confirms his own solitude (cf. Gn
2:20). Next we read: "So the Lord God caused a deep sleep to fall upon the man, and
while he slept took one of hisribs and closed up its place with flesh. The rib which the
Lord God had taken from the man he made into awoman" (Gn 2:21-22). Considering the
specific language, first it must be recognized that in the Genesis account, that sleep in
which the man isimmersed - thanks to God-Y ahweh - in preparation for the new creative
act, gives usfood for thought.

Against the background of contemporary mentality, accustomed - through anaysis of the

subconscious - to connecting sexua contents with the world of dreams, that sleep may
bring forth a particular association. However, the Bible narrative seems to go beyond the
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dimension of man's subconscious. If we admit, moreover, asignificant difference of
vocabulary, we can conclude that the man (‘adam) falls into that "sleep” in order to wake
up "male’ and "female.” In Genesis 2:23, we come across the distinction 'is-'issah for the
first time. Perhaps, therefore, the analogy of deep indicates here not so much a passing
from consciousness to subconsciousness, as a specific return to non-being (deep contains
an element of annihilation of man's conscious existence). That is, it indicates areturn to
the moment preceding the creation, that through God's creative initiative, solitary "man"
may emerge from it again in his double unity as male and female.

In any case, in the light of the context of Genesis 2:18-20, thereis no doubt that man falls
into that "sleep™ with the desire of finding abeing like himself. If, by analogy with sleep,
we can speak here adso of adream, we must say that the biblical archetype alows usto
admit as the content of that dream a"second self.” It is also persona and equally referred
to the situation of original solitude, that is, to the whole process of the stabilization of
human identity in relation to living beings (animalia) as awhole, sinceit isthe process of
man's "differentiation” from this environment. In thisway, the circle of the solitude of the
man-person is broken, because the first "man™ awakens from his deep as "'male and
female."

The woman is made "with the rib" that God-Y ahweh had taken from the man.
Considering the archaic, metaphorical and figurative way of expressing the thought, we
can establish that it is a question here of homogeneity of the whole being of both. This
homogeneity concerns above al the body, the somatic structure. It is also confirmed by
the man's first words to the woman who has been created: "This at last is bone of my
bones and flesh of my flesh" (Gn 2:23). Y et the words quoted refer also to the humanity
of the male. They must be read in the context of the affirmations made before the creation
of the woman, in which, athough the "incarnation" of the man does not yet exist, sheis
defined as "a helper fit for him" (cf. Gn 2:18 and 2:20). In thisway, therefore, the woman
is created, in a sense, on the basis of the same humanity.

Somatic homogeneity, in spite of the difference in congtitution bound up with the sexua
difference, is so evident that the man, on waking up from the genetic deep, expressesit at
once, when he says. "This at last is bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh - she shall be
called woman, because she was taken out of man" (Gn 2:23). In this way the man
manifests for the first timejoy and even exaltation, for which he had no reason before,
owing to the lack of abeing like himself. Joy in the other human being, in the second
"self," dominates the words spoken by the man on seeing the woman. All this helps to
establish the full meaning of origina unity. The words here are few, but each oneis of
great weight. We must take into account - and we will do so aso later - the fact that the
first woman, "made with therib. ..taken from the man,"” is at once accepted as afit helper
for him.

We shall return to this same subject, that is, the meaning of the origina unity of man and
of woman in humanity, in the next meditation.
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By the Communion of Persons Man Becomes the | mage of God®

Following the narrative of Genesis, we have seen that the "definitive" creation of man
consists in the creation of the unity of two beings. Their unity denotes above al the
identity of human nature; their duaity, on the other hand, manifests what, on the basis of
thisidentity, constitutes the masculinity and femininity of created man. This ontological
dimension of unity and duality has, at the same time, an axiological meaning. From the
text of Genesis 2:23 and from the whole context, it is clearly seen that man was created as
aparticular value before God. "God saw everything that he had made, and behold, it was
very good” (Gn 1:31). But man was aso created as a particular value for himself - first,
because he is man; second, because the woman is for the man, and vice versa, the manis
for the woman.

In this way the meaning of man's origina unity, through masculinity and femininity, is
expressed as an overcoming of the frontier of solitude. At the sametimeitisan
affirmation - with regard to both human beings - of everything that constitutes manin
solitude. In the Bible narrative, solitude isthe way that leads to that unity which,
following Vatican |1, we can define as communio personarum.

Aswe have aready seen, in his original solitude man acquires a personal consciousness
in the process of distinction from al living beings (animalia). At the same time, in this
solitude, he opens up to a being akin to himself, defined in Genesis (2:18, 20) as "a hel per
fit for him." This opening is no less decisive for the person of man; in fact, it is perhaps
even more decisive than the distinction itsef. In the Y ahwist narrative, man's solitudeis
presented to us not only as the first discovery of the characteristic transcendence peculiar
to the person. It is also presented as the discovery of an adequate relationship "to" the
person, and therefore as an opening and expectation of a"communion of persons.”

The term "community" could also be used here, if it were not generic and did not have so
many meanings. Communio expresses more, with greater precision, since it indicates
precisely that "help" which is derived, in a sense, from the very fact of existing as a
person "beside” aperson. In the Bible narrative this fact becomes eo ipso - initsdlf - the
existence of the person "for" the person, since man in his origina solitude was, in away,
already in thisrelationship. That is confirmed, in a negative sense, precisely by this
solitude.

Furthermore, the communion of persons could be formed only on the basis of a"double
solitude" of man and of woman, that is, as their meeting in their distinction from the
world of living beings (animalia), which gave them both the possibility of being and
existing in aspecial reciprocity. The concept of "help" aso expresses this reciprocity in
existence, which no other living being could have ensured. All that constituted the
foundation of the solitude of each of them was indispensable for this reciprocity. Self-
knowledge and self-determination, that is, subjectivity and consciousness of the meaning
of one's own body, was also indispensable.

9November 14, 1979
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In the first chapter, the narrative of the creation of man affirmsdirectly, right from the
beginning, that man was created in the image of God as male and female. The narrative
of the second chapter, on the other hand, does not speak of the "image of God." But inits
own way it reveals that the complete and definitive creation of "man™ (subjected first to
the experience of original solitude) is expressed in giving life to that communio
personarum that man and woman form. In thisway, the Y ahwist narrative agrees with the
content of the first narrative.

If, vice versa, we wish to draw also from the narrative of the Y ahwist text the concept of
"Image of God," we can then deduce that man became the "image and likeness" of God
not only through his own humanity, but aso through the communion of persons which
man and woman form right from the beginning. The function of theimage isto reflect the
one who is the model, to reproduce its own prototype. Man becomes the image of God
not so much in the moment of solitude asin the moment of communion. Right "from the
beginning,” he is not only an image in which the solitude of a person who rules the world
isreflected, but aso, and essentialy, an image of an inscrutabl e divine communion of
persons.

In this way, the second narrative could aso be a preparation for understanding the
Trinitarian concept of the "image of God," even if the latter appears only in the first
narrative. Obviously, that is not without significance for the theology of the body.
Perhaps it even constitutes the deepest theological aspect of al that can be said about
man. In the mystery of creation - on the basis of the original and constituent "solitude" of
his being - man was endowed with a deep unity between what is, humanly and through
the body, male in him and what is, equally humanly and through the body, femaein him.
On all this, right from the beginning, the blessing of fertility descended, linked with
human procreation (cf. Gn 1:28).

In thisway, we find ourselves aimost at the heart of the anthropological reality that has
the name "body." The words of Genesis 2:23 speak of it directly and for thefirst timein
the following terms:. "bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh." The man uttered these
words, asif it were only at the sight of the woman that he was able to identify and call by
name what makes them visibly similar to each other, and at the same time what manifests
humanity.

In the light of the preceding analysis of all the "bodies" which man has come into contact
with and which he has defined, conceptualy giving them their name (animalia), the
expression "flesh of my flesh” takes on precisely this meaning: the body reveals man.
This concise formula already contains everything that human science could ever say
about the structure of the body as organism, about its vitality, and its particul ar sexual
physiology, etc. Thisfirst expression of the man, "flesh of my flesh," also contains a
reference to what makes that body truly human. Thereforeit referred to what determines
man as a person, that is, as abeing who, even in al his corporality, is similar to God.
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We find ourselves, therefore, almost at the very core of the anthropological redity, the
name of which is"body," the human body. However, as can easily be seen, this coreis
not only anthropological, but aso essentidly theologica. Right from the beginning, the
theology of the body is bound up with the creation of man in the image of God. It
becomes, in away, aso the theology of sex, or rather the theology of masculinity and
femininity, which hasits starting point here in Genesis.

The words of Genesis 2:24 bear witness to the original meaning of unity, which will have
in the revelation of God an ample and distant perspective. This unity through the body -
"and the two will be one flesh" possesses a multiform dimension. It possesses an ethical
dimension, asis confirmed by Christ's answer to the Pharisees in Matthew 19 (cf. Mk
10). It dso has a sacramental dimension, a strictly theological one, asis proved by St.
Paul's words to the Ephesians™ which refer also to the tradition of the prophets (Hosea,
Isaiah, Ezekid). Thisis so because, right from the beginning, that unity whichisrealized
through the body indicates not only the "body," but also the "incarnate” communion of
persons - communio personarum - and calls for this communion.

Masculinity and femininity express the dual aspect of man's somatic constitution. "This at
last is bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh." Furthermore, through the same words of
Genesis 2:23, they indicate the new consciousness of the sense of one's own body. It can
be said that this sense consists in amutual enrichment. Precisely this consciousness,
through which humanity is formed again as the communion of persons, seemsto be the
layer which in the narrative of the creation of man (and in the revelation of the body
contained in it) is deeper than his somatic structure as male and female. In any casg, this
structure is presented right from the beginning with a deep consciousness of human
corporality and sexuality, and that establishes an inalienable norm for the understanding
of man on the theological plane.

In the First Chapters of Genesis, Marriage |s One and | ndissoluble™

Let usrecdl that when questioned about the unity and indissolubility of marriage, Christ
referred to what was "in the beginning." He quoted the words written in the first chapters
of Genesis. In the course of these reflections, we are trying to penetrate the specific
meaning of these words and these chapters.

The meaning of the original unity of man, whom God created "male and female," is
obtained (especialy in the light of Genesis 2:23) by knowing man in the entire
endowment of hisbeing, that is, in al the riches of that mystery of creation, on which
theological anthropology is based. This knowledge, that is, the study of the human
identity of the onewho, at the beginning, is"aone," must always pass through dudity,
"communion."

Let usrecal the passage of Genesis 2:23: "Then the man said, Thisat last isbone of my
bones and flesh of my flesh; she shall be called woman, because she was taken out of
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man. "' In the light of thistext, we understand that knowledge of man passes through
masculinity and femininity. These are, asit 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 aman, 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.

As Genesis 2:23 dready shows, femininity findsitself, in a sense, in the presence of
masculinity, while masculinity is confirmed through femininity. Precisely the function of
sex, which isin asense, "aconstituent part of the person” (not just "an attribute of the
person”), proves how deeply man, with al his spiritual solitude, with the never to be
repeated uniqueness of his person, is constituted by the body as "he" or "she." The
presence of the feminine element, alongside the male element and together with it,
signifies an enrichment for man in the whole perspective of his history, including the
history of salvation. All thisteaching on unity has aready been expressed originaly in
Genesis 2:23.

The unity of which Genesis 2:24 speaks - "they become one flesh” - is undoubtedly
expressed and realized in the conjugal act. The biblical formulation, extremely concise
and simple, indicates sex, femininity and masculinity, as that characteristic of man - male
and female - which permits them, when they become "one flesh,” to submit their whole
humanity to the blessing of fertility. However, the whole context of the lapidary
formulation does not permit us to stop at the surface of human sexuality. It does not allow
us to deal with the body and sex outside the full dimension of man and of the
"communion of persons.” Right from the beginning it obliges us to see the fullness and
depth which are characteristic of this unity, which man and woman must constitute in the
light of the revelation of the body.

The perspective expression which says, "aman cleaves to hiswife" so intimately that
"they become one flesh,” always induces usto refer to what the biblical text expresses
previously with regard to the union in humanity, which binds the woman and the manin
the very mystery of creation. The words of Genesis 2:23, just analyzed, explain this
concept in aparticular way. Uniting with each other (in the conjuga act) so closdly asto
become "one flesh,” man and woman, rediscover, so to speak, every time and in a specia
way, the mystery of creation. They return in this way to that union in humanity ("bone of
my bones and flesh of my flesh™") which allows them to recognize each other and, like the
first time, to call each other by name.

This meansreliving, in asense, the original virginal value of man, which emerges from
the mystery of his solitude before God and in the midst of the world. The fact that they
become one flesh is a powerful bond established by the Creator. Through it they discover
their own humanity, both in its original unity, and in the duality of a mysterious mutual
attraction.

However, sex is something more than the mysterious power of human corporality, which
acts amost by virtue of instinct. At the level of man and in the mutual relationship of
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persons, sex expresses an ever new surpassing of the limit of man's solitude that is
inherent in the congtitution of his body, and determinesits original meaning. This
surpassing aways contains within it a certain assumption of the solitude of the body of
the second "self " as one's own.

Therefore, it isbound up with choice. The formulation of Genesis 2:24 indicates that
human beings, created as man and woman, were created for unity. It also indicates that
precisaly this unity, through which they become one flesh, has right from the beginning a
character of union derived from a choice. Weread: "A man leaves his father and mother
and cleaves to hiswife." If the man belongs "by nature” to his father and mother, by
virtue of procreation, on the other hand, he cleaves by choice to hiswife (or sheto her
husband).

Thetext of Genesis 2:24 defines this character of the conjugal bond with reference to the
first man and the first woman. At the sametime, it does so in the perspective of the whole
earthly future of man. Therefore, in histime, Christ will appeal to that text, as equally
relevant in his age. Formed in the image of God, aso inasmuch asthey form atrue
communion of persons, the first man and the first woman must constitute the beginning
and the model of that communion for all men and women, who, in any period, are united
so intimately as to be one flesh.

The body, which through its own masculinity or femininity right from the beginning
hel ps both to find themsel ves in communion of persons, becomes, in a particular way, the
congtituent element of their union, when they become husbhand and wife. Thistakes place,
however, through amutual choice. This choice establishes the conjugal pact between
persons, who become one flesh only on this basis.

That corresponds to the structure of man's solitude, and in actual fact to the "twofold
solitude.” Asthe expression of self-determination, choice rests on the foundation of his
sdlf-consciousness. Only on the basis of the structure peculiar to man ishe "abody" and,
through the body, also male and female. When they both unite so closely as to become
one flesh, their conjuga union presupposes a mature consciousness of the body. In fact, it
bears within it a particular consciousness of the meaning of that body in the mutual self-
giving of the persons.

In this sense too, Genesis 2:24 is a perspective text. It provesthat in every conjugal union
of man and woman, the same original consciousness of the unifying significance of the
body in its masculinity and femininity is discovered again. At the same time, the biblical
text indicates that each of these unions renews, in away, the mystery of creationin dl its
original depth and vital power. "Taken out of man" as "flesh of hisflesh,” woman
subsequently becomes, as wife and through her motherhood, mother of the living (cf. Gn
3:20), since her motherhood also has its origin in him. Procreation is rooted in creation,
and every time, in a sense, reproduces its mystery.

A special reflection on "knowledge and procreation™ will be devoted to this subject. Init,
it will be necessary to refer further to other elements of the biblical text. The analysis



made hitherto of the meaning of the original unity provesin what way that unity of man
and woman, inherent in the mystery of creation, is "from the beginning" aso given as a
commitment in the perspective of al following times.

The Meaning of Original Human Experiences™

The analysis of the first chapters of Genesisforces us, in away, to reconstruct the
elements that constitute man's original experience. In this sense, the character of the

Y ahwist text makesit aspecia source. Speaking of origina human experiences, we have
in mind not so much their distance in time, as rather their basic significance. The
important thing is not that these experiences belong to man's prehistory (to his
"theological prehistory™), but that they are aways at the root of every human experience.
That istrue even if in the evolution of ordinary human existence, little attention is paid to
these essential experiences. They are so intermingled with the ordinary things of life that
we do not generally notice their extraordinary character.

Onthe basis of the analyses carried out up to now, we have aready redlized that what we
caled at the beginning the "reveation of the body," helps us somehow to discover the
extraordinary side of what is ordinary. That is possible because the revelation (the
original one, expressed first in the Y ahwist account of Genesis 2:3, then in the text of
Genesis 1) takes into consideration precisaly these primordia experiences. In them, there
appears amost completely the absolute originality of what the male-female human being
is: asaman, that is, also through his body. Aswe discover it in the biblical text quoted,
man's experience of hisbody is certainly on the threshold of his whole subsequent
"historical" experience. However, it al'so seemsto rest at such an ontologica depth that
man does not perceiveit in his own everyday life. Thisis so even if at the same time, and
in a certain way, he presupposes it and postulatesit as part of the process of formation of
his own image.

Without this introductory reflection, it would be impossible to define the meaning of
original nakedness and tackle the analysis of Genesis 2:25, which runs as follows: "And
the man and his wife were both naked, and were not ashamed.” At first sight, the
introduction of this detail, apparently a secondary onein the Y ahwist account of man's
creation, may seem something inadequate or misplaced. One would think that the passage
guoted cannot bear comparison with what has been dealt with in the preceding verses and
that, in away, it goes beyond the context. However, this judgment does not stand up to a
deeper analysis. Genesis 2:25 presents one of the key elements of the original revelation.
It is as decisive as the other texts of Genesis 2:20 and 2:23, which have already enabled
us to define the meaning of man's original solitude and original unity. To these is added,
asthe third element, the meaning of original nakedness, clearly stressed in the context. In
the first biblical draft of anthropology, it is not something accidental. On the contrary, it
is precisely the key for its full and complete understanding.
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This element of the ancient biblical text makes a specific contribution to the theology of
the body that absolutely cannot be ignored. Further anayses will confirm this. But before
undertaking them, | take the liberty of pointing out that the text of Genesis 2:25 expressly
requires that the reflections on the theology of the body should be connected with the
dimension of man's persond subjectivity. It iswithin the latter that consciousness of the
meaning of the body develops. Genesis 2:25 speaks about it far more directly than other
parts of that Y ahwist text, which we have aready defined asthe first recording of human
CONSCIi OUSNESS.

The sentence, according to which the first human beings, man and woman, "were naked"
and yet "were not ashamed,” unquestionably describes their state of consciousness, in
fact, their mutual experience of the body. It describes the experience on the part of the
man of the femininity that is revea ed in the nakedness of the body and, reciprocaly, the
similar experience of masculinity on the part of the woman. By saying that "they were
not ashamed," the author triesto describe this mutual experience of the body with the
greatest precision possible for him. It can be said that this type of precision reflects a
basic experience of man in the "common" and pre-scientific sense. But it also
corresponds to the requirements of anthropology and in particular of contemporary
anthropology, which likes to refer to so-called fundamental experiences, such asthe
"experience of shame."

Referring here to the precision of the account, such as was possible for the author of the

Y ahwist text, we are led to consider the degrees of experience of historical man, laden
with the inheritance of sin. However, these degrees methodically start precisely from the
state of original innocence. We have already seen that, referring to "the beginning”
(which we have subjected here to successive contextual analyses), Christ indirectly
established the idea of continuity and connection between those two states. This allows us
to move back from the threshold of man's historical sinfulnessto his original innocence.
Genesis 2:25 makes it especially necessary to cross that threshold.

This passage, together with the meaning of original nakedness inherent in it, takesits
place in the contextual setting of the Y ahwist narrative. After some verses, the same
author writes: "Then the eyes of both were opened, and they knew that they were naked,
and they sewed fig leaves together and made themselves aprons” (Gn 3:7). The adverb
"then" indicates anew moment and a new situation following the breaking of the first
covenant. This situation follows the failure of the test connected with the tree of the
knowledge of good and evil. At the same time that test constituted the first test of
"obedience,” that is, listening to the Word in al its truth and accepting love, according to
the fullness of the demands of the creative Will. This new moment or new situation also
implies a new content and a new quality of experience of the body, so that it can no
longer be said: "They were naked, but were not ashamed.” Here, shameis an experience
that is not only original, but a"boundary” one.

The difference of formulations that divides Genesis 2:25 from Genesis 3.7 is significant-
in the first case, "They were naked, but they were not ashamed"; in the second case,
"They knew that they were naked." Does that mean that, to begin with, "They did not



know that they were naked," or that they did not see the nakedness of each other's body?
The significant change testified by the biblical text about the experience of shame (of
which Genesis speaks again, especialy in 3:10-12), takes place at a deeper level than the
pure and simple use of the sense of sight.

A comparative analysis of Genesis 2:25 and Genesis 3 leads necessarily to the conclusion
that it is not a question here of passing from "not knowing" to "knowing." Rather, it
involves aradical change of the meaning of the original nakedness of the woman before
the man and of the man before the woman. It emerges from their conscience, as afruit of
the tree of the knowledge of good and evil: "Who told you that you were naked? Have
you eaten of the tree of which | commanded you not to eat?' (Gn 3:11).

This change directly concerns the experience of the meaning of one's body before the
Creator and creatures. Subsequently, the man's words confirm this: "1 heard the sound of
you in the garden, and | was afraid, because | was naked, and | hid myself" (Gn 3 :10).
That change, which the

Y ahwist text portrays so concisely and dramatically, concerns directly - perhaps in the
most direct way possible - the man-woman, femininity-masculinity relationship.

Wewill have to return again to the anadysis of this change in other parts of our further
reflections. Now, having arrived at that border which crosses the sphere of the
"beginning” to which Christ referred, we should ask ourselvesif it is possible to
reconstruct, in some way, the original meaning of nakedness. In Genesis, nakedness
congtitutes the immediate context of the doctrine about the unity of the human being as
male and female. That seems possible, if we take as areference point the experience of
shame as it was clearly presented in the ancient biblical text asa"limina" experience.
We shall attempt this reconstruction in our following meditations.

The Fullness of | nter per sonal Communication™

What is shame and how can we explain its absence in the state of origina innocence, in
the depth of the mystery of the creation of man as male and female? From contemporary
analyses of shame - and in particular of sexual modesty - we can deduce the complexity
of this fundamental experience, in which man expresses himself as a person according to
his own specific structure. In the experience of shame, the human being experiences fear
with regard to his "second self,” (for example, woman before man). Thisis substantially
fear for one's own "salf.” With shame, the human being manifests almost instinctively the
need of affirmation and acceptance of this"self,” according to its rightful value. He
experiencesit at the same time both within himself, and externally, before the "other."
Shameis acomplex experience. Almost keeping one human being away from the other
(woman from man), it seeks at the same time to draw them closer persondly, creating a
suitable basis and level to do so.
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For the same reason, it has afundamental significance as regards the formation of ethos
in human society, and especially in the man-woman relationship. The anaysis of shame
clearly indicates how deeply it isrooted precisely in mutual relations, how exactly it
expresses the essentia rules for the "communion of persons,” and likewise how deeply it
touches the dimension of man's origina "solitude." The appearance of shamein the
subsequent biblical narration of chapter 3 of Genesis has a pluri-dimensional
significance. It will be opportune to resume the analysisin due time.

The meaning of original nakedness, this dimension absolutely cannot be disregarded.
This participating in perception of the world - in its "exterior" aspect - isadirect and
almost spontaneous fact. It is prior to any "critica” complication of knowledge and of
human experience and is seen as closely connected with the experience of the meaning of
the human body. The original innocence of "knowledge" could already be perceived in
thisway.

However, it is not possible to determine the meaning of original nakedness considering
only man's participation in exterior perception of the world. It is not possible to establish
it without going into the depths of man. Genesis 2:25 introduces us specifically to this
level and wants us to seek there the original innocence of knowing. The dimension of
human interiority is necessary to explain and measure that particular fullness of
interpersonal communication, thanks to which man and woman were naked and were not
ashamed.

In our conventional language, the concept of communication has been practically
alienated from its deepest, original semantic matrix. It is connected mainly with the
sphere of the media, that is, for the most part, products that serve for understanding,
exchange, and bringing closer together. On the other hand, it can be supposed that, inits
original and deeper meaning, communication was and is directly connected with subjects.
They communicate precisely on the basis of the common union that exists between them,
both to reach and to express aredlity that is peculiar and pertinent only to the sphere of
person-subjects.

In this way, the human body acquires a completely new meaning, which cannot be placed
on the plane of the remaining "externa perception of the world. It expresses the person
in his ontological and existential concreteness, which is something more than the
individual. Therefore the body expresses the persona human "self,” which derivesits
exterior perception from within.

The whole biblical narrative, and in particular the Y ahwist text, shows that the body
through its own visibility manifests man. In manifesting him, it acts as intermediary, that
is, it enables man and woman, right from the beginning, to communicate with each other
according to that communio personarum willed by the Creator precisely for them. It
seems that only this dimension enables usto rightly understand the meaning of origina
nakedness. In this connection, any "naturalistic” criterion is bound to fail, while, on the
contrary, the "personalistic” criterion can be of great help. Genesis 2:25 certainly speaks
of something extraordinary, which is outside the limits of the shame known through



human experience. At the sametime it decides the particular fullness of interpersonal
communication, rooted at the very heart of that communio, which isthusrevealed and
developed. In this connection, the words "they were not ashamed" can mean in sensu
obliquo only an original depth in affirming what is inherent in the person, what is
"visibly" female and male, through which the personal intimacy of mutual
communication in all its radical smplicity and purity is constituted. To this fullness of
exterior perception, expressed by means of physical nakedness, there corresponds the
interior fullness of man's vision in God, that is, according to the measure of the "image of
God" (cf. Gn 1.: 17). According to this measure, man "is" really naked ("They were
naked" - Gn 2:25), even before realizing it (cf. Gn 3:7-10).

We shall still have to complete the analysis of this important text during the meditations
that follow.

Creation Asa Fundamental and Original Gift"®

Let us return to analyzing the text of Genesis 2:25: "And the man and his wife were both
naked and were not ashamed" (Gn 2:25). According to this passage, the man and the
woman saw themselves, as it were, through the mystery of creation. They saw themselves
in thisway, before knowing that they were naked. This seeing each other isnot just a
participation in exterior perception of the world. It also has an interior dimension of
participation in the vision of the Creator himself - that vision of which the Elohist text
speaks several times: "God saw everything that he had made, and behold, it was very
good" (Gn 1:31).

Nakedness signifies the original good of God'svision. It signifiesall the smplicity and
fullness of the vision through which the "pure" value of humanity as male and female, the
"pure" value of the body and of sex, is manifested. The situation that isindicated, in such
aconcise and at the same time inspiring way, by the origina revelation of the body as
seen especialy by Genesis 2:25, does not know an interior rupture and opposition
between what is spiritua and what is sensible. It does not know a rupture and opposition
between what constitutes the person humanly and what in man is determined by sex -
what is male and female.

Seeing each other, asif through the mystery of creation, man and woman see each other
even more fully and distinctly than through the sense of sight itsdlf, that is, through the
eyes of the body. They see and know each other with al the peace of the interior gaze,
which creates precisely the fullness of the intimacy of persons.

Shame brings with it a specific limitation in seeing with the eyes of the body. Thistakes
place above all because personal intimacy is disturbed and almost threatened by this
sight. According to Genesis 2:25, the man and the woman were not ashamed seeing and
knowing each other in al the peace and tranquillity of the interior gaze. They
communicate in the fullness of humanity, which is manifested in them as reciprocal
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complementarity precisaly because they are"male’ and "femae." At the sametime, they
communicate on the basis of that communion of persons in which, through femininity
and masculinity, they become a gift for each other. In this way they reach in reciprocity a
specia understanding of the meaning of their own body.

The original meaning of nakedness corresponds to that simplicity and fullness of vision
in which understanding the meaning of the body comes about at the very heart of their
community-communion. Wewill cal it "nuptia.” The man and the woman in Genesis
2:23-25 emerge, precisdly at the "beginning,” with this consciousness of the meaning of
their body. This deserves a careful analysis.

The two narratives of the creation of man, the Elohist and the Y ahwist, enable usto
establish the original meaning of solitude, unity and nakedness. They thereby enable us
also to find ourselves on the ground of an adequate anthropology, which triesto
understand and interpret man in what is essentially human.

The Bible texts contain the essential elements of this anthropology, which are manifested
in the theol ogical context of the "image of God." This concept conceals within it the root
of the truth about man. Thisisreveaed through that "beginning,” which Christ referred to
in the talk with the Pharisees (cf. Mt 19:3-9), when he treated of the creation of the
human male and female. It must be recalled that all the anayses we make here are
connected, a least indirectly, precisdly with these words of his. Man, whom God created
male and female, bears the divine image imprinted on his body "from the beginning."
Man and woman constitute two different ways of the human "being a body" in the unity
of that image.

Now, it is opportune to turn again to those fundamental words which Christ used, that is,
the word "created" and the subject "Creator.” They introduce in the considerations made
so far anew dimension, a new criterion of understanding and interpretation, which we
will call "hermeneutics of the gift." The dimension of the gift decides the essential truth
and depth of meaning of the original solitude, unity and nakedness. It is also at the heart
of the mystery of creation, which enables us to construct the theology of the body "from
the beginning,” but demands, at the same time, that we should construct it in this way.

On Christ's lips, the word "created" contains the same truth that we find in Genesis. The
first account of creation repeats this word several times, from Genesis 1:1, "In the
beginning God created the heavens and the earth,” to Genesis 1:27, "So God created man
in his own image."

God reved s himsdf above dl as Creator. Christ referred to that fundamental revelation
contained in Genesis. In it, the concept of creation has al its depth - not only
metaphysical, but also fully theological.

The Creator is he who "calls to existence from nothingness,” and who establishes the
world in existence and man in the world, because he "islove' (1 Jn 4:8). Actually, we do
not find thisword in the narrative of creation. However, this narrative often repeats. "God



saw what he had made, and behold, it was very good." Through these wordswe areled to
glimpse in love the divine motive of creation, the source from which it springs. Only love
gives abeginning to good and delightsin good (cf. 1 Cor 13). Asthe action of God, the
creation signifies not only calling from nothingness to existence and establishing the
existence of the world and of man in the world. It also signifies, according to the first
narrative, beresit bara, giving. It isafundamenta and "radica” giving, that is, agivingin
which the gift comes into being precisely from nothingness.

The first chapters of Genesis introduce us to the mystery of creation, that is, the
beginning of the world by the will of God, who is omnipotence and love. Consequently,
every creature bears within it the sign of the original and fundamental gift.

At the same time, however, the concept of "giving" cannot refer to a nothingness. It
indicates the one who gives and the one who receives the gift, and also the relationship
that is established between them. Now, this relationship emerges in the account of
creation at the moment of the creation of man. This relationship is manifested above all
by the expression: "God created man in his own image; in the image of God he created
him" (Gn 1.27).

In the narrative of the creation of the visible world, the giving has ameaning only with
regard to man. In the whole work of creation, it can be said only of him that a gift was
conferred on him; the visible world was created "for him." The biblical account of
creation offers us sufficient reasons to understand and interpret in thisway. Creation isa
gift, because man appearsin it. Asthe "image of God," man is capable of understanding
the meaning of gift in the call from nothingness to existence. He is capable of answering
the Creator with the language of this understanding. Interpreting the narrative of creation
with thislanguage, it can be deduced from it that creation congtitutes the fundamental and
original gift. Man appearsin creation as the one who received the world as a gift, and it
can aso be said that the world received man as a gift.

At this point, we must interrupt our analysis. What we have said so far isin close
relationship with all the anthropological problems of the "beginning." Man appears as
created, that is, as the one who, in the midst of the "world," received the other man asa
gift. Later we will have to make precisdly this dimension of the gift the subject of adeep
analysisin order to understand also the meaning of the human body in its rightful extent.
That will be the subject of our following meditations.

The Nuptial Meaning of the Body™*

Rereading and analyzing the second narrative of creation, the Y ahwist text, we must ask
ourselvesif thefirst "man” (‘'adam), in his origina solitude, realy "lived" theworld asa
gift, with an attitude in conformity with the actual condition of one who has received a
gift, asis seen from the narrative in the first chapter. The second narrative shows us man
in the garden of Eden (cf. Gn 2:8). Though man was in this situation of origina
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happiness, the Creator himself (God-Y ahweh) and then also "man,” pointed out that man
was aone - instead of stressing the aspect of the world as a subjectively beatifying gift
created for man (cf. the first narrative and in particular Gn 26:29).

We have aready analyzed the meaning of original solitude. Now we must note that a
certain lack of good clearly appears for the first time: "It is not good that man,should be
alone" - God-Y ahweh said - "I will make him ahelper..." (Gn 2:18). The first man said
the same thing. After having become thoroughly aware of his own solitude among al
living beings on earth, waited for "a helper fit for him" (cf. Gn 2:20). None of these
beings (animalia) offered man the basic conditions which make it possibleto existina
relationship of mutual giving.

In this way, these two expressions, namely, the adjective "alone" and the noun "helper,”
seem to be the key to understand the essence of the gift at the level of man, as existential
content contained in the truth of the "image of God." The gift reveals, so to speak, a
particular characteristic of personal existence, or rather, of the essence of the person.
When God-Y ahweh said, "It is not good that man should be alone," (Gn 2:18) he
affirmed that "alone,” man does not completely redlize this essence. Heredizesit only by
existing "with someone" - and even more deeply and completely - by existing "for
someone."

This norm of existence as aperson is shown in Genesis as characteristic of creation,
precisely by means of the meaning of these two words: "alone" and "helper." These
words indicate as fundamental and constitutive for man both the relationship and the
communion of persons. The communion of persons means existing in amutual "for," ina
relationship of mutual gift. This relationship is precisely the fulfillment of "man's"
original solitude.

Initsorigin, thisfulfillment is beatifying. It is certainly implicit in man's original
happiness, and constitutes that happiness which belongs to the mystery of creation
effected by love, which belongs to the essence of creative giving. When man, the male,
awakening from the sleep of Genesis, saw the female, drawn from him, he said: "This at
last is bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh" (Gen 2:23). These words express, in a
way, the subjectively beatifying beginning of human existence in the world. Since it took
place at the "beginning,” this confirms the process of individuation of man in the world.
It springs from the depths of his human solitude, which he lives as a person in the
presence of all other creatures and al living beings.

This "beginning" belongs to an adequate anthropology and can aways be verified on the
basis of the latter. This purely anthropological verification brings us, at the same time, to
the subject of the "person” and to the subject of the "body-sex." This simultaneousness is
essential. If we dealt with sex without the person, the whole adequacy of the
anthropology which we find in Genesis would be destroyed. For our theologica study the
essential light of the revelation of the body, which appears so fully in these first
affirmations, would then be veiled.



There is a deegp connection between the mystery of creation, as a gift springing from love,
and that beatifying "beginning" of the existence of man as male and female, in the whole
truth of their body and their sex, which is the pure and simple truth of communion
between persons. When the first man exclaimed, at the sight of the woman: "Thisis bone
of my bones, and flesh of my flesh” (Gn 2:23), he merely affirmed the human identity of
both. Exclaiming in this way, he seems to say that here is a body that expresses the
person.

According to a preceding passage of the Yahwist text, it can also be said that this "body"
reveals the "living soul," such as man became when God-Y ahweh breathed life into him
(cf. Gn 2:7). Thisresulted in his solitude before al other living beings. By traversing the
depth of that origind solitude, man now emerged in the dimension of the mutua gift. The
expression of that gift - and for that reason the expression of his existence as a person - is
the human body in all the original truth of its masculinity and femininity.

The body which expresses femininity manifests the reciprocity and communion of
persons. It expressesit by means of the gift as the fundamental characteristic of personal
existence. Thisisthe body - awitness to creation as afundamental gift, and so awitness
to Love as the source from which this same giving springs. Masculinity and femininity -
namely, sex - isthe original sign of a creative donation and an awareness on the part of
man, male-female, of agift lived in an original way. Such is the meaning with which sex
enters the theology of the body.

That beatifying "beginning” of man's being and existing, as male and female, is
connected with the revelation and discovery of the meaning of the body, which can be
caled "nuptid." If we speak of revelation and at the sametime of discovery, wedo soin
relation to the specificity of the Yahwist text. In it, the theological thread is aso
anthropological, appearing as a certain reality consciously lived by man.

We have aready observed that the words which express the first joy of man's coming to
existence as "male and female” (Gn 2:23) are followed by the verse which establishes
their conjugal unity (cf. Gn 2:24). Then follows the verse which testifies to the nakedness
of both, without mutual shame (Gn 2:25). This significant confrontation enables usto
speak of the revelation and at the same time the discovery of the "nuptial” meaning of the
body in the mystery of creation.

This meaning (inasmuch asit isreveded and aso conscious, "lived" by man) confirms
completely that the creative giving, which springs from Love, has reached the origina
consciousness of man. It becomes an experience of mutual giving, as can aready be seen
in the ancient text. That nakedness of both progenitors, free from shame, seems also to
bear witness to that, perhaps even specificaly.

Genesis 2:24 speaks of the findity of man's masculinity and femininity, in the life of the
spouses-parents. Uniting with each other so closdly asto become "one flesh,” they will
subject their humanity to the blessing of fertility, namely, "procreation,” which the first

narrative speaks of (cf. Gn 1:28). Man comes "into being" with consciousness of this
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finality of his own masculinity-femininity, that is, of his own sexudity. At the same time,
the words of Genesis 2:25: "They were both naked, and were not ashamed,” seem to add
to this fundamental truth of the meaning of the human body, of its masculinity and
femininity, another no less essential and fundamental truth. Aware of the procreative
capacity of his body and of his sexuality, man is at the same time "free from the
constraint” of his own body and sex.

That origina nakedness, mutua and at the same time not weighed down by shame,
expresses thisinterior freedom of man. Is this what freedom from the "sexual instinct” is?
The concept of "ingtinct” aready implies an interior congtraint, similar to the instinct that
stimulates fertility and procreation in the whole world of living beings (animalia). It
seems, however, that both texts of Genesis, the first and the second narrative of the
creation of man, connected sufficiently the perspective of procreation with the
fundamental characteristic of human existencein the persona sense. Consequently the
analogy of the human body and of sex in relation to the world of animals - which we can
call an analogy of nature - is also raised, in away, in both narratives (though in a
different way in each), to the level of "image of God," and to the level of the person and
communion between persons.

Further analyses will be dedicated to this essentia problem. For the conscience of man -
also for modern man - it isimportant to know that the revelation of the "nuptial meaning
of the body" isfound in those biblical texts which speak of the "beginning" of man. But it
IS even more important to establish what this meaning expresses precisely.

The Human Per son Becomes a Gift in the Freedom of L ove®

Let us continue today with the analysis of the texts of Genesis, which we have undertaken
according to Christ's line of teaching. Let usrecall that in the talk about marriage he
referred to the "beginning.”

Therevelation, and at the same time the original discovery of the nuptial meaning of the
body, consistsin this: it presents man, male and female, in the whole reality and truth of
his body and sex ("they were naked") and at the same time in full freedom from any
constraint of the body and of sex. The nakedness of our progenitors, interiorly free from
shame, seems to bear witnessto this. It can be said that, created by Love, endowed in
their being with masculinity and femininity, they are both "naked" because they are free
with the freedom of the gift.

This freedom lies at the basis of the nuptial meaning of the body. The human body, with
its sex, and its masculinity and femininity seen in the very mystery of creation, is not only
asource of fruitfulness and procreation, as in the whole natural order. It includes right
from the beginning the nuptial attribute, that is, the capacity of expressing love, that love
in which the person becomes a gift and - by means of this gift - fulfills the meaning of his
being and existence. Let usrecall here the text of the last Council which declared that
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man isthe only creature in the visible world that God willed "for its own sake." It then
added that man "can fully discover histrue self only in asincere giving of himsdlf" (GS
24).

Theroot of that origina nakedness free from shame, which Genesis 2:25 speaks of, must
be sought in that complete truth about man. Man or woman, in the context of their
beatifying beginning, are free with the freedom of the gift. To remain in the relationship
of the "sincere gift of themselves" and to become such a gift for each other, through the
whole of their humanity made of femininity and masculinity (also in relation to that
perspective which Genesis 2:24 speaks of), they must be free precisely in this way.

We mean here freedom especially as mastery of oneself (self control). From this aspect, it
isindispensable that man may be able to "give himself,” that he may become a gift, that
he will be ableto "fully discover histrue self " in "asincere giving of himself " (referring
to the words of the Council). Thus the words, "They were naked and were not ashamed"”
can and must be understood as the revelation - and at the same time rediscovery - of
freedom. This freedom makes possible and qualifies the nuptial sense of the body.

Genesis 2:25 says even more, however. It indicates the possibility and the characteristic
of this mutual "experience of the body." It enables us aso to identify that nuptial meaning
of the body in actu. When we read: "They were naked and were not ashamed," we
directly touch itsfruits and indirectly touch almost the root of it. Freeinteriorly from the
constraint of their own bodies and sex, free with the freedom of the gift, man and woman
could enjoy the whole truth, the whol e self-evidence of man, just as God-Y ahweh had
reveal ed these things to them in the mystery of creation.

Thistruth about man, which the conciliar text states precisely in the words quoted above,
has two main emphases. The first affirms that man is the only creature in the world that
the Creator willed "for its own sake." The second consists in saying that this same mm,
willed by the Creator in thisway right from "the beginning,” can find himsdlf only in the
disinterested giving of himself. Now, this truth about man, which seemsin particular to
grasp the original condition connected with the very beginning of man in the mystery of
creation, can be reread in both directions, on the basis of the conciliar text. This rereading
helps us to understand even more the nuptial meaning of the body. This meaning seems
inscribed in the origina condition of man and woman (according to Genesis 2:23-25) and
in particular in the meaning of their origina nakedness.

Aswe have noted, at the root of their nakednessistheinterior freedom of the gift - the
disinterested gift of oneself. This gift enables them both, man and woman, to find one
another, since the Creator willed each of them "for his (her) own sake" (cf. GS 24). Thus
man, in the first beatifying meeting, finds the woman, and she finds him. In thisway he
accepts her interiorly. He accepts her as she iswilled "for her own sake" by the Creator,
as sheis constituted in the mystery of the image of God through her femininity.
Reciprocaly, she accepts him in the same way, as heiswilled "for his own sake" by the
Creator, and constituted by him by means of his masculinity. The revelation and the
discovery of the nuptia meaning of the body consistsin this. The Y ahwist narrative, and
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in particular Genesis 2:25, enables us to deduce that man, as mae and femae, entersthe
world precisaly with this awareness of the meaning of the body, of masculinity and
femininity.

The human body, oriented interiorly by the sincere gift of the person, reveals not only its
masculinity or femininity on the physical plane, but reveals also such avalue and such a
beauty as to go beyond the purely physical dimension of sexuality. In this manner
awareness of the nuptial meaning of the body, connected with man's masculinity-
femininity, isin away completed. On the one hand, this meaning indicates a particular
capacity of expressing love, in which man becomes a gift. On the other hand, the capacity
and deep availability for the affirmation of the person correspondsto it. Thisis, literaly,
the capacity of living the fact that the other - the woman for the man and the man for the
woman - is, by means of the body, someone willed by the Creator for his or her own
sake. The person is unique and unrepeatable, someone chosen by eternal Love.

The affirmation of the person is nothing but acceptance of the gift, which, by means of
reciprocity, creates the communion of persons. This communion is constructed from
within. It comprises also the whole "exteriority” of man, that is, everything that
constitutes the pure and simple nakedness of the body in its masculinity and femininity.
Then, aswe read in Genesis 2:25, man and woman were not ashamed. The biblical
expression "were not ashamed" directly indicates "the experience” as a subjective
dimension.

Precisely in this subjective dimension, as two human "egos" determined by their
masculinity and femininity, both of them, man - and woman, appear in the mystery of
their beatifying "beginning.” (We are in the state of man's original innocence and at the
same time, origina happiness.) Thisis a short appearance, comprising only afew verses
in Genesis. However it isfull of asurprising content, theological and anthropological at
the same time. The revelation and discovery of the nuptia meaning of the body explain
man's original happiness. At the same time, it opens the perspective of his earthly history,
in which he will never avoid this indispensable "theme" of his own existence.

The following verses of Genesis, according to the Y ahwist text of chapter 3, show
actualy that this historical perspective will be constructed differently from the beatifying
beginning (after original sin). It isall the more necessary, however, to penetrate deeply
into the mysterious structure, theological and at the same time anthropological, of this
beginning. In the whole perspective of his own history, man will not fail to confer a
nuptial meaning on his own body. Even if this meaning will undergo many distortions, it
will aways remain the deepest level. It demandsto bereveded in dl its simplicity and
purity, and to be shown in its whole truth, as a sign of the image of God. The way that
goes from the mystery of creation to the "redemption of the body" also passes here (cf.
Rom 8).

For the present we are remaining on the threshold of this historical perspective. Onthe

basis of Genesis 2:23-25, we clearly realize the connection that exists between the
revelation and the discovery of the nuptial meaning of the body, and man's original
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happiness. This nuptial meaning is a so beatifying. As such, it manifestsin aword the
whole reality of that donation which the first pages of Genesis speak to us of. Reading
them, we are convinced of the fact that the awareness of the meaning of the body that is
derived from them - in particular of its nuptial meaning - is the fundamenta e ement of
human existence in the world.

This nuptial meaning of the human body can be understood only in the context of the
person. The body has a nuptial meaning because the human person, as the Council says,
isacreature that God willed for his own sake. At the same time, he can fully discover his
true self only in asincere giving of himself.

Christ revealed to man and woman, over and above the vocation to marriage, another
vocation namely, that of renouncing marriage, in view of the kingdom of heaven. With
this vocation, he highlighted the same truth about the human person. If aman or awoman
is capable of making a gift of himself for the kingdom of heaven, this provesinitsturn
(and perhaps even more) that there is the freedom of the gift in the human body. It means
that this body possesses a full nuptial meaning.

The Mystery of Man's Original I nnocence™

The redlity of the gift and the act of giving, outlined in the first chapters of Genesis asthe
content constituting the mystery of creation, confirms that the radiation of loveisan
integral part of this same mystery. Only love creates the good. Love alone can, in aword,
be perceived in all its dimensions and its aspects in created things and especially in man.
Its presence is almost the final result of that interpretation of the gift, which we are
carrying out here. Original happiness, the beatifying beginning of man whom God
created "male and female" (Gn 1:27), the nuptial significance of the body in its origina
nakedness - al this expressesitsradication in love.

This consistent giving goes back to the deepest roots of consciousness and
subconsciousness, to the ultimate level s of the subjective existence of both, man and
woman. Thisgiving is reflected in their mutual experience of the body and bears witness
toitsradication in love. The first verses of the Bible speak about it so much asto remove
al doubt. They speak not only of the creation of the world and of man in the world. They
also speak of grace, that is, of the communication of holiness, of the radiation of the
Spirit, which produced a special state of "spiritualization" in that man, who in fact was
thefirst. In biblical language, that is, in the language of revelation, the adjective "first"
means precisely "of God": "Adam, the son of God" (cf. Lk 3:3 8).

Happinessis being rooted in love. Origina happiness speaks to us of the beginning of
man, who emerged from love and initiated love. That happened in an irrevocable way,
despite the subsequent sin and death. In histime, Christ will be awitnessto this
irreversible love of the Creator and Father, which had aready been expressed in the
mystery of creation and in the grace of original innocence. The common beginning of
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man and woman, that is, the original truth of their body in masculinity and femininity, to
which Genesis 2:25 draws our attention, does not know shame. This beginning can also
be defined as the original and beatifying immunity from shame as the result of love.

Thisimmunity directs us toward the mystery of man's original innocence. It is a mystery
of hisexistence, prior to the knowledge of good and evil and almost "outsde" it. The fact
that man existed in thisway, before breaking the first covenant with his Creator, belongs
to the fullness of the mystery of creation. As we have already said, creation is agift to
man. His fullness and deepest dimension is determined by grace, that is, by participation
intheinterior life of God himsdlf, in his holiness. Thisisalso, in man, the interior
foundation and source of his original innocence. With this concept, and more precisely
with that of "original justice," theology defines the state of man before origina sin.

In the present analysis of the beginning, which opens up for us the ways indispensable for
understanding the theology of the body, we must dwell on the mystery of man's original
state. That awareness of the body - rather, awareness of the meaning of the body - which
we are trying to highlight through anaysis of the beginning, reveals the peculiarity of
original innocence.

Genesis 2:25 manifestsin adirect way the mystery of thisinnocence which the origina
man and woman both bore, each in himsalf or herself. The body itself is, inaway, an
"eyewitness" of this characteristic. Significantly, the affirmation contained in Genesis
2:25 about nakedness mutually free from shame is a statement uniquein itskind in the
whole Bible. It will never be repeated. On the contrary, we can quote many textsin which
nakedness will be connected with shame or, in an even stronger sense, with ignominy.

In this wide context the reasons are all the more visible for discovering in Genesis 2:25 a
particular trace of the mystery of original innocence and a particular factor of its radiation
in the human subject. Thisinnocence belongs to the dimension of grace contained in the
mystery of creation, that is, to that mysterious gift made to the inner man, to the human
heart. It enables both of them, man and woman, to exist from the beginning in the mutual
relationship of the disinterested gift of oneself.

This contains the revelation and at the same time the discovery of the nuptial meaning of
the body in its masculinity and femininity. It can be understood why we speak, in this
case, of revelation and at the same time of discovery. From the point of view of our
analysis, it is essential that the discovery of the nuptial meaning of the body, which we
read in the testimony of Genesis, takes place through original innocence. In fact, this
discovery reveals and highlights the latter.

Origina innocence bel ongs to the mystery of man's beginning, from which historica man
was then separated by committing original sin. This does not mean, however, that heis
not able to approach that mystery by means of his theological knowledge.

Historical man tries to understand the mystery of original innocence dmost by means of a
contrast, that is, going back aso to the experience of his own sin and his own sinfulness.
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Hetries to understand origina innocence as an essential characteristic for the theology of
the body, starting from the experience of shame. In fact, the Bible text itself directs him
in this way. Original innocence, therefore, iswhat "radically," that is, at its roots,
excludes shame of the body in the man-woman relationship. It iminatesits necessity in
man, in his heart, that is, in his conscience.

Origina innocence speaks above all of the Creator's gift. It speaks of the grace that made
it possible for man to experience the meaning of the primary donation of the world. In
particular it concerns the meaning of the mutual donation of one to the other through
masculinity and femininity in this world. However, thisinnocence seems to refer above
al to the interior state of the human heart, of the human will. At least indirectly, it
includes the revelation and discovery of human moral conscience, of the whole
dimension of conscience. Obviously, this was before the knowledge of good and evil. In
acertain sense, it must be understood as original righteousness.

In the prism of our historical a posteriori, we are trying to reconstruct, in a certain way,
the characteristic of original innocence. Thisis understood as the content of the reciprocal
experience of the body as experience of its nuptial meaning (according to Genesis 2:23-
25). Happiness and innocence are part of the framework of the communion of persons, as
if it were a question of two convergent threads of man's existence in the mystery of
creation. So the beatifying awareness of the meaning of the body - that is, of the nuptial
meaning of human masculinity and femininity - is conditioned by original innocence.

We can understand that original innocence as a particular "purity of heart,” which
preserves an interior faithfulnessto the gift according to the nuptial meaning of the body.
Consequently, origina innocence, conceived in thisway, is manifested as atranquil
testimony of conscience which (in this case) precedes any experience of good and evil.
Y et this serene testimony of conscience is something al the more beatifying. It can be
said that awareness of the nuptial meaning of the body, in its masculinity and femininity,
becomes humanly beatifying only by means of this testimony.

We shall devote the next meditation to this subject - that is, to the link which, in the
anaysis of man's beginning, can be seen between his innocence (purity of heart) and his
happiness.

Man and Woman: A Gift for Each Other?’

Let us continue the examination of that beginning, which Jesus referred to in histalk with
the Pharisees on the subject of marriage. This reflection requires us to go beyond the
threshold of man's history and arrive at the state of origina innocence. To grasp the
meaning of thisinnocence, we take as our basis, in away, the experience of historical
man, the testimony of his heart and conscience.
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Following the historical a posteriori line, let us try to reconstruct the peculiarity of
original innocence enclosed within the mutual experience of the body and its nuptial
meaning, according to Genesis 2:23-25. The situation described here reveals the
beatifying experience of the meaning of the body. Within the mystery of creation, man
attains this in the complementarity of what is male and female in him. However, at the
root of this experience there must be the interior freedom of the gift, united above al with
innocence. The human will isoriginally innocent. In thisway, the reciprocity and the
exchange of the gift of the body, according to its masculinity and femininity, as the gift of
the person, is facilitated. Consequently, the innocence to which Genesis 2:25 bears
witness can be defined as innocence of the mutual experience of the body.

The sentence: "The man and his wife were both naked, and were not ashamed,” expresses
thisinnocence in the reciprocal experience of the body. This innocence inspires the
interior exchange of the gift of the person. In the mutual relationship, this actualizes
concretely the nuptial meaning of masculinity and femininity. To understand the
innocence of the mutual experience of the body, we must try to clarify what the interior
innocence in the exchange of the gift of the person consists of. This exchange constitutes
the real source of the experience of innocence.

Interior innocence (that is, righteousness of intention) in the exchange of the gift consists
in reciprocal "acceptance” of the other, such as to correspond to the essence of the gift. In
this way, mutual donation creates the communion of persons. It is a question of
"recelving” the other human being and "accepting” him. Thisis because in this mutual
relationship, which Genesis 2:23-25 speaks of, the man and the woman become a gift for
each other, through the whol e truth and evidence of their own body in its masculinity and
femininity. It isaquestion, then, of an "acceptance” or "welcome” that expresses and
sustains, in mutual nakedness, the meaning of the gift. Therefore, it degpens the mutual
dignity of it. Thisdignity corresponds profoundly to the fact that the Creator willed (and
continually wills) man, male and female, "for his own sake." The innocence "of the
heart,” and consequently, the innocence of the experience, means amoral participation in
the eternal and permanent act of God's will.

The opposite of this "welcoming" or "acceptance” of the other human being as a gift
would be aprivation of the gift itself. Therefore, it would be achanging and even a
reduction of the other to an "object for myself" (an object of lust, of misappropriation,
etc.).

We will not dedl in detail now with this multiform, presumabl e antithesis of the gift.
However, in the context of Genesis 2:23-25, we can note that this extorting of the gift
from the other human being (from the woman by the man and vice versa) and reducing
him or her interiorly to a mere "object for me,” should mark the beginning of shame. The
latter corresponds to athreat inflicted on the gift in its personal intimacy and bears
witness to the interior collapse of innocence in the mutual experience.

According to Genesis 2:25, "The man and his wife were not ashamed.” We can conclude
that the exchange of the gift, in which the whole of their humanity participated, body and



soul, femininity and masculinity, was actualized by preserving the interior characteristic
(that is, precisaly, innocence) of the donation of oneself and of the acceptance of the
other as a gift. These two functions of mutual exchange are deeply connected in the
whole process of the gift of oneself. The giving and the accepting of the gift
interpenetrate, so that the giving itself becomes accepting, and the acceptance is
transformed into giving.

Genesis 2:23-25 enables us to deduce that woman, who in the mystery of creation "is
given" to man by the Creator, is "received,” thanks to origina innocence. That is, sheis
accepted by man as a gift. The Bible text is quite clear and limpid at this point. At the
same time, the acceptance of the woman by the man and the very way of accepting her,
become, asit were, afirst donation. In giving herself (from the very first moment in
which, in the mystery of creation, she was "given" to the man by the Cresator), the woman
"rediscovers herself" at the sametime. Thisis because she has been accepted and
welcomed, and because of the way in which she has been received by the man.

So she finds herself again in the very fact of giving herself "through a sincere gift of
hersdf,” (cf. GS 24), when she is accepted in the way in which the Creator wished her to
be, that is, "for her own sake," through her humanity and femininity. When the whole
dignity of the gift is ensured in this acceptance, through the offer of what sheisin the
whole truth of her humanity and in the whole reality of her body and sex, of her
femininity, she reaches the inner depth of her person and full possession of herself.

Let us add that thisfinding of oneself in giving onesalf becomes the source of a new
giving of onesdf. This grows by virtue of the interior disposition to the exchange of the
gift and to the extent to which it meets with the same and even deeper acceptance and
welcome as the fruit of a more and more intense awareness of the gift itself.

It seems that the second narrative of creation has assigned to man "from the beginning"
the function of the one who, above al, receives the gift (cf, especially Gn 2:23). "From
the beginning” the woman is entrusted to his eyes, to his consciousness, to his sensitivity,
to his heart. On the other hand, he must, in a way, ensure the same process of the
exchange of the gift, the mutual interpenetration of giving and receiving as a gift.
Precisely through its reciprocity, it creates areal communion of persons.

In the mystery of creation, the woman was "given" to the man. On his part, in receiving
her as agift in the full truth of her person and femininity, man thereby enriches her. At
the same time, he too is enriched in this mutual relationship. The man is enriched not
only through her, who gives him her own person and femininity, but also through the gift
of himself. The man's giving of himself, in response to that of the woman, enriches
himself. It manifests the specific essence of his masculinity which, through the redlity of
the body and of sex, reaches the deep recesses of the "possession of self.” Thanksto this
he is capable both of giving himself and of receiving the other's gift.

Therefore, the man not only accepts the gift. At the sametime heisreceived as a gift by
the woman, in the revelation of the interior spiritual essence of his masculinity, together



with the whole truth of his body and sex. Accepted in this way, heis enriched through
this acceptance and welcoming of the gift of his own masculinity. Subsequently, this
acceptance, in which the man finds himself again through the sincere gift of himself,
becomes in him the source of anew and deeper enrichment of the woman. The exchange
ismutual. In it the reciprocal effects of the sincere gift and of the finding oneself again
arerevealed and grow.

In thisway, following the trail of the historical a posteriori - and above dl, following the
trail of human hearts - we can reproduce and, asit were, reconstruct that mutual exchange
of the gift of the person, which was described in the ancient text of Genesis, so rich and

deep.
Original Innocence and Man's Historical State™®

Today's meditation presupposes what has already been established by the various
analyses made up to now. They sprang from the answer Jesus gave to hisinterlocutors
(cf. Mt 19:3-9; Mk 10:1-12). They had asked him a question about the indissolubility and
unity of marriage. The Master had urged them to consider carefully that which was "from
the beginning." For this reason, so far in this series of meditations we have tried to
reproduce somehow the redlity of the union, or rather of the communion of persons, lived
"from the beginning" by the man and the woman. Subsequently, we tried to penetrate the
content of Genesis 2:25, which is so concise: "And the man and his wife were both
naked, and were not ashamed.”

These words refer to the gift of original innocence, revealing its character syntheticaly,
S0 to speak. On thisbasis, theology has constructed the globa image of man's origina
innocence and justice, prior to original sin, by applying the method of objectivization,
proper to metaphysics and metaphysical anthropology. In thisanaysis we are trying
rather to consider the aspect of human subjectivity. The latter, moreover, seemsto be
closer to the original texts, especialy the second narrative of creation, the Y ahwist text.

Apart from acertain diversity of interpretation, it seems quite clear that "the experience
of the body," such asit can be inferred from the ancient text of Genesis 2:23 and even
more from Genesis 2:25, indicates a degree of "spiritualization” of man. Thisis different
from that which the same text speaks of after origina sin (cf. Gn 3) and which we [rnow
from the experience of historical man. It isa different measure of "spiritualization.” It
involves another composition of the interior forces of man himself. It involves amost
another body-soul relationship, and other inner proportions between sensitivity,
spirituality and affectivity, that is, another degree of interior sensitiveness to the gifts of
the Holy Spirit. All this conditions man's state of origina innocence and at the sametime
determinesit, permitting us also to understand the narrative of Genesis. Theology and
also the Magisterium of the Church have given these fundamental truths a specific form.
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Undertaking the analysis of the beginning according to the dimension of the theology of
the body, we do so on the basis of Christ'swordsin which he himself referred to that
"beginning.” When he said: "Have you not read that he who made them from the
beginning made them mae and femae?' (Mt 19:4), he ordered us and he still orders usto
return to the depths of the mystery of creation. We do so, fully aware of the gift of
original innocence, characteristic of man before original sin. An insuperable barrier
divides us from what man then was as male and female, by means of the gift of grace
united with the mystery of creation, and from what they both were for each other, asa
mutual gift. Yet we try to understand that state of original innocence in its connection
with man's historical state after original sin: "status naturae lapsae simul et redemptae.”

Through the category of the historical a posteriori, we try to arrive at the original
meaning of the body. We try to grasp the connection existing between it and the nature of
original innocence in the "experience of the body," asit is highlighted in such a
significant way in the Genesis narrative. We conclude that it isimportant and essentia to
define this connection, not only with regard to man's "theological prehistory," in which
the life of the couple was almost completely permeated by the grace of original
innocence. We must also define this connection in relation to its possibility of revealing
to us the permanent roots of the human and especially the theological aspect of the ethos
of the body.

Man enters the world and enters the most intimate pattern of his future and his history
with awareness of the nuptial meaning of his own body, of his own masculinity and
femininity. Origina innocence says that that meaning is conditioned "ethically,” and
furthermore, that on its part, it constitutes the future of the human ethos. Thisisvery
important for the theology of the body. It is the reason why we must construct this
theology "from the beginning," carefully following the indication of Christ's words.

In the mystery of creation, man and woman were "given" in a special way to each other
by the Creator. That was not only in the dimension of that first human couple and of that
first communion of persons, but in the whole perspective of the existence of the human
family. The fundamentd fact of human existence at every stage of its history isthat God
"created them male and female." He always creates them in this way and they are always
such. Understanding of the fundamental meanings contained in the mystery of creation,
such as the nuptial meaning of the body (and of the fundamental conditionings of this
meaning), isimportant. It isindispensable in order to know who man is and who he
should be, and therefore how he should mold his own activity. It is an essentia and
important thing for the future of the human ethos.

Genesis 2:24 notes that the two, man and woman, were created for marriage: "Therefore,
aman leaves his father and his mother and cleaves to his wife, and they become one
flesh.” In thisway a great creative perspectiveis opened. It is precisely the perspective of
man's existence, which is continually renewed by means of procreation, or, we could say,
self-reproduction.
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This perspective is deeply rooted in the consciousness of humanity (cf. Gn 2:23) and aso
in the particular consciousness of the nuptial meaning of the body (Gn 2:25). Before
becoming husband and wife (later Genesis 4:1 speaks of thisin the concrete), the man
and the woman emerge from the mystery of creation in the first place as brother and sister
in the same humanity. Understanding the nuptial meaning of the body in its masculinity
and femininity reveals the depths of their freedom, which is freedom of giving.

From here that communion of persons begins, in which both meet and give themselves to
each other in the fullness of their subjectivity. Thus both grow as persons-subjects. They
grow mutually one for the other aso through their body and through that nakedness free
of shame. In this communion of persons the whole depth of the original solitude of man
(of thefirst one and of all) is perfectly ensured. At the same time, this solitude becomes
in a marvelous way permeated and broadened by the gift of the "other.” If the man and
the woman cease to be a disinterested gift for each other, as they were in the mystery of
creation, then they recognize that "they are naked" (cf. Gn 3). Then the shame of that
nakedness, which they had not felt in the state of original innocence, will spring up in
their hearts.

Original innocence manifests and at the same time constitutes the perfect ethos of the
gift.

Man Entersthe World Asa Subject of Truth and L ove™

Genesis points out that man and woman were created for marriage: "A man leaves his
father and his mother and cleavesto hiswife, and they become one flesh” (Gn 2:24). This
opens the great creative perspective of human existence, which is dways renewed by
means of procreation, which is self-reproduction. This perspectiveisrooted in the
consciousness of mankind and also in the particular understanding of the nuptial meaning
of the body, with its masculinity and femininity. In the mystery of creation, man and
woman are amutual gift. Origina innocence manifests and at the same time determines
the perfect ethos of the gift.

We spoke about that at the preceding meeting. Through the ethos of the gift the problem
of the "subjectivity”" of man, who is a subject made in the image and likeness of God, is
partly outlined. In the narrative of creation (especidly in Genesis 2:23-25) the woman is
certainly not merely an object for the man. They both remain in front of each other in all
the fullness of their objectivity as creatures, as "bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh,"
as male and femal e, both naked. Only the nakedness that makes woman an object for
man, or vice versa, isasource of shame. The fact that they were not ashamed means that
the woman was not an "object” for the man nor he for her.

Interior innocence as purity of heart made it impossible somehow for one to be reduced
by the other to the level of a mere object. The fact that they were not ashamed means that
they were united by awareness of the gift. They were mutually conscious of the nuptial
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meaning of their bodies, in which the freedom of the gift is expressed and all the interior
riches of the person as subject are manifested.

This mutual interpenetration of the "salf" of the human persons, of the man and of the
woman, seems to exclude subjectively any reduction to an object. Thisreveasthe
subjective profile of that love. It can be said that thislove "is objective" to the depths,
sinceit is nourished by the mutual "objectivity” of the gift.

After original sin, man and woman will lose the grace of original innocence. The
discovery of the nuptial meaning of the body will cease to be for them asimple reality of
revelation and grace. However, this meaning will remain as a commitment given to man
by the ethos of the gift, inscribed in the depths of the human heart, as a distant echo of
original innocence. From that nuptial meaning human loveinitsinterior truth and its
subjective authenticity will be formed. Through the vell of shame, man will continually
rediscover himself asthe guardian of the mystery of the subject, that is, of the freedom of
the gift. Thisis so asto defend it from any reduction to the position of a mere object.

For the present, however, we are before the threshold of man's earthly history. The man
and the woman have not yet crossed it toward knowledge of good and evil. They are
immersed in the mystery of creation. The depth of this mystery hidden in their heartsis
innocence, grace, love and justice: "And God saw everything that he had made, and
behold, it was very good” (Gn 1:31).

Man appears in the visible world as the highest expression of the divine gift, because he
bears within him the interior dimension of the gift. With it he brings into the world his
particular likeness to God, with which he transcends and dominates also his "visibility" in
the world, his corporality, his masculinity or femininity, his nakedness. A reflection of
this likenessis also the primordia awareness of the nuptial meaning of the body,
pervaded by the mystery of original innocence.

Thus, in thisdimension, aprimordia sacrament is constituted, understood as a sign that
transmits effectively in the visible world the invisible mystery hidden in God from time
immemoria. Thisisthe mystery of truth and love, the mystery of divine life, in which
man really participates. In the history of man, original innocence begins this participation
and it is also a source of original happiness. The sacrament, as avisiblesign, is
congtituted with man, as abody, by means of his visible masculinity and femininity. The
body, and it alone, iscapable of making visible what isinvisible: the spiritual and the
divine. It was created to transfer into the visible reality of the world the mystery hidden
since time immemorial in God, and thus be asign of it.

So the very sacramentality of creation, the sacramentality of the world was reveded in a
way, in man created in the image of God. By means of his corporality, his masculinity
and femininity, man becomes a visible sign of the economy of truth and love, which has
its source in God himself and which was revealed already in the mystery of creation.
Against this vast background we understand fully the words that constitute the sacrament
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of marriage, present in Genesis 2:24: "A man leaves his father and his mother and cleaves
to hiswife, and they become one flesh."

Against this vast background, we further understand that the words of Genesis 2:25,
"They were both naked, and were not ashamed,” through the whole depth of their
anthropological meaning, express the fact that, together with man, holiness entered the
visible world, created for him. The sacrament of the world, and the sacrament of manin
the world, comes from the divine source of holiness, and at the sametime isingtituted for
holiness. Connected with the experience of the nuptial meaning of the body, origina
innocence is the same holiness that enables man to express himself deeply with hisown
body. That happens precisely by means of the sincere gift of himself. In this case,
awareness of the gift conditions "the sacrament of the body." In his body as male or
female, man feels he is a subject of holiness.

With this consciousness of the meaning of his own body, man, as male and female, enters
the world as a subject of truth and love. It can be said that Genesis 2:23-25 narrates the
first feast of humanity in al the original fullness of the experience of the nuptial meaning
of the body. It isafeast of humanity, which drawsits origin from the divine sources of
truth and love in the mystery of creation. Very soon, the horizon of sin and death will be
extended over that original feast (cf. Gn 3). Y et right from the mystery of creation we
already draw afirst hope, that is, that the fruit of the divine economy of truth and love,
which was revealed "at the beginning,” is not death, but life. It is not so much the
destruction of the body of the man created "in the image of God," as rather the "cal to
glory" (cf. Rom 8:30).

Analysis of K nowledge and of Procreation®

To our analyses dedicated to the biblical beginning, we wish to add another short
passage, taken from chapter 4 of Genesis. For this purpose, however, we must refer first
of all to the words spoken by Jesus Christ in the talk with the Pharisees (cf. Mt 19 and
Mk 10), in the compass of which our reflections take place. They concern the context of
human existence, according to which death and the destruction of the body connected
with it have become the common fate of rnan (according to the words, "to dust you shall
return” of Genesis 3:19). Christ referred to "the beginning,” to the original dimension of
the mystery of creation, when this dimension had already been shattered by the
mysterium iniquitatis, that is, by sin and, together with it, by death, mysterium mortis.

Sin and death entered man's history, in away, through the very heart of that unity which,
from the beginning, was formed by man and woman, created and called to become "one
flesh" (Gn 2:24). Already at the beginning of our meditations we saw that in referring to
"the beginning,” Christ leads us, in a certain way, beyond the limit of man's hereditary
sinfulness to his original innocence. In this way he enables us to find the continuity and
the connection existing between these two situations. By means of them, the drama of the
origins was produced, as well as the revelation of the mystery of man to historical man.
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This authorizes us to pass, after the analyses concerning the state of original innocence,

to the last of them, that is, to the analysis of "knowledge and of procreation.”
Thematically, it is closely bound up with the blessing of fertility, which isinserted in the
first narrative of man's creation as male and female (cf. Gn 1:27-28). Historically, on the
other hand, it isaready inserted in that horizon of sin and death. As Genesisteaches (cf. Gn
3), this hasweighed on the consciousness of the meaning of the human body, together with
the breaking of the first covenant with the Creator.

In Genesis 4, and therefore still within the scope .of the Y ahwist text, we read: "Adam
knew Eve hiswife, and she conceived and bore Cain, saying, ‘| have begotten a man with
the help of the Lord." And again, she bore his brother Abel" (Gn 4:1-2). If we connect
with knowledge that first fact of the birth of aman on earth, we do so on the basis of the
literal trandation of the text. According to it, the conjuga union is defined as knowledge.
"Adam knew Eve hiswife," which is atrangdation of the Semitic term jadac.

We can seeinthisasign of the poverty of the archaic language, which lacked varied
expressions to define differentiated facts. Nevertheless, it is significant that the situation
in which husband and wife unite so closdly as to become one flesh has been defined as
knowledge. In this way, from the very poverty of the language a specific depth of
meaning seemsto emerge. It derives precisely from al the meanings hitherto anayzed.

Evidently, thisis aso important as regards the "archetype” of our way of conceiving
corporeal man, his masculinity and his femininity, and therefore his sex. In thisway,
through the term knowledge used in Genesis 4:1-2 and often in the Bible, the conjugal
relationship of man and woman - that they become, through the duality of sex, "one
flesh" - was raised and introduced into the specific dimension of persons. Genesis 4:1-2
speaks only of knowledge of the woman by the man, asif to stress above all the activity
of the latter. It is aso possible, however, to speak of the reciprocity of thisknowledge, in
which man and woman participate by means of their body and their sex. Let us add that a
series of subsequent biblical texts, as, moreover, the same chapter of Genesis (cf. Gn
4:17, 4:25), speak with the same language. This goes up to the words Mary of Nazareth
spoke in the annunciation: "How shall this be, since | know not man?' (Lk 1:34).

That biblical "knew" appears for the first timein Genesis 4:1-2. With it, we find
ourselvesin the presence of both the direct expression of human intentionality (because it
is characteristic of knowledge), and of the whole reality of conjugal life and union. Iniit,
man and woman become "one flesh."

Even though due to the poverty of the language, in speaking here of knowledge, the Bible
indicates the deepest essence of the reality of married life. This essence appears as an
element and at the same time aresult of those meanings, the trace of which we have been
trying to follow from the beginning of our study. It is part of the awareness of the
meaning of one's own body. In Genesis 4:1, becoming "one flesh,”" the man and the
woman experience in a particular way the meaning of their body. In this way, together
they become almost the one subject of that act and that experience, while remaining, in
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this unity, two really different subjects. In away, this authorizes the statement that "the
husband knows hiswife" or that both "know" each other. Then they revea themselvesto
each other, with that specific depth of their own human self. Precisely this self isrevealed
also by means of their sex, their masculinity and femininity. Then, in aunique way, the
woman "is given" to the man to be known, and he to her.

To maintain continuity with regard to the anal yses made up to the present (especialy the
last ones, which interpret man in the dimension of a gift), it should be pointed out that,
according to Genesis, datum and donum are equivalent.

However, Genesis 4:1-2 stresses datum above al. In conjuga knowledge, the woman is
given to the man and he to her, since the body and sex directly enter the structure and the
content of this knowledge. In thisway, the reality of the conjugal union, in which the
man and the woman become one flesh, contains anew and, in away, definitive discovery
of the meaning of the human body in its masculinity and femininity. But in connection
with this discovery, isit right to speak only of "sexual life together"? We must consider
that each of them, man and woman, is not just a passive object, defined by his or her own
body and sex, and in thisway determined "by nature." On the contrary, because they are a
man and a woman, each of themis"given" to the other as a unique and unrepeatable
subject, as"self," as a person.

Sex decides not only the somatic individuality of man, but defines at the same time his
personal identity and concreteness. Precisaly in this personal identity and concreteness, as
an unrepeatable female-male "self,” man is"known" when the words of Genesis 2:24
cometrue: "A man... cleavesto hiswife, and they become one flesh." The knowledge
which Genesis 4:1-2 and all the following biblical texts speak of, arrives at the deepest
roots of thisidentity and concreteness, which man and woman oweto their sex. This
concreteness means both the uniqueness and the unrepeatability of the person.

It was worthwhile, therefore, to reflect on the eloquence of the biblical text quoted and of
the word "knew." In spite of the apparent lack of terminological precision, it allows usto
dwell on the depth and dimension of a concept, which our contemporary language,
precise though it is, often deprives us of.

The Mystery of Woman |s Revealed in Mother hood®

In the preceding meditation, we analyzed the sentence of Genesis4:1 and, in particular,
the term "knew." The origina text used this word to define conjugal union. We aso
pointed out that this biblical knowledge establishes akind of persona archetype of
corporality and human sexudity. That seems absolutely fundamental in order to
understand man, who, from the beginning, searches for the meaning of his own body.
Thismeaning is at the basis of the theology of the body itself. The term "knew" (cf. Gn
4:1-2) synthesizes the whole density of the biblical text analyzed so far.
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According to Genesis 4:1, the man "knows' the woman, hiswife, for the first timein the
act of conjugal union. He isthat same man who, by imposing names, that is, also by
"knowing," differentiated himself from the whole world of living beings or animalia,
affirming himself as a person and subject. The knowledge of which Genesis 4:1 speaks
does not and cannot take him away from the level of that origind and fundamental self-
awareness. Whatever aone-sidedly "naturalistic” mentality might say about it, in Genesis
4:1 it cannot be a question of passive acceptance of one's own determination by the body
and by sex, precisely becauseit is a question of knowledge.

On the contrary, it is a further discovery of the meaning of one's own body. Itisa
common and reciprocal discovery, just as the existence of man, whom "God created male
and female," is common and reciproca from the beginning. Knowledge, which was a the
basis of man's original solitude, is now at the basis of this unity of the man and the
woman. The Creator enclosed the clear perspective of thisin the mystery of creation (cf.
Gn 1:27; 2:23). In this knowledge, man confirms the meaning of the name "Eve,"” given
to hiswife, "because she was the mother of all the living" (Gn 3:20).

According to Genesis 4:1, the one who knows is the man, and the one who is known is
the woman-wife. It isasif the specific determination of the woman, through her own
body and sex, hid what constitutes the depth of her femininity. On the other hand, after
the sin, the man was the first to feel the shame of his nakedness. He was the first to say:
"| was afraid, because | was naked, and | hid myself * (Gn 3:10). It will be necessary to
return separately to the state of mind of them both after the loss of original innocence.

However, in the knowledge which Genesis 4:1 spesaks of, the mystery of femininity is
manifested and reveal ed completely by means of motherhood, as the text says. "She
conceived and bore...." The woman stands before the man as amother, the subject of the
new human life that is conceived and develops in her, and from her is born into the
world. Likewise, the mystery of man's masculinity, that is, the generative and fatherly
meaning of his body, is aso thoroughly reveal ed.

The theology of the body contained in Genesisis concise and sparing of words. At the
same time, fundamental contents, in a certain sense primary and definitive, find
expression in it. Everyone finds himsalf again in his own way, in that biblical knowledge.
The constitution of the woman is different, as compared with the man. We know today
that it isdifferent even in the deepest bio-physiological determinants. It is manifested
externally only to a certain extent, in the construction and form of her body. Maternity
manifests this constitution internally, as the particular potentiality of the female
organism. With creative peculiarity it serves for the conception and begetting of the
human being, with the help of man. Knowledge conditions begetting.

Begetting is a perspective, which man and woman insert in their mutual knowledge. The
latter goes beyond the limits of subject-object, such as man and woman seem to be
mutually. Knowledge indicates on the one side him who knows and on the other side her
who is known or vice versa. The consummation of marriage, the specific consummatum,
isalso enclosed in this knowledge. In this way the reaching of the "objectivity" of the



body, hidden in the somatic potentiaities of the man and of the woman, is obtained, and
at the same time the reaching of the objectivity of the man who "is" this body. By means
of the body, the human person is husband and wife. At the sametime, in this particular
act of knowledge, mediated by personal femininity and masculinity, the discovery of the
pure subjectivity of the gift - that is, mutual self-fulfillment in the gift - seemsto be
reached.

Procreation bringsit about that the man and the woman (his wife) know each other
reciprocally in the "third," sprung from them both. Therefore, this knowledge becomes a
discovery. Inaway it isarevelation of the new man, in whom both of them, man and
woman, again recognize themselves, their humanity, their living image. In everything
that is determined by both of them through the body and sex, knowledge inscribes a
living and real content. So knowledge in the biblical sense meansthat the biological
determination of man, by hisbody and sex, stops being something passive. It reachesthe
specific level and content of self-conscious and self-determinant persons. Therefore, it
involves aparticular consciousness of the meaning of the human body, bound up with
fatherhood and motherhood.

The whole exterior constitution of woman's body, its particular aspect, the qualities
which, with the power of perennial attractiveness, are at the beginning of the knowledge,
which Genesis 4:1-2 speaks of ("Adam knew Eve hiswife"), arein close union with
motherhood. The Bible (and subsequently the liturgy), with its characteristic simplicity,
honors and prai ses throughout the centuries "the womb that bore you and the breasts that
you sucked" (Lk 11:27). These words constitute a eulogy of motherhood, of femininity,
of the female body in its typical expression of creative love. In the Gospel these
words are referred to the Mother of Christ, Mary, the second Eve. The first woman, on
the other hand, at the moment when the maternal maturity of her body was revealed for
the first time, when she conceived and bore, said: "I have begotten a man with the help
of theLord" (Gn4:1).

These words express the whole theologica depth of the function of begetting-procresating.
The woman's body becomes the place of the conception of the new man. In her womb,
the conceived man assumes his specific human aspect before being born. The somatic
homogeneousness of man and woman, which found itsfirst expression in the words:
"Thisis bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh" (Gn 2:23), is confirmed in turn by the
words of the first woman-mother: "I have begotten aman!™ In giving birth, the first
woman is fully aware of the mystery of creation, which is renewed in human generation.
Sheisaso fully aware of the creative participation that God has in human generation, his
work and that of her husband, since she says. "'l have begotten a man with the help of the
Lord."

There cannot be any confusion between the spheres of action of the causes. The first
parents transmit to al human parents the fundamenta truth about the birth of man in the
image of God, according to natural laws. They transmit this even after sin, together with
the fruit of the tree of knowledge of good and evil and almost at the threshold of all
historical experiences. In this new man - born of the woman-parent thanks to the man-



parent - there is reproduced every time the "image of God," of that God who constituted
the humanity of the first man: "God created man in his own image; male and female he
created them" (Gn 1:27).

There are deep differences between man's state of original innocence and his state of
hereditary sinfulness. However, that "image of God" constitutes a basis of continuity and
unity. The "knowledge" which Genesis 4:1 speaks of isthe act which originates being.
Rather, in union with the Creator, it establishes a new man in his existence. In his
transcendental solitude, the first man took possession of the visible world, created for
him, knowing and imposing names on living beings (animalia). The same "man," asmae
and female, knowing each other in this specific community-communion of persons, in
which they are united so closaly with each other as to become "one flesh," constitutes
humanity. That is, they confirm and renew the existence of man as the 'image of God.
This happens every time both of them, man and woman, take up again, so to speak, this
image from the mystery of creation and transmit it "with the help of the Lord God."

The words of Genesis are atestimony of thefirst birth of man on earth. They enclose
within them at the same time everything that can and must be said of the dignity of
human generation.

The K nowledge-Generation Cycle and the Per spective of Death®

We are drawing to the end of the cycle of reflections wherein we have tried to follow
Christ's appeal handed down to us by Matthew 19:3-9 and by Mark 10:1-12: "Have you
not read that he who made them from the beginning made them male and female, and
said, "For this reason a man shall leave his father and mother and be joined to his wife,
and the two shall become one flesh?" (Mt 19:4-5). In Genesis, conjugal union is defined
as knowledge. "Adam knew Eve hiswife, and she conceived and bore.. .saying, ‘| have
begotten a man with the help of the Lord"' (Gn 4:1). In our preceding meditations, we
have tried to throw light on the content of that biblical knowledge. With it man, male-
female, not only gives his own name, as he did when he gave namesto the other living
beings (animalia), thus taking possession of them, but he knows in the sense of Genesis
4:1 (and other passages of the Bible). That is, he realizes what the name "man" expresses.
He realizes humanity in the new man generated. In a sense, therefore, he realizes himsdlf,
that is, the man-person.

In this way, the biblical cycle of "knowledge-generation” closes. This cycle of knowledge
is constituted by the union of personsin love, which enables them to unite so closely that
they become one flesh. Genesis reveds to us fully the truth of this cycle. By means of the
knowledge of which the Bible speaks, man - male and female - conceives and generates a
new being, like himsdf, to whom he can give the name of man ("I have begotten a man").
Thus man takes possession of his humanity, or rather retakes possession of it. However,
that happensin a different way from the manner in which he had taken possession of all
other living beings when he had given them their names. On that occasion, he had
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become their master. He had begun to carry out the content of the Creator's mandate:
"Subdue the earth and have dominion over it" (cf. Gn 1:28).

However, the first part of the same command: "Be fruitful and multiply, and fill the
earth” (Gn 1:28), conceals another content and indicates another element. In this
knowledge, the man and the woman giverise to a being similar to them. They can say of
it: "Thisisbone of my bones and flesh of my flesh" (Gn 2:24). In this knowledge they are
amost "carried off " together. They are both taken possession of by the humanity which
they, in union and in mutual knowledge, wish to express again. They wish to take
possession of it again, deriving it from themselves, from their own humanity. They derive
it from the marvel ous male and female maturity of their bodies. Finally, through the
whol e sequence of human conceptions and generations right from the beginning, they
derive it from the mystery of creation.

In this sense, biblical knowledge can be explained as "possession.” Isit possibleto seein
it some biblical equivalent of eros? It is a question here of two conceptual spheres, of two
languages, biblical and Platonic. Only with great caution can they be used to interpret
each other. However, it seems that in the original revelation the idea of man's possession
of the woman, or vice versa, as of an object, is not present. On the other hand, it iswell
known that as aresult of the sinfulness contracted after origina sin, man and woman
must reconstruct, with great effort, the meaning of the disinterested mutua gift. This will
be the subject of our further analyses.

The revelation of the body, contained in Genesis, especially in chapter 3, shows with
impressive clearness the cycle of "knowledge-generation.” It shows that this cycle, so
deeply rooted in the potentiality of the human body, was subjected, after sin, to the law of
suffering and death. God-Y ahweh says to the woman: "I will greatly multiply your pain
in child-bearing; in pain you shall bring forth children” (Gn 3:16). The horizon of death
opens up before man, together with revelation of the generative meaning of the body in
the spouses' act of mutual knowledge. The first man gives his wife the name Eve,
"because she was the mother of al living" (Gn 3:20), when he had aready heard the
words of the sentence which determined the whol e perspective of human existence
"within" the knowledge of good and evil. This perspective is confirmed by the words:
"Y ou shall return to the ground, for out of it you were taken. Y ou are dust, and to dust
you shall return” (Gn 3:19).

Theradical character of this sentence is confirmed by the evidence of the experiences of
man's whole earthly history. The horizon of death extends over the whol e perspective of
human life on earth, life that wasinserted in that origina biblica cycle of "knowledge-
generation.” Man has broken the covenant with his Creator by picking the fruit of the tree
of the knowledge of good and evil. Heis detached by God-Y ahweh from the tree of life:
"Now, let him not put forth his hand and take aso of the tree of life, and eat, and live
forever" (Gn 3:21). In thisway, the life given to man in the mystery of creation has not
been taken away. But it is restricted by the limit of conceptions, births and deaths, and
further aggravated by the perspective of hereditary sinfulness. But it is given to him
again, in away, as atask in the same ever-recurring cycle.



The sentence: "Adam knew hiswife, and she conceived and bore..." (Gn 4:1) islikea
seal impressed on the original revelation of the body at the very beginning of man's
history on earth. This history is aways formed anew in its most fundamental dimension
asif from the beginning, by means of the same "knowledge-generation” which Genesis
speaks of.

Thus, each person bears within him the mystery of his beginning, closdly bound up with
awareness of the generative meaning of the body. Genesis 4:1-2 seemsto be silent on the
subject of the relationship between the generative and the nuptial meaning of the body.
Perhapsit is not yet the time or the place to clarify this relationship, even though it seems
indispensable in the further analysis. It will be necessary, then, to raise again the
guestions connected with the appearance of shame in man, shame of his masculinity and
femininity, not experienced before. However, for now thisisin the background.

In the foreground there remains, however, the fact that "Adam knew Eve his wife, and
she conceived and bore...." Thisis precisaly the threshold of man's history. It ishis
beginning on the earth. On this threshold man, as male and female, stands with the
awareness of the generative meaning of his own body. Masculinity concedswithin it the
meaning of fatherhood, and femininity that of motherhood. In the name of this meaning,
Christ will one day give a categorical answer to the question that the Pharisees will ask
him (cf. Mt 19; Mk 10). On the other hand, penetrating the simple content of this answer,
we aretrying at the same time to shed light on the context of that beginning to which
Christ referred. The theology of the body hasitsrootsin it.

Awareness of the meaning of the body and awareness of its generative meaning come
into contact, in man, with awareness of death, the inevitable horizon of which they bear
within them. Y et the "knowledge-generation™ cycle always returnsin human history. In
it, life struggles ever anew with the inexorable perspective of death, and always
overcomesit. It isasif the reason for this refusal of life to surrender, which is manifested
in generation, were always the same knowledge. With that knowledge, man goes beyond
the solitude of his own being, and decides again to affirm this being in an "other.” Both
of them, man and woman, affirm it in the new person generated.

In this affirmation, biblical knowledge seemsto acquire an even greater dimension. It
seemsto takeits placein that "vision" of God himself, which the first narrative of the
creation of man ends with. The narrative is about the male and the female made in the
image of God. "God saw everything that he had made and...it was very good" (Gn 1:31).
In spite of al the experiences of hislife, in spite of suffering, disappointment with
himself, his sinfulness, and, finally, in spite of the inevitable prospect of death, man
always continues to put knowledge at the beginning of generation. In this way, he seems
to participate in that first "vision" of God himself: God the Creator "saw.. .and behold, it
was very good." He confirms the truth of these words ever anew.



Marriagein the Integral Vision of Man®

The Gospels according to Matthew and Mark report the answer Christ gave to the
Pharisees when they questioned him about the indissolubility of marriage. They referred
to the law of Moses, which in certain cases admitted the practice of the so-called
certificate of divorce. Reminding them of the first chapters of Genesis, Christ answered:
"Have you not read that he who made them from the beginning made them male and
female, and said, 'For this reason a man shall leave his father and mother and be joined to
hiswife, and the two shall become one flesh'? So they are no longer two but one flesh.
What, therefore, God has joined together, let not man put asunder.” Then, referring to
their question about the law of Moses, Christ added: "For your hardness of heart M oses
allowed you to divorce your wives, but from the beginning it was not so" (Mt 19:3ff.; cf.
Mk 12 :2ff.). In his answer, Christ referred twice to the "beginning." Therefore we, too, in
the course of our analyses, have tried to clarify in the deepest possible way the meaning
of this"beginning." It isthefirst inheritance of every human being in the world, man and
woman. It isthe first attestation of human identity according to the revealed word, the
first source of the certainty of man's vocation as a person created, in the image of God
himsalf.

Christ's reply has ahistorical meaning, but not only a historical one. People of al times
raise the question on the same subject. Our contemporaries also do so. But in their
guestions they do not refer to the law of Moses, which admitted the certificate of divorce,
but to other circumstances and other laws. These questions of theirs are charged with
problems, unknown to Christ's interlocutors. We know what questions concerning
marriage and the family were addressed to the last Council, to Pope Paul V1, and are
continually formulated in the post-conciliar period, day after day, in the most varied
circumstances. They are addressed by single persons, married coupl es, fiances and young
people. But they are aso addressed by writers, journalists, politicians, economists and
demographers, in aword, by contemporary culture and civilization.

| think that among the answers that Christ would give to the people of our time and to
their questions, often so impatient, the one he gave to the Pharisees would still be
fundamental. Answering those questions, Christ would refer above dl to the "beginning.”
Perhaps he would do so all the more resolutely and essentialy in that the interior and at
the same time the cultural situation of modern man seems to be moving away from that
beginning. It is assuming forms and dimensions which diverge from the biblical image of
the beginning into points that are clearly more and more distant.

However, Christ would not be surprised by any of these situations, and | suppose that he
would continue to refer mainly to the beginning. For this reason, Christ's answer called
for an especially thorough analysis. In that answer, fundamental and elementary truths
about the human being, as man and woman, were recalled. It is the answer through which
we catch a glimpse of the structure of human identity in the dimensions of the mystery of
creation and, at the same time, in the perspective of the mystery of redemption. Without
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that there is no way of constructing atheologica anthropology and, in its context, a
theology of the body. From thisthe fully Christian view of marriage and the family takes
itsorigin. Paul V1 pointed this out when, in his encyclical dedicated to the problems of
marriage and procreation in its responsible meaning on the human and Christian planes,
he referred to the "total vision of man" (Humanae Vitae 7). In the answer to the
Pharisees, Christ also put forward to hisinterlocutors this "total vision of man," without
which no adequate answer can be given to questions connected with marriage and
procreation. Thistotal vision of man must be constructed from the beginning.

This applies aso to the modern mentality, just asit did, though in adifferent way, to
Christ'sinterlocutors. We are children of an age in which, owing to the development of
various disciplines, thistotal vision of man may easily be rejected and replaced by
multiple partial conceptions. Dwelling on one or other aspect of the compositum
humanum, these do not reach man's integrum, or they leave it outside their own field of
vision. Various cultura trends then take their place. On the basis of these partial truths,
these trends formulate their proposals and practical indications on human behavior and,
even more often, on how to behave with "man.” Man then becomes more an object of
determined techniques than the responsible subject of his own action. The answer Christ
gave to the Pharisees also wishes man, mae and female, to be this subject. This subject
decides his own actionsin the light of the complete truth about himself, sinceit isthe
origina truth, or the foundation of genuinely human experiences. Thisisthe truth that
Christ makes us seek from the beginning. Thus we turn to the first chapters of Genesis.

The study of these chapters, perhaps more than of others, makes us aware of the meaning
and the necessity of the theology of the body. The beginning tells us relatively little about
the human body, in the naturalistic and modern sense of the word. From this point of
view, in our study we are at a completely pre-scientific level. We know hardly anything
about the interior structures and the regularities that reign in the human organism.
However, at the same time, perhaps precisely because of the antiquity of the text, the
truth that isimportant for the total vision of man isreveaed in the most simple and full
way. Thistruth concerns the meaning of the human body in the structure of the persona
subject. Subsequently, reflection on those archaic texts enables us to extend this meaning
of the whole sphere of human inter-subjectivity, especidly in the perennial man-woman
relationship. Thanks to that, we acquire with regard to this relationship a perspective
which we must necessarily place at the basis of all modern science on human sexuality, in
the bio-physiological sense. That does not mean that we must renounce this science or
deprive ourselves of its results. On the contrary, it can teach us something about the
education of man, in his masculinity and femininity, and about the sphere of marriage and
procreation. If it isto do so, it is necessary - through all the single elements of
contemporary science - awaysto arrive at what is fundamenta and essentially persond,
both in every individual, man or woman, and in their mutual relations.

Itisprecisely at this point that reflection on the ancient text of Genesisisirreplaceable. It
is the beginning of the theology of the body. The fact that theology also considers the
body should not astonish or surprise anyone who is aware of the mystery and reality of
the Incarnation. Theology is that science whose subject is divinity. Through the fact that
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the Word of God became flesh, the body entered theology through the main door. The
Incarnation and the redemption that springs from it became al so the definitive source of
the sacramentality of marriage, which we will deal with at greater length in due time.

The questions raised by modern man are also those of Christians - those who are
preparing for the sacrament of marriage or those who are already living in marriage,
which is the sacrament of the Church. These are not only the questions of science, but
even more, the questions of human life. So many men and so many Christians seek the
accomplishment of their vocation in marriage. So many people wish to find in it the way
to salvation and holiness.

The answer Christ gave to the Pharisees, zed ots of the Old Testament, is especially
important for them. Those who seek the accomplishment of their own human and
Christian vocation in marriage are called, first of all, to make this theology of the body,
whose beginning we find in the first chapters of Genesis, the content of their life and
behavior. How indispensable is athorough knowledge of the meaning of the body, in its
masculinity and femininity, along the way of thisvocation! A precise awareness of the
nuptial meaning of the body, of its generating meaning, is necessary. Thisisso since al
that forms the content of the life of married couples must constantly find its full and
personal dimension in life together, in behavior, in feelings! Thisisall the more so
against the background of a civilization which remains under the pressure of a
materialistic and utilitarian way of thinking and evauating. Modern bio-physiology can
supply agreat deal of precise information about human sexuality. However, knowledge
of the personal dignity of the human body and of sex must still be drawn from other
sources. A specia source isthe Word of God himself, which contains the revelation of
the body, going back to the beginning.

How significant it isthat Chrigt, in the answer to all these questions, orders man to return,
in away, to the threshold of histheologica history! He orders him to put himself at the
border between original innocence, happiness and the inheritance of the first fall. Does he
not perhaps mean to tell him that the path a ong which he leads man, male and female, in
the sacrament of marriage, the path of the redemption of the body, must consist in
regaining thisdignity. In it there is simultaneously accomplished the real meaning of the
human body, its personal meaning and its meaning of communion.

For the present, let us conclude the first part of our meditations dedicated to this
important subject. To give an exhaustive answer to our questions, sometimes anxious
ones, on marriage - or even more precisely, on the meaning of the body-we cannot dwell
only on what Christ told the Pharisees, referring to the beginning (cf. Mt 19:3ff.; Mk
1 0:2ff.). Wemust dso consder al his other statements. Two of them, of an especidly
comprehensive character, emerge especially. Thefirst oneisfrom the Sermon on the
Mount, on the possibilities of the human heart in relation to the lust of the body (cf. Mt
5:8). The second one is when Jesus referred to the future resurrection (cf. Mt 22:24-30;
Mk 12:18-27; Lk 20:27-36).

We intend to make these two statements the subject of our following reflections.
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Christ Appealsto Man's Heart*

1. Asthe subject of our future reflections—at the Wednesday meetings—I wish to
devel op the following statement of Christ, which is part of the Sermon on the Mount:
"You have heard that it was said, "Y ou shdl not commit adultery.’ But | say to you that
everyone who looks at awoman lustfully has already committed adultery with her in his
heart" (Mt 5:27-28).

This passage seems to have a key meaning for the theology of the body, like the onein
which Christ referred to the "beginning," which served as the basis of the preceding
analyses. We then realized how wide was the context of a sentence, or rather of aword,
uttered by Christ. It was aquestion not only of the immediate context, which emerged in
the course of the conversation with the Pharisees, but of the globa context. We could not
penetrate that without going back to the first chapters of Genesis (omitting what refers
there to the other books of the Old Testament). The preceding analyses have shown what
an extensive content Christ's reference to the "beginning" involves.

Need of fulfilment of the L aw

The statement to which we are now referring, Matthew 5:27-28, will certainly introduce
us not only to the immediate context in which it appears. It will also introduce usto its
wider context, the global context, through which the key meaning of the theology of the
body will be revealed to us. This statement is one of the passages of the Sermon on the
Mount in which Jesus Christ fundamentally revises the way of understanding and
carrying out the moral law of the old covenant. It refers, in order, to the following
commandments of the Decalogue: the fifth, "You shall not kill" (cf. Mt 5:21-26); the
sixth, "You shall not commit adultery" (cf. Mt 5:27-32)—it is significant that at the end
of this passage there a so appears the question of the "certificate of divorce” (cf. Mt 5:31 -
32), already mentioned in the preceding chapter—and the eighth commandment,
according to the text of Exodus (cf. Ex 20:7): "Y ou shal not swear falsely, but shall
perform to the Lord what you have sworn" (cf. Mt 5:33-37).

Significant, above al, are he words that precede these articles— and the following ones—
of the Sermon on the Mount, the words in which Jesus declares. "Think not that | have
come to abolish the law and the prophets; | have come not to abolish them but to fulfill
them" (Mt 5:17). In the sentences that follow, Jesus explains the meaning of this opposition
and the necessity of the fulfillment of the law in order to realize the kingdom of God:
"Whoever.. .does them [these commandments] and teaches them shall be called great in the
kingdom of heaven" (Mt 5:19). "The kingdom of heaven" means the kingdom of God in
the eschatological dimension.

The fulfillment of the law fundamentally conditions this kingdom in the temporal
dimension of human existence. Howevey, it isaquestion of afulfillment that fully
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corresponds to the meaning of the law, of the Decalogue, of the individual
commandments. Only this fulfillment constructs that justice which God the legislator
willed. Christ the Teacher urges us not to give such a human interpretation to the whole
law and theindividua commandments contained in it that it does not foster the justice
willed by God the legidator: "Unless your righteousness exceeds that of the scribes and
Pharisees, you will never enter the kingdom of heaven" (Mt 5:20).

Aspects of fulfilment

2. In this context there appears Christ's statement according to Matthew 5:27-28, which
we intend to take as the basis for the present analyses, considering it together with the
other statement in Matthew 19:3-9 (and Mark 10) as the key to the theology of the body.
Like the other one, this one has an explicitly normative character. It confirms the
principle of human morality contained in the commandment, ™Y ou shall not commit
adultery.” At the same time, it determines an appropriate and full understanding of this
principle, that is, an understanding of the foundation and at the same time of the
condition for its adequate fulfillment. The latter isto be considered precisely in the light
of the words of Matthew 5:17-20, already quoted, which we have just drawn attention to.

On the one hand, it is a question here of adhering to the meaning that God the legid ator
enclosed in the commandment, "Y ou shall not commit adultery.” On the other hand, it is
aquestion of carrying out that "justice” on the part of man. This justice must superabound
in man himself, that is, it must reach its specific fullness in him. These are the two
aspects of fulfillment in the evangelical sense.

At the heart of " ethos'

3.Wefind ourselvesin this way at the heart of ethos, that is, in what can be defined as
the interior form, almost the soul, of human morality. Contemporary thinkers (e.g.,
Scheler) see in the Sermon on the Mount a great turning point in the field of ethos.”®> A
living morality in the existential senseis not formed only by the norms that invest the
form of the commandments, precepts and prohibitions, asin the case of "Y ou shall not
commit adultery.” The morality in which there isrealized the meaning of being a man—
which is, at the same time, the fulfillment of the law by means of the "superabounding"
of justice through subjective vitality—is formed in the interior perception of values, from
which there springs duty as the expression of conscience, as the response of one's own
personal "ego." At the same time ethos makes us enter the depth of the norm itself and
descend within the human subject of morality. Moral value is connected with the
dynamic process of man'sintimacy. To reach it, it is not enough to stop at the surface of
human actions. It is necessary to penetrate inside.

2s1ch kenne kein grandioseres Zeugnis firr eine solche Neuerschliessung eines ganzen Werbereiches, die
das dltere Ethos relativiert, as die Bergpredigt, die auch inihrer Form als Zeugnis solcher
Neuerschliessung und Relativierung der dteren "Gesetzes'-werte sich Uberall kundgibt: *Ich aber sage
euch" (Max Scheler, Der Formalismusin der Ethik und die materiale Wertethik [Halle a.d.s,, Verlag M.
Niemeyer, 1921], p. 316, no. 1).
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Interior justice

4. In addition to the commandment, "Y ou shall not commit adultery,” the Deca ogue has
also, "Y ou shall not covet your neighbor's wife."?® In the Sermon on the Mount, Christ
connects them with each other, in away: "Everyone who looks at awoman lustfully has
already committed adultery with her in his heart.” However, it is not so much a question
of distinguishing the scope of those two commandments of the Decalogue as of pointing
out the dimension of theinterior action, referred to also in the words: "Y ou shal not
commit adultery."

This action finds its visible expression in the "act of the body," an act in which the man
and the woman participate against the law of matrimonial exclusiveness. The casuistry of
the books of the Old Testament aimed at investigating what constituted this "act of the
body" according to exterior criteria. At the sametime, it was directed at combating
adultery, and opened to the latter various legal "loopholes."*” In this way, on the basis of
the multiple compromises "for hardness of heart" (Mt 19:8), the meaning of the
commandment as willed by the legidator underwent a distortion. People kept to legdistic
observance of the formula, which did not superabound in the interior justice of hearts.

Christ shifts the essence of the problem to another dimension when he says. "Everyone
who looks at a woman lustfully has aready committed adultery with her in his heart."
(According to ancient trandations, the text is: ". . .has aready made her an adulteressin
his heart," aformulawhich seems to be more exact).?®

In thisway, therefore, Christ appeals to the interior man. He does so severa times and
under different circumstances. In this case it seems especialy explicit and €l oquent, not
only with regard to the configuration of evangelical ethos, but also with regard to the way
of viewing man. Not only the ethica reason, but also the anthropological one makesit
advisableto dwell at greater length on the text of Matthew 5:27-28, which contains the
words Christ spoke in the Sermon on the Mount.

The Ethical and Anthropological Content of the Commandment: " You
Shall Not Commit Adultery" #®

1. Let usrecall the words of the Sermon on the Mount, to which we are referring in this
cycle of our Wednesday reflections. "Y ou have heard — the Lord says — that it was
said: "Y ou shall not commit adultery.’ But | say to you that everyone who looks at a
woman lustfully has already committed adultery with her in his heart” (Mt 5:27-28).

26 Cf. Ex 20:17; Dt. 5:21.

270n this point, see the continuation of the present meditations.

28 The text of the Vulgate offers a faithful translation of the original: iam moechatus est eamin corde suo.
In fact, the Greek verb moichelio is transitive. In modern European languages, on the other hand, "to
commit adultery” isan intransitive verb; so we get the trandation: "...has committed adultery with her."
And thus, in English: ".. .has already committed adultery with her in hisheart" (Douay Version, 1582,
similarly Revised Standard Version, from 1611 to 1966; R. Knox, New English Bible, Jerusalem Bible,
1966).

29 April 23, 1980
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The man to whom Jesus refers here is precisely "historical” man, the one whose
"beginning” and "theological prehistory” we traced in the preceding series of analyses.
Directly, it is the one who hears with his own ears the Sermon on the Mount. But together
with him, thereis aso every other man, set before that moment of history, both in the
immense space of the past, and in the equally vast one of the future. To this"future,”
confronted with the Sermon on the Mount, our present, our contemporary age also
belongs.

Thismanis, inaway, "every" man, each of us. Both the man of the past and also the man
of the future can be the one who knows the positive commandment, "Y ou shall not
commit adultery” as "contained in the Law" (cf. Rom 2:22-23). But he can equaly be the
one who, according to the Letter to the Romans, has this commandment only "written on
his heart" (cf. Rom 2:15).3% In the light of the previous reflections, he is the man who
from his beginning has acquired a precise sense of the meaning of the body. He has
acquired it even before crossing the threshold of his historical experiences, in the mystery
of creation, since he emerged from it as "male and female" (cf. Gn 1:27). Heis the
historical man, who, at the beginning of his earthly vicissitudes, found himself "inside"
the knowledge of good and evil, breaking the covenant with his Creator. He is the man
who knew (the woman), hiswife, and knew her several times. She "conceived and bore"
(cf. Gn 4:1-2) according to the Creator's plan, which went back to the state of original
innocence (cf. Gn 1:28; 2:24).

Entering into hisfull image

2. In his Sermon on the Mount, especially in the words of Matthew 5:27-28, Christ
addresses precisely that man. He addresses the man of a given moment of history and, at
the sametime, al men belonging to the same human history. Aswe have already seen, he
addresses the "interior" man. Christ's words have an explicit anthropological content.
They concern those perennia meanings through which an "adequate” anthropology is
constituted.

By means of their ethical content, these words simultaneously constitute such an
anthropology. They demand that man should enter into hisfull image. The man who is
"flesh," asamae remainsin relationship with woman through his body and sex. (The
expression "Y ou shall not commit adultery” indicates this.) In the light of these words of
Christ, this man must find himself again interiorly, in his heart.>"" The heart is this

s0In thisway, the content of our reflections shifts, in away, to the field of natural law. The words quoted
from the Letter to the Romans (2:15) have always been considered, in revelation, as a source of
confirmation for the existence of natural law. Thus the concept of natural law also acquires a theological
meaning.

a1 "The typically Hebraic usage reflected in the New Testament implies an understanding of man as unity of
thought, will and feeling.... It depicts man as a whole, viewed from his intentionality; the heart as the center
of man isthought of as source of will, emotion, thoughts and affections.

Thistraditional Judaic conception was related by Paul to Hellenistic categories, such as"mind"”, "attitude”,
"thoughts' and "desires". Such a coordination between the Judaic and Hellenistic categoriesis found in Phil

64



dimension of humanity with which the sense of the meaning of the human body, and the
order of this sense, is directly linked. Here it is a question both of the meaning which, in
the preceding analyses, we called nuptial, and of that which we called generative. What
order are we treating of ?

Meaning of adultery

3. This part of our considerations must give an answer precisdly to this question—an
answer that reaches not only the ethical reasons, but a so the anthropological; they
remain, in fact, in amutual relationship. For thetime being, asapreliminary itis
necessary to establish the meaning of Matthew 5:27-28, the meaning of the expressions
used in it and their mutual relationship.

Adultery, to which the aforesaid commandment refers, means a breach of the unity by
means of which man and woman, only as husband and wife, can unite so closely asto be
"one flesh” (Gn 2:24). Man commits adultery if he unitesin this way with a woman who
is not his wife. The woman likewise commits adultery if she unitesin this way with a
man who is not her husband. It must be deduced from this that the "adultery in the heart,”
committed by the man when he "looks at awoman lustfully," means a quite definite
interior act. It concerns a desire directed, in this case, by the man toward awoman who is
not his wife, in order to unite with her asif she were, that is— using once more the
words of Genesis 2:24 — in such away that "they become one flesh.” Thisdesire, asan
interior act, is expressed by means of the sense of sight, that is, with looks. This was the
case of David and Bathsheba, to use an example taken from the Bible (cf. 2 Sm 11 :2).(3)
The connection of lust with the sense of sight has been highlighted especialy in Christ's
words.

Man'sinterior act

4. These words do not say clearly whether the woman—the object of lust—is the wife of
another or whether simply sheis not the wife of the man who looks at her in thisway.
She may be the wife of another, or even not bound by marriage. Rather, it is necessary to
intuit it, especialy on the basis of the expression which precisaly defines as adultery what
man has committed in his heart with hislook. It must be correctly deduced that this
lustful look, if addressed to his own wife, is not adultery "in hisheart." Thisis precisaly
because the man's interior act refers to the woman who is his wife, with regard to whom
adultery cannot take place. The conjugal act as an exterior act, in which "they become
oneflesh,” islawful in the relationship of the man in question with the woman who is his
wife. In like manner, the interior act in the same relationship isin conformity with
morality.

Clarifying thetext

1.7, 4:7; Rom 1:21-24, where "heart" isthought of as the center from which these things flow (R. Jewett,
Paul's Anthropological Terms, A Study of Their Usein Conflict Settings [Leiden: Brill, 1971], p. 448)
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5. Nevertheless, that desire, indicated by the expression "everyone who looks at awoman
lustfully,” has a biblical and theological dimension of its own, which we must clarify
here. Even if thisdimension is not manifested directly in this one concrete expression of
Matthew 5:27-28, it is deeply rooted in the global context, which refers to the revelation
of the body. We must go back to this context, so that Christ's appeal to the heart, to the
interior man, may ring out in al the fullness of its truth.

This statement of the Sermon on the Mount (Mt 5:27-28) fundamentdly has an indicative
character. Thefact that Christ directly addresses man as the one "who looks at awoman
lustfully," does not mean that his words, in their ethical meaning, do not refer also to
woman. Christ expresses himself in this way to illustrate with a concrete example how
the fulfillment of the law must be understood, according to the meaning that God the
legislator gave to it. Furthermore, it isto show how that "superabounding of justice” in
the man who observes the sixth commandment of the Decal ogue must be understood.
Speaking in this way, Christ wants us not to dwell on the examplein itself, but to
penetrate the full ethical and anthropological meaning of the statement. If it has an
indicative character, this means that, following its traces, we can arrive at understanding
the genera truth about historical man. Thisisvalid aso for the theology of the body. The
further stages of our reflections will have the purpose of bringing us closer to
understanding this truth.

L ust Isthe Fruit of the Breach of the Covenant with God*

1. During our last reflection, we said that the words of Christ in the Sermon on the Mount
directly refer to the lust that arises immediately in the human heart. Indirectly, however,
those words guide us to understanding a truth about man, which is of universal
importance.

The words of Christ, taken from Matthew 5:27-28, direct us toward this truth about
"historical” man, of universal importance. It seems to be expressed in the biblical doctrine
on the three forms of lust. We are referring here to the concise statement in 1 John 2:16-
17: "For all that isin the world, the lust of the flesh and the lust of the eyes and the pride
of life, isnot of the Father but is of the world. And the world passes away, and the lust of
it, but he who does the will of God abides forever."

To understand these words, obvioudly it is necessary to carefully consider the context in
which they appear, that is, the context of the whole Johannine theology." However, the
same words are inserted, at the same time, in the context of the whole Bible. They belong
to the whole reveal ed truth about man, and are important for the theology of the body.
They do not explain lust itself in its threefold form, since they seem to assume that "the
lust of the flesh and the lust of the eyes and the pride of life," are, in some way, aclear
and known concept. However, they explain the genesis of lust inits threefold form,
indicating its origin which is "not of the Father," but "of the world."

s2April 30, 1980
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2.The lust of the flesh and, together with it, the lust of the eyes and the pride of life, is
"intheworld.” At the sametimeit "is of the world,” not as the fruit of the mystery of
creation, but asthefruit of the tree of knowledge of good and evil in man's heart (cf. Gn
2:17). What fructifiesin the three forms of lust is not the "world" God created for man,
the fundamental "goodness’ of which we have read several timesin Genesis 1: "God saw
that it was good.... It was very good.” On the contrary, in the three forms of lust there
fructifies the breaking of the first covenant with the Creator, with God-Elohim, with God-

Y ahweh. This covenant was broken in man's heart. It would be necessary to make herea
careful analysis of the events described in Genesis 3:1-6. However, we are referring only
in general to the mystery of sin, to the beginnings of human history. The "world" of
Genesis has become the "world" of the Johannine words (cf. 1 Jn 2:15-16), the place and
source of lust, only as the consequence of sin, as the fruit of the breaking of the covenant
with God in the human heart, in the inner recesses of man.

In thisway, therefore, the statement that lust "is not of the Father but is of the world,”
seems to direct us once moreto the biblical beginning. The genesis of lust in itsthree
forms presented by John finds in this beginning its first and fundamental elucidation. This
explanation is essential for the theology of the body. To understand that truth of universa
importance about historical man, contained in Christ's words in the Sermon on the Mount
(Mt 5:27-28), we must return once more to Genesis. We must linger once more at the
threshold of the revelation of historical man. Thisisall the more necessary, since this
threshold of the history of salvation proves to be at the same time the threshold of
authentic human experiences, as we will seein the following analyses. The same
fundamental meanings that we drew from the preceding analyses will cometo lifein
them again, as essentid eements of afitting anthropology and the deep substratum of the
theology of the body.

3. The question may arise again whether it is permissible to transport the content typical
of the Johannine theology, contained in the entire First Letter (especidly in 1 Jn 2:15-16),
to the ground of the Sermon on the Mount according to Matthew, and precisely of
Christ's statement in Matthew 5:27-28. ("Y ou have heard that it was said, "Y ou shall not
commit adultery.' But | say to you that everyone who looks at a woman lustfully has
aready committed adultery with her in his heart.") We will come back to this matter
severa times. Nevertheless, we are referring straightway to the general biblical context,
to the whole truth about man revealed and expressed in it. Precisely in the name of this
truth, we are trying to understand completely the man that Christ indicates in the text of
Matthew 5:27-28, that is, the man who looks at a woman lustfully.

Is not this ook to be explained by the fact that man is precisely a"man of lust,” in the
sense of the First Letter of St. John? Both the man who looks lustfully and the woman
who is the object of thislook are in the dimension of lust in its three forms, which "is not
of the Father but is of the world." It is necessary to understand what that lust is, or rather
who that "lustful man" of the Bibleis. Thisis necessary in order to discover the depths of
Christ's words according to Matthew 5:27-28, and to explain the significance of their
reference to the human heart, so important for the theology of the body.
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4. Let usreturn again to the Yahwist narrative. In it, the same man, male and female,
appears at the beginning as a man of original innocence before original sin. Then he
appears as the one who lost innocence, by breaking the original covenant with his
Creator. We do not intend here to make a complete analysis of temptation and sin,
according to the same text of Genesis 3:1-5, the doctrine of the Church in this connection
and theology. It should merely be observed that the biblical description itself seemsto
highlight especially the key moment, in which the gift is questioned in man's heart. The
man who gathers the fruit of the "tree of the knowledge of good and evil" makes, at the
same time, afundamenta choice. He carriesit out against the will of the Creator, God-

Y ahweh, accepting the motivation suggested by the tempter: "Y ou will not die. For God
knows that when you eat of it your eyes will be opened, and you will be like God,
knowing good and evil." According to old trandations: "Y ou will be like gods, who know
good and evil

This motivation clearly includes questioning the gift and the love from which creation
hasits origin as donation. As regards man, he receives the "world" asagift and at the
sametime theimage of God that is, humanity itsef in dl the truth of itsmale and femae
duality. It is enough to read carefully the whole passage of Genesis 3:1-5, to detect in it
the mystery of man who turns his back on the Father (even if we do not find this name
applied to God in the narrative). Questioning in his heart the degpest meaning of the
donation, that is, love as the specific motive of the creation and of the original covenant
(cf. Gn 3:5), man turns his back on God-Love, on the Father. In away he casts God out
of hisheart. At the same time, he detaches his heart and almost cutsit off from what "is
of the Father." Thus, there remainsin him what "is of the world."

5."Then the eyes of both were opened, and they knew that they were naked, and they
sewed fig leaves together and made themselves aprons” (Gn 3:7). Thisisthe first
sentence of the Y ahwist narrative, which refersto man's situation after sin and shows the
new state of human nature. Does not this sentence a so suggest the beginning of lust in
man's heart? To answer this question more thoroughly, we cannot stop at that first
sentence, but must read the whol e text again. However, it is worth recalling here what
was said in the first analyses on the subject of shame as the experience "of the limit. "*4(3)
Genesisrefersto this experience to show the "frontier" between the state of original
innocence (cf. Gn 2:25, to which we devoted a great deal of attention in the preceding
analyses) and man's sinfulness at the very "beginning.” Genesis 2:25 emphasi zes that
they "were both naked, and were not ashamed.” But Genesis 3:6 speaks explicitly of
shame in connection with sin. That shame is aimost the first source of the manifestation
in both man and woman of what "is not of the Father, but of the world."

x The Hebrew text can have both meanings, because it runs: "ELOHIM knows that when you eat of it [the
fruit of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil] your eyes will be opened, and you will be like
ELOHIM, knowing good and evil." The term elohimisthe plural of eloah (pluralis excellentiae). In
English: "you will be like God, knowing good and evil" (Revised Standard Version, 1966).
In relation to Y ahweh, it has a singular meaning, but it may indicate the plural of other heavenly beings or
pagan divinities (e.g. Ps 8:6; Ex 12:12; Jgs 10:16; Hos 31:1 and others).

3 Cf. general audience of December 12, 1979
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Real Significance of Original Nakedness™

1. We have dready spoken of the shame which arose in the heart of the first man, male
and female, together with sin. The first sentence of the biblical narrative concerning this
runs as follows: "Then the eyes of both were opened, and they knew that they were
naked, and they sewed fig leaves together and made themselves aprons’ (Gn 3:7). This
passage, which speaks of the mutual shame of the man and the woman as a symptom of
thefal (status naturae lapsae), must be considered in its context. At that moment shame
reachesits degpest level and seems to shake the foundations of their existence. "And they
heard the sound of the Lord God walking in the garden in the cool of the day, and the
man and his wife hid themselves from the presence of the Lord God among the trees of
the garden” (Gn 3:8).

The necessity of hiding themselves indicates that in the depths of the shame they both
feel before each other, as the immediate fruit of the tree of the knowledge of good and
evil, asense of fear before God has matured, afear previously unknown. The "Lord God
called to the man, and said to him, 'Where are you? And he said, 'l heard the sound of
you in the garden, and | was afraid, because | was naked, and | hid myself" (Gn 3:9-10).
A certain fear always belongs to the essence of shame. Nevertheless, original shame
revedlsits character in aparticular way: "l was afraid, because | was naked." Weredlize
that something deeper than physical shame, bound up with arecent consciousness of his
own nakedness, isin action here. Man tries to cover the rea origin of fear with the shame
of his own nakedness. Thus heindicates its effect, in order not to cal its cause by name.
Then God-Y ahweh says in his turn: "Who told you that you were naked? Have you eaten
of the tree of which I commanded you not to eat?' (Gn 3:11).

Man alienated from love

2. The precision of that dialogueis overwhelming; the precision of the whole narrativeis
overwhelming. It manifests the surface of man's emotionsin living the events, in such a
way asto reved their depth at the sametime. In al this, nakedness does not have solely a
literal meaning. It does not refer only to the body; it is not the origin of a shame related
only to the body. Actualy, through nakedness, man deprived of participationin the gift is
manifested, man alienated from that love which had been the source of the original gift,
the source of the fullness of the good intended for the creature.

According to the formulas of the theological teaching of the Church,*" this man was
deprived of the supernatural and preternatura gifts which were part of his endowment
before sin. Furthermore, he suffered alossin what belongsto his nature itself, to

ssMay 14, 1980

3 The Magisterium of the Church dealt more closely with these problems, in three periods, according to the
needs of the age.

The declarations of the period of the controversies with the Pelagians (V-VI centuries) affirm that the first
man, by virtue of divine grace, possessed "naturalem possibilitatem et innocentiam” (DS 239), also called
"freedom" ("libertas," "libertas arbitrii"), (DS 371, 242, 383, 622). He remained in a state which the Synod
of Orange (in the year 529) calls"integritas': "Natura humana, etiamsi inillaintegritate, in qua condita e,
permaneret, nullo modo se ipsam, Creatore suo non adiuvante, servaret..." (DS 389).
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humanity in the original fullness of theimage of God. The three forms of lust do not
correspond to the fullness of that image, but precisdly to theloss, the deficiencies, the
limitations that appeared with sin.

Lust is explained as alack which hasitsroots in the origina depth of the human spirit. If
we wish to study this phenomenon in its origins, that is, at the threshold of the
experiences of historical man, we must consider all the words that God-Y ahweh
addressed to the woman (Gn 3:16) and to the man (Gn 3:17-19). Furthermore, we must
examine the state of their consciousness. The Y ahwist text expressy enables us to do so.
We have already called attention to the literary specificity of the text in this connection.
A radical change

3. What state of consciousness can be manifested in the words: "I was afraid, because |
was naked, and | hid myself"? What interior truth do they correspond to? What meaning
of the body do they testify to? Certainly this new state differs agreat deal from the
original one. The words of Genesis 3:10 witness directly to aradical change of the
meaning of original nakedness. Aswe pointed out previoudly, in the state of original
innocence nakedness did not express alack. Rather, it represented full acceptance of the
body in al its human and therefore personal truth.

The body, as the expression of the person, was the first sign of man's presence in the
visible world. In that world, right from the beginning, man was able to distinguish
himself, amost to be individualized—that is, confirm himself as a person—through his
own body. It had been marked as avisible factor of the transcendence in virtue of which
man, as a person, surpasses the visible world of living beings (animalia). In this sense, the
human body was from the beginning a faithful witness and a tangible verification of
man's origina solitude in the world. At the same time, by means of his masculinity and
femininity, it became alimpid element of mutual donation in the communion of persons.
In this way, the human body bore in itself, in the mystery of creation, an unquestionable
sign of theimage of God. It also constituted the specific source of the certainty of that
image, present in the whole human being. In away, origina acceptance of the body was
the basis of the acceptance of the whole visible world. Initsturn it wasfor man a
guarantee of his dominion over the world, over the earth, which he was to subdue (cf. Gn
1:28).

L oss of God'simage

4. Thewords "l was afraid, because | was naked, and | hid myself" (Gn 3:10), witness to
aradical changein thisrelationship. In away, man loses the original certainty of the
image of God, expressed in his body. He also loses to some extent the sense of his right
to participate in the perception of the world, which he enjoyed in the mystery of creation.
Thisright had its foundation in man'sinner sdlf, in the fact that he himself participated in
the divine vision of the world and of his own humanity. This gave him deep peace and
joy in living the truth and value of his own body, in all its ssmplicity, transmitted to him
by the Creator: "God saw [that] it was very good” (Gn 1:31).
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The words of Genesis 3:10, "I was afraid, because | was naked, and | hid myself,"
confirm the collapse of the origina acceptance of the body as asign of the personin the
visible world. At the same time, the acceptance of the material world in relation to man
also seems to be shaken. The words of God-Y ahweh forewarn the hostility of the world,
the resistance of nature with regard to man and his tasks. They forewarn the fatigue that
the human body was to feel in contact with the earth subdued by him: "Cursed isthe
ground because of you; in toil you shall eat of it all the days of your life; thorns and
thistlesit shall bring forth to you, and you shall eat the plants of the field. In the sweat of
your face you shall eat bread till you return to the ground, for out of it you were taken"
(Gn 3:17-19). Death isthe end of thistoil, of this struggle of man with the earth: "Y ou
are dust, and to dust you shall return" (Gn 3:19).

In this context, or rather in this perspective, Adam'swords in Genesis 3:10, "I was afraid,
because | was naked, and | hid myself,” seem to express the awareness of being
defenseless. They express the sense of insecurity of his bodily structure before the
processes of nature, operating with inevitable determinism. Perhapsin this overwhelming
statement a certain "cosmic shame” isimplicit. In it, man's being created in the image of
God and called to subdue the earth and dominateit (cf. Gn 1:28) expresses his own sdlf.
This happens precisely when, at the beginning of his historical experiencesand in a
manner so explicit, heis subjected to the earth, especidly in the "part” of his transcendent
constitution represented precisely by the body.

It is necessary to interrupt here our reflections on the meaning of origina shame, in the
book of Genesis. We will resume them in aweek's time.

A Fundamental Disquiet in All Human Existence®

1. We arereading again the first chapters of Genesi's, to understand how—with origina
sin—the "man of lust” took the place of the "man of origina innocence.” The words of
Genesis 3:10, "l was afraid, because | was naked, and | hid mysdlf," provide evidence of
the first experience of man's shame with regard to his Creator—a shame that could also
be called "cosmic".

However, this"cosmic shame"—if it is possible to perceive its features in man's total
situation after original sinr—makes way in the biblical text for another form of shame. It
is the shame produced in humanity itself. It is caused by the deep disorder in that reality
on account of which man, in the mystery of creation, was God's image. He was God's
image both in his personal "ego" and in the interpersonal relationship, through the
original communion of persons, constituted by the man and the woman together.

That shame, the cause of which isin humanity itself, is at once immanent and relative. It
is manifested in the dimension of human interiority and at the same time refers to the
"other." Thisisthe woman's shame with regard to the man, and a so the man's with
regard to the woman. This mutual shame obliges them to cover their own nakedness, to

srMay 28, 1980

71



hide their own bodies, to remove from the man's sight what is the visible sign of
femininity, and from the woman's sight what is the visible sign of masculinity.

The shame of both was turned in this direction after original sin, when they readized that
they were naked, as Genesis 3:7 bears witness. The Yahwist text seemsto indicate
explicitly the sexua character of this shame. "They sewed fig leaves together and made
themselves aprons.” However, we may wonder if the sexual aspect has only arelative
character, in other words, if it isaquestion of shame of one's own sexuality only in
reference to a person of the other sex.

Relative character of original shame

2. Although in the light of that one decisive sentence of Genesis 3:7, the answer to the
guestion seemsto support especidly the relative character of origina shame, nevertheless
reflection on the whole immediate context makes it possible to discover its more
immanent background. That shame, which is certainly manifested in the "sexua" order,
reveals a specific difficulty in perceiving the human essentiality of one's own body. Man
had not experienced this difficulty in the state of origina innocence. The words, "I was
afraid, because | was naked,” can be understood in thisway. They show clearly the
conseguences in the human heart of the fruit of the tree of the knowledge of good and
evil.

Through these words a certain constitutive break within the human person is revea ed,
which isamost arupture of man'soriginal spiritual and somatic unity. He realizes for the
first time that his body has ceased drawing upon the power of the spirit, which raised him
to thelevel of theimage of God. Hisorigina shame bears within it the signs of a specific
humiliation mediated by the body. It concea's the germ of that contradiction, which will
accompany historical man in hiswhole earthly path, as St. Paul writes: "For | delight in
the law of God, in my inmost self, but | see in my members another law at war with the
law of my mind" (Rom 7:22-23).

Centreof resistance

3.Inthisway, that shame isimmanent. It contains such a cognitive acuteness as to create
afundamental disquiet in all human existence. Thisis not only in face of the prospect of
death, but aso before that on which the value and dignity of the person in his ethical
significance depends. In this sense the original shame of the body ("I am naked") is
already fear ("I was afraid"), and announces the uneasiness of conscience connected with
lust.

The body is not subordinated to the spirit as in the state of original innocence. It bears
within it a constant center of resistance to the spirit. It threatens, in away, the unity of the
person, that is, of the moral nature, which is firmly rooted in the constitution of the
person. Lust, especialy the lust of the body, is a specific threat to the structure of self-
control and self-mastery, through which the human personisformed. It also congtitutes a
specific chalenge for it. In any case, the man of lust does not control his own body in the
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same way, with equal simplicity and naturalness, as the man of origina innocence did.
The structure of self-mastery, essential for the person, is shaken to the very foundations
in him. He again identifies himself with it in that he is continually ready to win it.
Interior imbalance

4. Immanent shame is connected with thisinterior imbaance. It hasa"sexua" character,
because the very sphere of human sexuality seemsto highlight especialy that imbalance,
which springs from lust and especially from the lust of the body. From this point of view,
that first impulse which Genesis 3:7 speaks of is very eloquent: "They knew that they
were naked, and they sewed fig leaves together and made themselves aprons.” It isas if
the "man of lust" (man and woman "in the act of knowledge of good and evil") felt that
he had just stopped, also through his own body and sex, being above the world of living
beings or animdia. It isasif hefelt a specific break of the personal integrity of his own
body, especialy in what determinesits sexuality and is directly connected with the call to
that unity in which man and woman "become one flesh" (Gn 2:24).

Therefore, that immanent and at the same time sexua shame is dways, a least indirectly,
relative. It is the shame of his own sexuality with regard to the other human being. Shame
is manifested in this way in the narrative of Genesis 3. As aresult of it we are, in a certain
sense, witnesses of the birth of human lust. Also the motivation to go back from Christ's
words about the man who "looks at awoman lustfully" (Mt 5:27-28), to that first moment
inwhich shame is explained by means of lust, and lust by means of shame, istherefore
sufficiently clear. In this way we understand better why and in what sense Christ speaks
of desire as adultery committed in the heart, because he addresses the human "heart".

Desire and shame

5. The human heart keeps within it smultaneoudy desire and shame. The birth of shame
directs us toward that moment in which the inner man, "the heart,” closing himself to
what "comes from the Father," opens to what "comes from the world." The birth of
shame in the human heart keeps pace with the beginning of lust—of the threefold
concupiscence according to Johannine theology (cf. 1 Jn 2:16), and in particular the
concupiscence of the body.

Man is ashamed of his body because of lust. In fact, heis ashamed not so much of his
body as precisaly of lust. He is ashamed of his body owing to lust. He is ashamed of his
body owing to that state of his spirit to which theology and psychology give the same
name: desire or lust, although with a meaning that is not quite the same.

The biblical and theological meaning of desire and lust is different from that used in
psychology. For the latter, desire comes from lack or necessity, which the value desired
must satisfy. Aswe can deduce from 1 Jn 2:16, biblical lust indicates the state of the
human spirit removed from the original simplicity and the fullness of values that man and
the world possess in the dimensions of God. This simplicity and fullness of the value of
the human body in the first experience of its masculinity-femininity, which Genesis 2:23-



25 speaks of, has subsequently undergone, in the dimensions of the world, aradica
transformation. Then, together with the lust of the body, shame was born.

Double meaning

6. Shame has a double meaning. It indicates the threat to the value and at the same time
preserves this value interiorly.® The human heart, from the moment when the lust of the
body was born in it, aso keeps shame within itself. Thisfact indicates that it is possible
and necessary to appeal to the heart when it is a question of guaranteeing those values
from which lust takes away their original and full dimension. If we keep that in mind, we
can understand better why Christ, speaking of lust, appeals to the human "heart".

Relationship of Lust to Communion of Persons®

1. Speaking of the birth of lust, on the basis of the book of Genesis, we analyzed the
original meaning of shame, which appeared with the first sin. In the light of the biblical
narrative, the analysis of shame enables us to understand even more thoroughly the
meaning it has for interpersonal man-woman relations as awhole. The third chapter of
Genesis shows without any doubt that shame appeared in man's mutual relationship with
woman. By reason of the shame itself, this relationship underwent a radical
transformation. It was born in their hearts together with the lust of the body. Thus, the
analysis of original shame enables us at the same time to examine what relationship this
lust remains in with regard to the communion of persons. This communion was granted
and assigned from the beginning as the task of the man and woman, owing to the fact that
they had been created "in theimage of God." Therefore, the further stage of the study of
lust, which had been manifested "a the beginning" through the man and woman's shame,
according to Genesis 3, isthe analysis of the insatiability of the union, that is, of the
communion of persons. Thiswas to be expressed also by their bodies, according to their
specific masculinity and femininity.

Changesin man-woman relationship

2. According to the biblical narrative, this shame induces man and woman to hide from
each other their bodies and especially their sexua differentiation. This shame confirms
that the origina capacity of communicating themselves to each other, which Genesis 2:25
speaks of, has been shattered. The radical change of the meaning of original nakedness
leads us to presume negative changes in the whol e interpersonal man-woman
relationship. That mutual communion in humanity itself by means of the body and by
means of its masculinity and femininity, which resounded so strongly in the preceding
passage of the Y ahwist narrative (cf. Gn 2:23-25), is upset at this moment. It isasif the
body, in its masculinity and femininity, no longer constituted the trustworthy substratum
of the communion of persons, asif itsorigina function were caled in questionin the
consciousness of man and woman.

38 Cf. Karol Wojtyla, Amore e responsabilita (Turin: 1978), chap. "Metafisica del pudore,” pp. 161-178.
39 June 4, 1980

74



Having facilitated an extraordinary fullness in their mutual communication, the simplicity
and purity of the original experience disappear. Obviously, our first progenitors did not
stop communicating with each other through the body and its movements, gestures and
expressions. But that smple and direct communion with each other, connected with the
original experience of reciproca nakedness, disappeared. Almost unexpectedly, an
insuperabl e threshold appeared in their consciousness. It limited the origina giving of
oneself to the other, in full confidence in what constituted their own identity and, at the
same time, their diversity, female on the one side, male on the other. The diversity, that
is, the difference of the male sex and the female sex, was suddenly felt and understood as
an element of mutual confrontation of persons. The concise expression of Genesis 3:7
and itsimmediate context testify to this. "They knew that they were naked.” All that is
also part of the analysis of the first shame. The Book of Genesis not only portrays its
origin in the human being, but also makes it possible to reveal its degreesin both man
and woman.

Loss of that original certainty

3. The ending of the capacity of afull mutua communion, which is manifested as sexual
shame, enables us to understand better the original value of the unifying meaning of the
body. It is not possible to understand otherwise that respective closure to each other, or
shame, unlessin relation to the meaning that the body, in its femininity and masculinity,
previously had for man in the state of original innocence. That unifying meaning is
understood with regard to the unity that man and woman, as spouses, were to congtitute,
becoming "one flesh”" (Gn 2:24) through the conjugal act. It is also understood in
reference to the communion of personsitself, which had been the specific dimension of
man and woman's existence in the mystery of creation. The body in its masculinity and
femininity constituted the peculiar "substratum” of this personal communion. Sexual
shame, with which Genesis 3:7 deals, bears witness to the loss of the original certainty
that the human body, through its masculinity and femininity, is precisely that
"substratum” of the communion of persons, that expressesit "simply", that it servesthe
purpose of realizing it (and thus also of completing the image of God in the visible
world).

This state of consciousness in both has strong repercussions in the further context of
Genesis 3, with which we shall deal shortly. If after original sin, man had lost the sense of
the image of God in himself, that loss was manifested with shame of the body (cf. Gn
3:10-11). That shame, encroaching upon the man-woman relationship in itstotality, was
manifested with the imbalance of the original meaning of corporeal unity, that is, of the
body as the peculiar "substratum™ of the communion of persons. Asif the persona profile
of masculinity and femininity, which before highlighted the meaning of the body for a
full communion of persons, had made way only for the sensation of sexuality with regard
to the other human being. It isasif sexuality became an obstacle in the personal
relationship of man and woman. Concealing it from each other, according to Genesis 3.7,
they both express it almost instinctively.
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Second discovery of sex

4. At the same time, thisisthe second discovery of sex, which in the biblical narrative
differsradicaly from the first one. The whole context of the narrative confirms that this
new discovery distinguishes historical man with his lust (with the three forms of |ust)
from the man of origina innocence. What relationship does lust have, especially the lust
of the flesh, with regard to the communion of persons mediated by the body, by its
masculinity and femininity, that is, to the communion assigned "from the beginning" to
man by the Creator? This question must be posed, precisely with regard to the beginning,
about the experience of shame, which the biblical narrative refers to.

Aswe have already observed, shameis manifested in Genesis 3 as asymptom of man's
detachment from the love in which he participated in the mystery of creation according to
the Johannine expression, the love that "comes from the Father." "The lovethat isin the
world," that is, lust, brings with it an almost constitutive difficulty of identification with
one's own body. Thisis not only in the sphere of one's own subjectivity, but even more
with regard to the subjectivity of the other human being, of woman for man, of man for
woman.

Collapse of original communion

5. Hence the necessity of hiding before the other with one's own body, with what
determines one's own femininity-masculinity. This necessity proves the fundamental lack
of trust, which in itself indicates the collapse of the original relationship of communion.
Regard for the subjectivity of the other, and at the same time for one's own subjectivity,
has aroused in this new situation, that is, in the context of lust, the necessity of hiding
oneself, which Genesis 3:7 speaks of .

Here it seemsto usthat we can discover adeeper meaning of sexua shame and aso the
full meaning of that phenomenon, to which the biblical text refers, to point out the
boundary between the man of original innocence and the historical man of lust. The
complete text of Genesis 3 supplies us with elements to define the deepest dimension of
shame, but that calls for a separate analysis. We will begin it in the next reflection.

Dominion over the Other in the I nter personal Relation®

1. The phenomenon of shame, which appeared in the first man together with origina sin,
is described with surprising precision in Genesis 3. Careful reflection on this text enables
us to deduce from it that shame has a deeper dimension. This shame took the place of the
absolute trust connected with the previous state of original innocence in the mutual
relationship between man and woman. In this connection it is necessary to reread chapter
3 of Genesisto the end, and not limit ourselves to verse 7 or verses 10-11, which contain
the testimony about the first experience of shame. After this narrative, the dialogue of
God-Y ahweh with the man and the woman breaks off and a monologue begins. Y ahweh

40June 18, 1980

76



turns to the woman and speaks first of the pain of childbirth, which will accompany her
from now on: "l will greatly multiply your pain in childbearing; in pain you shall bring
forth children...” (Gn 3:16).

That is followed by the expression which characterizes the future relationship of both the
man and the woman: "Y our desire shall be for your husband, and he shall rule over you"
(Gn 3:16).

A particular " disability” of woman

2. These words, like those of Genesis 2:24, have a perspective character. Theincisive
formulation of 3:16 seemsto regard the facts as awhole. They have already emerged, in a
way, in the original experience of shame, and will subsequently be manifested in the
entire interior experience of historical man. The history of consciences and of human
hearts will continually confirm the words of Genesis 3:16. The words spoken at the
beginning seem to refer to aparticular "disability” of woman as compared with man. But
thereis no reason to understand it as a socia disability or inequality. The expression:
"Your desire shall be for your husband, and he shall rule over you" immediately
indicates, on the other hand, another form of inequality. Woman will feel thisasalack of
full unity precisely in the vast context of union with man, to which both were called
according to Genesis 2:24.

A fundamental loss

3. The words of God-Y ahweh: "Y our desire shall be for your husband, and he shadll rule
over you" (Gn 3:16), do not concern exclusively the moment of man and woman's union,
when both unite in such away as to become one flesh (cf. Gn 2:24). They refer to the
ample context of relations, including indirect ones, of conjugal union as awhole. For the
first time the man is defined here as "husband." In the whole context of the Y ahwist
narrative these words mean above dl, aviolation, afundamental loss, of the origina
community-communion of persons. The latter should have made man and woman
mutually happy by the pursuit of asimple and pure union in humanity, by areciprocal
offering of themselves. That is the experience of the gift of the person expressed with the
soul and with the body, with masculinity and femininity ("flesh of my flesh"—Gn 2:23).
Finally, it should have made them happy by the subordination of this union to the
blessing of fertility with procreation.

Distorted by lust

4. It seems that in the words which God-Y ahweh addressed to the woman, thereis a
deeper echo of the shame which the man and woman began to experience after breaking
the original covenant with God. We find, moreover, afuller motivation of this shame. In
avery discreet way, which is still decipherable and expressive, Genesis 3:16 testifies how
that original beatifying conjugal union of personswill be distorted in man's heart by lust.
These words are addressed directly to woman, but they refer to man, or rather to both
together.



Dominion over woman

5. The previous analysis of Genesis 3:7 showed that in the new situation, after breaking
the origina covenant with God, the man and the woman found themsel ves more divided.
Instead of being united, they were even opposed because of their masculinity and
femininity. The biblical narrative stresses the instinctive impulse that had driven them
both to cover their bodies. It describes at the same time the situation in which man, as
male or female—before it was rather male and female—feels more estranged from the
body, as from the source of the original union in humanity (“flesh of my flesh"). They
were more opposed to the other precisely on the basis of the body and sex. This
opposition does not destroy or exclude conjugal union, willed by the Creator (cf. Gn
2:24), or its procrestive effects. But it confers on the realization of this union another
direction, which will be that of the man of lust. Genesis 3:16 speaks precisely of this.
The woman, whose "desire shall be for her husband" (cf. Gn 3:16), and the man who
responds to this desire, as we read: "He shall rule over you," unquestionably form the
same human couple. It was the same marriage as in Genesis 2:24, the same community of
persons. However, they are now something different. They are no longer called only to
union and unity, but are also threatened by the insatiability of that union and unity. It
does not cease to attract man and woman precisely because they are persons, cdled from
eternity to exist in communion. In the light of the biblical narrative, sexua shame hasits
deep meaning. It is connected with the failure to satisfy the aspiration to realize in the
conjugal union of the body (cf. Gn 2:24) the mutual communion of persons.

Threefold lust

6. All that seems to confirm, from various aspects, that at the basis of shame, in which
historical man has become a participant, there is the threefold lust spoken of in the First
Letter of John. It is not only the lust of the flesh, but also "the lust of the eyes and the
pride of life" (1 Jn 2:16). Does not the expression of Genesis 3:16 regarding "rule" ("He
shall rule over you") indicate this last form of lust? Does not the rule over the other—of
man over woman—change essentialy the structure of communion in the interpersona
relationship? Does it not transpose into the dimension of this structure something that
makes the human being an object, which can, in away, be desired by the lust of the eyes?
These questions spring from reflection on the words of God-Y ahweh according to
Genesis 3:16. Ddivered almost on the threshold of human history after original sin, those
words reved to us not only the exterior situation of man and woman, but enable us also to
penetrate into the deep mysteries of their hearts.

Lust Limits Nuptial Meaning of the Body**
1. The analysis we made during the preceding reflection was centered on the words

which God-Y ahweh addressed to the first woman after original sin: "Y our desire shall be
for your husband, and he shall rule over you" (Gn 3:16). We concluded that these words
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contain an adequate clarification and a deep interpretation of origina shame (cf. Gn 3:7),
which became part of man and of woman together with lust. The explanation of this
shameis not to be sought in the body itself, in the somatic sexuality of both. It goes back
to the deeper changes undergone by the human spirit. This spirit is especially aware of
how insatiable it is with regard to the mutual unity between man and woman.

This awareness blames the body, so to speak, and deprivesit of the simplicity and purity
of the meaning connected with the original innocence of the human being. In relation to
this awareness, shame is a secondary experience. If it reveas the moment of lust, at the
sametime it can protect from the consequences of the three forms of lust. It can even be
said that man and woman, through shame, almost remain in the state of original
innocence. They continually become aware of the nuptial meaning of the body and aim at
preserving it from lust. Similarly, they try to maintain the value of communion, that is, of
the union of personsin the unity of the body.

Better understanding

2. Genesis 2:24 speaks with discretion but also with clarity of the union of bodiesin the
sense of the authentic union of persons: "A man...cleaves to his wife, and they become
oneflesh." From the context it is seen that this union comes from a choice, since the man
leaves his father and mother to unite with his wife. Such aunion of persons entails that
they should become one flesh. Starting from this "sacramenta” expression, which
corresponds to the communion of persons—of the man and the woman—in their original
call to conjugal union, we can understand better the specific message of Genesis 3:16:
that is, we can establish and, as it were, reconstruct what the imbalance, in fact the
peculiar distortion of the origind interpersond relationship of communion, to which the
"sacramental” words of Genesis 2:24 refer, consists of.

I mpulse to dominate

3.1t can therefore be said—studying Genesis 3:16—that while on the one hand the
"body," constituted in the unity of the personal subject, does not cease to stimulate the
desires of persona union, precisely because of masculinity and femininity ("your desire
shall be for your husband"), on the other hand and at the sametime, lust directs these
desiresin itsown way. That is confirmed by the expression, "he shall rule over you".
The lust of the flesh directs these desires, however, to satisfaction of the body, often at
the cost of areal and full communion of persons. In this sense, attention should be paid to
the way in which semantic accentuations are distributed in the verses of Genesis 3.
Although there are few of them, they revea interior consistency. The man seemsto fed
ashamed of his own body with particular intensity: "l was afraid, because | was naked,
and | hid myself" (Gn 3:10). These words emphasize the metaphysical character of
shame. At the same time, for the man, shame united with lust will become an impulseto
"dominate" the woman. ("he shall rule over you.")

Subsequently, the experience of this domination is manifested more directly in the
woman as the insatiable desire for a different union. From the moment when the man
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"dominates’ her, the communion of persons—made of the full spiritua union of the two
subjects giving themselves to each other—is followed by a different mutua relationship.
Thisisthe relationship of possession of the other asthe object of one'sown desire. If this
impulse prevails on the part of the man, the instincts that the woman directs to him,
according to the expression of Genesis 3:16, can—and do—assume a similar character.
Sometimes, perhaps, they precede the man's "desire,” or even aim at arousing it and
giving it impetus.

And interior dimension

4. The text of Genesis 3:16 seems to indicate the man especialy as the one who "desires.”
Thisissmilar to the text of Matthew 5:27-28, the starting point of these meditations.
Neverthe ess, both the man and the woman have become a human being subject to lust.
Therefore the lot of both is shame. With its deep resonance, it touches the innermost
recesses both of the male and of the femal e personality, even though in adifferent way.
What we learn from Genesis 3 enables us barely to outline this duality, but even the mere
references are very significant. Sinceit is aquestion of such an archaic text, itis
surprisingly eloquent and acute.

Similar experiences

5. An adequate analysis of Genesis 3 leads to the conclusion that the three forms of lust,
including that of the body, bring with them alimitation of the nuptial meaning of the
body itself, in which man and woman participated in the state of original innocence.
When we speak of the meaning of the body, we refer first to the full awareness of the
human being. But we al'so include dl actua experience of the body in its masculinity and
femininity, and, in any case, the constant predisposition to this experience.

The meaning of the body is not just something conceptua. We have aready drawvn
attention to this sufficiently in the preceding analyses. The meaning of the body is at the
same time what determines the attitude—it is the way of living the body. It isameasure
which the interior man, that is, that heart which Christ referred to in the Sermon on the
Mount, applies to the human body with regard to his masculinity/femininity (therefore
with regard to his sexuality).

That meaning does not change the redlity in itself, what the human body is and does not
cease to be in the sexuality that is characteristic of it, independently of the states of our
conscience and our experiences. However, this purely objective significance of the body
and of sex, outside the system of real and concrete interpersonal relations between man
and woman, is, in acertain sense, "ahistorica.” In the present analysis, on the contrary—
in conformity with the biblical sources—we aways take man's historicity into account
(also because we start from histheological prehistory). Obvioudly it is aquestion here of
an interior dimension, which eludes the external criteria of historicity, but which,
however, can be considered historical. It is precisaly at the basis of al the facts which
constitute the history of man—also the history of sin and of salvation—and thus reveal
the depth and very root of his historicity.

80



Linked with Sermon on the Mount

6. When, in this vast context, we speak of lust as alimitation, infraction or even distortion
of the nuptia meaning of the body, we are referring above dl to the preceding analyses
regarding the state of original innocence, that is, the theological prehistory of man. At the
same time, we have in mind the measure that historical man, with his "heart," appliesto
his own body in relation to male/female sexuality. This measure is not something
exclusively conceptual. It determines the attitudes and decides in general the way of
living the body.

Certainly, Christ refersto that in his Sermon on the Mount. We are trying hereto link the
words taken from Matthew 5:27-28 to the threshold of man's theological history,
considering them in the context of Genesis 3. Lust as alimitation, infraction or even
distortion of the nuptial meaning of the body can be ascertained in an especially clear
way in our first progenitors, Adam and Eve (despite the concise nature of the biblical
narrative). Thanks to them we have been ableto find the nuptia meaning of the body and
rediscover what it consists of as a measure of the human heart, such as to mold the
original form of the communion of persons. In their personal experience (which the
biblical text enables usto follow) that original form has undergone imbal ance and
distortion—as we have sought to prove through the analysis of shame—also the nuptial
meaning of the body, which in the situation of origina innocence constituted the measure
of the heart of both the man and the woman, must have undergone a distortion. If we
succeed in reconstructing what this distortion consists of, we shall also have the answer
to our question. That is, what does |lust of the flesh consist of, and what constitutes its
theological and at the same time anthropological specific character? It seems that an
answer theologically and anthropol ogically adequate—important as regards the meaning
of Christ'swords in the Sermon on the Mount (cf. Mt 5:27-28)—can aready be obtained
from the context of Genesis 3 and from the whole Y ahwist narrative, which previoudy
enabled usto clarify the nuptial meaning of the human body.

TheHeart a Battlefield Between Love and L ust*

1. The human body in its original masculinity and femininity, according to the mystery
of creation—as we know from the analysis of Genesis 2:23-25—is not only a source of
fertility, that is, of procreation, but right "from the beginning” it has anuptia character:
that isto say, it is capable of expressing the love with which the man-person becomes a
gift, thus fulfilling the deep meaning of hisbeing and his existence. In this peculiarity, the
body isthe expression of the spirit and is cdled, in the mystery of creation, to exist in the
communion of personsin the image of God. The concupiscence "that comes from the
world"—here it is directly a question of the concupiscence of the body—Ilimits and
distorts the body's objective way of existing, of which man has become a participant.
The human heart experiences the degree of thislimitation or distortion, especialy in the
sphere of man-woman mutual relations. Precisely in the experience of the heart,
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femininity and masculinity, in their mutual relations, no longer seem to express the spirit
which aims at personal communion. They remain only an object of attraction, in acertain
sense as happens in the world of living beings, which, like man, have received the
blessing of fertility (cf. Gn 1).

2. Thissimilarity is certainly contained in the work of creation. Genesis 2 and especialy
verse 24 confirm this. However, aready in the mystery of creation, that which constituted
the natural, somatic and sexual substratum of that attraction, fully expressed the call of
man and woman to personal communion. After sin, on the contrary, in the new situation
of which Genesis 3 speaks, this expression was weakened and dimmed. It isasif it were
lacking in the shaping of mutual relations, or asif it were driven back to another plane.
The natural and somatic substratum of human sexuality was manifested as an dmost
autogenous force. It is marked by a certain "coercion of the body," operating according to
its own dynamics, which limits the expression of the spirit and the experience of the
exchange of the gift of the person. The words of Genesis 3:15 addressed to the first
woman seem to indicate this quite clearly: "Y our desire shall be for your husband, and he
shall rule over you."

3. The human body in its masculinity and femininity has almost lost the capacity of
expressing thislove. In it, the man-person becomes a gift, in conformity with the deepest
structure and finaity of his persona existence, as we have aready observed in preceding
analyses. Here we do not formulate this judgment absolutely and we add the adverb
"almost." We do so because the dimension of the gift—namely, the capacity of
expressing love with which man, by means of femininity or masculinity, becomes a gift
for the other—has continued to some extent to permeate and mold the love that isbornin
the human heart. The nuptia meaning of the body has not been completdly suffocated by
concupiscence, but only habitually threatened.

The heart has become a battlefield between love and lust. The more lust dominates the
heart, the less the heart experiences the nuptial meaning of the body. It becomes less
sensitive to the gift of the person, which expresses that meaning in the mutual relations of
man and woman. Certainly, that lust which Christ speaks of in Matthew 5:27-28 appears
in many forms in the human heart. It is not always plain and obvious. Sometimesit is
conceaed, so that it passesitself off aslove, athough it changesits true profile and dims
the limpidity of the gift in the mutual relationship of persons. Does this mean that it is our
duty to distrust the human heart? No! It only means that we must keep it under control.

4. The image of the concupiscence of the body, which emerges from the present analysis,
has a clear reference to the image of the person, with which we connected our preceding
reflections on the nuptial meaning of the body. Man as a person is "the only creature on
earth that God has willed for its own sake" and, at the sametime, he isthe one who "can
fully discover histrue self only in asincere giving of himself."* Lust in general—and

43 Gaudium et spes, no. 24: "Indeed, the Lord Jesus, when he prayed to the Father 'that all may be
one...even aswe are one' (Jn 17:21-22), opened up vistas closed to human reason, for heimplied a certain
likeness between the union of the divine Persons, and the unity of God's sonsin truth and charity. This
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the lust of the body in particular—attacks this "sincere giving." It deprives man of the
dignity of giving, which is expressed by his body through femininity and masculinity. In
away it depersonalizes man, making him an object "for the other." Instead of being
"together with the other"—a subject in unity, in the sacramental unity of the body—man
becomes an object for man, the female for the male and vice versa. Genesis 3:16 and
Genesis 3:7 bear witnessto this, with al the clearness of the contrast, as compared with
Genesis 2:23-25.

5.Violating the dimension of the mutual giving of the man and the woman,
concupiscence aso calsin question the fact that each of them was willed by the Creator
"for hisown sake." In a certain sense, the subjectivity of the person gives way to the
objectivity of the body. Owing to the body, man becomes an object for man—the female
for the male and vice versa. Concupiscence means that the persona relations of man and
of woman are unilaterally and reductively linked with the body and sex, in the sense that
these relations become almost incapabl e of accepting the mutual gift of the person. They
do not contain or deal with femininity/masculinity according to the full dimension of
persona subjectivity. They do not express communion, but they remain unilaterally
determined by sex.

6. Concupiscence entails the loss of the interior freedom of the gift. The nuptial meaning
of the human body is connected precisely with this freedom. Man can become a gift—
that is, the man and the woman can exist in the relationship of mutual self-giving—if
each of them controls himself. Manifested as a "coercion sui generis of the body,"
concupiscence limits interiorly and reduces self-control. For that reason, in a certain
sense it makes impossible the interior freedom of giving. Together with that, the beauty
that the human body possesses in its male and femal e aspect, as an expression of the
spirit, is obscured. The body remains as an object of lust and, therefore, asa"field of
appropriation” of the other human being. In itself, concupiscence is not capable of
promoting union as the communion of persons. By itself, it does not unite, but
appropriates. The relationship of the gift is changed into the relationship of appropriation.
At thispoint, let usinterrupt our reflections today. The last problem dealt with has such
great importance, and is so subtle, from the point of view of the difference between
authentic love (that is, between the "communion of persons') and lust, that we shall have
to take it up again at our next meeting.

Opposition in the Human Heart between the Spirit and the Body™

1. The reflections we are developing in the present cycle refer to the words which Christ
uttered in the Sermon on the Mount on man's lust for woman. In the attempt to proceed
with athorough examination of what characterizes the man of lust, we went back again to
Genesis. Here, the situation that came into being in the mutual relationship of man and
woman is portrayed with great delicacy. The single sentences of Genesis 3 are very
eloguent. In Genesis 3:16 God-Y ahweh addressed the woman: "Y our desire shall be for

likeness reveals that man, who is the only creature on earth which God willed for itsalf, cannot fully find
himself except through a sincere gift of himself."
44 July 30, 1980
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your husband, and he shall rule over you." Upon a careful analysis, these words seem to
reveal in what way the relationship of mutual giving, which existed between them in the
state of original innocence, changed after origina sin to arelationship of mutual
appropriation.

If man in his relationship with woman considers her only as an object to gain possession
of and not as a gift, he condemns himself thereby to become aso for her only an object of
appropriation, and not a gift. It seems that the words of Genesis 3:16 deal with this
bilateral relationship, although the only thing they say directly is. "He shall rule over
you." Furthermore, in unilatera appropriation (which indirectly is bilateral) the structure
of communion between persons disappears. Both human beings become amost incapable
of attaining the interior measure of the heart, directed to the freedom of the giving of
oneself and the nuptial meaning of the body, which isintrinsic to it. Genesis 3:16 seems
to suggest that it is often at the expense of the woman that this happens, and that in any
case she feelsit more than man.

2. It isworth turning our attention now to this detail at least. It is possible to percelve a
certain parallelism between the words of God-Y ahweh according to Genesis 3:16, "Y our
desire shall be for your husband, and he shall rule over you," and those of Christ
according to Matthew 5:27-28, "Everyone who looks at awoman lustfully...." Perhaps it
isnot a question here of the fact that the woman especialy becomes the object of man's
lust, but rather that—as we have aready stressed previoud y—"from the beginning" man
was to have been the guardian of the reciprocity of donation and its true balance.
The analysis of that "beginning” (cf. Gn 2:23-25) shows precisely man's responsibility in
accepting femininity as a gift and in borrowing it in amutual, bilateral exchange. To take
from woman her own gift by means of concupiscenceisin open contrast with that. The
maintenance of the balance of the gift seemsto have been entrusted to both. But a specid
responsibility rests with man above all, asif it depended more on him whether the
balance is maintained or broken or even—if already broken—re-established.

Certainly, the diversity of roles according to these statements, to which we are referring
here as to key-texts, was also dictated by the social emargination of woman in the
conditions of that time. (The Sacred Scripture of the Old and the New Testament givesus
sufficient proofs of this.) Nevertheless, it contains atruth, which has its weight
independently of specific conditionings due to the customs of that given historical
situation.

3. As aconsequence of lust, the body becomes almost a"ground"” of appropriation of the
other person. Asis easy to understand, that entails the loss of the nuptial meaning of the
body. Together with that, the mutual belonging of persons—who, uniting so as to
"become one flesh" (Gn 2:24), are called at the same time to belong to each other—
acquires another meaning. The particular dimension of the personal union of man and
woman through loveis expressed in the word "my." This pronoun, which has aways
belonged to the language of human love, often recursin the verses of the Song of Songs



and in other biblical texts.* In its "material" meaning, this pronoun denotes a
relationship of possession. But in our caseit indicates the personal anaogy of this
relationship.

The mutual belonging of man and woman, especialy when they belong to each other as
spouses "in the unity of the body," is formed according to this personal analogy. Asis
well known, an analogy indicates at the same time a similarity and also the lack of
identity (namely, asubstantial dissmilarity). We can speak of persons belonging to each
other only if we consider such an andogy. Initsoriginad and specific meaning, belonging
presupposes the rel ationship of the subject to the object, arelationship of possession and
ownership. This relationship is not only objective, but above all "material"—the
belonging of something, and therefore of an object to someone.

4.1n the eternal language of human love, the term "my" certainly does not have this
meaning. It indicates the reciprocity of the donation. It expresses the equa baance of the
gift—perhaps precisely this, in the first place—namely, that in which the mutual
communio personarum is established. If thisis established by the mutual gift of
masculinity and femininity, the nuptial meaning of the body is also preserved in it.
In the language of love, the word "my" seems aradica negation of belonging in the sense
in which an object-thing belongs to the subject-person. The analogy preserves its
functions until it falls into the meaning set forth above. Triple lust, and in particular the
lust of the flesh, takes away from the mutua belonging of man and woman the specific
dimension of the personal analogy, in which the term "my" preservesits essential
meaning. This essential meaning lies outside the "law of ownership," outside the meaning
of "object of possession.” On the contrary, concupiscence is directed toward the latter
meaning.

From possessing, afurther step goes toward "enjoyment.” The object | possess acquiresa
certain meaning for me sinceit isat my disposal and | avail myself of it, | useit. Itis
evident that the persona anal ogy of belonging is decidedly opposed to this meaning. This
opposition isasign that what "comes from the Father" in the mutua relationship of man
and woman, still persists and continues in confrontation with what comes "from the
world." However, concupiscence in itself drives man toward possession of the other as an
object. It drives him to enjoyment, which brings with it the negation of the nuptial
meaning of the body. In its essence, disinterested giving is excluded from selfish
enjoyment. Do not the words of God-Y ahweh addressed to woman in Genesis 3:16
aready speak of this?

5. According to the first letter of John (2:16), lust bears witness in the first place to the
state of the human spirit. It will be opportune to devote afurther anaysisto this problem.
We can apply Johannine theology to the field of the experiences described in Genesis 3,
aswell asto the words Christ spoke in the Sermon on the Mount (Mt 5:27-28). Wefind a
concrete dimension of that opposition which—together with sin—was born in the human
heart between the spirit and the body.

45 Cf., for example, Song of Songs, 1:9, 13, 14, 15, 16; 2:2, 3, 8, 9, 10, 13, 14, 16, 17; 3:2, 4, 5; 4.1, 10; 5:1,
2,4;,6:2,3,4,9; 7:11; 8:12, 14. Cf. aso, for example, Ez 16:8; Hos 2:18; Th 8:7.
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Its consequences are felt in the mutual relationship of persons, whose unity in humanity
is determined right from the beginning by the fact that they are man and woman.
"Another law at war with the law of my mind" (Rom 7:23) has been installed in man. So
amost a constant danger exists of thisway of seeing, evauating, and loving, so that "the
desire of the body" is more powerful than "the desire of the mind." We must always keep
in mind this truth about man, this anthropologica element, if we wish to understand
completely the appeal Christ made to the human heart in the Sermon on the Mount.

Sermon on the Mount to the Men of Our Day 46

1. Continuing our cycle, let us take up again today the Sermon on the Mount, and the
statement: "Everyone who looks at a woman lustfully has already committed adultery
with her in his heart” (Mt 5:28). Jesus appeals here to the heart.

In histalk with the Pharisees, referring to the "beginning” (cf. the preceding analyses),
Jesus uttered the following words with regard to the certificate of divorce: "For your
hardness of heart Moses allowed you to divorce your wives, but from the beginning it
was hot so" (Mt 19:8). This sentence undoubtedly contains an accusation. "Hardness of
heart"*" indicates what, according to the ethos of the people of the Old Testament, had
brought about the situation contrary to the original plan of God-Y ahweh in Genesis 2:24.
There we must seek the key to interpret the whole legidation of Isragl in the sphere of
marriage and, in the wider sense, in relations between man and woman as awhole.
Speaking of hardness of heart, Christ accuses the whole "interior subject” who is
responsible for the distortion of the law. In the Sermon on the Mount (Mt 5:27-28), he
also refersto the heart, but the words pronounced here do not seem only to accuse.

2. We must reflect on them once more, placing them asfar as possiblein their historical
dimension. The analysis made so far—aimed at highlighting the man of lust in his genetic
moment, almost at the initial point of his history interwoven with theology—constitutes
an ample introduction, especialy an anthropologica one, to the work that must still be
undertaken. The following stage of our analysis will have an ethical character.

The Sermon on the Mount, and in particular that passage we have chosen as the center of
our andyses, is part of the proclamation of the new ethos, the ethos of the Gospd. In the
teaching of Chrigt, it is deeply connected with awareness of the "beginning,” namely with
the mystery of creation in its origina ssimplicity and richness. At the same time, the ethos
that Christ proclaimsin the Sermon on the Mount is realistically addressed to historica

46 August 6, 1980

47 The Greek term sklerokardia was formed by the authors of the Septuagint to express what in the Hebrew
meant: "non-circumcision of the heart” (cf. e.g., Dt 10:16; Jer 4:4; Sir 3:26f.) and which, in the literal
trandation of the New Testament, appears only once (cf. Acts 7:51). Non-circumcision meant " paganism,”
"immodesty," "distance from the covenant with God"; "non-circumcision of the heart" expressed
unyielding obstinacy in opposing God. Thisis confirmed by the exclamation of the deacon Stephen: "Y ou
stiff-necked people, uncircumcised in heart and ears, you always resist the Holy Spirit. As your fathers did,
so do you" (Acts 7:5 1).
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man, who has become the man of lust. Lust in itsthree formsis the heritage of al
humanity, and the human heart really participatesin it.

Christ knows "what isin every man" (cf. Jn 2:25).%® He cannot speak in any other way
than with this awareness. From this point of view, in the words of Matthew 5:27-28 it is
not the accusation that prevails but the judgment, a realistic judgment on the human heart.
It isajudgment which has both an anthropological foundation and a directly ethical
character. For the ethos of the Gospel it is a constitutive judgment.

3. In the Sermon on the Mount, Christ directly addresses the man who belongsto awell
defined society. The Master, too, belongs to that society, to that people. So we must look
in Christ's words for areference to the facts, the situations and the institutions which he
was familiar with in everyday life. These references must be analyzed at least in a
summary way, so that the ethical meaning of the words of Matthew 5:27-28 may emerge
more clearly.

However, with these words, Christ also addresses, in an indirect but rea way, every
historical man (understanding this adjective mainly in atheologica sense). Thismanis
precisely the man of lust, whose mystery and whose heart is known to Christ. "For he
himself knew what was in man" (Jn 2:25). The Sermon on the Mount enables us to
contact the interior experience of this man amost at every geographical latitude and
longitude, in the various ages, in the different social and cultural conditionings. The man
of our time feels cdled by name with this statement of Christ, no less than the man of that
time, whom the Master was addressing directly.

4. The universaity of the Gospdl, whichiisnot at al agenerdization, liesin this. Perhaps
precisdy in this statement of Christ, which we are anayzing here, thisis manifested with
particular clarity. By virtue of this statement, the man of all times and al placesfeels
called, in an adequate, concrete and unrepeatable way. This is because Christ appealsto
the human heart, which cannot be subject to any generalization. With the category of the
heart, everyone is characterized individually, even more than by name. Everyoneis
reached in what determines him in aunique and unrepeatable way, and isdefined in his
humanity from within.

5. The image of the man of lust concerns his inner being in the first place.*® The
history of the human heart after original sin iswritten under the pressure of lust in its
three forms. Even the deepest image of ethosin its various historical documentsis also
connected with this lust. However, that inner being is aso the force that decides exterior
human behavior, and aso the form of multiple structures and institutions at the level of
socid life. If we deduce the content of ethos, in its various historical formulations, from
these structures and ingtitutions, we always meet thisinner aspect, characteristic of the
interior image of man. Thisisthe most essentia element. Christ's words in the Sermon on

4 Cf. Rv 2:23: "....he who searches mind and heart..."; Acts 1:24: "Lord, who knows the hearts of al

men..." (kardiognostes).

49" For out of the heart come evil thoughts, murder, adultery, fornication, theft, false witness, slander. These
are what defileaman..." (Mt 15:19-20).
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the Mount, especially those of Matthew 5:27-28, indicate it unmistakably. No study on
human ethos can regard it with indifference.

Therefore, in our subsequent reflections, we shall try to analyze in amore detailed way
that statement of Christ which says: "Y ou have heard that it was said, "Y ou shall not
commit adultery.' But | say to you that everyone who looks at awoman lustfully has
already committed adultery with her in his heart” (or "has aready made her adulterousin
his heart").

To understand this text better, we shal first analyze its single parts, so asto obtain
afterward a deeper overall view. We shall take into consideration not only those for
whom it was intended at that time, those who actually heard the Sermon on the Mount,
but also, as far as possible, modern men, the men of our time.

The Content of the Commandment: Y ou Shall Not Commit Adultery®

1. The affirmation Christ made during the Sermon on the Mount regarding adultery and
desire, which he caled "adultery of the heart,” must be analyzed from the very beginning.
Christ said: "Y ou have understood that it was said: 'Y ou shall not commit adultery™ (Mt
5:27). He had in mind God's commandment, the sixth in the Decalogue, included in the
so-called second Table of the Law which Moses received from God-Y ahweh.

First of all, let's place ourselves in the situation of the audience present during the
Sermon on the Mount, those who actually heard the words of Christ. They are sons and
daughters of the chosen people—people who had received the law from God—Y ahweh
himself. These people had aso received the prophets. Time and time again throughout
the centuries, the prophets had reproved the peopl€'s behavior regarding this
commandment, and the way in which it was continually broken. Christ also speaks of
similar transgressions. But he speaks more precisely about a certain human interpretation
of the law, which negates and does away with the correct meaning of right and wrong as
specified by the will of the divine legislator. Above al, the law is a means—an
indispensable meansif "justiceisto abound” (Mt 5:20). Christ desires such justice to be
"superior to that of the scribes and Pharisees.” He does not accept the interpretation they
gave to the authentic content of the law through the centuries. In a certain way, this
interpretation subjected this content, or rather the purpose and will of the legidator, to the
varied weaknesses and limits of human willpower deriving precisely from the threefold
concupiscence. Thiswas a casuistic interpretation which was superimposed on the
original version of right and wrong connected with the law of the Decalogue. If Christ
tends to transform the ethos, he does so mainly to recover the fundamenta clarity of the
interpretation: "Do not think that | have come to abolish the law or the prophets; | have
not come to abolish but to fulfill* (Mt 5:17). Fulfillment is conditioned by a correct
understanding, and thisis applied, among others, also to the commandment: "Y ou shall
not commit adultery."

so August 13, 1980



2. Those who follow the history of the chosen people in the Old Testament from the time
of Abraham will find many facts which witness to how this commandment was put into
practice. As aresult of such practice, the casuistic interpretation of the law devel oped.
Fird, itiswell known that the history of the Old Testament is the scene for the systematic
defection from monogamy. This fact must have a fundamental significance in our
understanding of the prohibition: "Y ou shall not commit adultery.” Especially at the time
of the patriarchs, the abandonment of monogamy was dictated by the desire for offspring,
avery numerous offspring. This desire was very profound, and procreation as the
essential end of marriage was very evident. This was so much so that wives who loved
their husbands but were not able to give them children, on their own initiative asked their
husbands who loved them, if they could carry "on their own knees," or welcome, his
children born of another woman, for example, those of the serving woman, the slave.
Such was the case of Sarah regarding Abraham (cf. Gn 16:2) or the case of Rachel and
Jacob (cf. Gn 30:3). These two narratives reflect the moral atmosphere in which the
Decalogue was practiced. They illustrate the way in which the Israelite ethos was
prepared to receive the commandment, "Y ou shall not commit adultery,” and how such a
commandment was applied in the most ancient tradition of this people. The authority of
the patriarchs was the highest in Israel and had areligious character. It was strictly bound
to the covenant and to the promise.

The commandment, "Y ou shall not commit adultery,” did not change this tradition.
Everything pointsto the fact that its further development was not limited by the motives
(however exceptional) which had guided the behavior of Abraham and Sarah, or of Jacob
and Rachel. For example, the lives of the most renowned Israglites after Moses, the kings
of Israel, David and Solomon, show the establishing of rea polygamy, which was
undoubtedly for reasons of concupiscence.

3.Inthe history of David, who also had other wives, we are struck not only by the fact
that he had taken the wife of one of his subjects, but also by the fact that he was clearly
aware of having committed adultery. Thisfact, as well asthe king's repentance, is
described in adetailed and evocative way (cf. 2 Sm 11:2-27). Adultery is understood to
mean only the possession of another man's wife, but it is not considered to be the
possession of other women as wives together with the first one. All Old Testament
tradition indicates that the real need for monogamy as an essentia and indispensable
implication of the commandment, "Y ou shall not commit adultery,” never reached the
conscience and the ethos of the following generations of the chosen people.

Against this background one must also understand al the efforts which aim at putting the
specific content of the commandment, "Y ou shal not commit adultery,” within the
framework of the promulgated laws. It is confirmed by the books of the Bible in which
we find the Old Testament legislation fully recorded as a whole. If we consider the letter
of such legislation, we find that it takes a determined and open stand against adultery,
using radical means, including the death penalty (cf. Lv 20:10; Dt 22:22). It does so,
however, by effectively supporting polygamy, even fully legdizing it, a least indirectly.
Therefore, adultery was opposed only within special limits and within the sphere of
definitive premises which make up the essential form of the Old Testament ethos.



Adultery is understood above all (and perhaps exclusively) as the violation of man's right
of possession regarding each woman who may be his own legal wife (usualy, one among
many). On the contrary, adultery is not understood as it gppears from the point of view of
monogamy as established by the Creator. We know now that Christ referred to the
"beginning" precisaly in regard to this argument (Mt 19:8).

4. Furthermore, the occasion in which Christ took the side of the woman caught in
adultery and defended her from being stoned to death is most significant. He said to the
accusers. "Whoever of you iswithout sin, let him throw the first stone” (Jn 3:7). When
they put down the stones and went away, he said to the woman: "Go, and from now on,
sin no more" (Jn 8:11). Therefore, Christ clearly identified adultery with sin. On the other
hand, when he turned to those who wanted to stone the adulteress, he did not refer to the
precepts of Isragl's law but exclusively to conscience. The discernment between right and
wrong engraved on the human conscience can show itself to be deegper and more correct
than the content of anorm.

Aswe have seen, the history of God's people in the Old Testament (which we havetried
to illustrate through only afew examples) took place mainly outside the normative
content contained in God's commandment, "Y ou shall not commit adultery.” It went
along, so to speak, side by side with it. Christ wanted to straighten out these errors, and
thus we have his words spoken during the Sermon on the Mount.

Adultery According to the Law and as Spoken by the Prophets™

1. In the Sermon on the Mount, Christ said: "Y ou have heard that it was said: Y ou shall
not commit adultery™ (Mt 5:27). He referred to what each person present knew perfectly
well, and by which everyone felt himsaf bound by virtue of the commandment of God-

Y ahweh. However, the history of the Old Testament shows us that both the life of the
people bound to God-Y ahweh by a special covenant, and the life of each person, often
wanders away from this commandment. A brief look at the legislation which the Old
Testament comprehensively documents also shows this.

The precepts of the law of the Old Testament were very severe. They were also very
detailed and entered into the smallest details of the daily life of the people.® One can
presume that the more the legaizing of actua polygamy became evident in this law, the
necessity to uphold itsjuridical dimension and protect its legal limits increased even
more. Hence, we find the great number of precepts, and also the severity of the
punishments the legislator provided for the violation of such norms. On the basis of the
analysis which we have previoudly carried out regarding Christ's reference to the
"beginning,” in his discourse on the indissolubility of marriage and on the act of
repudiation, the following is evident. He clearly saw the basic contradiction that the
matrimonia law of the Old Testament had hidden within itself by accepting actual
polygamy, namely the institution of the concubine, together with legal wives, or else the

s1 August 20, 1980
52 Cf., for example, Dt 21:10-13; Nm 30:7-16; Dt 24:1-4; Dt 22:13-21; Lv 20:10-21 and others.

90



right of cohabitation with the slave.®>® Such aright, while it combated sin, at the same
time contained within itself, or rather protected, the socia dimension of sin, which it
actually legalized. In these circumstances it became necessary for the fundamental ethical
sense of the commandment, "Y ou shall not commit adultery,” to aso undergo abasic
reassessment. In the Sermon on the Mount, Christ revea ed that sense again, namely by
going beyond its traditional and legal restrictions.

Old Testament's matrimonial law

2. Itisworth adding that in the interpretation of the Old Testament, to the extent that the
prohibition of adultery is balanced—you could say—»by the compromise with bodily
concupiscence, the more the position regarding sexual deviationsis clearly determined.
Thisis confirmed by the relevant precepts which provide the death penalty for
homosexuality and bestiality. Onanism had already been condemned in the tradition of
the patriarchs (cf. Gn 3 8:8-10). The behavior of Onan, son of Judah (from where we
have the origin of the word "onanism”) "...was displeasing in the sight of the Lord, and he
slew him also” (Gn 38:10).

The matrimonia law of the Old Testament, in itswidest and fullest meaning, putsin the
foreground the procreative end of marriage. In certain casesit triesto bejuridically
equitable in the treatment of the woman and the man—for example, it says explicitly,
regarding the punishment for adultery: "If aman commits adultery with his neighbor's
wife, both the adulterer and the adulteress shall be put to death” (Lv 20:10). But onthe
whole, it judges the woman with greater severity.

Judgment marked by an objectivism

3. Perhaps the terminology of thislegidlation should be emphasized. As alwaysin such
cases, the terminology tends to make objective the sexuality of that time. This
terminology is important for the completeness of reflections on the theology of the body.
We find the specific confirmation of the characteristic of shame which surrounds what
pertains to sex in man. More than that, what is sexual isin acertain way considered as
impure, especidly when it regards physiological manifestations of human sexuaity. The
discovery of nudity (cf. Lv 20:11; 17:21) is branded as being the equivaent of anillicit
and compl eted sexual act. The expression itself seems eloquent enough here. Thereisno
doubt that the legislator has tried to use the terminology relating to the conscience and

ss Although Genesis may present the monogamous marriages of Adam, Seth and Noah as modelsto be
imitated, and seems to condemn bigamy, which only appeared among Cain's descendants, (cf. Gn 4:19), the
lives of the patriarchs provide other examplesto the contrary. Abraham observed the precepts of the law of
Hammurabi, which allowed the taking of a second wife in marriage if the first wife was sterile, and Jacob
had two wives and two concubines (cf. Gn 30:1-19).

Deuteronomy admits the legal existence of bigamy (cf. Dt 21:15-17) and even of polygamy, warning the
king not to have too many wives (cf. Dt 17:17); it also confirms the ingtitution of concubines—prisoners of
war (cf. Dt 21:10-14) or even daves (cf. Est 21:7-11). Cf. R. De Vaux, Ancient Isradl, Its Life and
Ingtitutions (London: Darton, Longman, Todd, 1976), pp. 24-25, 83. In the Old Testament thereisno
explicit mention of the obligation of monogamy, athough the picture given in the following books shows
that it prevailed in the social practice (cf., for example, the Wisdom books, except Sirach 37:11; Tobit).
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customs of contemporary society. Therefore, the terminology of the legidation of the Old
Testament confirms our conviction that, not only are the physiology of sex and the bodily
manifestations of sexual life known to the legislator, but also that these things are
evaluated in a specific way. It isdifficult to avoid the impression that such an evaluation
was of anegative character. Certainly thisin no way nullifies the truths which we know
from Genesis. Nor does it lay the blame on the Old Testament—and, among others, on
the books of laws—as forerunners of atype of Manichaeism. The judgment expressed
therein regarding the body and sex is not so much "negative" or severe, but rather marked
by an objectivism, motivated by a desire to put this area of human lifein order. Thisis
not concerned directly with putting some order in the heart of man, but with putting order
in the entire s