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INTRODUCTION

The ethical dialogue that occurs among Christians on many different
levels may be compared to the broader ecumenical dialogue of twenty years ago.
Initially in the ecumenical dialogue, so much agreement was found between and
among Christian traditions that the ideal of Christian unity was seen as an
attainable goal, one that would be reached in the immediate future. Not only was
there perceived agreement at the theoretical levels of church government,
worship, and orders; there was also a growing awareness that individual Christians
and groups of Christians were actually living out their Christianity in the same
way. That is, in the day-to-day living of the Christian existence there was often
little difference between the life of a Southern Baptist and a Methodist, between a
Roman Catholic and a Lutheran, or between an Anglican and a United Church of
Canada member.

Two decades later, the "immediate future" is past. Though there have
been many significant statements of agreement between and among the various
Christian traditions, the ongoing dialogue has uncovered equally significant
disagreements, disagreements which remain unresolved. The optimism of an easily
attainable unity has been replaced by the reality of the need for still more
dialogue.

Some of that initial >ftimism which was present in the early ecumenical
dialogue is still present in the dialogue which is focusing on the day-to-day living
out of the Christian message. At this level of Christian ethics there is every
reason for optimism. After all, Christian ethicists from various traditions are

facing the same ethical dilemmas, are drawing on the same scriptural texts and
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studies, are absorbing the same sociological and psychological findings, and are
asking the same ethical questions: What ought a Christian do in the face of a
particular ethical dilemma? What Christian values are involved? How will the
Kingdom best be realized? Since Roman Catholic and Protestant ethicians answer
these questions in such a similar manner, the ethical dialogue continues with
increasing optimism.

This optimism surrounding the convergence taking place at the level of
Christian ethics is not naive. Different solutions to the same ethical dilemma are
still proposed by different Christian traditions. The convergence which has been
taking place has not produced a single, uniform, Christian ethic. Nonetheless, the
basis of the disagreement is being carefully examined. There is considerable
theological opinion today which maintains that different ethical solutions no longer
stem from confessional affiliation. Rather, these differences stem from different
philosophical world views. That is, today one is likely to find more significant
differences between a "liberal" and a "conservative" Roman Catholic on specific
moral matters, than between a liberal Roman Catholic and a liberal Episcopalian.
Between the liberal Roman Catholic and Episcopalian there is probably agreement;
or so much of the current theological opinion maintains.

The ecumenical dialogue in Christian ethics, then, has a much different
focus than the broader ecumenical question. If the current theological opinion is
correct, the fundamental question concerning the convergence in Christian ethics
is not an ecumenical question at all. Rather it is a philosophical question dealing
with the different world views which do not respect confessional boundaries.

The purpose of this study is to test the current theological opinion, to test

the "common wisdom," which claims such a great deal of convergence in Christian
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ethics. In addition, this study will examine whether divergent ethical solutions
offered by the Christian traditions are based on different philosophical world
views, or whether they continue to stem from confessional affiliation.

Three methodological issues must first be considered before the problem
can be more clearly explicated. First, since ethics is a broad field, to keep the
problem manageable, only the writings in one area of Christian ethics will be
examined. That one area is sexual ethics. Second, sexual ethics, as any area of
ethics, is considered within a particular cultural context. For the purpose of this
study the culture of the United States will serve as the context. Third, in order to
test the common wisdom, it is necessary to examine the writings of certain,
representative, contemporary, Christian ethicists. If there is a convergence taking
place, it will be reflected in their writings.

The first methodological issue is the choice of the particular area of
ethics. Sexual ethics was chosen since it has been seen as a field within which very
clear confessional differences have been drawn. The confessional division has been
seen between the Roman Catholics and the Protestants. Little allowance has been
made for the rich diversity found among the distinct Protestant traditions. Though
there is acknowledgment that the Protestant position on a particular question in
sexual ethics is difficult to discern, the all-inclusive term "Protestant Ethics"
continues to be used in the literature. This study will only examine writings in
sexual ethics and will seek to determine whether a convergence between Roman
Catholics and Protestants is, in fact, taking place.

The second methodological issue is the particular cultural context.
Context in ethics is not always a factor. Various levels can be distinguished within

ethics, and at the level of universal ethical principles the cultural context is not
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very significant. The claim, "Human life should be respected," could be applied to
any culture, any set of circumstances, any period in history. However, when trying
to decide how this human life should be respected, whether this subject is a
murderer, an unborn fetus, or an attacking invader, the context is essential data
for the ethical decision; the cultural context is vitally important. The United
States serves as an apt context in sexual ethics for several reasons. The United
States has produced numerous psychological, sociological, and physiological studies
in human sexuality. The data from these studies is often used throughout the world
in many other cultural contexts. The so-called "sexual revolution" gained great
exposure through the mass media. Consequently, large segments of the population
have become aware of the changes in sexual mores and have joined in the public
debate. Finally, within the context of the United States, there exists religious
pluralism. The various religious traditions exist side by side, the ecumenical
dialogue continues at the levels of local communities as well as the universities.
With such a juxtaposition of the various Christian traditions a conducive
atmosphere is present for a possible convergence.

The third methodological issue focuses on the particular authors to be
studied. To determine whether a convergence is taking place between Roman
Catholics and Protestants, the authors themselves must be studied. Too often the
common wisdom merely refers to the collective "they." That is, "they" are saying
the same thing in sexual ethics. In this study "they" is replaced by a group of
particular authors in a determined situation.

Several determinants are involved in the choice of authors. To begin
with, there is an obvious need to choose authors who fall into two groups, Roman

Catholics and Protestants. There is also a need to articulate which elements are
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important in Roman Catholic ethics and which are important in Protestant ethics.
That is, there must be some agreement on what is meant by confessional affiliation
for Roman Catholics and for Protestants. The findings of several studies
examining the ecumenical dialogue between the two traditions are presented in the
first section of Chapter Six. These same studies are claiming that significant
differences are emerging within the two major traditions, dispelling the notion that
a single Roman Catholic or a single Protestant ethic exists. Therefore, a further
distinction must be made.

Bernard Lonergan's categories, "classicist world view" and "historical
minded world view," are used to designate this distinction within the two
traditions. Lonergan's terminology is explained in the second ;ection of Chapter
Five. Suffice it to say at this point that "classicist" emphasizes the immutable, the
eternal, and the rational in ethics; the methodology is most often conducted in an a
priori, deductive manner. The "historicist,” on the other hand, emphasizes the
particular, the temporal, and the changing elements in the human situation; the
methodology is a posteriori and inductive.

Lonergan's categories are used for two convenient reasons. They avoid
the pejorative overtones contained in "conservative" and "liberal."  Also,
Lonergan's categories, not specifically ethical classifications, deal more with the
philosophical underpinnings of any field of study, whether it be ethics or history or
sociology. His terms are more basic than such ethical categories as
ontological/teleological/relational-responsible. With Lonergan's categories added
to the Roman Catholic/Protestant distinction, there are four groups of authors:

Roman Catholic Classicists, Roman Catholic Historicists, Protestant Classicists,

and Protestant Historicists.
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Three authors were selected for each group. The number three was
deemed better than two, guarding against the possibility that within a particular
group of two there may be no agreement whatsoever, nor the possibility of
determining which of the two was representative of the group. However, to go
beyond three authors, nothing significant would be added unless the number was
considerable, and a considerable increase in numbers would make the project
unmanageable. Thus, it was necessary to select twelve authors. It was further
decided to restrict the selection of authors to contemporary authors, making it
possible to restrict the cultural context variable in the development of their ethics.

To specify the authors for each of the four groups a survey was sent to
eighty-one schools selected from the Association of Theological Schools' 1978
Bulletin. The survey was sent to those theological schools which were associated in
some type of ecumenical cluster or consortium, asking each school to provide three
names which would be most representative of each of the four groups. The text of
the letter, the survey itself, and the results of the survey are found in Appendix 1.
A total of seventy-three different names were suggested. The process of distilling
the twelve authors out of the seventy-three is also explained in Appendix 1l.

To confirm the findings of the first survey, a second survey was sent back
to the eighty-one schools. The schools were asked whether they agreed with the
selected twelve authors. If there was disagreement, the schools were asked to
suggest other names. The text and results of this second survey are also found in
Appendix 1.

In the Roman Catholic Classicist category John F. Harvey, William E.
May, and Charles J. McFadden were chosen; in the Roman Catholic Historicist

category: Charles E. Curran, John F. Dedek, and John G. Milhaven; in the
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Protestant Classicist category: Greg L. Bahnsen, Paul Ramsey, and Dwight H.
Small; and in the Protestant Historicist category: Beverly W. Harrison, James B.
Nelson, and W. Norman Pittenger.

Further comment is necessary in the case of two of these authors. W.
Norman Pittenger is an Episcopalian priest now living in England. @ Many
Episcopalians and Anglicans do not use the term "Protestant" when referring to
themselves. Nonetheless, in the field of Christian ethics the distinction is made
between Roman Catholic and Protestant ethics. No provision is made for the
distinctiveness of the Anglican tradition. For this reason Pittenger is included
among Protestant ethicists. Furthermore, as is noted in Appendix 2, though he now
resides in England, Pittenger is an American and spent thirty-one years teaching
and writing in the United States before taking a position in England. Thus,
Pittenger is considered an American Protestant in this study.

The second author to be noted is Paul Ramsey. There is some difficulty in
attempting to associate Ramsey with the other two Protestant Classicists, namely
Greg Bahnsen and Dwight Hervey Small. While all of these three authors base their
ethical theory on an external authority, there is little agreement beyond that point.
Ramsey's own academic background is more diverse than the others; he has written
significantly more than the other two combined; and his writing is more nuanced
and sophisticated. For these reasons, it will often be difficult, at times impossible,
to arrive at a univocal position for the three Protestant Classicists.

One final comment needs to be made concerning the classification of
these authors. The focus of this study is not the classification itself. The initial
classification was recognized and was used in the selection of the twelve authors

by the respondents to the surveys. Even though some type of classification is used
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throughout this study, the authors are classified and grouped together only for the
sake of comparison, only to determine whether convergence is taking place
between groups.

Having considered these three methodological issues, it is now possible to
articulate more clearly the focus of this study. It is commonly assumed that
confessional differences are disappearing in Roman Catholic and Protestant
writings on sexual ethics. The goal of this work is to test such an assumption.
Furthermore, if differences remain, this study will determine whether disparate
moral conclusions stem from an author's confessional affiliation or from an author's
philosophical world view.

This study will begin with an examination of the works in sexual ethics of
each author. This examination will take place in the first four chapters of this
study with one chapter devoted to each of the groups. A procedure consi'sting of
three parts is followed for each author. The first part is a description of the
author's ethical theory. With many of these twelve authors, no previous attempt
has been made to formulate an ethical theory as such. Their writings have dealt
with specific ethical questions with little emphasis placed on theoretical or
methodological underpinnings. With these authors it is necessary to derive an
ethical theory from their treatment of specific topics, thereby surfacing the
presuppositions which undergird their conclusions. Such a process involves risks.
Categories, definitions, and thought processes are identified in reverse order,
starting from an author's conclusions and working backwards. One is necessarily
cautious in attributing certitude when using such a procedure.

For the sake of comparison, four categories are used for the consideration

of an author's ethical theory in this work: (1) Ethical Foundation and Operative
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Philosophy, (2) Social Sciences, (3) Ecclesial Context, and (4) Scripture. These
categories are derived from the writings of the twelve authors. Not all four
categories apply to each author; but, these four categories do encompass all the
theoretical issues dealt with by the twelve authors.

The first category, Ethical Foundation and Operative Philosophy, is the
most inclusive. Within this category an author's consideration of foundational
ethical issues is explained. Such issues as the starting point in Christian ethics, the
nature of the human person as a moral agent, and the question of personal freedom
are examined within this category.

Within the second category, Social Sciences, the author's appreciation of
the findings of the social sciences is considered. An author's use of such findings
reveals whether his or her ethical methodology is inductive or deductive. A
deductive method usually begins with established principles and definitions; against
these norms the findings of the social sciences are judged. An inductive method
begins with the findings of the social sciences (among other things) and from these
moves to the derivation of definitions and the formulation of appropriate
principles. The relationship between the findings of the social sciences and ethical
norms is an important consideration in this category.

Within the third category, Ecclesial Context, an author's perception of the
role of the Christian community in the ethical formation of its members is
considered. Such a consideration is important in identifying the role of a teaching
office within the community and in determining the manner of resolving conflicts
which may arise between the teaching office and an individual's conscience.

The final category, Scripture, provides an opportunity to examine an

author’s use of scriptural texts and scriptural themes in his or her writings. On the
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one hand, it is necessary to determine whether scriptural texts are used in a
"proof-text" fashion. Such a use of Scripture indicates that the final ethical norm
is to be found within the text. On the other hand, for those authors who draw on
scriptural themes without making reference to specific texts, it is important to
discover on which basis the author decides to rely on one theme rather than
another.

The use of these four categories allows for a comparison among the
twelve authors and among the four groups of authors. Furthermore, the
consideration of an author's ethical theory allows one to determine the amount of
convergence which is actually taking place between traditions at the theoretical
level. It must be noted, however, that the move from the theoretical to the
practical, or particular, level may reveal some differences which were not evident
at the theoretical level.

The second part of the procedure followed for each author deals with the
author's theory of sexuality. Many authors have not developed a theory of
sexuality as such. Their writings generally deal with a particular issue in sexual
ethics. Whenever possible, however, this study attempts to identify the theoretical
considerations of these authors.

The third and final part of the procedure is an examination of the author's
application of his or her theory of sexuality to one particular issue in sexual ethics.
Homosexual activity is the issue, and, whenever possible, the author's consideration
of this situation is used. Due to its controversial nature, homosexuality sharpens
many of the presuppositions in an author's theory. It is a topic which has received

considerable attention from both the Roman Catholic community and the various
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Protestant communities. In those cases where an author does not deal with
homosexuality, another suitable issue is chosen to expose the author's method.

The consideration of a specific ethical issue, that is to say the practical
application of a theory of sexuality, serves to verify the consistency of the theory.
If at the theoretical level, for example, an author claims to base his or her theory
of sexuality on the relational aspects of the human person, but in the application of
that theory draws exclusively on a text from Scripture, there is an obvious
discrepancy between theory and practice. This is important when discussing
possible convergences between the traditions; convergence, then, must be
examined at both the practical level and the theoretical level.

The first four chapters elaborate each author's ethical theory, theory of
sexuality, and the application of the theory of sexuality to one particular topic.
The work of these four chapters is vital in order to be in a position to realistically
and specifically approach the question of possible convergence between Roman
Catholic and Protestant American ethicists today. It must be kept in mind,
however, that the focus of this study is not convergence between individual
authors; rather, the focus is the possible convergence taking place between groups
of authors. What is necessary is a methodological construct which allows for both
the grouping of individual authors as well as the comparison of one group with
another. Thomas S. Kuhn's theory of paradigms provides such a framework.

Where the first four chapters deal with the thinking of individual authors,
the final two chapters deal with the four groups of authors. In Chapter Five a
comparison is made between the Roman Catholic groups and the Protestant groups
through the use of Kuhn's theory of paradigms. This comparison deals with whether

or not the traditionally perceived confessional differences are still present in the
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ethical writings of Roman Catholics and Protestants. A second set of comparisons
is made between each of the Roman Catholic groups and between each of the
Protestant groups. This second set of comparisons is concerned with identifying
those elements which distinguish Roman Catholic Classicists from Roman Catholic
Historicists and Protestant Classicists from Protestant Historicists. The findings
of these comparisons indicate whether there is convergence between Roman
Catholic Classicists and Protestant Classicists, as well as convergence between
Roman Catholic Historicists and Protestant Historicists. The results of Chapter
Five reveal that, in fact, convergence is taking place in some areas but not in
others.

Chapter Six examines the possible reasons for the continuance of
disparate moral conclusions in sexual ethics. The first part of Chapter Six
considers the commonly perceived confessional differences found in the literature
today. Then, in the second section of Chapter Six, the writings of both the
Classicist authors and the Historicist authors are examined to determine whether
these confessional differences remain. In the third section, the Roman Catholic
Historicist approach to homosexuality is examined to determine the influence of
confessional affiliation. The conclusion of this chapter tries to test the common
theological wisdom. The findings are surprising.

This project is believed to be a timely and appropriate undertaking for at
least two reasons. A belief which is commonly held by a large number of
individuals can acquire a credibility apart from concrete grounds. This credibility
can be based on the fact that individuals believe it to be true. To test such
thinking is always appropriate, particularly when there is suspicion that the belief

may be false. The second reason is that, if the ecumenical dialogue continues in
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Christian ethics, and surely it will continue, to identify clearly those areas of
agreement and disagreement also identifies what future study should take place.
This project is submitted in the hope that the ecumenical dialogue may be
strengthened; differences and problems are identified only in the hope that they

may be dealt with.



CHAPTER 1
ROMAN CATHOLIC CLASSICISTS

This first chapter will deal with the Roman Catholic Classicists: John F.
Harvey, William E. May, and Charles J. McFadden. The ethical theory of each
author will be studied; how the ethical theory is used to develop a theory of
sexuality; and, finally, how both the ethical theory and the theory of sexuality are
applied to a specific issue in sexual ethics. Both Harvey and McFadden consider
the issue of homosexuality. May only uses homosexuality to illustrate some of his
points. In May's case the issue of contraception indicates his premises in sexual

ethics.

A. JOHN F. HARVEY

1. Ethical Theory

John F. Harvey has been writing since the middle nineteen-fifties.
Twenty years later, in 1975, he revealed some of his thinking in basic ethics. His
ethical theory is most clearly articulated in Communio, the Spring issue of 1975, in
which he published an article entitled, "Law and Personalism." Until this time
most of his articles had been dealing with particular issues in sexual ethics,
principally, homosexuality, with an occesional article on some aspect of medical
ethics. In "Law and Personalism" Harvey considers what is meant by the concept
of morality, laying out his ethical foundation. This leads to his understanding of

the ecclesial context, and finally to the role of Scripture.
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a. Ethical Foundation and Operative Philosophy.--For Harvey "morality is what a
human act ought to be. It is a relationship between a norm and an action in which
it is assumed that the norm is binding in conscience."l It is in the area of this
relationship, according to Harvey, that the moralist should concentrate his or her
efforts.

Recognizing a breakdown in the ability of the society and the community
to critically evaluate ethical matters, Harvey claims that "it is the task of the
moralist to study the situation to see how the concept of moral law has been
distorted, and to suggest remedies."2 The fact that morality is based on law is
foundational to Harvey's ethical reasoning. This underlies not only his theory but
his applications as well. In the Communio article Harvey offers a definition of law.

While the term law can be understood in various ways, I shall follow

the definition of the Summa of St. Thomas: an ordination of reason for
the common good promulgated by the one who has authority to govern the
community. This definition can be applied to natural moral law and to all
the forms of positive law: civil law, ecclesiastical law, and Divine
positive law.3

What Harvey does not consider is the role of reason in either the
‘understanding or the genesis of the law. He is more concerned with protecting the
objectivity of the law and the norm, keeping them grounded in reality which,
according to Harvey, is differentiated from the individual's state of consciousness.
Harvey implies that one's conscience is not a part of reality. Unlike reality, which
is "out there," the individual's state of consciousness may be entangled in fantasies
and other distortions.* He does acknowledge at least one subjective factor in the
determination of the moral norm on the part of the individual. The conscience is

the individual's "/.../ capacity to discern right from wrong in personal decision-

making."5 He goes on to explain conscience:



ROMAN CATHOLIC CLASSICISTS 3

Yet, while holding that conscience is a subjective or personal faculty, we
also believe that it cannot function unless it is informed and moved from
without. The act of conscience depends upon learning the differences
between right and wrong; it also depends upon a reality beyond the person
who moves the person to do good or to avoid evil. Without denying the
many subjective factors influencing conscience, it is necessary to affirm
objective structures in its total reality. /emphasis added/®
Harvey attempts to follow Thomas' understanding of conscience. In
Thomas' intricate explanation, however, conscience is an act, not a power or a
faculty,” which is different from Harvey's interpretation. In the above quote
Harvey does not develop just how the subjective influences discern right from
wrong. He is more concerned with maintaining the position that the conscience is
influenced by the reality which is outside of the individual. Nonetheless, by looking
inside oneself the individual is able to "/.../ know something about the laws of his
own perfection /[;..7."8 These laws within the individual are most basic in Harvey's

ethical foundation. The moralist seeks to discern the nature of these laws, and it is

the role of individuals to obey the laws.

b. Social Sciences.—Harvey does not theorize on the use of the social sciences in
ethics. As will be seen below, when he does refer to the findings of the social
sciences it seems to be an afterthought in that his conclusion is already

established.

c. Ecclesial Context.—For Harvey the ecclesial is an important element in
discerning what is moral. The moral life is not merely contained in the
discernment of good and evil and the choosing of the good. For the Christian,
according to Harvey, the good is identified with the law of God; the moral

Christian is the one who follows God's law; and the Church, considering the natural
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sciences and other findings of human reason, evaluates all such knowledge against
the norm of divine revelation and clearly transmits God's law to the faithful.

My basic argument is that man needs the guidance of the Church to
know the law of God; that such guidance is found principally in the
official magisterium of the Church, which is centered in the bishops and
the pope, that theologians should work with the official magisterium in
expounding authentic moral teaching. In this way the faithful will receive
the guidance they desire.?

The guidance which the magisterium and the theologians offer is in the
realm of objective morality. Harvey maintains the distinction between objective
morality and subjective morality. For him objective morality would consider the
actions in themselves. It would be in the area of subjective morality that one
would consider the motivation as well as other psychological influences which are
brought to bear on the particular moral decision.10 The norms which are found in
Scripture and which are interpreted by the teaching Church are in the area of
objective morality. Harvey believes these norms to be applicable in every situation
and not dependent on different cultures. He takes Roderick Hinderyll to task
when Hindery suggests that the Christian and non-Christian ethicists should seek to
develop a common ethic. For Harvey a common ethic would mean that the
Catholic would have to let go of the authoritative teaching of the Church, thus
relativizing norms, since there does not seem to be anything else which could be
the basis of norms in Harvey's system. The outcome would be a situational ethic.
Harvey makes it very clear: "[...] The truth remains that the Christian is not able
to establish a working ethic without the help of revelation and the Church."12
Harvey seems to be taking a position which is, in fact, against the tradition of
Roman Catholic teaching. The tradition has taught that reason could prove the

existence of God,13 that there is no opposition between faith and reason,“‘ and

that in listening to one's conscience the individual would know what to do.15
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Harvey sees the Church establishing concrete laws in the realm of
objective morality. "/...J True law is meant to be reasonable, and to serve the
common good. It is also a directive of the will, but under the guidance of reason
seeking the truth."16 Just laws serve the purpose of protecting the rights of all the
members of the community.17 Some of these laws the community follows are
divine positive laws. Harvey considers these in the context of divorce and
remarriage of the Christian. In this situation the divine law prohibiting remarriage
is binding on the individual.18 In the case of divine positive law, the directive of
the will under the guidance of reason occurs outside the community. This process
occurs in God. According to Harvey, the law which flows from God is a result of
His love for individuals.

Freedom from sin, proclaimed in the New Testament, goes hand and
[sic/hand with the obligation of fulfilling the New Law of love, which is
understood throughout the New Testament as including the
Commandments. The very phrase "law of love" indicates the harmonious
relationship between law and love. Divine love is the reason for moral
law, the motivation for its observance, and the goal of all actions under
the New Law.19
The moral law, which stems from divine love, does not arise from within the
community, nor does it arise through deliberative communal discernment. The law
is given to the community by God through revelation. This law is clearly taught by
the Church.

While Harvey does not develop this line of thinking any further, an
implication of the above would be that the role of reason in the individual Christian
is to understand what the divine law is, not to question the divine law. It is
understandable, then, that Harvey would have a difficult time with dissenting

theologians within the Church. A definite theme for him is communal agreement

on the law. Even where there is not a question of infallible statements and where
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the particular laws and guidelines are open to revision, he still wants unanimity.
His reason for holding this is "/.../ the common good of the people in the church
[-.7.420
Harvey's understanding of this common good dictates that the teaching
voice of the Church be clear and united. The teaching voice of the Church gives to
the individual Christian the guidelines or laws which are to be followed. It is not
the role of the Church to encourage individuals to make up their own minds about
these moral matters which he is considering. In one sense it is the role of the
Church to protect the individual Christian from confusion.
Those not educated in the procedures of professional moral theology,
however well versed they may be in other disciplines, do not appreciate
the conflicting voices they hear within the teaching church. When a
pastor-counselor tells them to make up their own mind about a complex
moral problemf they regard this as a cop-out, because they came to him
for guidance.
Since the Church is the authentic teacher of the law and since the individual
cannot come to a knowledge of the law without the teaching of the Church,22 if
there is confusion within the teaching voice, the individual Christian is hopelessly
lost.
One final point on Harvey's understanding of law--the individual is able to
fulfill the law. He writes:
[+..] 1 understand morality as a norm by which an individual evaluates
his way of life in the light of an ideal to which he feels committed—an
ideal fashioned by the combined insights of Catholic doctrine and reason.
I also understand ideal as an attainable goal for the Christian, and not
merely as an option which one can achieve through the practice of grace-
filled, extraordinary virtue.
The fulfillment of this ideal is not easy. As a matter of fact, for Harvey, one of

the problems of the "new morality" is that ideals and goals are set which can be

achieved too easily.zl" The cross of Christ is the primary symbol for the Christian,
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and from this symbol follows the fact that everything which is human must be
converted and redeemed.2> Consistent with this understanding of the central role
of the cross, Harvey maps out how he sees the ascetic life: carrying the cross
every day, the seed dying in the ground, chastizing one's body, and crucifying
oneself with Christ.26 In this approach grace is placed on top of the human and
raises the human to a different level, a level which is then pleasing to God. Harvey
never spells out just how it is that grace accomplishes this. When referring to the
homosexual and criticizing Curran's evaluation of homosexual acts, Harvey writes:
"This compromise principle is not acceptable. Presupposing truly human acts, he
[the homosexual/ will have the grace of God to avoid an action which is objectively
evil."27 Through this grace one's whole life changes. "The body itself is at the
service of a new and supernatural life, of a life of the spirit under the impulsion of

the Spirit of God--in the Risen Christ."28

d. Scripture.—Harvey views the use of Scripture in ethics within the ecclesial
context. For Harvey the individual's

[...] knowledge of right and wrong is terribly incomplete unless it is
reinforced by the guidance of divine revelation in both the Old Testament
and the New. It is also presupposed that the Roman Catholic Church
remains an authentic teacher of the moral content of revelation. In short,
the Catholic Christian depends upon the teaching of revelation as
understood by the Church, and upon the discoveries of human reason as
enriched by all the human sciences. With regard to moral knowledge, the
imperatives in the Old Testament or the New are clear in comparison with
the groping of human reason.2?

In this explanation of the role of the teaching Church, reference is made
to human reason and the natural sciences. However, the place of both is subsidiary
to revelation. This is not a recent development in Harvey's thinking. In an article

published twenty years previous to "Law and Personalism,"” he makes a similar
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claim. While the natural sciences are important in understanding the true nature
of sexuality, and particularly homosexuality, which is the concern of the earlier
article, still, "Catholic theology alone gives man the full truth about his nature, his
destiny, and the means which he can use to attain his goal."30 And in another
article he points out that the individual conscience must conform itself to the
Divine Law as this is interpreted by the authentic teaching Church.31 Again, in a
later article published in 1973, using the traditional understanding of sexuality,
which sees the monogamous, permanent, procreative, marital relationship as
normative for all ethical evaluation of sexual activity, Harvey claims that this
norm of sexuality is a premise of revelation.32 While he acknowledges other
influences, all of these other influences are to be judged against the ultimate norm
of revelation which is authoritatively interpreted for the individual by the teaching

Church.33

e. Summary of Ethical Theory.—The first point in Harvey's ethical foundation is
the very nature of morality itself. Even in his definition of morality the human act
is what is important. For Harvey law is what helps the individual evaluate the
different acts. What Harvey does not consider is the active role of the individual
in determining the law itself. The teaching Church and Scripture are the key
foundations for the law, to the extent that without the assurances of Scripture or
the Church an individual would not be able to know what ought to be done. It
follows, then, that there would be no dissent within the teaching Church since this

confuses the faithful.
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2. Theory of Sexuality

While Harvey touches on several issues within the realm of human
sexuality3# and occasionally on some aspect of medical ethics,35 by far his
greatest effort is on the topic of homosexuality, about which he has written at
least twenty articles since 1955. When treating the topic of homosexuality, he
remains consistent with his ethical theory, basing his evaluation of homosexual acts
on the nature of sexuality which has already been established by God. This norm
has been revealed in Sacred Scripture and has been consistently taught by the
authoritative Roman Catholic Church. This section will begin with his
understanding of the established plan of creation, then the nature of homosexuality
as Harvey sees it, and finally, the moral evaluation and advice which Harvey offers

on homosexual activity.

a. Nature of Sexuality.--Harvey states his understanding of the nature of sexuality
very clearly in an article which was published in 1974.

It is the teaching of both Scripture and Christian tradition that
genital sexual expression between a man and a woman should take place
only in marriage and that marriage is a permanent, exclusive, procreative
and loving union. Apart from the intention of the man and the woman,
sexual intercourse has a twofold meaning: it is an act of union with the
beloved and it is procreative. These unitive and procreative meanings are
distinct but inseparable.36

In the same article he goes on to draw the conclusion that marriage is normative
for all sexual expression, appealing to Genesis' description of the relationship
between man and woman and to St. Paul's Letter to the Ephesians.37 In this article

Harvey offers no critical analysis of the Scriptural texts; however, he does refer

the reader to his own article in the New Catholic Enc:ylopedia.38 In the
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encyclopedia article Harvey lists those texts which condemn homosexual activity.
Harvey quotes Romans 1:26 and 27, where men and women have turned away from
"natural intercourse" to homosexual activity, without acknowledging that the
distinction between homosexual orientation and homosexual activity was unknown
during the biblical author's time. Nor does he offer an explanation as to why the
teaching on marriage found in Ephesians is applied to homosexuality.

The inseparableness between the unitive and procreative aspects of sex is
central to Harvey's thinking. Using this understanding as a basis, he states his
conclusion in the area of homosexuality. He writes: "As God made us, we are not
meant to love with intense concentration and exclusiveness another member of our
own sex [5..7."39 In Harvey's theory there is little which can be done that would
stray from the norm, since the norm has been established by God and not by human
beings. The homosexual act would directly violate that norm in that there would
be no possibility of a procreative dimension in the homosexual activity. "By their
nature homosexual acts exclude all possibility of procreation of life. Such acts are,
therefore, inordinate uses of the sexual faculty."#0 Individuals or entire societies
would be unable to change this teaching, since it comes directly from God. Since
procreation is not possible, he draws the following conclusion:

Homosexual acts, however, make the attainment of procreation and
education of children impossible. The divine will is violated because the
procreation and education of children is clearly indicated as the will of
God in the institution of marriage.#!

Harvey draws some of the implications which would follow if procreation
were able to be separated from the unitive function of sexuality.

[...] As soon as one separates completely the procreative function of

the generative org