
DEFENCE AUGUSTINE
HO FEMINA OMO

Since egan MY research Augustine’s and Thomas Aquıinas’
theologıica anthropology nearly 3() dg (ın IMNY evaluatıon
of Augustine’s doetrine concerning women’s nature and role has
changed*). Ooday, apprecılate Augustine’s “feminısm’”, iın the
hat he. 1ıke (lement of Alexandrıa before hım, SITOVE nclude

1ın Godlıke humanıty, IN spite of theır femaleness. Augustine’s
maJor wrıtings, ıke De Genesi ad litteram, De I rinıtate and De CIVvitate
Del, advocate women’s human equıvalence ASs strongly AS possıble
wıthın the lımıts of hıis patrıarcha culture. Before, Was 1smaye Dy
Augustine’s definıtion of female subservience d Godwilled part of the
creational order. My present, INOTEC positıve aSsessment of Augustine
results from INOTEC negatıve Judgment of hıs doctrinal iramework,
namely the malecentred conformity of both scrıptural and theır
subsequent interpretation.

In IN Y perspective 4S femıniıst theologıan, v alkıng about (10d
from female gendere EXpeTENCGE. maın stumblıng OC 1n tradıtional
Chrıstianıty 1S the fundamental exclusıon of femaleness al the dıviıne
eve Gven the interactıon between of 1vinıty and humanıty
In verbalısıng eology and theologıca anthropology, God 15 NOrmally
described ASs andromorphiıc OT metasexual, wıth correspondıng attrıbu-
tion of Godlıkeness LO male human beings 0)J8 sexless human souls. In
thıs Godlanguage, GUU emales d1iC exciude from ully human
IMAZO Deli, and hereby from exemplary umanıty When modern
theologıca anthropology has eft such dualıstic androcentricıty,
considering both IN and ın theır equıvalent dıversıty ASs eing
created ın image, thıs accomodation post-patrıarchal culture 1S
A4se uUuDON patrıstic Afemmism -).

In fact, present 1Ca interpretation SCS three equalıity strategıes,
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1c WeTC introduced DYy Clement of Alexandrıa and urther labora-
ted by Augustine:

The sexual dıfferentiation expressed in Gen 1, 27b “male and
female he created them  ” 1S disconnected from the cCOoNnsecutıve essing
of fertilıty In 1: 28 and linked the preceding image texti of }} 26-27a
""Let us make dam (collective male ın OUT image, accordıng {O OUT

1keness412  K.E. BÖORRESEN  which were introduced by Clement of Alexandria and further elabora-  ted by Augustine:  1. The sexual differentiation expressed in Gen. 1, 27b: ‘““male and  female he created them”, is disconnected from the consecutive blessing  of fertility in 1, 28 and /inked to the preceding image text of 1, 26-27a:  “Let us make Adam (collective male) in our image, according to our  likeness ... And God created Adam in his image, in the image of God  he created him”.  2. Paul’s argument for men’s preeminent Godlikeness in I Cor. 11,  7: ‘“For man should not cover his head, since he is the image and glory  of God, but woman is the glory of man”’, is veiled. Gen. 1, 26-27a is  here combined with God’s formation of Adam from clods in the soil,  referring to Gen. 2, 7. In I Cor. 11, 8-9, Paul asserts man’s theomorphic  precedence in terms of woman’s derivative formation from Adam’s rib,  as ‘an aid fit for him”, according to Gen. 2, 18, 21-23.  3. The negating citation of Gen. 1, 27b in Gal. 3, 28: ‘“there is not  male and female, for you are all one (collective male) in Christ”, is  interpreted as including women instead of abolishing femaleness. It is of  note that this text presents a mixture of reverting to creational  perfection defined as presexual,  and  salvational  attainment of  Christomorphic sonship in perfect maleness.  >  PATRISTIC ‘“FEMINISM””  Christianity starts from what I call ‘““redemptional democracy”,  where both women and men are saved in Christ through baptism and  resurrection. Since Christ is incarnated in perfect humanity, i.e. male  Godlikeness, women’s equivalence in the order of redemption implies  that they achieve Christlike maleness, as expressed in Eph. 4, 13: “until  we all arrive at the unity of the faith and of the full knowledge of the  Son of God, unto a perfect man, unto the measure of the stature of the  fulness of Christ””. This early Christian theme of becoming male as a  prerequisite to, and consequence of, salvational conformity with the  new Adam, Christ, is most succinctly expressed at the end of the  Gospel of Thomas (114): ‘Simon Peter said to them, Let Mary  (Magdalene) leave us, for women are not worthy of Life’. Jesus said, I  myself shall lead her in order to make her male, so that she too may  become a living spirit (cf. Gen. 2, 7) resembling you males. For every  woman who makes herself male will enter the Kingdom of Heaven”.And (J0d created dam in hıs image, in the image of (GJ0d
he created hım  K

Paul’s in  u:  n for men’s preemınent Go  1Kkeness In Cor L1
°°FOor INan should not hıs head, SInCe he 1S the image and 24(0) 8

of God., but 1S the g10T7Yy of 27  man 1S veiled. Gen &, 26-2 7a 1s
ere combıned ıth formatıon of dam from CIO! In the so1l,
referring to Gen Z In Cor 11, 8_’ Paul Aasserts man’s theomorphic
precedence ın erms of woman’s derıvatıve formatıon from am s nb,
4S ..  an a1d for hım  27 accordıng LO Gen Z 18, 2022

The negatıng cıtatıon of Gen I 27b In Gal 3 28 ..  there 1S noTt
male and female, for YOU AdIC all ONC (collective male in Christ . 15

interpreted A including instead of abolishing femaleness. It 15 of
note that thıs texti presents mixture of reverting creational
perfection defined A presexXual, and salvatıonal attaınment of
Christomorphic sonshıp ın perfect maleness.

PATRISTIC ° FEMINISM  27

Chrıistianıty starts from hat call ““redemptional democracy’”,
where both and INCMN AdIC saved in Christ hrough baptısm and
resurrection. Since Chriıst 1S incarnated ıIn perfect humanıty, 1 male
Godlıkeness, women’s equıvalence In the order of redemption ımplıes
that they achleve Christlıke maleness, 4S expressed ıIn Eph 13 ..  untıl

all arrıve 2y the unıty of the al and of the full knowledge of the
Son of God, NIO perfect INan, nio the CAdSuTec of the tature of the
ulness of Chrıs Thıs early Chrıstian theme of becoming male AS

prerequısıte LO, and CONSCQUCNCE of, salvatıonal conformıty wıth the
NC  S Adam, CHrist. 1s MOst succinctly expressed al the end of the
Gospel of TIThomas °Sımon Peter sa1d them, Let Mary
(Magdalene leave uüS, for AIC nOoTt worthy of 111e Jesus salıd,
myself ead her in order make her male, that she tOO MaYy
become lıvıng spırıt (ef. Gen Z resemblıng YOU males. For

wh makes herself male ll the Kıngdom of Heaven’.
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Sometimes dıisregarde: Dy modern scholars AS °heterodox’”’
(because of ° tfeminist”’ embarrassment the motif of
transformed nNtLO Man 1S quıte ogıcal ASs resulting from Christocentric
mixture of dıvine Sonshıp and perfect manhood strıkıng example of
women’s internalısatıon of androcentric Christlıkeness 1S provıde Dy
the Egyptian desert other., Amma Sarra (4th century Talkıng LO
SOMMNEC grea visıtıng anchorıtes, che refers 8 her odgiven charısmatıc
authorıty ın these “I INan, and VOU, yOUu AIC women)’*). In
fact, the theme of perfect maleness 18 OUnN! LHNOIC often in Christian
than in gnostic sources“*). Since women’s transformatıon into Christlıke
maleness 15 reserved fOor the order of redemption, thıs theme 1S
ınapplıcable inclusıve devıce already from creation. Given the
basıc incompatıbilıty of Godhead and femaleness, the Innovating
patrıstic INOVC from exclusıvely redemptive Godlıkeness LO ONC

qually attrıbutable LO al creation 15 realısed through
genderfree definition of IMAZO Dei®) Theomorphic quality 15 ere
connected {O the spirıtual and hereby sexless human soul, sexua|l
dıfferentiation eing understood AS restricted to the bodıly sphere.
ollows that 00 ATC created dSs Godlıke Dy possessing human
ratıonal capacıty, thus eıng ıdentical iNnen ın intellect and virtue.
hıs approach, C call “asexual feminısm , 1S inıtı1ated by Clement
of Alexandrıa He 1s the first author ave OUnN:! who Gen E
27D the preceding image-text of r 26-27a, in order nclude
wıthın Godlıke umanıty from inıtıal creation. Clement also introduces
hat call the ° feminist falsıfncatıon ” of ral 30 28, usıng the text’s
presexual element CMNSUTC women’s eomorphıc priviılege. Clement
avO1ds dırect problematısatıon of men’s exclusıve image qualıty Dy
virtually ignoring (Oör 1E The first part of hıs text 1S cıted only
ONCC iın h1ıs wrıtings, and then referring LO androcentric soc10logy 1S
important tOo ofte that LWO basıc tenets of tradıtional doctrine dIC

upheld Dy thıs sStiratagem: the SCISSION between dıvinıty and femaleness
remaıns unchallenged DYy asexual definıtion of IMAZO Dei, correlated
ıth metasexual God-concept. Women’s Godlıkeness 1s afırmed ın

Sarra In Jean-Claude GUY, Les Apophtegmes des Peres du Desert, Begrolles,
1966, 229

®) arl VOGT, "Devenıiır male’””, aspect une anthropologie chretienne primitıve, in
Concilium 202 (1985)

Karı Elısabeth BORRESEN, mago De1, priviılege masculın? Interpretation
augustinienne el pseudo-augustinıienne de Gen 1’ D7 ei Cor {} Y In Augustinianum 25
(1985) 213-234
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spıte of theır female inferl10r1ty, hat creational gender hıerarchy
remaıns unaflected.

The eadıng Father of Tee eology, Gregory of yssa, includes
ıIn Godlıke umanıty Dy restricting the image of God al

creation presexual priviılege. Hısu for hat call “csexless
equalıty” 15 mıtıgated varıant of encratıte protology, where the
orıgınal perfection of humankınd 15 understood A eıther all-male,
presexual OT asexual. In CONSCYUCNCC, gender dıfferentilation, ÖT TINOTC

precısely, femaleness, 1S explaıned A ÖT CO  cCe of primeval
SIN Enkrateia, 1 sexual abstinence, 1S therefore indıspensable for
restoring umanıty LO inıtıal, Godwiılled wholeness°®). In thıs PeTSD  -
tive., Gregory dıstinguıishes [WO Stages of creation: the first 1S
purely spirıtual ıIn image, expressed ıIn Gen [} 26279 Thıs
orıgınal presexual perfection 1S be restored In the order of
redemption, ypıcal encratiıte theme The second phase, the creation of
sexually dıferentiated bodies accordıng Gen 1: 1S Dy
Gregory connected O the formatıon of dam and hıs in Gen
Z 7 18, 24273 Thıs introduction of anımal physıcalıty, 16
assımılates umanıty ıth beasts, 1S motivated Dy foreknowledge
of the Mirst SIN ubhAhuman mortalıty ASs CONSCYHUCNCEC of the fall 1S {O be
counteracted by qually subhuman fecundıty ’).

regory’s wofold anthropology 1S ‘“ feminist”’ ıIn the that Dy
placıng am s formatıon in Gen Z the SUMeE secondary evel A

derıved woman’s orıgın according CGen Z 18, 21-23, he SCVOTIS the
tradıtional ınk between theomorphic umanıty and exemplary
maleness. 1S therefore ogıical hat the combinatıon of Gen 1, 6273
and 2 E d expressed ın (ÖT LE JE 1S entirely alıen regory’s
hought In he regularly invokes Gal 3 28 ın favour of
presexual Godlıkeness, be restored in Chriıst by reverting inıtial
creation, before Gen 1 TOmM 20th-century femımnıst poımlnt of
VIEW, regory’s doectrine 1S partıcularly inapplıcabile, noTlt only because
he enforces the tradıtional dısparıty between Godhead and femaleness,
but maınly because hıs definition of perfect humanıty excludes both
male and female gender. In fact. regory’s double dam and Eve ATC
NnOTL properly human beings but hybrid creatures, wıth angellıke,
spirıtual image qualıty and beastlıke, sexually dıfferentiated corporalıty.

Giuilia SFAMENI ASPARRO, Enkrateia antropologia. Le mot1ivazıon] protolo-
giche continenza della verginıta ne]l erist1ianesımo de!] prım]ı secolı nello
gnOst1Cc1ıSmoO, Roma, 9084

De homintis opificio 44, 177-186; 204-205 De anıma el resurrectione.
46 145-149
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1S important tO remember hat thıs theory f wofold creation Was

upheld by maJor theologıans 1ke axımus Confessor and John f
Damascus, hereby SUrVIVINg ıIn Greekorthodox doetrine throughout
the 1ddle Ages

AÄUGUSTINE AS °° FEMINIST  27

In comparıson wıth Clement of Alexandrıa)’’s inclusıon of
genderfree in creational Godlıkeness and Gregory of Nyssa’s
exclusıon of gender from theomorphic humanıty, Augustine’s holistic
definıtion of both maleness and femaleness Aa properly human marks
hıgh pomint of patrıstıc °temıinısm). onfronting Manıchaean dualısm
and encratıte dualıty, thıs eadıng Father of Latın eology afırms the
unit y of creation. In De Genesi ad litteram, Augustine strıves combıne
the [WO creation Dy intrıcate eXegESIS (an arduous task,
SINCe the hypothesis of [WO dıfferent 1DIl1ca OUTCECS ere Was rst
propose: in “ by Henning ernnhnar Wiıtter)

Augustine dıstinguishes between [WO modes of unIque
creation aCcCt the instant, emınal informatio expressed In Gen k and
the SUCCESSIVE conformatio desceribed ıIn Gen By hıs devıce,
Augustine 18 able tO CONnNeCTL sexual dıfferentiation accordıng LO Gen l
D-2 ith the preceding image texi ıIn 1, 26-27a ollows that the
formatıon of dam and h1s ın CGen Z f 18. 2128 15 Iınked
the creatiıon of theomorphıiıc umanıty. I hıs protologica leap> from
regory’s dıvısıve scheme 1S °temiıinıst” In the of includıng the
female human eing, femina/mulier, iın the Godlıke human prototLype,
homo. Nevertheless, ıt 1S ıimportant olfe that Augustine’s holıstic
eflort 1S ampere Dy hıs neo-Platonic spiırıtualısm, in that he endorses
regory’s genderless definıtion of the image qualıty, IN spıte of rejecting
ıts presupposed dual creation. The ensumng ogıcal incoherence iın
Augustine’s anthropology 1S partıcularly ısıble In h1s ° temiinıist” efforts

Incorporate female human beings ıIn andromorphiıc OT asexual
Godlıkeness

Augustine 1S the first church Father ave found who ırectly
confronts Cor 11, by afırmıng hat 00 ATC created 1ın
image. 1S of ofe that all patrıstıc eXeEZESIS understands thıs texi AS

lıterally statıng men’s exclusive Godlıkeness Augustine’s scrıptural
dılemma results from HIS inclusıve interpretation of theomorphic
humanıty, by connecting Gen L: 6-72’Ja and 279 efusıng accept
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the Paulıne denıal of women’s IMAZO Deli, Augustine takes refuge in
allegorıca exegesI1Ss, previously sed by Orıgen Casc the embarrassıng
corporeıty and especılally femaleness In Gen 1, JB Consequently,
Augustine neutralıses Paul Dy explaınıng hıs mulier ın TMmMS of lower
human TCasSON, 1C 1S not theomorphıiıc, in contradıstinction to higher
ICAaSON, figured by Paul’s Godlıke Vır Augustine’s maın proof-text 1S
here Gal 3 28, correctly understood ıIn 1ts combıned presexual and
andromorphiıc equalıty, but CVCNMN INOTC ıllogically sed than Dy Clement
of Alexandrıa, SInce the negated cıtatıon of Gen L 27b 1$ nvoked
nclude d Godlıke Dy attaching homo of CGen 6 6:7279
femina of I

Augustine’s “ feminist falsıficatiıon” 1S urther elaborated in De
I rinıtate. According {O the first creation aCcCCount human nature as such.,
IC includes both 9 has een made In the- image of God
Consequently, 1S not exclilude': from Godlıkeness Ad
imagınem quıppe de1 naturam ıpsam humanam factam dıcıt JUAaC SCXUu

utroque completur, NEC ab intellıgenda imagıne de1 separat femınam)’.
Nevertheless, Augustine’s insertion of Paul’s mulier hrough the
stratagem of attrıbuting her genderifree MENS, sharpens the conflıet
between ratıonal Godlıkeness and infer10r femaleness. Thıs anthropolo-
S1Ca splı 1s nOoTt OUnN:! iın Paul’s uULr, where male precedence from
creation conforms IO hıs theomorphic excellence. ollows that the
tradıtional incompatıbılıty between Godhead and femaleness remaıns
unchallenged Dy Augustine’s inclusıve definition of IMAZO Dei ıIn
manlıke dısgulse. W omen dIC nOT Godlıke GUU emales ..  cum ad
adıutoriıum dıstrıbuitur, quod ad C 1psam solam attınet 1ON est
imago de1; quod utem ad ulrum solum attınet, imago de1 est tam plena
atque integra quam ıIn 1NUM con1uncta mulıere””?). Augustine’s
valıdatıon of Gen ıIn of conformatio therefore strengthens
malecentred identificatıon of patrıarcha SCX roles and Godwilled
gender hıerarchy, 1C 1S partıy concealed In Gregory of Nyssa’s
double creation.

In De Genesi ad litteram, Augustine ırmly underlınes that Ve's
and therefore all women’s Falson d’etre d female human beings 1$ theır
subordinate and passıve procreatıve function: ..  aut 61 ad hoc
adıutoriıum g]1gnendı 10S$ NON est facta mulıer ulro, ad quod CT O
adıutorium facta est” S1. QUaC siımul operareitiur terram, nondum erat
abor, ut adıumento indıgeret, Crn S1 ODUS melhıus adıutorıum

Gen litt I1, SEL 28, @ 8 X-()
Irın. XIL, f 50, 364
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masculus fieret hoc el de solacıo 1CI potesti, S1 solıtudıinıs fortasse
taedebat. quanito enım congruentius ad conuluendum ei conloquendum
duo amıcı parıter q uam ulr el mulıer habıtarent?HOW FEMINA IS HOMO  417  masculus fieret. hoc et de solacio dici potest, si solitudinis fortasse  taedebat. quanto enim congruentius ad conuiuendum et conloquendum  duo amici pariter quam uir et mulier habitarent? ... quapropter non  inuenio, ad quod adiutorium facta sit mulier uiro, si pariendi causa  subtrahitur””*°). Adam would have been better helped in his work by  another masculus, a far more congenial company in his solitude than an  inferior woman. The late Antique theme of friendship between equals  implies an exclusively male bonding. Reshaped by encratite shunning of  sexual  activity,  this  theme persists  in the medieval  monastic  tradition**). A correlative conflict between marital love and hetero-  sexual intercourse is pathetically expressed in Augustine’s earlier De  sermone Domini in monte: “Sic inuenitur bonus christianus diligere in  una femina creaturam Dei, quam reformari et renouari desiderat, odisse  autem coniunctionem copulationemque corruptibilem atque mortalem,  hoc est, diligere in ea quod homo est, odisse quod uxor est”’12). The  refusal of woman as uxor is here unaffected by holistic enhancement of  femina in terms of homo. In consequence, Augustine’s backdating of  women’s salvational Godlikeness to the order of creation only  dissociates spiritual equivalence from female subservience, so that  women’s subordination in church and society remains normative.  It is important to emphasise that Augustine in De civitate Dei  introduces a ‘““feminist”” exegesis of Eph. 4, 13, with explicit reference to  holistic creation. Since femaleness is part of initial human perfection,  women will nof be restored to Christlike humanity by resurrecting as  males. Against this traditional theme, Augustine interprets perfect  manhood, uir perfectus, in terms of human fulfilment, with allusion to  inclusive homo in Gen. 1, 26-27b and referring to conformatio in Gen. 2.  Because femaleness is part of God’s creation, women will be resurrected  as female human beings. Nevertheless, Augustine’s viewpoint is  decidedly androcentric, since he argues that the recreated beauty of  female bodies will no longer disturb resurrected human males,  henceforth liberated from their sinful concupiscence: “Non est autem  uitium sexus femineus, sed natura, quae tunc quidem et a concubitu et  a partu immunis erit; erunt tamen membra feminea, non adcommodata  usui ueteri, sed decori nouo, quo non alliciatur aspicientis concupis-  centia, quae nulla erit, sed Dei laudatur sapientia atque clementia, qui  4°) Gem ı litt. , IX 5.(CSEL.28,.1, 273.  *) Brian Patric McGUIRE, Friendship & Community. The Monastic Experience 350  to 1250, Kalamazoo, MI, 1988.  #2) Serm: Dom. 4, 15; 41. GCB5, 45quapropter NO
inuen10, ad quod adıutorıum facta sıt mulıer ulro, S1 parıendiı
subtrahıtur””+9). dam WOU ave een better helped in hıs work Dy
another mMmasculus, far INOTEC congenıal COMPAaNY In hıs SOlıtLude than
inferio0r The ate Antıque theme of frıendship between equals
implıes exclusıvely male bondıing eshape Dy encratıte shunning of
sexua|]l actıvıty, thıs theme persı1ists ın the medieva] monastıc
tradıtion*+). correlatıve conflıct between marıtal love and hetero-
sexual intercourse 1S pathetically expressed In Augustine’s earlıer De
SEerMONe Domini INn *°SIC inuenıtur bonus chrıistianus ılıgere In
una femina creaturam Deı, quam reformariı el renouarı desıderat, Odısse

conı1unctionem copulatıonemque corruptibilem que mortalem,
hoc eSst, dılıgere In quod homo estT, odısse quod AOT est: i The
efusa]l of as UXOFr 15 ere unafiected Dy holıstic enhancement of
femina ın erms of homo. In CONSCYUCNCE, Augustine’s backdating of
women’s salvatıonal Godlıkeness tOo the order of creation only
dissociates spırıtual equıvalence from female subservience, that
women’s subordination In church and soclety remaıns normatıve.

15 ıimportant emphasıse that Augustine ın De CLVitate Dei
introduces ° teminıst” eXegESIS of Eph 4, F3 ıth explıcıt reference LO
holıstic creation. Sınce femaleness 1S part of inıtıal human perfection,

ıll NoT be restored Christlıke humanıty by resurrecting 4S
males. Agaınst thıs tradıtional theme, Augustine interprets perfect
manhood, ULr perfectus, ıIn of human tulfılment, ıth allusıon LO
inclusiıve homo ın Gen E 2652 and referring conformatio In Gen
Because femaleness 1S part of creation, ıll be resurrected
4S female human beings. Nevertheless, Augustine’s viewpoint 15

decıdedly androcentric, since he Aargucs that the recreated beauty of
female bodies ıll longer dıisturb resurrected human males,
henceforth lıberated from theır sinful CONCuUPISCENCE: “ Non est utem
ult1ıum femineus, sed natura, QJUAaAC tunc quıdem ei concubitu eft

immunıiıs erit: amen membra feminea, NON adcommodata
SUul ueter]1, sed decorI1 NOUO, qUuUO 19(0)  —_ allıcıatur aspıclent1is CONCUPIS-
centia, QUaC nu erit, sed DeI audatur sapıentia que clementia, quı

10) Gen litt 1 SEL 28, E: Z
11) Brıan Patrıc MCGUIRE, Friendship Community. The Monastıc Experience 350

1250, Kalamazoo, MI, 088
12) Serm. Dom I: l C 33



418

ei quod NO erat fecıt e lıberauıt corruptione quod fecıt 42ı 1s
sıgnıfıcant that Augustine oe€es nOTt discuss women’s worldly subordina-
tıon, 1C he 1s consıstently to afırm A creationally Godwiılled

hıs condıtion be restored ASs part of perfect womanhood? Or ıll
female subservience be suppressed ogether wıth carnal]l fecundıty?

Augustine’s valıdatıon of human femaleness invokes tradıtional
ypOIOgY, where creational gender hıerarchy 1S transposed the order
of redemption: Christ ASs HE  S dam, church ASs He  S Eve 1S important

remember that thıs role play, whiıich call ““theologıica sexology”,
WAas 1ın fact verbalısed al the early doectrinal S  ge when women’s
Godlıkeness Was nOoTL yel hackdated from salvatıon creatiıon, Dy

of patrıstic °teminıist” efforts. In nuptıal symbolısm, 16
remaıns basıc both In Roman CatNOolıc and TeGE orthodox christology
and eccles1010gy, Ven instrumental role as am s elpmate 1S
reenacted by the church’s womanlıke dependence the God-Man,
Christ Theomorphic maleness 1S ere se  -evident prem1ss, ıth ıts
corollary exclusıon of femaleness al the dıvine eve Referring Eph
5 372 and I1 Cor IN Q early church Fathers 1ke Justıin, Irenaeus and
Tertullhan elaborate thıs 1919  S Eve 1ın erms of combıned brıde/mother,
wıth ancıllary relatıon LO the dıvıne gent, andromorphic Christ It 1S
essentı1al ofte that thıs sponsal magery clearly exceeds the
patrıarcha gender hıerarchy dısplayed In ve's formatıon from, after
and for dam The rst couple consısts of ONC UtLONOMOU: and ONC

derıved partner, but hoth ATC human beings. In the salvatıonal
couple features 1vinely SUDTCHC Lord and umanıty as hıs
submıissıve T1 TOomMm present pomint of VIEW, tradıtional ypPO10£2Y 1S
quıte preposterous in applyıng Ve'Ss inferi10r femaleness A sımile for

Patrıarchahuman dependency dıvıne omnıpotence. gender
assymetLrYy 1S ere transformed into manlıke., dıvıne egemOnYy, ıth
resulting enforcement and legıtımatıon of women’s submale status

In thıs perspective, ıt 1S important otfe that Augustine’s
applıcatıon of classıcal ypO10gY has aspect of what call
“androcentric feminısm)’. oug am s unıque responsıbıilıty for
humanıty’s collective gul 1$ counteracted hrough Christ’s redemption,
ves instrumental role in the first SIN 1S also neutralısed Dy the
subordinate function of churc  ary ASs Chriıst’'s brıde/mother. Chriıst
takes human nature In the form of MUAaN, but thıs incarnatıon 1S
realısed hrough the intermediary of woman+*). Augustine STTrESSES

13) Civ. Dei AAIL. 48, 8IS
14) ide Symb 4, SEL 41,
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that the female element In the order of redemption guarantees the
salvatıon of both °“domiınus utem lesus Christus, quı uenerat ad
homiınes lıberandos, In quıbus ei ei femıinae pertinent ad salutem,
10 fastıdıuit, quıa suscepIit, NEC feminas, quıa de femıina

est huc accediıt Magn um SaC  um, ut, quon1am DCTI femınam
nobıs INOTS accıderat, ıta nobıs DCI femınam nascere{ur” ut de utraque
natura, 1d est femıinına ei masculına, ulctus diabolus cruclaretur.
quon1am de ambarum subuersione laetabatur: CUul m fuerat ad
POCNAM, S1 ambae urae ın nobıs lıberaremur, nısı et1am DCT ambas
ltberaremür > ). The paralle of Eve and Mary 1S here nvoked wıth
clear ınclusıve PUrpDOSC of valıdatıng hoth versions of human nature,
female and male. In Augustine’s androcentric culture, hıs applıcatıon
of tradıtional YyPO10£Y SCTVCS {Oo enhance prior1ı infer10r femaleness.
*Hominıis lıberatıo in utroque SCXUu debuit Ergo quıa
ulrum oportebat suscıpere, quı honorabılior OSt, CONSCYUCNS erat
ut femiıine!1l lıberatıo 1NC appareretl, quod lle ulr de femıina
est *7211 perfectly adequate verbalısatıion In patrıarchal context,
Augustine’s ““theologica sexology” becomes inapplıcable when hıs
presupposed gender hıerarchy 15 vanıshıng. The Current survıval of
tradıtional ypOo10gYy ın both Latın and rTes Godlanguage, christology
and ecclesiology 1S therefore completely anachronistic ın post-patrıar-
chal culture, and irreconcilable ıth the actual interpretation of IMAZO
Deıi d ully equıvalent ıIn both and IN  >

AÄUGUSTINE’S [ RAGEDY

hıs evaluatıon of Augustine from present femımnıst standpoımnt
invokes SOMEC of hıs matfiure works, where sovereignty 1s nOoTt

entirely dependent humanıty's siınful enslavement. Elaıne Pagels
has recently analyse: Augustine’s struggle agalnst the equaliy shrewd,
but also arıstocratic bıshop, Julian of clanum*’) ase‘ INOTC

scholarly artıcles, Pagels’ new book early Chrıstıan, gnNOostIC
and patrıstic eXegeSIS of the rst couple’s creation and fall, concludıng
wıth Augustine’s emphasıs human bondage, AdSs expressed In hıs
doctrine of orıginal SIN Pagels interprets the ıfferiıng VIEWS of human

15) Ag christ. XAII, SEL 41, 1L94-1725
16) Diu
17) Elaıne PAGELS, Adam, Eve and the Serpent, New York, 9088
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reedom as elated Christianıty’s changıng status from persecuted
tO imper1a|l relıg10n2. Her focus the polıtical rationale 1S quıte
pertinent, SINCE eelıngs of gul favour obedience towards authoritarıan
government. Thıs aspect should be urther explore concerning
Augustine’s revıval as protestant church Father duriıng the
eformatıon! Pagels also explaıns Augustine’s doectrinal UCCECSS and
enduring impact Dy the eed Justify human suffering ıIn ot
collective culpabılıty, thus easıng indıvıdual responsıbılıty for empirıical
eviıl. Peter Brown has recently cshown that from the 7Ind hrough
the 5th century human reedom 1S understood be actualısed by

of sexual abstinence, makıng the ascetic performer Chrıstomor-
phıc+®) In fact, love of (GJ0d and sexual love AIC in the Christian
tradıtıon consıdered be mutually exclusive human drıves. The
dıfferent varıants of INOTC 0)8 less miıtıgated Enkrateia, ıth malecentred
and/or dualıstic fOCus, ne Godwilled human perfection d absence of
femaleness OT corporalıty. It ollows that am s inıtıal wholeness and
ndıvisıbılıty 1S constructed 4S eing Il-male OT asexual.

In spıte of Augustine’s rebuke of Gregory of Nyssa’s COTITECSDON-
dıng double creatiıon, hıs later enforcement of orıgıinal SIn, transmıtted
though sexua]l intercourse, maxımalıses the encratıte ousting of
sexualıty from human perfection. In Augustine’s antı-Pelagıan polemic,
hıs mancentred biology, where offspring 1s generated exclusıvely Dy
male emiıinal W!  9 SCITVCS iıllustrate the moral un1ıon between sınful
dam and h1is ouilty descendants. Augustine’s exegesI1s of Rom ö
..  iın qUO peccaverunt , both pr  S and explaıns humanı-
ty'S collective Fealius in of emiıinal transmıssıon. Defined d

penalty resulting from am s SIN, sexua|l concupiscentia also functions
d of contamınatıng humanıty wıth collective sinfulness,

originale, propagated exclusıvely hrough paterna seed.
Augustine’s antıthesıs dam-Chrıst 15 ere strıkıngly incoherent. Ssince
the total engulfing of umanıty In orıginal damnatıon 15 not
counteracted by equally unıversal salvatıon, cf. Rom 5 1921

In De Genesi ad litteram, Augustine interprets Ve'Ss subordinate
and instrumental role iın seducing dam d4s subverted elpmate
performance. Her inıtlatıve ın empting preeminent INan 1S therefore
InJur10us {O creational gender hierarchy+*?). Nevertheless, am s status

18) etier BROWN, The Body and Society Men, W omen and Sexual Renuncıa-
t10n In arly Christianıty, New York, 088

19) Gen litt A A 30; SEL 28, I 359-360U; 362-364; 168
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as Godlıke human prototype and hıs cConsequent greater lucıdıty makes
hım alone Uully responsıble for the inıtıal catastrophe. It 15 important
remember that Augustine emphasıses the ratıonal character of the fall,
whıch 1s motivated Dy superbia, nOoT Dy sexual attractıon*®). In hıs
allegorıca exegesI1s, Eve represents the lower human ICasSON, seducıng
the hıgher, manlıke rao: By ırmly excludıng carnal Iibido from
paradıse, Augustine ebukes encratiıte endıng of femaleness and
corporalıty, both of and resulting from the rst SIN On the other
hand, Augustine’s growıng obsession ıth concupiscentia, culmınatıng
in the antı-Pelagıan strıfe, COU hıs persisting evaluatıon of the
body ASs part of human wholeness: "natura toOtLa homıiınıs est

spırıtus, anıma el COTDUS, qu1Squ1s CTZO natura humana COTIDUS
alıenare uult, desipit 5);

In defence of Augustine, call attention SOINC °teminist”
CONSCYUCHNCCS of hıs insıstence the dam-Chriıst priority in SIN and
redemption. Augustine’s mature wrıitings depict Eve ds instrumental,
but partiıcıpant ıIn the first catastrophe. In hıs polemic agaılnst
Julhan of Eclanum, the first 15 eclipse: by the OMINOUS first
INla  - oug dam and Eve commıtted the orıgınal alı together,
umanıty 15 niecte both Dy collective gul and corporate punıshment
through dam alone. It 1s signıfıcant that thıs dısappearance of Eve 1S
not pursued In the post-Augustiniıan tradıtion, and CVECN less in hat

call “popular protology””, where the first remaıns maın
PETSONALC. Juhan’s argumentatıon invokes Eve iın perspicacı1o0us WaVYS,
thus forcing Augustine specıf y Ve s ubıquıitous absence. It 1S
important olfe that Juhan shares Augustine’s VIEW of dam AS

princıpal agen In the fall, but hıs bıologıcal presupposıtions when
interpreting Rom S ın of Imıtatıio AIcC less mancentred than
those of Augustine. Julıan underlines that thıs text contradıcts the
theory af sem1ınal transmıssıon, precisely because human procreation 15
effectuated Dy hoth parents and not exclusıvely Dy paterna seed. In
CONSCYUCNCC, {O safeguard am s priorıity, the only possible
interpretation of Rom 3 15 that umanıty imıtates dam iın
dısobeyıng the dıvıne command. Augustine retorts that ıf Imıtatıio 1s the
decıisıve factor, then 1t 18 Eve who 15 eing imıtated, accordıng Ecel
25 33 mulhiere inıt1um factum est peccatı"'. Thıs womancentred and

10) Gen litt A, 41:47) RE 28, 1, 376-378
21) Irıin. XIL, Z 5U, D
22) Nat orig. nım [ 2 SEL 60, 383
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therefore absurd result of Juhan’s reasonıing 1S urther ebuked Dy
Augustine ıth reference androcentric phys10l10gy, stressing am s
generatıve monopoly VLS-A-VLS Eve as passıve receptacle of hıs eccd)

Eve 15 equally featured when Julian discards Augustine’s
invocatıon of female suffering 4S proo for the ex1istence of orıginal SIN,
ıth reference LO Gen S Julıan defines bırth-pain A natural
dısadvantage of the feebhle SCX, LNOIC COTINIMMNON ın cıvılısed than
in barbarıan females, who do not sufler al all durıng childbirth
Augustine concedes that feroces agresteSsque mulieres delıver INOTEC

easıly, but CVOIN ıf the intensity of paın varıes, the penalıty rema1ıns.
paralle dıference of degree 1S Ooun INCN, who gaın theır
lıyelihood ıth INOTC OT ess HCcE . The question of male
domınance 15 trıcky indeed, SINCE both interlocutors understand gender
hıerarchy d legıtiımate and normatıve. Julhan defines female subser-
vience ASs natural condıtıon, followıng women’s creational ancıllary
role. Ingeni0usly, he insısts that men’s dominance would be evıl] ıf it
WCIC punıshment for SIN When Augustine consıders male superlor1ity
A Godwilled and therefore g00d, he 15 In fact denyıng 1ts pena qualıity
Augustine 1S ere fought wıth hıs OW WCaDONS, and hıs repIY 1S
markedly evasıve: “Quı1d ODUS est ut inde confligam, utlrum ista
dominatıo VITI sıt femıinae rdo naturae? QUCIN
ordınem NON commemorTavıt Deus, quando condıdıt, sed quando
punıvıt”. Agaınst Julıan, Augustine wants LO demonstrate the existence
of orıgınal SIN Dy pomlıntıng 18 1ts pena effects. On the other hand, he
refuses ne female subordinatıon AS punıshment, SINCE gender
hiıerarchy WOU. then lose 1ts normatıve value. Rather ıllogıcally, he

that women’s secondary Status 1S part of the creational order,
but expressly mentioned only after the fall Nevertheless, Augustine’s
uUSsS«cC of the term supplicium 1S e inaccurate, g1ven ıts penal
connotatıon“>). Julıan 15 urther pressing Augustine Justify the ack
of OTZaSM ıIn paradıse. The problem 1S quıte empırıcal, SInCe
concomıiıtant em1ss1io0n of seed 1S NCCCSSaAT Y for procreation ın of
bonum originale. Accordıing (Galen’s wo-seed theory, where the
female componen 1S subordinately actıve, creational lihido 1S required
also for Eve Julian LO demonstrate that UE human perfection
includes Orgasmıc capacıty, Augustine’s uUusSsc of lıbıdınous cConcupiscentia
dSs wıtness for human degradatıon hrough orıgınal SIN 15

23) Tul. impf. IL, 56; 1L, 88 SEL 85, } 203-205; 414-416
24) Iul. impf. VI, 45,
25) Tul. mpf. VI, 26 45,-cıtatiıon 566
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ODSsolete In rather chevaleresque INanNnnNcI (and wıth Galeniıc
connotatıon), Augustine avOo1ds male investigatıon of female pleasure:
“utrum utrıusque semına ın mulhiebrı CLE uoluptate
mi1isceantur, ulderınt femıinae quıd ıIn secretis ulsceribus sentlant ; NOSs

1O decet inanıter ad ista CSSC Cur10sos’’*°), Challenged by
Julıan, Augustine has tO modıfy the theory of ratiıonally controlled,
colntal acrobatıcs iın paradıse, 4S described In De C1Vvitate Dei*') nstead
of impregnatıon wıthout prerequıisıte OTSAaSM, Augustine reluctantly
aCCepts d volontarıly released uoluptas, but strictly ımıted
procreatıve finalıty °“hanc S1 placet uobıs in paradıso collocare ei PDCI
talem concupıiscentiam cCarnıs, QUAC LICC praeuenıiret HCcE tardaret NC

excederet imper1um uoluntatıs, uobıs uldetur ıIn 1la felicıtate 108
potulsse generarı, NON repugnamus’’*®).

IMITATING AÄUGUSTINE

Augustine’s doectrine 1s profoundly Chrıistocentric, am s hnege-
MONY both ın the fall and in the transmıssıon of ıts disastrous
CONSCYUCNCOS, 1S determıned Dy Chrıst’s role 4S unıque Redemptor. In
fact, Augustine’s holıstic protology imposes er10us problem of
theodicee. Rejecting evıl suprahuman princıple, he has ame
empırıcal suflering humanıty iıtself. Augustine 1S consequently IHNOTIC

concerned ıth defendıng sovereignty and Justice than
promoting dıvıne Contrary Pagels, WOU stress : that
Augustine, CVCNMN ın hıs later tragıc phase, 1S INOTC safeguard
dıvıne lıberty than damage human reedom WOU add that
Augustine’s insıstence the ambıvalence and complexıty of human
emotıonal drıves 1S LNOTIC realıstic than the PreviOus varıants preferred
Dy Pagels do definıtely nOoT chare Brown’s fascınatıon ıth ate
Antıque ascetic equılıbrısm, performed 4S salvatıonal selfhelp. The
presupposed of human freedom, resulting from dıstorting
rıft between Godlove and sexually expressed partnerlove, aIic from IN Yy
femınıst standpoınt completely inacceptable. Augustine’s irue ragedy 1s
that he 1S caught ın hıs SaJImIne conflıct, accurately desceribed Dy Brown
and Pagels, and 1C remaıns tragıcally unsolved iın tradıtional

26) Nupt CONCUPD. 11 RT 42, 279
27) (iv Deı XAIV, 24; 48, 449-450)
28) duas C pel. 1, K, 35 SEL 60, 457
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Chriıstianıty. an God, Augustine’s desperate antı-Pelagıan eachıing
Was unıformly transmıtted Dy subsequent Latın tradıtion.
dıvine election of perditionis would in fact ave obstructed
the church aAas sacramental salvatıon instrument, promınent in
Augustine’s mafiure eccles10logy.

In MY 20th-century, frankly anachronistic, evaluatıon of ugus-
tine, dıistingu1s between hıs mMı1ıtable intention and hIs partly
inapplıcable doctrinal CONTtent Augustine’s Man Yy ogıcal inconsiıistencles
regardıng the nature and role of result precıisely from hıs
ceaseless strıving LO insert them ıIn doctrinal and symbolıc framework
where femaleness 1S devilant and/or alıen, by ıfferiıng from exemplary
male OT sexless umanıty. Augustine’s defence of human wholeness and
OIlSTIC creation, definıng femina homo 1S imıtable, hıs androcentric
insıstence of Ve's Falson d’etre d am s derıved elpmate 1S ıIn

inapplıcabile. Augustine’s defence of human fecundıty A

creationally g00d, e bonum originale, 1S imıtable, hıs estrangement of
sexual gratificatiıon from human love 1S nOTL only inapplıcable, but
perfectly amagıng. Augustine’s ingen10us devıce of hene ut! malo, 1.e

neutralıse bad cConcupıscence by g00d procreatıve intent, aggravated
previous patrıstic seXology, where carnal intercourse Was sto1cally
imiıted tOo procreation. Thıs refurbishing COUu be faırly INNOCULOUS In
Augustine’s biosocıial Con(texXt, Since women’s control of theır OW

fertilıty Was A theoretically unthinkable as practically unfeasable
When Augustiniıan continence 1S rehearsed oday wıth completely
reversed rationale, connecting marıtal love and fruiıtfulness, the encratıte

of reducıng sexual actıviıty as much A possıble remaıns unaltered.
FOor Augustine, aımMor and COLLUS WEIC incompatıble, SInNCe affection
between SPDOUSCS required sexless marrıage. Paradoxıically, the present
magisterium s promotion of women’s per10dıc infertilıty contradıcts
Augustine’s explıicıt condemnatıon of the SAaIllc Manıchaean device‘ / )

The strong survıval of Augustine’s female FALSON d’etre, creation-
ally restricted 18 motherhood OT salvatıonally onfined {O vırgıinıty,
DTOVCS CVCN INOTIC paralysıng. Such androcentric dualısm 1S
magısterı1al documents dısgu1ised d ‘““complementarıty”, contradıction
in terms SinCce exıistential u  Y persısts d exclusıvely male
prerogatıve. In spıte of Augustine’s mancentred emphasıs the
paterna seed 4S sole transmıtter of human lıfe, tradıtional theologıca
anthropology has defined men’s existence 4S 1vinely ordaıned LO

29) Mor cel. cath IL, l E 65 32 6E AUS. SEL 25 F 4729
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fatherhood Given the present collapse of patrıarcha soc1obi0logy in
estern cıvılısatiıon, superseded ecclesi1astical insıstence women’s
maternal prlior1ıty has lıttle effect, eXCepL when interferıng ıth
legislatıon. errine: Dy hıs sexual drıves, Augustine dreamed of rational
wilfulness ıIn paradıse. For the first time in human hıstory, do
nOTL eed reverting STAIUS Innocentiae in order LO achleve reproductive
selfdeterminatıon, finally made poss1ble by the 20th-century bıologıcal
revolution.

In thıs CoNn{fiext of actualısed equıvalence, Augustine’s Continuous
effort g1ve ully human sStatus by inserting them as Godlıke
JIready from creation, provıdes mMO of theologıca. inculturatıon.
Patrıarcha gender hierarchy, 1C ın hıs soclety Was afırmed
normatıve Dr10rFL, 15 ere corrected by enhancement of women’s
humanıty, ın spıte of theır infer10r femaleness. Tom present femiıiniıst
standpoınt, Augustine’s ‘“ femminısm ” AaPPCAaIs warte: Dy hıs male-
centred spiırıtualısm. eiem1n1se equalıty by of sexless IMAaZO
Deli 1S oday by updated, inclusıve definıtion of Godlıkeness
as equaliy pertaımnıng and INCN, ıIn theır Ollstıc dıversıty. It 15
essentıial remember that thıs aggıiıornamento buıllds upON patrıstic
°ftemmıismÖ’”. On the V, eomorphiıc maleness and genderfree
privilege urvıve unchanged ın tradıtional Godlanguage, Since God 18
ST1 deseribed d andromorphic OT metasexual. Augustine’s protologıca
unıty, where femina 1S homo, Can therefore corrective paradıgm
for the needed reinculturation of eology. When both and INnenNn

ATC created ın image, G0od must correspondıingly be described
ıth both male and female metaphors. The MOST dıstorting incoherence
between Godlanguage and culture persists in the Current enforcement
of tradıtional ypOology The salvatıonal couple: 1919  S Adam-new Eve,
domıinate both TEC OrtANOdOX and Roman catholıc COTIC doctrine and
symbolısm Thıs relıc from the early Chrıistian of male
Godlıkeness, where attaın Chriıstomorphic umanıty by
redemptive transformatıon into perfect manhood, remaıns fundamental
ın chrıistology and ecclesi0logy.. I’he efusa]l of ordaııng LO the
priesthood because of impedimentum SCXUL DI'  S female Incapa-
CIty of actıng INn DETSONA Christi, SINCEe do nOoTt DOSSCSS
chrıstomorphiıc Godlıkeness The basıc incompatıbıilıty between (J0d-
head and femaleness excludes from performıng cultıic medıatiıon
between God and umanıty. oday, the maJorıty of Chriıstendom
remaıns rapped in thıs cul de S”a  C Augustine’s °“ tfeminist”’ applıcatıon of
ypOo10gYy Can ere inspıre CSCaAPC. Imıtating Augustine’s inclusıve
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intention, but dısregardıng hıs androcentric prem1ss of male superlorI1ty,
Christ’s incarnatıon has be reinterpreted In the of human
ulness 1$ important STTESS Chrıist’'s gendere partıcularıty A

NECECSSATY CONSCHUCNCC of hıs embodıie: condition humaine, wıthout
androgynous fiction.

correlated reformulatıon of ecclesi0logy 15 mposed Dy the actual
dısappearance of patrıarcha plausıbıilıty structure, makıng typology
brıidal magery meanıngless. In hıs sıtuation, the obsolete 11IC  S Eve of
present marı0l10g2y trıes in vaın tO perpetuate superseded gender
hierarchy>*°). MarYy A MO for inverted female exercıised
hrough subservience, DTOVCS suspic10usly akın Mediterranean
“mammı1ısmo , 4S eature: iın Augustine’s manıpulatıng mother
onnıca. When Chrıistianıty became INass relıgıon, ethnologıca
Mary merged AS Goddess ın dısgulse, counterbalance andromor-
phıc and/or metasexual monotheısm. Happıly enough, thıs venture Was

theologıcally endorsed Dy ary’'s divinısation. Nevertheless,
recent pontıfical definıtions of Mary AdSs ecclesiae agaınst the
second Vatican councıl’s return tO patrıstıc marl1o0logy, where Mary
partıcıpates In the church’s brıdal maternıty**). Thıs attempt
monopolıse the 1915  S Eve ary’s behalf Can be dismantled Dy
reverting {O Augustine’s COoncept of the church ASs ecclesia, where
Mary 1S emımnent member: *Sancta Marıa, beata Marıa., sed melhıor
est eccles1a q Uuam VIrgO Marıa ””>*).

The fundamental exclusıon of femaleness al the dıvine evel persists
4S maın barrıer for Ollstıc human Godlanguage. typıca uUsSsc of female
metaphors describing God OT Christ In the Chrıiıstian tradıtiıon Can be
sed ASs startıngpoılnt for LIICW eology On the other hand, it 1S
ımportant LO STITESS that gender hıerarchy 15 normally upheld by
attrıbuting metaphorıcal womanhood {O maternal OT

Christ’s human nature sovere1ıgn Justice OT Christ’s dıvıne nature
ATC consıstently described AS andromorphıc, that male egemonYy
persısts unaffected>**). In her orıgınal trinıtarıan diıscourse, the ate

30) Karı Elısabeth BORRESEN, Anthropologie medievale 21 theologie martiale, Oslo,
971

31) Karı Elısabeth BORRESEN, Marıe ans la theologıe catholıque, In Concilium
(1983) 1g  y revised INn Elısabeth MOLTMANN- WENDEL, Hans KUNG, Jurgen
MOLTMANN (eds.), Was geht UNS Marıa an?, Gütersloh, 1988, O E

32) Denis. 255 Y MAI, cıtatıon 163
33) Karı Elısabeth BORRESEN, L’usage patrıstiıque de metaphores femıinınes ans le

discours SUT Dıieu, In Revue theologique de ‚OUVaIN (1982) 205-220 mage,
Man’s Image? Female metaphors describing God in the Chriıstian Tradıtıon, In emen0s
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medieval recluse Julian of Norwich STarts from tradıtional formulatıons
of Christ’s womanlıke human nature, A In Anselm of Canterbury’s
rehearsal of Augustine. Here Christ’s comparıng hımself ıth mother-
hen in Matt 23, 37 15 combıned wıth Paul’s ırthıng in Gal 4, 19,
focussıng theır mıxed atherly authorıty and motherly affection: °Habe
enım auctorıtatem, affectum ; sicut ei Paulus el

pater est el est . . Julıan reconstructs Godlanguage Dy
transposing Christ’s motherhood the preexistent eve of trıune
odhead*>®>). Wıth thıs innovatıve eology, Juhan metaphorically
femıinıses the divine: °“the second PCISON of the rınıty 1Ss OUT other in
natiure In OUT substantıal creation, ıIn whom ATC ounded and rooted,
and he 1S OUT other of iın takıng OUT sensualıty””*°). Julıan
equally LTansposes her CONCeEPL of dıvine wholeness the human evel,
SINCEe inıtıal creatiıon and redemptional incarnatıon unıfy the spiırıtua
and bodıly elements of humanıty. Juhan’s He  S Godlanguage hereby
transcends the combined androcentric and dualıstic splı ıIn tradıtional
discourse. In Augustıine, Julıan afırms sovereıgnty ıIn

of maternal9 A all-embracıng election of hat COUuU be
“massa salvatıon1ıs’. Her CONCceptL of dıvıne motherhood 15

expressly elaborated in order to verbalıse her fundamental In
unıversal salvatıon: “I 11l make al thıngs well, make all

thıngs well, MaYy make all thıngs well; and yYyOou ll SCC that yourself,
that all thıngs ll be well '): maın achlı1evement of Juhan’s Ne  S

Godlanguage 1S provıde dıvinısed human MO for female
Godlıkeness, hereby correcting androcentric ypO108gYy 10 dıivinıse
Mary 1S heresy 10 femmnıse the Godhead 4S metaphoriıcally both
gynecomorphıc and andromorphıiıc quoad NOS makes Christian eology

ully human dıscourse, reflecting both male and female experlence.
In thıs perspective, find ÖOtto Scheel’s negatıve evaluatıon of

Augustine ıronıcally off the mark: “ Augustıin Warlr nıcht eine eigentlich
schöpferısche Natur Es prävalıert be] ıhm nıcht dıe Energıe des

34) FEnarr. IN Prs C 1, 40, 431 Anselm, Oratıio pera H. o 8 39-41
35) Karı Eliısabeth BORRESEN, Chriıst, notre mere, la theologie de Juhenne de

Norwich, in Mitteilungen Un Forschungs-Beiträge der Cusanus-Gesellschaft 13 (1978) 320-
329

36) OWINngs, ch ong vers10n), Fdmund OLLEDGE, James WALSH s
o0k of Showings the Anchoress Julian of Norwich 27 J oronto, 1978, 586 Translatıon
from ıddle Englısh in Edmund CCOLLEDGE, James WALSH Julian of Norwich
Showings, New York, 1978, 294

37) Showings, ch 15 (short vers10n). Ibid. L, JToronto, 1978, 249 Translatıon, New
York, 1978, LS1
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Wiıllens, sondern die Hıngebung e1ines WE1DIIC organısierten (GGemuüts.
Seine Chrıistologıie hat keine wirklıch omente ın dıe CNrıstliıche
Theologıe eiNgeEIUNtt - ). Scheel’s presumption hat female-gendered
Godlanguage an creatıvıty 15 clearly efuted by Julıan of Norwich
and other church Mothers*?) Agaınst Scheel, WOU that
Augustine’s eology 1S ypıcal example of male-gendered verbalısa-
t10n. Hıs Justificatiıon of sovereiıgn Justice has proved doectrinal
dead end, especlally by transmıtting encratıte anxılety. On the C  Ves
Augustine’s mafure defence of creatıve goodness ıIn erms of
OllSiICc protology makes hım mO of theologıica inculturatıon. Only
when imıtate h1Is inclusıve intention, wıthout repeatıng hıs tragıc
content, Can Augustine thrıve AS CONSIruUuCiOr of SUanhnld doctrina.

slo Karı Elısabeth ORRESEN

38) Die Anschauung Augustins hber Christi Person und Werk, Leipzig, 1901,
39) Karı Elısabeth BORRESEN, Women’s Studies of the Chrıistian Tradıtion, in

Raymond KLIBANSKY, Guttorm FLOISTAD La philosophie du Ve XVe siecle 6,
Dordrecht, 1990, 002


