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ABSTRACT

Credion d the universe and d humankind is a wonderful expresson d love in
God. Thelove that nat only unifies the Triunity of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit
but also enables the universe and humankind to have arelationship with their
credor.

This love, however, can orly be understood in the @ntext of some other
uncreaed elements in God such as order, freedom and otherness This is why, for
example, there can be no love withou relationship and there can be no relationship
withou otherness By studying these uncreaed elements in God which enable the
existence of love, we can expand ou vision d a aedive God and d credion
ethics. Thiswill enable us to show that bath (i) the aedion d personal otherness
by God and (ii) the outpouing of Hislove can be considered as expressons of the
same profoundadion.

This ‘credive-love’ adion can aso furthermore be cnsidered ona human level.
In this way, when contemplating the dhicd credion d human children, it is
suggested that the matrix or pattern of credion in God shoud continue and nd be
distinct from the love between the three ©-creaors (mother, father and God).
Thus, Divine aedion and Human Co-credion expressthe same dements. Human
creaion will then form, as it does with Divine aedion, a unifying and wonderful
communion and mutual belonging between the partners, whilst creaing ancther
communion between creaors and credures.

On abiologicd level, creaionis also related to genetics in that ead ore of us has
an indisputable chromosomal stamp stating firstly who ou human credors redly
are and seoondy that our creaors have become one in a owmmunion d distinct
persons to which we dso belong.

Finally, It is becuse pro-creative doning dssociates creation from the
communion d triune othernesses of God andthe two parents and reduces it to a
form of ‘mono-une’ creation that real comnund love annd be eyressd in this
act of creation.
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Mutual-belonging, Love.



PART |

Elements of Creation and their Relevanceto
the Co-Creation of Human Persons

Introduction

Credion defined as “make out of nothing or bestow existence upori’ [1] has been
the source of some of the most complex theologicd, phlosophicad and scientific
discussons down throughou the ages. It is indeed a most fascinating concept for
human beings to contemplate. Creaing entail s bringing forth something that did na
previously exist in time and space that isto say, thereisakind d ‘ magicd moment’
at which nahing existed and after which we have eistence

Though ony God will be éle fully to understand the wonder and magnificence of
the redity of credion d the universe and humankind, an intelli gible glimpse of this
wonderful aa is possble if we ae caeful not to limit ourselves to orly one
discipline such as <ience theology or philosophy. Indeed the best ‘view' is
obtained by looking at the interadions of these disciplines, espedally when they are
so profoundy involved and expressed in an ad like aedion. Such an intersedion
between dsciplines can then be assted and suppated by what theologians cdl
natural theology which is defined as theologicd information povided hy
observations of the ordinary course of nature.

What we can discover through the natural theology of our universe then dreds us
to attributes and charaderistics of credion and Creaor. Wilkinson states that “if
God is Credor, then ore would exped that theologicd and scientific descriptions of
creaionwould interad” [2].

But this interadion reals Divine revelation. We caina have any knowledge of
God by ourselves. Wilkinson describes natural theology as being brought into the
embrace of reveded theology [2]. He follows Polkinghorn, in this resped, who
states that “science and theology seam ... to have in common that they are bath
exploring aspeds of redity. They are cgable of mutual interadion which, though at
times puzZing, can also be fruitful.” [3]. Indeed, it would be unhelpful to insist, like
the ealy Karl Barth, that man has no knowledge & all of God apart from the Gospel

[4].

With resped to creaion, many theologians are cwnvinced that there ae marks of
the charader of Godinit andit is nat totally neutral. T.F. Torrance describes this by
stating that “Natural theology in itself alone is incomplete ... for it makes use of
concepts and theorems which lack meaning and cogency in themselves but which
may become meaningful and cogent when they are sublimated and interpreted from
the level of divine revelation.” [5]. In ather words, natural theology can be ahelp in
examining the charader of God bu canna doit independently of divine revelation.

|. God’s Creation
Asafirst step in ou study of arational and theologicd interpretation o the redity

and awesomeness of God's credion it is esential that we begin by studying the
initial ads of creaionin Genesis.



“In the beginning God creaed the heasens and the eath. Now the eath was
formlessand empty, darknesswas over the surfaceof the deep, and the Spirit of God
was hovering over the waters.” [Gen: 1:1-2]

In ancient Jewish tradition God creded order from what the Hebrew charaderises
by the words tohu-bohu. The word tohu representing a nothingness or a sort of
‘desert’ uninhabited and uninhabitable in which ore caina have any references of
space ad time. The word bohu meaning a state of ‘void’, ‘emptiness, or more
exadly of mist. So defined, tohu-bohu is a ‘nathing’ independent of any organised
order charaderised by measurements of space adtime[6].

But the aedion acourt in Genesis aso involves Divine adions which are quite
different in neture. To understand the diff erencesin creaion we must again return to
the Hebrew. When God credes the universe the verb bara is used signifying the
spedfic adivity or initiation d God which orly He can do. It aso expresses the
incomparable aedivity of God, in which word and ad of creaion are one [Gen: 1:1;
Ps 1485]. But thisis nat the only time the word bara is used in the Biblicd text.
When God creaes human kind, represented by Adam with the spedfic name
Haadam, in His own image, the word bara is aso employed [Gen: 1:27; 5:1) in
contrast to asa which has the meaning of ‘to fashion' or to ‘make’. Asa is much
broader in scope and dces nat involve spedfic Divine adion. Thisis the word which
is used for ‘making’ or ‘fashioning’ the third, fourth, fifth and sixth day as well as
the animals[7].

We have, therefore, a spedfic powerful and intrinsicaly Divine ad of credion in
bara for both the universe (spacetime dimensions) and human persons who were the
crown of God s Divine ad¢ion ou of nothing. In this way, the two ads of credion
are, in some profoundway, urified in their essence and redity which enables us to
suggest the presence of a unified rational of credionin God. In this resped, we can
aso naethat both credive ads of God have their sourcein the same intrinsic Divine
love. But, aswe shall see it is more than just asourceor an arigin! In a mysterious
way credaion d autonamous othernessis an expresson d profoundandred love. In
other words, creaionandlove ae apeds of the same adionin God.

That credion and love ae wonderful mysteries of the essence of God is also
refleced in the way Jewish tradition insists on the fad that no ore can completely
understand this love and the beginning of al things. It belongs exclusively to the
redm of God. They portray this imposshbility of totally understanding credion by
using the letter Beth as the first letter of the Biblicd narrative and nd the Aleph
which is the first letter of the dphabet. Before the Beth there is therefore the Aleph
which isimpaosdgble to determine or understand [8].

Interestingly, this theologicd situation is very similar to the present understanding
of modern astro-physics concerning the beginning of the Big-Bang in which there is
aboundry defined as the Planck-wall |i mited by 5 x 10%* m in space ad 5 x 10"
secin time beyondwhich it is physicdly impossble to gain any prior knowledge [9].

Such a point in spacetime, like the Big-Bang, is an example of what
mathematicians cdl a singularity, in which the laws of physics bre&k down. In cther
words, a singularity is a point in spacetime which scientists are mnscious of never
being able to uncerstand completely.



Theologicdly spe&king, singularities can also appea when apredse a¢ of God hes
its incomprehensible source in God which humankind will never be &le to fathom.
Theologians suggest, in this resped, that the incarnation d Jesus [10] and bara-
creaion by God can also be cnsidered as sngularities.

This suggestion may help us when considering the ever present question in
bioethics of when life begins. If we can compare the bara-creadion d the universe
with that of a person, pessble ‘Bio-Planck-walls' in time and space ould be
considered correspondng to the point in spacetime & which no unerstanding of the
beginning of life of a person could take place This would be the cae when
considering the paint in spacetime of fertili sation when the two nuwclei containing
the cdhromosomes of the sperm and egg ‘fed’ ead aher. Moreover, these values
would probably be different for reproductive doning, and twinning in which cases
persondl life would be limited in their origin by other Bio-Planck-walls.

Creation ex nihilo out of love

Sincethe time of the ealy Christian Church fathers the theory of creatio ex nihilo
which means that the universe cane forth physicaly from absolutely nothing has
been generally suppated by the Church, i.e. the universe ‘just appeaed'.

Furthermore, many theol ogians now accet the redity of creatio continua in which
credionis e asa @ntinuows processin which the aedive adion d Godisan
ongoing processhavingitsorigin in theinitial ad. Hence bath creatio ex nihilo and
continua are acceted together by theologians guch as Ted Peters who explains that
“The ad of drawing the world into existencefrom nathing is the ac of giving the
world afuture. Aslong aswe have afuture, we eist”. He alds: “God cortinues
moment to moment to bestow futurity, and this establi shes continuity whil e opening
redity upto newness Future-giving istheway in which Godiscredive.” [11]]

Here, Petersiswhat we cdl atheist who describes God s work as ongoing after the
initial creaion. God remains faithful and sustains His universe which He has creaed
and dees nat retred out of any involvement with His creaion.

But if we have acreatio ex nihilo and continua, this does not mean that everything
we ever encourter has been creaed since many elements charaderising and
refleding God, the aeaor, were not physicdly creded and can still be observed in
thisworld.

I1. Un-created attributes of God present in creation

To help ou understanding of creaion - in the best passble way- it isimportant to
avoid using words and meanings expressng creded rediti eslike scientific logic and
time. Wewill avoid in thisway the ubiquitous mistake of some apologeticd natural
theologians of trying to define aedion through creaed elements. For example, the
‘beginning’ of the universe andthe ‘beginning’ of human life do nd impose aything
spedfic to Godwhois outside the concept of time. Indeed, when time can nholonger
be mnsidered, the word ‘ existences' may beame more gpropriate than the word
‘beginnings’. Therefore, we shoud use dementsin God which were nat creaed bu
which continue to be present and refleded in creaion. Moreover, though these
words may seem to have diff erent meanings in themselves to the observer, they are
acually profoundy related by expressng the sameredity of lovein God. Indedd,
they are dl i ndispensable to the concept and meaning of love.



Here it may be useful to present a short list of some uncreaed elements of creaion
which belong together and which are important to expressthe same redity of lovein
God.

1. Love and Faithfulness

Though Greek writers have defined four kinds of love: (i) eros, erotic love, (ii)
storgé, family affedion, (iii) love which cherishes and (iv) agapé, nolde love &
towards God, it may be helpful to also include in this ensemble the Hebrew word
chesed which expresses loving kindress [12]. Unfortunately, in English we only
have one word ‘love’ and we will neal to bea in mind that it includes al of the
previous five facds at the same time. Credion, havever, is dominated by agape or
charitable love which is a willi ngnessto give fredy to anather withou any thought
of redprocity, though as we will seg a redity of ‘mutual belonging’ may be
initi ali sed between the aredors and creaure. Anaother way of expresgng this is best
represented as a willi ng disposition (and nd afeding) to pu the other first. But by
putting a personfirst in love we ae dso, in this way, showing our total accetance of
them withou condtions, i.e. to be totally accepted and to be totally loved can be
considered as the expresson d the same thing. Love is abou giving from oneself
what the other needs. But there is also a uniting experience in love which can be
charaderised as a willi ngness to become one with the otherness through mutual
acceptance.

However, thowgh love is the most important concept in God andis diredly related
to al the dementsin creaionit can continue to be one of the most difficult to define.
Many writers have sought to charaderise this grea adion[13] but the direa words
of Biblicd scripture can remain the most appropriate.

“Dea friends, let uslove one anather, for love cmes from God. Everyone who
loves has been ban of God and knows God’ (1 John 47). Inthisverse we ae made
aware of adired relationship between love and credaionthrough birth. Moreover,
“Godislove. Whoever livesin lovelivesin God,and Godin hm” (1 John 417)
which gives us a glimpse into ore of the most profoundrelationships of al i.e. the
relationship between mutual belonging and love.

One of the strongest expresgons of love is also charaderised by faithfulness This
is expres=d in that even when God redised that His credion hed turned away from
Himin the Fall, He did na rejed nor abandonit. The amazing love of God was e
through His faithfulnessin the incredible ad¢ of sending His $n Jesus to redeem and
to defor thewhae of credion.

2. Existence.

One of the most profoundattributes of humankind, which animals do nd have, is
their ability to conceve of the mncept of existencebaoth of themselves and d God.
As Dostoevsky famously put it: “What is drange, what is marvell ous, is not that God
redly exists, the marvel isthat such an ideg the ideaof the necessty of God, could
have entered the head of such a savage and vicious beast asman”. [14] This
fascination with existenceis moreover transferred orto the posshility of creaing
new ‘beings, reinforcing in this way their initial existence. Indeed, we have asort of
‘| creaetherefore | am’' experiencewhereby creaionisaforce @ming from
existence Thouwgh some like Tilli ch have suggested that God is beyondthe



limitations of existence and keyondthe range of conceptual thought, since bath
existence and conceptual thowght belong to the redm of the finite and are limited in
time and space[15] we can neverthelessconclude that initial space-time-matter
redity comes from God's existence and His credion. Hence because God exists and
islove, the ac of creaing existenceisin some way intrinsicdly related to the ad of
loving. In ather words, the ad of creaingisrelated to the ad of loving the existence
which ore has creded.

3. Order

The eistence of love @& an un-creaed redity amongst the persons of the Triunity
presuppases arelationship of order which isfar beyond ou understanding. Inded, it
is often difficult for us to equate order with love, bu if order did na exist we muld
not understand love. Furthermore, order in the same way as love brings badk
together that which is diff erent and aiginates from oneness

Some theologians even suggest that the belief in order in theology has its ground
and source in the love of God. As Thomas F Torrance eplains “...it is ultimately
God's love which is the power of order in creaed existence,.... disorderly ways of
behaviour being the very antithesis of what God is.” He cntinues: “The kind o
order that ought to be redised in the world is the law of God's love.” [16] It also
means that because natural and theologicd scienceboth operate under the mnstraints
of order, an utimate ground d order must exist which will not allow a divorce of
adual order from the order that ought to be. This iows us that there is only one
rational order pervading the entire universe [17]. Scientific patterns and matrices
constitute in their rational order, therefore, a ‘creaed correspondence to the
uncreaed rationality of God Himself [18§].

In this way, the acouns and images in creaion can look beyond credion itself to
refled God's esence love and charader which can be used to determine aedion
ordinances and adual moral principles. This view suggests that by studying nature
and the Genesis acourt we ae dso given a‘Credor’ sinstructions'. [19]

It is because of this existence of harmony in God, expressng a meaning in love,
that ethics can be discussed as the expresson d arational set of standards by which
humankind can deade what to dowith resped to an ordered dedsion. In this way,
sincemany forms of the order of God, refleded in His love and grace can be studied
by us, we can try to understand petterns or principles in the love of God which are
expresed in ou lives. In ather words, rationa ethics can also be @nsidered in
credion as a redity refleding a way in which creaion shoud be pursued in
acordance with the uncreaed attributes in God found in ou limited and human
understanding of love.

4. Freedom and Risk

The whole processof credion and the presence of the treeof life and deah in the
Garden o Eden (Gen 217) symbdlised arisk, the risk of giving personal othernesss
the immense danger of having free wills. It means that red freedom and risk
inextricebly exist together. To qude Karl Barth “God in His own freedom bestows
human freedom ... Human freedom is the gift of God in the free outpouring of His
grace” [20]



But why did it need to be arisk? The awswer to this question can orly be
understood ly adknowledging that in some profound way risk involves love.
Withou love thereis norisk and withou risk thereisnolove.

Also, what we experience & human freedom or the freedom of a personis what we
redly mean by afunction d aself. i.e. The expresgon d awhoe human person who
is not athing but rather a self with arational cgpadty to deliberate, make dedsions,
and shouder resporsibility [21].

Human freedom understood as human autonamy entail s the quality of personhood,
or selfhood o sou. In the life of the Trinitarian God we find aboriginal
‘personalness, and this personalnessis contagious. It initiates the aedive longing
for more personhood[22]. Karl Barth further suggests in this resped that God “is
the one, ariginal and authentic person through whose aeaive power and will alone
al other persons are and are sustained.” [23]. These other persons being totally
independent, with afreedom - or risk - to love or to hete.

5. Otherness

As we have seen the degp meaning of love involves otherness Only through the
existence of an ‘other’ can God love the ‘other’ person. He aeaed the wonderful
personal othernessto fulfil His redity of being love which expresses itself onto and
with otherness The fullnessof love in and emanating from God, has a mysterious
presaure to explode into otherness sich as in the aedion o His human children.
This credion d othernessarising from the otherness of the persons of the Triunity,
who are bound ly love.

Karl Barth, again, expresss the same ideawhen he states that “... the doctrine of
credion answers that God, who daes not neal us, creged heaven and eath and
myself, of ‘sheea fatherly kindress and compasson, apart from any merit or
worthiness of mine'”... adding “Credion is grace... God daes not grudge the
existence of the redity distinct from himself”[24].

lan Torrance further develops the doctrine of credion by explaining that it is
immeasurably enriched through the doctrine of the Trinity which, o course, is
presuppcsed by the doctrine of incarnation [25]. Both credion and incarnation are
even parts of the same Divine and urique adion d love and grace It is becaise
Christ isthe Lord of creaion bu also part of it [26] like ourselves, that Heis able to
reconcile the world, separated by Adam’s fall, to God. The doctrine of the
relationship between credion and incarnation as being central to the Christian faithis
further reveded by Calvin who argued that withou the knowledge of God as our
creaor and redeamer, we ae unable to know ourselves aswetruly are [27].

But the extent by which credion and love involves othernessis best charaderised
by Karl Barth who suggests that “Creaion is the temporal analogue, taking place
outside God, d that event in God Hmself by which God is the Father of the Son....
what God daes asthe aedor can, in the Christian sense, orly be seen and undrstood
as arefledion, as a shadowing forth, o this inner divine relationship between God
the Father and the Son” [28].

The implicaion d thisview purports that only in ared relationship of love to God
can any meaning be expressed. Human persons were aeaed from and urto a
relationship with their Creaor.



This theory of relationship is what T.F. Torrance @mmpares to Einstein’s relativity
theory by explaining that human persons, ontheir creaurely level, only exist in such
away that the relations between them belong to what persons esentially are. They
bea, in thisway, a aeded refledion d the transcendent relatednessor ‘community-
ness inherent in God. It isin the light of this personal and interpersonal nature of
human beings that we may rightly think of man and woman as imaging or refleding
Godthe Credor” [29].

In the light of this, Colin Gunton expands T.F. Torrance when he states.. “The one
(God) who is known by virtue of His free and persona relatednessto the world is
one whois arelational being in Himself. God, that is to say, is a communion.. one
who exists in the communion d the Father, Son and Spirit; ead with His own
distinctive and particular being, yet al only what they are a aresult of their relations
in perichoresis with ore anather. It follows that God is personal, for to be aperson
is to exist in relations of free mutuality with ather persons. Equaly, it foll ows that
God is love, for it is of the essnce of love to exist through redprocd giving and
recaving.” [30]

This exchange of love is also what shoud be expressd in the personal relation o
complementarity between men and women. Inded, the division d sexes enables
human beings to know the most intimate I-thourelationship, which islove [31]]. It is,
in this way, eternally prefigures in the communal nature of God, remely in the
mystery of Divine Trinity.

It means that God creaes using images or templates (usually from Himself in an
Imago Dei) so that His creaures can also expressthe love from which His creaion
emanates. “God creged man in hisown image, in the image of God he aeaed him.,
male and female he aeaed them.” (Gen: 1:25)

6. Creative Triunity

The aedion d existence can never be understood in a static or passve way.
Credionis adynamic adion charaderised by love. Indeal sincethe adivity of God
in the eonamic Triunity is identicd with the adivity of God in the immanent
Triunity, then the being of God must be understood nd in a static but a dynamic way
[32]. In ather words, the dynamic adivity of God s love and credion are expressng
relationships between the othernesses of the Triunity.

In the same way, humankind was creded in the image of God in that it expresses
and echoes the most central relatednessof all which isto be foundin the relatedness
of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit expressng a Trinity in urty, and a unity that is
trinal. The essence of God' s being is to exist in a aedive relationship of love and
mutual belonging between the ommunion d the Triunity of Father Son and Holy
Spirit. It is this which is replicated in mankind by the pdarity of male and female
sexes[33].

But the coommunion d One-ness of the Triune God is nat the only expresson d
His redity which are found expressed in the union between man and woman. The
profound credive power seems to emanate dso from the expresgon d othernessin
the Triunity and the unified man-woman coupe. Indeed, the aedion d ancther
person by God and by a mude expresses in the most profoundsense an ad of unity
of love in otherness The aedion d a dild becomes, in this way, the symba and



redity of the love and urity of the aeaors. It means that love is the source for the
dedsion to crede in an urevoidable at refleding the existence of love between
personal othernesses. When love eists between persona othernesses, credion o
yet more personal othernesses $ioud be intrinsicdly unavoidable. Hence aedion
and love expressthe same adion.

What is even more amazing is that this credive power of the Triunity also takes
placeon the scde of humankind in the same form. As God the Triunity of the Father
Son and Holy-Spirit creded the universe and humankind, He ntinues to crede
through the trinity of God and His creaed co-credgors (man and woman) the ever
increasing family of His children.

The term “creded co-creaors’ was used in this resped by Phili p Hefner [34]. This
term aso ill uminates in us the imago dei, the image of God embedded in the human
race in terms of credivity [35]. In this way a aedive triunity of triunities
expresdng the redity of one-nessandloveisin existence. Thiscan be represented in
asymbadlic way by triunity circles:

Triunity circles

According to this view, the incredible power of love through credionis recognised
through the posshility of human persons to become -credors with God. God
aways intended men and women to expresstheir love and communion through the
ads of creaing asymbal andredity of their onenessin a dild.

Though it would have been passble for God to creae milli ons of sterile, sexless
human persons as His children on Earth, God chose to share the esence of His
credive ecitement and love by enabling them to co-creae with Him independent
and free tildren which all threedifferent ‘independent othernesses' could love and
mutually belong to, i.e. the bara-creaion continues through the involvement of the
parents. The ad¢ of creaing, in this way, becomes one of the most wonderful and
mysterious expressons of red unifying love. In this resped the theory of
Traducianism which was suppated by Gregory of Nyssa and Luther whereby all
personhood were somehow creaed entirely and uriquely by God in ore single ad
‘at the beginning’ and are now simply being propagated like the ams of atreedown
the generations can orly be @mnsidered as mistaken as Aquinas and Calvin thought
they were [36]. Indeead in Traducianism any co-operation by the -credors in
creaionis sadly imposshle.



7. Belonging

As we have seen it is through the importance of the unity, wholenessand oreness
of credion expresed in the amazing relationship between the Father and hs
creaure-children that the redity of amutual belonging is expressed.

When God creaed the world and His children a degp sense of belonging existed
between Himself and His children bonakd by a profoundredity of love. Even when
man revolted against this relationship and was estranged from Him through sin, God
did na abandon His credion to go and crede ancther and better universe. The
mystery and awesome redity of God belonging to his credion becaise He aeded it
can orly be redised in its most profoundsense by the events which took placeon the
Cross

The idea of belonging in credion is further expressed in the genedogies of the
Bible and in the importance often foundin the seach for one's ancestors or ,roats'.
Because the (genetic) genedogies inform us of a series of creaors and credures, a
redity of profound ore-nessis expressd in the mutual belonging that this represents.
This is espedally the cae in the Bible. Abraham’'s descendants belonged to
Abraham and Abraham belonged to his descendants.

Even when Eve was creaed from one of Adam’'s ribs a profound sense of
belonging was formed. God separated Eve from Adam who keacmes other than
himself. The profoundlove in belonging of Adam for Eve is expressd in that he
uses extremely possessve and fusional terms “This is now bore of my bones and
flesh of my flesh” (Gen: 1:23). Adam will somehow long for Eve to be ‘reunited’,
asdmilated, become identicd to himself knowing all the time that she will now be
forever ‘other’ [41]. This deep longing towards the othernesswhich ore has creded
to somehow re-belong to oreself in a full and complete way whil st respeding and
valuing their othernesscan be charaderised by the profoundlove between God and
His creaures aswell asin parents for their chil dren.

Those that are aeded, havever, also dften fed this urce of onenessfrom which
they originated in the dement of love for their creaors. Thisiswhat causes the unity
and orenessof mutual belonging originating in the profound orenessof the aedors.
Here we can return to genetics in that biology suppats this relationship of oneness
and mutual belonging. Indeed the genetic proof of the identity of the co-credors and
their unity is always foundand expressd through the 46 chromosomes of a person
(for most people), 23 coming from the father and 23from the mother. In this way,
we have an indisputable biologicd ‘stamp’ stating firstly who ou human credors
redly are and seoondy that our creaors have bewmme one in a wmmunion d
othernesses to which we dso belong.

[11. Procreation
1. Why have a Child?

Humankind has always been wrged to procrede and increase in number. Never in
al its history has ociety at large ever dedded totally to stop procreaing. Though
creaion was even worshipped in antiquity by many people through the many gods of
fertility it still remained a mystery to them. Indeed, the urge to procrede seemed to
refled a profound reed o existence which previous people were aware of



possessng. But did they neal to procrede a dild ‘in their own image’ [42] i.e. an
imago humani or even an imago Dei through their imago humani?

Aristotle was probably the first philosopher to try to confront and undrstand this
will to procreae by parents. In De Anima he writes.. “For this the most natural
function d living credures... nramely to make ancther thing li ke themselves ... so that
in the way that they can they may partake in the @ernal and the divine .... Now the
living creaure caana have ashare in the @ernal and the divine by continuity, since
nore of the mortal things admits of persistence & numericdly one and the same, bu
inthe way it does have ashareinit ... and persists nat asitself but as something like
itself ...." [43].

Aristotle reagnised, in this way, that there was smething divine and eternal in
credion. Also he further develops the idea of belonging and orenessin his book
Nicomachean Ethics in which he states that parents love their children as ‘part of
themselves adding “for one's offspring is a sort of other self in virtue of a separate
existence” [44].

More modern reseachers have suggested [45] that persons chocse to have dhildren
for either social or personal goals. However, the deg urge for childbeaing can
often remain hidden.

2. Belonging in Children

There is often a tendency in human and norhuman beings to seek protedion and
comfort by means of belonging to a group dfering similarities, accetance ad
safety.

The nation d belonging is also refleded in the desire most humans experience of
knowing who they are and from where they came, exemplified in the importance
people give to their family name, the knowledge of their roats in the past and their
kinship identity. It is becaise of this need for identity that many adopted children try
So dften to discover their original genetic parents [46].

The deep feding of belonging is however redprocd. One wantsto love and kelong
to atherswhil g, at the sametime, ore enjoys others belonging to and loving oneself.

This mutual exchange becmes the source of the deepest friendships and ‘ oneness .
Aswe have seen, in the cae of parents and chil dren the important order which states
that the aedor andrecever of life belong together is fulfill ed.

Although the important rediti es of credion, love and mutual belonging existing in
God and parents for their children are ignored and dsregarded by many in ou
present society, they are nat negleded in the planning of families by parents. The
same patterns are present though sometimes unrecognised. Parents, as the
resporsible partnersin the aeaion d life, know that in some way they belong to the
child andthe dildinreceaving life belongs to them.

The deg sense of loss or incompleteness by parents, ureble to be diredly
resporsible for the aedion d lifein their child, isthe esential cause of their interest
in certain forms of asgsted reproduction. They apprehend the posshility of their
own inability to fed a sense of belonging to the dild and the difficulties the cild
itself would experiencein feding that it did na belong to them [47]. The costly and



sensitive procedures considered by al families seking artificial conception are a
pointer to the importancethey attach to biology and genetics as oppased to adogtion.

Genetic terminology enters the discusgon when the word ‘life’ is replaced with the
word ‘genes’. Though this approach could well be mnsidered as reductionist, the
posshility for the genes to be resporsible, in a physicd sense, for the life, body and
charader of their child, is not forgotten by the parents.

Moreover, the ideathat the blood tie or the gene bondis unkregable, no matter
what happens in a family or between parents and children, is also present in the
seaurity people obtain from these ties.

V. The Conception of Children

In Judeo-Christian theology the procreaion d a new person, whereby the man and
the woman coll aborate with the power of the Creaor, must be the fruit and sign of
mutual self-giving by the spouses of their love and fidelity [49].

The sexual ad is experienced as a synchronised complete and synergetic mutual-
belonging and self-giving of ead partner to the other in which ead recéves more
than they give, arepresentation d the union d two beingsinto ore flesh. They are
then never empty but fill ed with the other to form one redprocd and complementary
unity. Hence, when any sexual relationship refleds exclusively mutual selfish
desires by ead partner, it can orly be seen as contorted in the gyes of God. The
credion ad then becomes unhdy and supremely devalued. Conception withou
mutual-bel onging, self-giving and faithful love can orly represent a caicaure of the
red esential relationship.

Idedly, self-giving shoud be asaured when conception accurs with the formation
of the new genome, defined as the totality of the diromosomes, of the dild. The
resulting combination d the two genomes of the parents, represents in this unity the
presence of redprocd belonging between them and the chil d.

The giving of genes in this way also symbadlises for the parents the giving of love
and d themselvesto ore anather aswell asto their child.

V. Sexual Creation Ethics

From the previous dudy of natural theology, credion by God and o co-creaion by
His human children we can nov obtain an interpretation o creaion ethics described
as an ad of rational credion in love. In this way the aedion d human beings
shoud rever be envisaged as being distinct or separated from self-giving love, be it
by God in the aedaion d Adam and Eve, or by parents as co-creaors with God
during conception.

Sadly, ethicd credion is no longer found in some of the modern procedures
presented by asgsted reproduction. Indedd, the foundition d mutual |ove by the @-
creaors does unfortunately no longer exist when human persons (and their genomes)
are the result of conception procedures involving third o fourth parties. For
example, dona insemination (DI) can asdst coudes where the man is infertile. The
spedmen is obtained through masturbation from an anonymous mae dona. It is
then injeded into the future mother at the gpropriate time. However, following
what we have determined, DI with sperm or ova and Surrogacy would al be ads of



contorted credion. As sich, they would na be ads of adultery, bu of credion
withou mutual love by the m-creaors. The cild conceived as the result of gametal
doration would nolonger be the fruit of marriage or conjugal love [46]. This does
not mean that the dhild will not be wanted na loved since this would be @ntrary to
the experience of many adopted children bu that the adions of creding and loving
have been torn apart.

This proposal may seem insensitive to many sincethe redity of the pain of infertile
coudes is extremely profound, leing often similar to the psychologicd distressof a
berearement. But we caina avoid concluding that the redity of a profound
relationship between creation and mutual belonging expressed in love, sadly no
longer exists in these previous cases.

Part 11

Creation, Co-Creation and the Ethics of
Pro-Creative Cloning

As we have seen, God always intended men and women to expresstheir love ad
communion through the ads of creaing a symbad and redity of their onenessin a
child. Though it would have been pcssble for God to creae milli ons of sterile,
sexlesshuman persons as His children on Earth, God chose to share the essence of
His credive ecitement and love by enabling them to co-creae with Him
independent and free dildren which all three different ‘independent othernesses
could love and mutually belong to. The ac of creding, in this way, beacmes one of
the most wonderful and mysterious expressons of red unifying love. It aso
illuminates in us the imago Dei, the image of God embedded in the human race in
terms of credivity.

Mono-une Creation:

But what of credive “mono-unities’ where the eistence of three persons is not
found. Indedd, this would be the situation d human reproductive doning when it
will be acceted by society. Interestingly, credive or sterile mono-unities are
described quite frequently both in the Bible andin ancient mythologies.

The most infamous gerile unity is, of course, the evil-one who, though he may be
‘composed’ of othernesses, isare not the independent othernesses found in the
Divine Triunity or amongst God's children. As Gunton pus it: “God credes fredy,
out of love, bu it is a love which leaves the aeaure something to be and to da to
live in time, to praise its Creaor and to return, perfeded, to the one who made it”

[37].

With the evil-one, othernesses are instead ‘eaen-up’ or aborted to form one single
entity. The evil-one then increases his own area of selfhood at their expense. As
C.S. Lewis o graphicdly describes it

“His dream is of the day when all shall beinside him and all that says ‘I’ can say it
only through him” ... “On eath this desire is often cdled ‘love’. In Hell | feign that
they recognise it as hurger.” [38] Here it isimportant to remember that the evil-one
is not cregive. Thouwgh his grength may be immeasurable, he does nat know or
understand love and therefore caana crede. With so much power he can orly be



fascinated by the wonderful posshiliti es of creding othernesses bestowed upon ou
vulnerable and weak humanity. But this fascination has also become an obsesgon,
an obsesson to destroy and consume othernesses through ownership, which is
unhappily very similar to what some parents want of their chil dren.

Moreover, his gerile mono-unity can orly serve to exacebate his longing to creae
which he does nat understand. In this resped it is interesting to ndice that many
ocault myths of ancient civili sations were fascinated with the same paosshility of
creding from monao-unities.

Myths of the aonception d the world as being born from one embryo or from one
sedal are frequent. For example, a papyrus dating from the XIll century B.C. reads:
“O credor of onesalf, perfed power, who urites his sal into his body to give birth
to his egg in his own mysterious bosom.” [39] (my translation), equally we find in
the myth of Heliopdis (Egyptian) ancther similar story [40].

Procreative Cloning

The procedure of cloning consists of the replacament of the nucleus, containing the
genetic material of a pre-existing egg with that of a cdl from ancther living being.
The following insemination d the egginto a uterus results in the asexua credion o
an identicd twin of the dona.

Many different applicaions for cloning have dready been expressd to date in
literature [50].

Since the first succesdul attempt in cloning shegp was presented in the journal
Nature through somatic cdl nuclea transfer by lan Wilmut in Edinburgh [51], many
amongst the general pulic and academia have gone into what Ted Peters defines as
cloning shock [52]. He dharaderises this as an immediate read¢ion o withdrawal
into what we would hope to be safety. Usually thistranslates as a big ‘Please do nd
disturb’ sign. Indeed what is new is often somewhat frightening, we do nd know
what to think, we ae unsure, uncomfortable and fed therefore vulherable. We end
up renourting our resporsibiliti es to think and say simply ‘No’ to the new procedure

[52].

Many, in the past have avoided afull rational refledion for predsely these reasons.
Often arguments against human cloning were mnstructed to refled the apriori views
of the person concerned.

For example, the agument which states that cloning is ethicdly unacceptable
becaise it would be aviolation d the unigqueness of human life, which God has
given to ead of us and to no ore dse, has been shown to be inconsistent with the
existence of monazygotic (identicd ) twins who share the same genome. Galton
denources this argument by explaining that, logicdly, we would then reed to
condemn identicd twins who share the same genome to alife of inevitable indignity

[53.

From a theologicd perspedive, a statement in 1997from the Centre for Theology
and the Natural Sciences has been more caeful in accepting the doning potential as
‘good sinceit was considered simil ar to the aeaion d identicd twins:



“Even though they share the same genome, there is no threa to the doned person's
individual identity or dignity although reaognising the nead for further theologicd
refledion” adding “if this new processis used wisely, then God could be seen as
cortinuing to creae through human agency, just as God continues to crede through
the natural processes...” [54].

To date very few solid arguments against human cloning have been propased.
Because of this, those in favour of human cloning such as Prof. Harris of the Institute
of Medicine, Law and Bioethics of Manchester University in the U.K. have even
affirmed that no rational argument against human cloning has ever been presented to
him [55].

But to suggest a rational discusgon concerning pro-credive reproductive doning
we must first consider the spedfic adion d creating in this way before considering
the results of the adion and the possble situation o a doned child.

Theological perspective on cloning

Initially, it may help us to remember that God, in His love, did na consider the
possbility of cloning Himself when considering the aedion o othernesses. Neither
was it God the Father, Father and Father that creaed the universe and humankind bu
God, the Father, Son and Holy Spirit. In ather words it is because of the love of the
Triunity in othernessthat creaion can exist. Thisimplies that the acion d credion
of othernesses dodd initially involve the profound relationship of love between
othernesses for it to be dhicd or rational. Creaion shoud have @ its urce the
love between the dready existing othernesses which shoud ‘expand unto the
credure. And this profound p@ttern or matrix is what we shoud find bah in God
andin human parents.

Any mono-credivity such as adult reproductive doning in which mutual love with
existing otherneses is nat present can orly be understood, therefore, as one of the
strongest ever antitheses of love.

It is also important to remember that in a genetica sense, clones are brothers and
sisters of the one from whom they have been creaed. Indead, bah the aeaing adult
and the aeaed cloned child would be compaosed o the same 23 chromosomes
originating from the original aduit’s father and mother. They will, in this way, bah
be geneticdly stamped with the stamps of the same genetic aeaors. Thisis central
since, as we have seen, any credion adion which is not couged with the aedive
dedsion d the genuine aeaors through their genetic stamps can ony be cnsidered
asirrational and urethicd. In this resped, if cloning could be mnsidered as sosme
kind o twinning [56] it would be for the red genetic parents - the parents of the cdl
dona used for the doning process- to dedde to crede and love ancther twin. The
dona twin himself (or herself) shoud na take part in the dedsion.

But there can also be some severe social problems with cloning. Indeed the asexual
cregion d a doned child would be dore withou any normal perspedive for it.
Furthermore, a dild neals the differences between a father and a mother in a
psychdogicd, social and ptysicd way to enableit to grow into abalanced person.

It is also important to emphasise that any ethic of creaion is edfic to the ad of
cregionand nd to the dnild creded in thisway. In the same way that noill egitimate
child is ever barn - since only ill egitimate acts of credion exist and are nat persons



in themselves - future dildren ban through procreaive doning shoud be loved by
society as much as any other child. God will continue, of course, to love this child
which He has bouwght bad through the body and Hood d His $n Jesus 2 that He
can re-creae him/her into His child.

Conclusion

Einstein orce aked the question:
“How much choicedid God havein constructing the universe?”

According to Paul Davies the answer would be ‘nat much’ unless He wanted it to
go unndiced [57]. However, ancther answer could be ‘not much’ unlessHe wanted
it to be unloved. But thisis also true for human children. Unfortunately the increase
in technicdisation d human reproduction is encouraging the teaiing apart of creaion
fromlove. Credion d aperson has somehow lost its wonderfulnessand fascination.
Maybe this is because it has become so clinicd but perhaps also becaise it is a part
of the ImagoDei in us which has been most devalued.

In this resped, some recent discusson hes even been present as to which of the two
terms ‘creaor’ and ‘dona’ shoud be used when considering the person from whom
a cdl istaken for cloning.

Axel Kahn [58] uses the word ‘creaor’ and ‘creaed’, cothers prefer the word
‘dona’ since it implies a gift, a free handing-over of individuality of the person
cloned.

The same problem appeas when the term ‘Dona Insemination” (DI) is used as
oppased to the posshble term * Creaor Insemination’. What is being suggested is that
a person is only giving their gametes with no undrlying awareness of mutual
belonging in this gift/doretion. Indeed, no redity of profound love or mutual
belonging between the m-credors or for the dild creaed as a result of these
gametes will be encouraged in the ‘dona’. However, what is being overlooked is
that the resulting child will probably not experience this ‘gift’ in the same way.
Indedd, it has been ndiced that many children creaed from doreted gametes
undertake extensive and costly investigations to find their ‘red’ genetic ‘parents
when they grow-up [59]. In some mysterious way, the dildren know that they have
been creaed and nd ‘gifted’.

Thisis because the a¢ of creaionisfar deguer and more profoundy binding than a
gift of life which does nat underlie any mutual obligations. It was becaise God
creaed and dd na give life to His human children that He went to the aoss for
them. Indeed, God dd na dorete His universe, He aeded it.

However, though the dhild may naot be agift, the posshility of creaing by parents
is itself a wondrous gift by God. Creding another human is one of the most
extraordinary and exciting ads that can ever be cmntemplated by humans and one
which is also the most Divine. In this resped, a spacetime-logic universe is but a
suppat for the red expresson d existence love, belonging, faithfulness and
otherness Moreover, when ore of these dements is nat present, creaion cannd
exist or can orly become atasteless insipid and urethicd consideration.

But when we observe the love of God and the expresson d His love through
credion we can oy wonder at the adive expresson d this. Credion is the



expresson d love which urifies the Triunity of othernesses in faithfulness order,
freedom and mutual belonging. But this unionis aso fruitful. In love, the Triunity
of God creded othernesses which refleded in this sme rationality of love the
communion d the Triunity of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit. And since these
creaed othernesses have their originsin God, a mutual relationship of belonging
exists between them.

With the aedion d other children, the matrix or pattern o creaion shoud
corntinue and nd be distinct from the love between the three ®-creaors (mother,
father and God) forming a profound and wonderful communion and mutua
belonging, whilst creaing another communion between creaors and credures. In
other words, only when love eists oud the aedion d other existences be
envisaged. However, this is nat the cae for cloning. It is becaise pro-credive
cloning disociates credion from the ammmunion d triune othernesses and reduces it
to aform of ‘mono-une’ creaion that red communal love canna be expresed. The
ad of credionthen becomes divorced from existing love.
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