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Divine Command Theory And The Foundations Of Ethics
Mark lan Thomas Robson

The author defends a version of the Divine command theory of ethics.
He distinguishes two main areas of criticism that are brought against such a
conception:

1. The Divine command ethics compromises the autonomy of the moral
agent and\or the autonomy of morality.

2. That Divine command ethics is arbitrary since God can have no
elucidating reasons for what he commands to be moral. Again, should God
change his mind about what is to be moral, such a change would be
arbitrary since no elucidating reasons could be given.

The author tries to show how these criticisms can be met. He argues
that all moral systems are in some sense and at some level arbitrary or
reasonless. He employs the scholastic notion that God is Goodness-itself,
along with a limited notion of God's immutability, to show that the basis of
morality is fixed and eternal and not subject to arbitrary change. He tries to
-show how this kind of metaphysical identification can be made and rendered
plausible.

The argument is broadened out to include the idea that God’s Goodness
is Love.

Towards the end of the thesis, the author tries to show how his version of
Divine command ethics meets the demands of religious experience more
successfully than theories which attempt to separate the moral from the
Divine.

In conclusion, the author looks at various historical and contemporary
precedents for the idea that God is to be identified with Goodness.
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Introduction

In this thesis | attempt to defend a version of the Divine command theory of
sthics. In the first two chapters, | try to siate in the strongest possible terms
the arguments brought against this conception of ethics. The rest of the
thesis is mostly an atiempt to reply to these crilicisms. This means my
thesis is mostly defensive in tone. Only in chapter seven do | try to show the
advantages inherent in my theory, but then only io a ‘religious’ audience.
Those who would prefer a more attacking, positive style will, | fear, be
disappointed.

Divine command ethics is usually understood as claiming that God’s
commands are the ultimate bedrock of morality, that if God commands X,
then to do X becomes an obligation. This obligation to do X is produced
purely by it being God's command. This conception of Divine command
ethics is NOT the one that | attempt to defend - | argue for a modified Divine
command theory. In my version, it is God's nature that provides the reason
for believing that His commands oblige. It is not God's commands per se
that provide reason for their own obligation, rather it is the fact that they are
God's commands and that He possesses a certain type of nature.

| argue in chapter three that it is God's nature to be not merely good, but to
be Goodness-itself. This Goodness is identified in chapter five as being
Love. But nothing external to God makes Him good. Because God is
Goodness-itself if He commands a type of action X, then X becomes
obligatory. if God is pleased or gratified with type of action Y, then Y
becomes supererogatory.

In the course of defending my thesis | adopt a type of Process Theology
understanding of Deity. Thus in chapter four | defend the idea that God is
only immutable to a limited degree - in His being Goodness-itself. | try to
show show how this commitment to the unchangeable moral perfection of
God does not have to lead the theist into the scholastic notion that God is
completely unchangeable in every aspect. Such an understanding is hard to
recongcile with the Biblical understanding of Deity.
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In chapter six | look at the criticisms of Divine command ethics that accuse it
of compromising the autonomy of the individual and the autonomy of
morality. -

In chapter seven | try to show what religious motivations there are in
adopting this modified version of Divine command theory. As | say, this
chapter attempts to be more aggressive and illustrate the merits of my
theory.

In the final chapter | look at the history of the metaphysical identification
between God and Goodness. Here | try to show that this identification is
orthodox and has been held by many theologians and philosophers.

Because my area of study comes under the broad classification of
philosophical theology | run the risk of failing to satisfy both philosophers
and theologians. | have tried to be more philosophical than theological in
this thesis, so | am sorry if my arguments fail to meet the demands of any
potential theological audience.

One final caution before the reader goes on: | have written this thesis
looking mainly at the Christian tradition. Probably there are elements of my
argument that apply to just about all monotheistic faiths, but | make
assumptions about the nature of God that are Christian. This makes me
hesitant in saying that all of my argument applies equally to all faiths. The
Christian tradition is the tradition | best understand and so that is the one |
concentrate on. In any case, there is not the space to examine what
implication my argument has on, say, Islam.




Autonomy

One of the main thrusis of any atlack on a Divine command morality uses
the notion of autonomy - usually it is claimed that any Divine command
theory compromises the autonomy of the individual or the autonomy of
morality. This particular atiack has its main philosophical ancestry in the
writings of [Kant. To undarstand this particular kind of objection to any Divine
command theory we must go back o Kant and discover why he, in the
name of autonomy, found no significant place for God as a creative factor in
the idea of morality. (Kant did, of course, have a role for God in the sense
that he thought the belief in God's existence was a necessary practical
postulate of morality; happiness in the summum bonum must be
proportional fo virue; only God can guaraniee this, so the bslief in His-
existence is necessary for a fully praciicable morality).

At the beginning of The Groundwork Kant says that he is seeking to
“gstablish the supreme principle of morality” [Kant 1848 p.57). Now it is just
as well to mention here that there is some confusion over whether Kant
meant his supreme principle to b2 a normative principle whersby one could
determine the rightness or wrongness of a paricular maxim, or whether he
meant it as a criterion such that it could be determined whether a panicular
point of view was a moral as opposed to a non-moral point of view; that is to
say, whether the point of view was moral as opposed to a scientific point of
view or a musical point of view. Diifering formulations of Kant’s categorical
imperative and some of his examples tend to support different
interpretiations in different places. However, for our purposes, it is the latter
understanding of the supreme principle that is more important. Certainly it is
the contrast between moral and non-moral goinis of view that is the tool
usually used to underpin the idea that morallty is autonomous, although, as
we shall see, some modern Kantians go further and prefer to claim that any
Divine command ethic inevitably introduces immoral and not just non-moral
considerations into the workings of morality. Strictly spsaking, this antithesis
batween immoral and moral instead of moral and non-moral is more in
kegping with the first interpratation of Kant's supreme principle where R is
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seen as a normative test of a particular maxim.

Anyhow let us, for the time being, stick to the moral\non-moral
interpretation of Kant's supreme principle. What is Kant's supreme principle
that is meant to soit out morality from that which is morally neuiral? Again
there are many ways of formulating Kant's principle. For our purposes, |
think it is best that we see it as sorting cailegorical from hypothetical
imperatives. For Kant it is a distinguishing mark of the moral that it is
categorical and not hypothetical.

What is meant by this? Kant maintained that the truly moral was
dependent on nothing but rationality; morality depended not on desires or
wanis or temperament, rather it depended on rationality in action. Morality
flows clearly and purely from rational thinking, from logical consisiency. This
idea can be beiter understood by contrasting it with hypotheti@l imperatives
which were, for Kant, definitely non-moral in character.

Some actions are hypothetical because they depend on assumptions
which are contingent in character. For example, it is a hypothetical maxim
that | must dig my garden for it is contingent on my desire i0 keep it free of
weeds. Hence the force of the imperative “dig my garden” is derivative or
hypothetical, it is not categorical. it depends on my desires. For Kant, any
recourse to desires to determine what | ought to do is definitely non-moral.
The essence of morality is its absolute, categorical character: a truly moral
action is one untainted by desire. Morality depends not on what particular
temperament one happens to possess - this is just luck - it depends (as far
" as we can say it depends on anything) only on rationality or consistency, on
whether one can “will one's action as an law of universal legislation.” if one
is offended by the use of the word “depends” in the last sentencs it could be
replaced so that morality is, in effect, dependent on nothing: we could say
morality IS pure consistency or rationality in action.

But why does this kind of picture of morality cause Kant to reject any
Divine command ethic? To fully appreciate his reasoning we must delve a
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little deeper into his theory and look closely at why he wanted rationality to
have such a decisive role In his theory.

J. G. Murphy argues that Kant’s insistence on the central role of
rationality was, in part, @ pre-emptlive action against the empirical spirit of
utilitarianism [Murphy 1970 p.38). The central pillar of utilitarianism is the
empirical observation that men desire happiness. From this observation it
was deduced (falsely) that happiness was desirable, that happiness was
what we ought to aim at. So the theory was founded on this fact of man’s
desires. Kant was unhappy about this because, like Frege with
mathematics, he wanted more assurance than mere psychological
conviction. Murphy comments there were a number of reasons for Kant's
wish to do this, the most imporiant, for our purposes being that he saw it as
an affront to human dignity. “Kant wants to argue that such a conception of
morality [like utilitarianism] is incompatible with the basic dignity of human
bsings, beings set apart from all other natural creatures by their
freedom...To ground morality in some empirical valus, in some merely
contingent fact about human beings (eg their desire for happiness) is io
obscure the essential character of humanity. For man is essentially a free
and rational creature.” [Murphy 1970 p.39).

We have now laid the ground for an understanding of why Kant rejected
any Divine command ethic:
1: He believed it, like utilitarianism, founded morality on empiricism, on
an essentially contingent foundation.

2: He bslieved it was an affront o man’s dignity as a rational,
autonomous being.

The first of these ideas can be read as an objection to any Divine
command theory saying in effect that the autonomy of morality is being
compromised, while the second obviously is concerned with the autonomy
of the moral agent. | will look at the second of these objections first before |
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look more closely at the first because implicit in number one is two further
objections to any Divine command morality. It will be more elegant to
consider all these together.

Man's dignity is compromised by any Divine command theory because it
gives primacy to God rather than man’s autonomous reason. Morally and
logically we cannot rely on God to tell us what we ought to do because that
would mean a surrender of our moral identity. Logically our moral identity is
inescapable because any such surrender is in itself a moral act. Macintyre
sums up this kind of idea well: “Suppose that a divine being, real or alleged,
commands me to do something. | only ought to do what he commands if
what he commands is right. But if | am in a position to judge for myself
whether what he commands is right or not, then | have no need of the divine
being to instruct me in what { ought to do. Inescapably, each of us is his own
moral authority.” [Macintyre 1967 p.195]. It is Kant's contention that we are
in a position to judge because we are free, rational creatures. Morally our
moral identity is inescapable because if we did, so to speak, surrender our
moral identities into the hands of divinity, that act in itself would be an
immoral impugning of our basic dignity.

Some modem Kantians even use this kind of idea as a moral disproof of
the existence of God. For example, Rachels starts his essay God and
Human Attributes with these words from Kant, “Kneeling down or groveiling
on the ground, even to express your reverence for heavenly things, is
contrary to human dignity.” Rachels develops this theme, arguing that God’s
existence is morally impossible since were he to exist then he must be
worthy of worship, but worship is morally unacceptable since it “requires the
abandonment of one’s role as an autonomous moral agent.” [Rachels 1971].
The central Kantian notion employed here is the autonomy of the moral
agent. '

Let us now consider the first of Kant’s objections to any Divine command
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ethic - the one which says that it places morality on an essentially
contingent basis.

Kant in his tellingly titled Religion Within the Limits of Reason Alone
again and again emphasises his belief that religion is manifestly contingent,
that is to say, it is a social and historical phenomenon based on empirical
statements of factual impor. The main message of Kant's book is his
proposal that the historical religion of Christianity should be superseded by
a timeless, rational religion untied to any factual events such as, say, the
death of Christ. Kant's consideration of the relative merits of a belief in
Christ's atonement or a faithful adherence to duty finds more merit in the
latter: “Since knowledge of the atonement belongs 10 ecclesiastical faith,
while the improved way of life [based on duty] balongs 0 pure moral faith,
the latter must take precedence over ihe former.” [p.108]. Only sslf love can
prompt a man o believe in the moral primacy of the atonement [p.107).

This idea of contingency being on improper foundation for true morality is
an aspect of Kant’s categorical\hypothstical distinction. The Christian
religion bases its moral teaching on the sayings of an historical figure called
Jesus Christ (or the Bible or the Church) - that is to say, it bases morality on
an authority. Now any appeal to external authority to justify a course of
action lacks true morality’s essentially categorical nature. It is a mark of the
categorical that it is absolutely binding on the rational man because he
cannot consistently will its opposite as a universal law of legislation. The
sayings of the Church may well be identical to that which duty categorically
prescribes so, in one sense, they are the same. Foundationally, however,
they are poles apart. Religion bases iis teaching on authority whereas the -
categorical true morality bases itself on morality’s one sure foundation -
rationality.

This idea of the importance of foundations is what underiies most
modern neo-Kantian attacks on the Divine command theory of ethics;
founding morality on the commands of God is seen as compromising, not so
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much the autonomy of the individual, but rather the autonomy of morality
itself. Although Kani never talks explicitly about the autonomy of morality -
his main thrust is the autonomy of the human will - all his emphasis on
foundations has led modern philosophers in this particular direction. Kant
claimed that morality is in no need of empirical suppor - modem
philosophers claim that morality “can stand upon its own two feetl” to use
Maclagan’s vivid pihrase.

Let us examine this notion of autonomy further. As we have already
discovered Kant's coniention is that morality can only have a foundation of a
particular sort. If a set of principles is framed identical in linguistic structure
to the principles of morality, but are set in impropgr foundations this is
enough to change the fundamental characier of these principles. The
surface watsrs of morality are not enough, the truly moral man must dive
beneath.

This kind of idea is easy to illustrate. Two people, Bob and Bill, both uiter
the same sentence: “We ought to be honest.” It appsears that both bslieve in
the virtue of truthfulness. But this looking at the suriace is not enough, we
have got {o dive desper and ask why they put forward this recommendation.
Imagine Bill says, “We ought to ibs honest because it pays. In the end,
honesty bensfits the honest person.” imagine Bob says, “We ought to be
honest because we have a duty to tell the truth.” It is clear that Bill and Bob
have, in fact, very different beliefs about truthfuiness. Bill appears to be
basing his belief on the prudentiality of truthfulness, Bob on a concern for
duty. Now, for Kant, Bill is basing his beliefs on a non-moral foundation and,
therefore, his truth-tsllings, while outwardly virtuous, are, in fact, morally
indifferent. Only Bob’s actions are really morally praissworthy because they
flow from his conicern for duty. As Mary Midgely rightly says, “Kant said that
act and motive must be seen as continuous and judged as a whole.”
[Midgeley 1981 p.90].

Kant himself, of course, has a similar account {0 mine where he
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discusses the motivation of the grocer giving the correct change. [Kant 1948
p.63]

We are now in a position to analyse more closely the various charges
being made against Divine command theory from this “foundationalist”
approach. Two difierent claims can, | thinlk, be distinguished:

{: The Divine command theory threatens to make morality prudential.
2: It threatens to reduce morality to the mersly factual “X commands.” -

These charges are identical in the sense that they both claim any Divine
command ethic gives morality non-moral foundations.

The prudential aitack can be given many different forms with differant
emphases being employed in each account. Basically, however, it goes
something like this: Either people recognize their duty or they do not. Why
introduce God into the piciure? If we say it Is to add an extra motivating
factor into morality, the moralist is bound to ask what sort of motivation it is.
If it is moral motivation - that is, a concermn for duty - the need for God can
hardly arise, for the moral man already recognizes his duty and does what is
required of him without God's interference. If God is needed because a
parson will not perform his duty, what can God do but o iniroduce further
non-moral inducements into the frame? This non-moral inducement can
only be prudential in character: crudely, a fear of punishment if we do
wrong, the lure of reward if we do right. This prudential motivation seems
enough to make morality merely an exprassion of egocentricity.

This view, for many modern philosophers, is such a low minded piciure
of morality that It actually gualifies as bsing immoral, not just non-moral.
This, for example, is the view of D. Z. Phillips; in his From Fantasy to Faith it
is a pervading docirine that any concern for reward is immoral. Hence In
one of his @ssays he takes it upon himself 10 attack any such notion, “Some
philosophers and theologians, in their eagerness to commend the Gospsl of
the few to the many, have actually- suggested that the many have
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miscalculated the world’s rewards. If only they calculaled properly, it is said,
they would see, after all, that it is the way of the view which leads to these
rewards. To come to God, you do not have to stop putting number one first,
because worshipping God is really the beast way of furthering the interests of
number one.” [Phillips 1991 p.182].

Other modern philosophers (Kovesi will be our example [Kovesi 1967])
have this concern for foundations, but differ from Kant in that what is seen
as a proper foundation for ethics is different. While they keep the Kantian
distinction between true morality and mere prudence, the idea of morality
being essentially based on rationality or consistency is more or less
discarded. Instead they insist that true morality is based upon moral notions.

For these philosophers the concern is not how a moral utterance is
forwarded (as it would be for Hare) but with the content of the utterance.
What distinguishes a moral from a non-moral act is not that the doer wants it
tfo be universalized, but that the doer explains his act by referring to some
justifying moral notion such as kindness, generosity, courage, not o, say,
temperature or the number of atoms in a brick.

A proper moral foundation is some relevant moral notion. Now this can
be turned into an attack on the Divine command theory, for Kovesi could
claim that the Divine command theorist does not base his actions on any
relevant moral notion. To appreciate the damaging nature of this attack an
example is needed: imagine | am asked {0 justify some virtuous action, say,
giving money fo charity. Kovesi would reply by referring to some moral
notion such as benevolence and say, “Because it's kind.” This is impressive
and people would applaud. The Divine command theorist would seem to
have to say that God commanded him to. This somehow seems o miss the
point - to place a question mark next to his action. His interrogator might
well ask, “So is kindness imelevant for you? Either you do it out of kindness
and so God is Irrelevant or you do it for God and so kindness is irrelevant.”
The Divine command theorist appears to have no choice but o admit that

-40 -
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kindness, is at the end of the day, irelevant to him and be summarily
lambasted. At the back of this atiack is the spactre of prudence: “You're only
deing it o get into God's good books!”

So that, in essence, is the prudentiality attack. It is so damaging because
of its high minded insistence on the purity of morality. Any attempt to show
morality is not so pure is likely to suffer from moral contempt, like that
shown by Phillips.

The second kind of “foundationalist” attack is formulated quite clearly by
W. G. Maclagan in his influential, The Theological Frontiers of Ethics. If,
Maclagan says, God's commands are given as a definition of what our
duties are, then, “we must point out that it is a definition that does not
elucidats, but on the contirary simply denies, the characteristic quality of the
experience [of duty] with which our problem began. The “normative” has
been elided and what can be stated in the language of positive fact alone
remains.” [Maclagan 1961 p.68). MacLagan is saying that if we expeﬁence
something as our duty, then we experience it as binding upon us whether or
not God is brought into the equation. To translate this experience of duty
into the language of “God commands” is to transform the normative into the
merely factual. The essential experience of duty, that it is binding upon us,
seems to be lost. The definition has not captured all it was meant to define;
in fact, the core of the idea has been completely lost. Moreover, according
to this vein of thought, this semantic ellipsis is a necessary phenomenon
associated with any type of franslation that attempts to find equivalencies
between propositions stating “God commands X" and “X is our duty”. If this
is so, the argument continues, it must be some kind of category mistake to
analyse the one in terms of the other.

Let us at this juncture turn our attention to a different way in which the
autonomy attack can be expressed, that is, in terms of the is\ought gap. A.
C. Ewing in his book Ethics expresses this line of thought very well. After
discussing and rejecting atitempts to define good in terms of the natural
features of situations to which the word can be meaningfully applied, he

- 19 -
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turns to attempts in which good is defined in terms of metaphysics. He puts
forward various classical objections, but finds in the end all attempts to
define good, whether it b2 naturalistically or metaphysically, fall foul of the
is\ought gap. “Metaphysical definitlons, like naturalistic, err In trying to
reduce the ought to the is.” This he expresses, like our previous aftacks, in
the language of autonomy: “..they destroy what Kant calls the autonomy of
ethics by refusing to recognize the uniqueness of its fundamental concepts
and trying to reduce it 10 a mere branch of another study.” [Ewing 1953
p.113 - 114. Ewing makes much the same point in Yalue & Reality 1973
Chapt 8.]

This idea of an is\ought gap is sometimes expressed slightly more
“poetically™ that is, proponenis of autonomy speak of what we ought to do
not being dependent on the state of the universe, .., what we ought to do
is independent of whether the universe is friendly towards morality
(MacLagan). This idea is further developed by saying that ethics is non-
contingent - ought is so independent of is that what we ought to do is
unchangeable.

This kind of approach is extensively worked out in Paul Johnston's
Wittgenstein and Moral Philosophy. Johnsion claims that there is a sense in
which the status of ethics is similar to that of logic, “...for both seem
concerned with the world as a whole and thereby gain a sirange profundity
which sets them apart from those truths which are merely contingent.”
[Johnston 1989 p.77]. This is reminiscent of Kant's distinction between
hypothetical and categorical imperatives. Ethics is non-contingent because
its prescriptive force is independent of any contingency, of any “is”, whereas
hypothetical imperatives are dependent on my desires, the “is” of which is
most definitely contingent.

The relevance of this notion of non-contingency to advocates of the
Divine command theory is iwo-fold, depending on your interpretation of what
is meant by non-contingent. If you mean non-contingent in the full-blown

-42 -
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sense of logically necessary, then God is irrelevant to ethics in the same
way as he is irrelevant to all logically necessary truths'. Following Aquinas,
it is orthodoxy that God's will has no authority over the logically necessary.
The second way in which the notion is relevant doss not read non-
contingency in this full-blown sense, but rather sess it as saying that the
truths of ethics are dependent on nothing that is itself contingent. Now
arguably God's commands are contingent in the sense that if he commands
X, then he could have commanded Y. If one argues that if God commanded
X, then only X could have bsen commanded by God, it appears that God
has no freedom. If God is free, surely he could have commanded Y instead
of X. But if either X or Y could have bsen commanded by God, then X and Y
are dependent on that which is contingent eg. God's will to do X or Y. Hence
ethics is independent of God’s will because God's will is contingent.

Now this notion of God's will being contingent because he is free is
controversial. Some writers, such as Swinbume, prefer to see it as the case
that if God commanded X, then only X could have been commanded
[Swinburne 1993 p.145]. God is free, but not in the sense that differsnt
choices could have been made but in the sense that no external agency
influences his choice. However, this is something that we would investigate
further on in this essay. it is enough for the moment to see the various
reasons why many thinkers reject Divine command theories.

Let us now survey the manifold armaments of war which make up the
autonomy attack. First the Divine command theory is rejected because it is
seen as placing morality on a foundation that either causes it to become
non-moral, or worse immoral. For Kant, there are two ways the theory can
do this:

i: It can place morality on a non-categorical, essentially
contingent basis eg. the teachings of an external authority such as the

1. | shall argue later that there is an important refationship between Ged and the truths of logic: God
did not create logical laws, but they nevertheless dapand on His nature. This view, | bstieve, puts me
in ling with orthodoxy.

-13 -
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Church or a factual event such as the death of Christ.

2: 1t can infect the workings of reason such that instead of a
logical adherence to the rational demands of the categorical imperative, the
doer is prompted by prudence. This can be low-minded prudence eg. ! don't
want to go to Hell, or high-minded prudence, e.g., I'm doing it for God. In
both cases the motivation, which is seen as a continuous whole with the
action, is inappropriate. Only moral motivation makes moral action. This
notion we saw can be used with pretty destructive resuits by modern neo-
Kantians such as Kovesi.

The second main thrust of the autonomy attack sees man’s will as
sufficient unto itself. Man is inevitably his own moral authority. To surrender
your decisions to any external authority, albeit divine, is to surrender a part
of your personhood, it is to be less than moral yourself. We cannot escape
morality. Even to think it morally right to surrender your morality to God is to
be yourself the moral authority which decides that such an action is good.
Man’s dignity demands we face our responsibility.

- 14 -



The Accusation Of Arbitrariness

We have looked at the mainly Kantian inspired criticisms of the Divine
command theory of ethics. These criticisms claim that such a conception of
morality causes morality to be prudential in character and\or damaging to man’s
proper dignity as a moral being. There is, however, another strand of criticism
which is important enough o describe in detail. Basically this criticism alleges that
Divine command theories necessarily put morality on an essentially arbitrary
foundation. In this chapter, | will iry to make clear what this criticism is all about.

| think we are best placed to understand this line of attack if we see it as part of
what is so puzzling about the Euthyphro Dilemma. In Plato’s Euthyphro, Socrates
asks Euthyphro the following question: Is what is holy holy because the gods wish
it to be or do the gods regard it as holy because it is holy?. Is holiness made so by
the wishes of the gods or is it holy anyway independently of their wishes? [Plato
1969 10B-11B]. If we “modermize” this dilemma we get something like this: |s what
is moral moral bascause God wishes it to be, or does God regard it as moral
because it is, in fact, moral quite independently of him?

Part of the force of this dilemma Is that if we assert that what is moral is moral
because God wishes it to be we get ithe charge that this is tantamount to saying
morality is essentlally arbitrary. The argument proceeds something like this: What
reasons can God have for saying “X is moral™? It is not elucidating to say that he
has moral reasons for saying “X is moral® because morality is identical with
whatever God desires. Thus whatever reasons God has must, by definition, be
moral. K. Nielsen in his book Ethics without God makes exactly this point as does
B. Brody in his article Morality and Religion Reconsidered. Both claim that in order
that God's moral dictates be properly intelligible there must be an independent
criterion to establish the moral validity of His commands [Nislsen 1973. Brody
1974].

Now one might argue that God CAN have reasons for wishing X to be moral for
He might have non-moral reasons for wishing X. Thus He might see that the
establishment of X as a moral norm is more logically coherent or more conducive
fo the smooth running of the created order. This perhaps would be the claim that
God was a consequentialist of some type, perhaps like Hobbes who sees the
felicity of individuals in society as the main concern or aim of morality [Hobbes
1991). Some might be happy with this. Others would claim that such an
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explanation of the establishment of some moral ordar that was itself non-moral
would leave the morality of that order unexplained.! X would still be morally
arbitrary. To show what this means consider the foliowing thought-experiment.

Imagine God decides to Institute diary-keeping as a moral good. Now God could
explain this institution o a cerizin extent by giving non-moral justification for it. He
could perhaps say that diary-keeping is more efficient than relying on memory, or
hat, if done accurately, it malwes us more objective about our own parsonalities. As
long as the justification remains non-moral the rationale is non-tautological. Now, |
think, such a non-moral rationale gives diary-keeping some intelligibility considered
merely as an insfitution. However, as soon as we demand for its justification as a
MORAL institution the explanation seems to fall short. It seems only a backgrdund
of moral reasons can serve as a adequate explanation of a moral decision. If God
could, without fautology, give a moral justification of diary-keeping - saying pehaps
objectivity about oneself enables one 1o have more sympathy with others - the
goodness of diary-keeping would bscoms intelligible. As it is, the non-moral
refionale does not explain the morality of diary-keeping. Thus diary-keeping is
morally arbitrary. God may have avoided complete arbiirariness by non-moral
explanations, but, without moral justification His institution seems unintelligible as a
MORAL institution.

The critics of Divine command theory would presumably say that the only way
out of this arbiirariness is © say morality is moral independently of God. Some
things, they would perhaps maintain, are morally valuable or virtuous just by
nature. The claim is that arbitrariness is removed by the fact that God can now
have non-tautological moral reasons for asserting, “X is moral.” God sees that X is,
just by its very nature, good and so his assertion that this is the case is not
arbitrary. | cannot just create value; God is In the same position. God may be
responsible for the existence of this universe, but not moral values.

Behind this attack is a particularly influential view of rationality. This view of

1. | am not arguing here that congeguentialism is a non-moral basis for morality. Rather, |
am examining the notion that one can explain the morality of a particular moral system by
looking at the non-moral consequences of this system being institutionalized. Thus ong
might say X is more morai than Y because the consequences of X are more logically
cohorent. | take it that pace Kant logical coherance per se is adiophoric.
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rationality claims that there must ba understandable reasons for acting or asserting
if that action is t0 be considered rational. (For an interesting account of various
views of rationality Antony Kenny's What is Faith? is a valuable read [Kenny 1992].
He rejecis the Hume-inspired W. K. Gifford view which sees rationality as
proportioning belief to evidence and instead adopis a more complex account.
Instead of claiming there is a single criterion for rationality, he claims that rationality
is based upon a complex of criteria.) Arbitrariness, that is, acting without reason is
irrational. There must be rationale for an action o be rational - this, at least, is the
picture the critic must have in mind. | do not want o reject this notion of rationality,
although, as Kenny points out, it has its weaknesses.

The idea is, then, of an arbitrary God. This is bad enough, but worse follows: if
God arbitrarily decides that X is moral today, what is t0 stop Him preferring Y
tomorrow? One only has to put something nasty in the place of the variable to get
some idea of just how unpleasant this picture of the foundations of morality is.
Perhaps God's whim is love, parhaps tomorrow he institutes hate and envy as the
comerstone of morality. By next week we might have graduated onto sadism as
the very pinnacle of moral grandeur. This kind of idea has as its mainstay a
different, though related, notion of arbitrariness. The one | have concentrated on so
far is the idea that X is arbitrary if it stands without relevant justification. However,
X can be said to be arbifrary if it changes for no good reason. If we wish t0 accept
that God's will is that which makes X moral we seem to be making it the case that
God can, without good reason, changs morality any time He wants to and have the
unwelcome consequence that whatever He decides is, by virtue of His so willing,
absolutely good. So He could say, “Let cruelty bel” and cruelty would indeed be
and it would be good!

Now | am not going to argue against this picture by investigating whether all this
is coherent. Perhaps a morality must, so 10 speak, have more to it than just one -
central action or type of action; arguably morality must have a complex of
interconnected features and a complex background of justifying notions if it is to be
a coherent possible moral world. Much too often critics of Divine command ethics
use this notion of counterfactual moralities without spelling it out in too much detail.
Perhaps hate logically cannot be a central moral norm without incoherence - Kant
would certainly hold it to be contradictory. Anyhow, | am not going fo use this
particular avenue of response. Suffice to say that there is such an avenue.
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It is important 1o note here that this kind of avenue of response need not lead to
the idea that morality is, in some sense, necessary because it is based on some
kind of Kantian principle of non-contradiction. All | am claiming is that maybe
logical coherence can proscribe what kind of things can be moral norms; whether a
concern for logical consistency can prescribe to any significant degree is an
entirely diffsrent matter. My view is that it cannot.

It is also imporiant to note that not all philosophers would regard the picture my -
critic is painting of Ged as somehow 00 deeply weird to be contemplaied as a
possibility. Some philosophers seem to maintain that man himself is in an idsntical
position to this arbitrary God. Some varieties of existentialism seem to emphasize
arbitrary choice-making. Man is thrown info the world, is being-towards-death, feels
angst and must choose {0 act. His choice is unimporiant, it is the action of choice:
that is the fundamental thing. Of course, soms existentialists try to introducs some
element of choice limitation by talking about bad faith and the like, but whether
fheir philosophy can honestly use such & notion is a different matier.

Other philosophers, in conirast, would not the mind the charge of moral
arbitrariness, but would shy away from this existentialist unconcerm with any kind of
rationale. The type of philosopher | have in mind does not mind the arbitrariness
involved in the lack of moral foundation but instead gives a non-moral underminning
to morality. Phillipa Foot would psrhaps fall into this category [Foot 1967]).
However, | will conceniraie my aitention on Peter Winch [Winch 1972 Chapt 7].
Winch seems to argue that morality is based upon the logical necessity of ceriain
norms of bahaviour given that soclety exists. A norm of truth-telling, he argues, is
logically necessary for the survival of any community of individuals. It is imgossible
that a society would survive if successful communication were not possible and a
prerequisite of successful communication is that people more often than not tell the
truth. Therefore, any conceivable human soclety must, in some way, regard truth-
telling as desirable. Winch appears to argue that the social indispensabllity of a
norm makes that norm a moral one. So one can give relevant reasons for saying X
is good if one can show that a norm of X-ing is logically necessary for social
integrity. This is fo be distinguished from the view which claims that morality is
generated by logical consistency or coherance alone. Winch's claim seems fo be
that that which is logically necessary for the continuing of society is moral.
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Now, in this view, “X is googd” is morally arbitrary, but not completely arbitrary
because one can give relevant non-moral reasons for its validity. | think most
paople would agree that it is hard to see how social indispansability per se eguals
a MORAL rather than non-moral rationale. One might “moralize” it by giving it
relevant moral dress, thus one might say that the destruction of society is bad and
therefore any soclal structures necessary for the survival of society are good. But,
in Winch's view, it appears o b merely the conditional necessity attached to
certain norms that of itself provides adequate non-moral rationale for these norms.
Again, it is hard to see how mere logical necessity can be a condition, whether
necessary or sufficient, for something to bs moral.

I mentioned these alternative views by way of completeness and to clarify who
exactly the divine command theory is dealing with. Moral arbitrariness is the
accusation that if God’s will is that which creates value, necessarily there can be
no non-tautological moral explanation of His decision. Therefore, His decision is
necessarily morally arbitrary. This, as | have said, confiicts with that broad picture
of rationality which sees rational actions flowing from a consideration of relevant
reasons. Now some arbitrariness may be removed by giving non-moral
explanations of God's decision as regards value. However, the moral arbitrariness
or indeed irrationality is still present. Morality is reduced to the whims of a morally
arbitrary, morally irrational God. Another sense of the arbitrary-accusation
concerns itself with the possibility of reasonless change. Thus if we are talking
about whims, what guarantee can we have that God will not change His mind?
Indeed, what stopped God, right at the Beginning, from plucking a world out of the
infinite possibles which had facism or sadism as its central moral be all and end
all? Thus if the Divine Command Theory of Ethics is true we have a morality that
has no relevant moral justification. Furthermore, we live precariously at the edge of
moral chaos in the sense that God might change His mind tomorrow and again
next week and so it might go on forever: :

“And so God gave the new commandment to the second Moses. On the tablet it
simply said, ‘Let there be no stability.’ God looked on the ensuing chaos bslow and
Behold! it was good.” (From the gospel according to a Divine command theorist).
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In the chapter entited The Charge of Arbilrariness we saw that there were iwo
distinguishable accusations that critics were liable to make against Divine
command ethics. | will recap on these briefly:

i: Morality is made arbitrary in that there appears to be no external validating
standard whereby God's moral assertions may be judged. All God'’s reasons for
claiming “X is good” are tauiological, since what He wills is, by vifue of this will,
perfecily good. Thus whatever reasons God may have must b2 non-elucidating.
God’'s morality stands arbiirary in the sense that it has no external rationalizing
factor. Nothing can be adduced that would explain or elucidate the morality of what
God commands; all we have it seems is God continually saying, “It is good
because | say so0.”

2: Morality is made arbitrary in the sense that God, It seems, could change
His mind and institute Y instead of X as a moral duty. He could do this at any time
and whatever He so instituted would be egually good and right. Morality could,
therefore, arbitrarily change at any fime. No external raason could be given for the
change since God’s will itself is that which MAKES X, Y or Z moral. The awfulness
of the implications of this is obvious when we imagine God commanding, as a
moral duty, something that is, at present, morally dreadtful.

In this chapter | will try to defend Divine command ethics from these iwo
damaging attacks. Against accusation number one | will argue that all theories
whether they be moral theories or not have a kind of arbitrariness at their core. In
other words, arbitrariness is absolutely unavoidable. My argument against
accusation number two, i.e., that God might arbitrarily change His mind, will involve
a more complex, more lengthy argument. | will claim that God is immutable in His
essential nature and that God's essential nature is Goodness itself.

Let us for the time being look at my reply to accusation number one. One of
Wittgenstein's greatest achievements was to realize how much our systems of
belief - our “forms of life” - are groundless. His basic point is very simple: all
justification must end somewhere. We cannot have a system of belief whose
foundations are infinitely extended. There must be a point where a terminus is
reached and an advogcate of a particular viewpoint can say no more.
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Norman Maleolm discusses this idea in his aricle The Groundlessness of
Bslief [Malcolm 1977]. He arguss, following Witigensiein, that large scale systems
of belief - he gives such examples as chemistry and theism - are groundiess. That
is to say, in any belief system something must be taken for granted before the
system can, so o spaak, get off the ground. Colin Lycas, in an article that replies
directly o Malcolm's papser, takes issue with some of his examples - for example,
Malcolm’s contention that kelief in God is groundiess - but does not disagree with
the concept of groundlessness itself. He agrees that some beliefs are groundless
in the sense that it is not sensible to ask for a justification for these baliefs. Lycas
distinguishes between what he calls regulative and constitutive principles of
rational inquiry. Regulative principles are grounded - these are very general
hypotheses like “things don't just vanish” or “nature is continuous”. These are
grounded because, in principle, reasons can bs given for bsligving them o be true.
Most of the time we take such regulative principles for granted, but that does not
mean that they are without ground. Constitutive reasons, on the other hand, are
principles that form the very criteria of rational inquiry. These principles may
include such maxims as, “It is wrong to ignore the result of a properly conducied
sclentific expariment” or “If there is a contradicion in a scienific theory it Is
worihless.” [Lycas 1877 p.167]. Lycas says, “...what | have called the constitutive
rules of rational empirical inguiry seem to me to be arguably groundless and
attempts to justify them are arguably pointless or circular...Abiding by thess laws is
a CONDITION of rational thought. It makes no sense 1o suppose we might set
them aside until they are rationally proved.” [p.168 italics in original]. Lycas argues
that the idea that God exists is a regulative and not consfitutive principle of
religious inquiry. ‘

| suggest that this is a correct analysis of large scale systems of belief. If | am
correct, then it applies to large scale moral systems as well. Reasons for a
paricular moral stance can be asked for and given, but such questioning must
reach a terminus. Paul Johnston puts it like this, “Asked why we act as we do, we
can give our reasons for acting, but when these are rejected nothing remains to be
said...Here we reach bedroclk, and all we can do is dascribs: this Is how we act,
and these are the reasons we offer for doing so; someone 0 whom these reasons
mean nothing is simply left with the fact that we act in this way.” [Johnsion 1989
p.81] At what point the terminus is reached In ethics is a hotly debated issue. Some
would say it stops with an individual's wants and desires, some would say it stops
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at some law of consistency, others would say it stops at a principle of utility...the list
is very long. The point is that there is such a stop.

It is instructive to try and push at these different boundaries or constitutive rules
to see what happsens. What would Kant, for example, say if we were to ask him
why following the categorical Impsrative was a good or dutiful thing to do? He
might say that the principle was so luminously reasonable that one would be utterly
mad to ignore K. And yet many have ignoréd it. He could say that to follow the
Categorical Imperative is, in itself, a good thing to do. This answer appears o be
an acceptable one, until ong asks in what sense it is good to follow the principle.
What is good is defined by Kant as that which is in accordance with this principle.
If, therefore, Kant means good in this way the answer he gives does not elucidate.
If he uses the word in any other way he is going beyond his own system. | think
these considerations show that the Categorieal imperative is a constitutive rule of
his ethical system. As such It is groundless; it fundamentally characterizes his
ethics - it is not itself characterized by anything deeper. The same would be true of
the principle of utility in utilitarian thought. The utilitarian who bslisves that the
principle picks out the moral from the Immoral cannot call the principle itself ‘moral’
except in a tautological, non-glucidating sense.

Consider how this relates to the question of the Divine command ethic. What
reasons can God have for saying “X is moral®? This was the question the critic
claimed could not be answered in an elucidating way. It is a “pushing at the
boundaries™ question because it ought to be obvious by now that, for the Divine
command theorist, God’s commands could be understood as the constitutive
principle from which his ethical system is built. They are, therefore, groundless as
far as the ethical system is concerned. Just like Kant, the Divine command theorist
cannot elucidate the goodness of his morality without begging the question. So the
force of the accusation of arbitrariness. implicit in accusation one is rendered .
harmiess by the fact that all moral systems must have a reasonless bedrock from
which their morality is generated.

Now | am, in my version of Divine command ethics, going to argue that it is not
God's commands par se that are the constitutive principle of the theory. | will argue
that God's commands are grounded in somsthing logically prior, but this ‘deeper
bedrock’ is not something extermnal to Ged to which he must adhers in order to be
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properly called moral, rather the bedrocl is God's own nature. Later on | will argue
for the old scholastic thesis that God and Goodness are identical. Thus Ged's
commands could ba called, in Lycas’ phrase, a regulative principle. That is, God’s
commands play a very fundamental, profound par in the life of a belisver, but they
are ‘only’ regulative because there is something deeper that undedies them,
namely, God's numerical identity with Goodness. Thus God's commands can be
given an non-tautological elucidation as regards their goodness, but not God's
nature. In fact, in my theory, to question the goodness of God and how He comes -
fo be called good is to seriously misundersiand the metaphysical relationship
between God and His Goodness; He is not good because he fulfils perfectly the
demands made by some autonomous, external world of value, rather God IS that
world of value. To ask for a deeper, more elucidating reason why we ascribe
Goodness to God is to ask for the impossible. As | say, God’s nature, and not His -
commands per s8, are e constitutive principle in my version of the Divine
command theory. :

Let me at this point iry to summarize the basic poinis | am trying to make. | am
saying that both my theory and any other theory stand equal before the charge of
arbitrariness in the sense given in accusation number one. The argument could be
put like this: at any point in the investigation of a moral theory one can ask how a
particular principle is grounded, i.e., one can ask what reasons can bg given o
justify the principle. Two options or kinds of reply can be given. The advocate of a
particular moral theory can either give a deeper, more profound principle that
underlies and elucidates the former principle OR he can say that the principle in
question is itself the reasonless ground from which all his other principles grow. A
utilitarian is satisfied with his constitutive principle and thinks it provides a plausible
ground for morality; he probably believes the principle to be coherent in the sense
that all the principles that grow out of it follow logically from the principle itself. For
the Kantian, there is another satisfying fundamental princip!e. Again, for the Divine
command theorist, God's nature stands as the ground from which value grows.
The point is that for all theories of morality there Is such a ground and that this
ground is itseif groundiess. All theories stand equal when we consider
groundlessness alone.

It seems 10 me then that we can turn our atiention to accusation number two,
i.e., the claim that Divine command ethics commits the theorist to the possibility of
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arbitrary change in what is moral or immoral. This problem appears to me o b2
nearer the centre of traditional concems about Divine commang ethics. | am sure
that Plato’s main reason for his rejection of Divine command ethics in Euthyphro
was becauss of popular ancient Greek conceptions of the Divine. The word of the
Gresk gods was a world where gods assented arbiirarily to any whim they had.
This capricious world was a conception that was at ocdds with what Plato saw as
the permanent ldeal world of the Platonic Forms. Divine command ETHICS would
have been a strange coupling of the arbitrarly changing and the absolutely
permanent. For this reason Plato wished to establish whether the gods’ desires or
the moral had logical priority. In the Euthyphro dilemma he uncovers a latent
contradiction in Euthyphro's thought. Euthyphro believes what is good is good
because the gods love it, but also believes what is good is good independentiy of
the divine desires [Plato 1969 10B-118].

Of course, the God of Christian theism is not seen in this exaggeratedly
anthropomophized light, but a lingering doubt remains: if God is a person, then
surely there is the possibility of a change of mind. If it is God that underlies and
provides a foundation for morality, then surely His personhood carries with it the
potentiality for change and, therefore, a change of morality. If we have non-
personal Platonic Forms as the foundation of morality there is no possibility of
change, for such Forms are not the kind of things that have minds to change. The
personhood of God seems, then, 10 be the sticking point. If God were a mindless
tablet of stone upon which were written the rules of morality such a problem
concerning change could not occcur.

| suggest that this problem of potential arbitrary change can be avoided by

adopting the traditional scholastic doctrine that God is Goodness itself. If we add
. this doctrine to the traditional doctrine that God is immutable, we have the makings
of a simple argument:

1) God and Goodness are identical

2) God is immutable

therefore 3) Goodness is immutable.

It is to a discussion of this argument that | now turmn. | will look at the two premises
in turn, starting, appropriately anough with premiss number one.
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God And Goodness Are Identical

| do not mean, of course, that the meanings of the two terms “God” and
“Geoodness” are identical - that would be absurd. What | mean is that, though the
sense of the iwo terms is different, the referent is the same item, namely, God.
Although the phrase “a shape whose internal angles always add up to 180
degrees” and the word “triangle” do not mean the same thing, they both have the
same referent, namely, a three sided shape [see Quinn 1978 p. 39-41 for a
discussion of the relation between truths of meaning and logical equivalences in
the area of Divine command ethics).

Later in my thesis, | hope to show that this idea of God's literal identity with
Goodness has a long, distinguished philosophical ancestry. What | intend to do
now is to present this idea to the strongest criticism and see how it fares.

One important objection to my thesis is made by Alvin Plantinga in Does God
Have a Nature?. Plantinga argues that goodness is a property, but “No properly
could have created the world; no property could be omniscient, or indeed, know
anything at all.” [Plantinga 1980 p.47]. The argument is that since God in my thesis
is identified with a property, He fits into the logical category of properties and so
cannot have created the world or be omniscient; in other words, such an entity
could not be the God who bslievers worship.

My reply to such an argument is that it begs the question in favour of its own
conclusion. Why should we accept that the identification of God and Goodness is
one where God is made into a property? Why shouldn’t we say, instead, that such
an identification reveals that Goodness is not a property, that this entity is the
Being that created the universe and is omniscient? Plantinga is concentrating his
attention one one side of the identification formula only and ignoring the other. The
critic needs to show, it seems to me, why one way of looking at the formula is the
best way. He needs to show that there is an asymmetry here that legitimizes his
bias in favour of the proposition that states that God is identified as a property,
rather than the proposition that states that Goodness is identified as a person.

One way a critic might legitimize such a bias is to claim that there is an
epistemological asymmetry in the identification. Thus he would say that we know

- 925 -



Replying To The Charge Of Arbitrariness

what fype of thing Goodness is beiter than we know what type of thing God is and,
therefore, it is better to discover what kind of thing God is via the more knowable
concept of Goodness than by frying to analyse Goodness through the less
knowable concept of Deity. Indeed T. Mayberry uses this line of reasoning against
the whole notion of any Divine Command Ethic - he says we are using a model
“which we do not understand...to aid our understanding” [Maybemry 1970. See
also Neilsen 1973}.

My reply to this notion of epistemological asymmetry is twofold. Firstly, it is
questionable whether, in fact, it is always the case that we know what goodness is
better than we know what Deity is. Philip Quinn in Divine Commands and Moral
Requirements says, “It is not altogether obvious what should be inferred from these
[supposed epistemological] asymmetries. After all, there seem to be maiching
asymmetries which favour the theological side of the equation.” [Quinn 1978 p.44).
in other words, some believers seem to discover what is good through religious
observance, prayer, reading of Scripture. This seems to indicate that such psopie
would say the supposed epistemological asymmetry is firmly placed on the other
side of the identification; to them God is the more immediately knowable.
Goodness should, for them, be explicated in terms of Deity not Deity explicated by
an analysis of goodness. Indeed, such theists might claim that at least in their
methodology we are trying to communicate with a particular, concrete Being who
can speak and reveal Himself o rather than attempting to explore a universal, an
abstract object. It seems hard then {0 know what to make of such arguments about
epistemological asymmetries.

My second reply fo the idea of epistemological asymmetry is to say that
arguments based on them miss the mark anyway. There is a confusion beiween
epistemology (how we KNOW things) and ontology (what really exists). | may learn
what is good independently of the concapt of God, but this does not necessarily
mean that God and Goodness are, In reality, distinct. | lear that water is wet and
wavy independently of the concept of H20. Nevertheless water is H20. It's the
same with God and Goodness. We might leam about them separately,
nevertheless they are the same.

Robert Adams, in his defence of what he calls his Modified Divine Command
Theory, makes basically the same distinction that | have employed - namely that
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there is a distinction between the nature or essence of something and the way in
which the the word that refers to that something is used, that is, broadly speaking,
the meaning of the term [See Adams 1973 and Adams 1979]. Adams argues
(citing Kripke and Putnam in suppor) that some truths about identity are empirical,
but neverheless necsssary truths. For example, it may be the case that the
disciple Maithew and the tax collector, Levi [Mark 2:13] are the same parson. If
they are the same person then they are necessarily identical (the arguments why
this should be e case need not concem us here). But it is not an analyic truth
that Levi and Matthew are identical; we cannot deducs it from the meaning of the
words. we can only discover the fruth about the maiter by empirical enquiry. So,
the argument goes, there are truths about the nature of things which are
necessary, but are not analytic - that is, they may not be discoverable a prior. Now
Adams argues that it is this kind of necessary truth that obtains in the following
identity statement: wrongness is (identical with) the commands of a loving God.
The meaning (the way the word is leamt, used...ete.) of wrongness is not usually
employed in such a way as o imply conirariety to Cod’'s commands. Howaver, the
nature of wrongness is such that it is identical with the commands of a loving God.
Thus how we come t0 use or understand cerain words does not give us a
guaranteed understanding of what these terms refer t0 in reality.

The failure to appreciate this distinction is what gives the epistemologiczl arack
its strength. We have wo terms which ordinarily have different senses, i.e., the
words ‘God’ and ‘goodness’ are usually used in difierent ways, the meaning of the
words are not the same. My claim is that what these fwo terms refer to is the same
itemn, i.e., the Christian God. In other words, the essential, real nature that boih
terms refer to is the person who created the universe. Robert Adams claims that
the word wrongness does not ordinarily imply contrariety to God's commands.
However, this fact about how we use the worgd does not prove that there is no
identity bsiween wrongness and contrarisly to God's commands. We might -
discover through philosophical refiection that we ought to use the words in the
same way because fhey both refer to the same thing. It seems to me, then, that the
epistemological claim fails.

I think the critic’s reply to this might bs: “If this kind of approach is legitimate
what limis are there to what might bs claimsd? If how we use a pariicular word is
irrelevant, what limits are there to what crazy claims of identity might be mada? Is
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there a2 no-holds-barred philosoghical free for all as regards claims of identity?
Surely the meaning of a term is relevant in deciding between different identity
claims? If it is imelevant how are we to sort out the crazy claims from the sane?” A
full answer to these guestions is bayond the scoge of this thesis. My inadeguate
reply is that | am not claiming that the meaning of a term is irelevant to identity
claims, only that it is not crucial. To say that the wet and wavy thing called water is
really molecules of invisile H20 is, on the face of it, prefly crazy. We agree with
the claim because there are good reascons for it; in this case, good empirical .
reasons. | bslieve there are good reasons for believing God and Goodness are the
samg thing. Later on, | will argue that this conception is the only religiously
adequate way of looking at the mstaphysical relationship betwesn morality and
Deity. My claim is not crazily arbitrary.

What other eriticlsms can be direcisd against the identity | am proposing? The
critic might tum his atention to the issue of intelligibility. He might grant that we can
discover identitieos beiween items whose referring terms are semantically close but
say that the two terms | am claiming identity for are really too far apart. He might
say that the word ‘God’ in ordinary language is used o refer to a paricular while
the word'goodness’ is used o refer to a universal. How can the claim thag a
universal and a pariicular are identical be undearstesd in any clear way?

This objection again begs the question. | am not claiming that a particular and a
bona fide universal are e samse thing; that would b2 absurd. | am claiming that a
word which is ordinarily THOUGHT OF as refemng o a universal, i.e., goodness,
REALLY refers to a paricular.

Here the critic can claim that he understands my point that goodness is to be
regarded as a particular, but say that this dees not affect the fact that geodness is
ordinarily THOUGHT OF as a universal. How is he to psrform the mental trick
reguired? How is he to think that what he has always regarded as a unlversal is
really now a particular? What intelligibility can there be in my claim? The critic
might aliow as the barest possibility thet the two might be one, but how is to make
it intelligible to himsakf?

This is a tremendously difficukk guestion that brings in many issugs that canneot
be dealt with here. What | will &ry to do is first to briefly look at the concept of
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intelligibility itsel, then, secondly, | will examine, again briefly, how philosophical
thought has traditionally regarded the relationship between particulars and
universals. This examination is long enough to merit its own section.

Universal And Particulars And The Question Of Intelligibility

First let us examine the concept of unintelligibility. It seems o me that at least
part of what it means to say X is unintelligible Is that X is inconceivable. Perhaps
that is the charge the critic wishes to make. Universals and particulars are so far
apart in our thought that it is inconcsivable that they should come together, that we
should find that something ordinarily thought of as a universal is really a particular.
How, though, are we to understand the idea of inconceivability? What is it if
something is inconceivable? Perhaps it means that it is impossible to imagine the
state of affairs that is being proposed. Is this what the critic means, that it is
impossible to imagine what it is when geodness is identifisd with Deity? If the critic
does mean this, then, | think is argument is weak. There are plenty of states of
affairs that are inconceivable in this sense, but which we allow as possible states of
affairs. For example, presumably there is something it is like to be a bat [Nagel
1979). A bat has consciousness, an awareness of a particular type, but it seems
impossible for us 0 conceive, except in a very hazy sense, what this must be like.
We do not conciude that it is impossible that there is something it is like to be a bat
because it is unimaginable. Similarly, Flatlands is a story of a world of two
dimensional beings who have their own two dimensional physics [Abboit 1950).
There may b2 such beings, but it is unimaginable o conceive of what it would be
like to be such a two dimensional being. The believer in the identity of God and
goodness can say it is unimaginable or inconceivable to know what it is like to be a
Being who is Goodness itself, but argue that at least one being in the universe
- knows what it is like, namely God Himself who is Goodness itself. It seems to me,
therefore, that this type of uninteHligibility atiack fails.

Another sense of unintelligibility is much stronger than the sense we have just
discussed. If a states of afiairs is logically impossible, & is unintelligible. For
example, it is logically impossible that there is a round sguare, thus the state of
affairs purportedly described by the phrase ‘round sguars’ is unintelligible. As | say,
this sense of unintelligibility is much stronger than the first sense. Dogs the critic
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want to say that what | propose - that God and goodness are identical - is logically
impossible and thus strongly unintelligible?

If this is what the critic wants to say | think the onus is on him to provide the
argumenis why we should say that such an identification is logically impossible. As
| will show, the identification thesis has a long philosophical ancestry. Such
distinguished thinkers as St. Aguinas and St. Anselm both had no difficulty with the
idea. How, then, would a critic show that the proposed identification is logically
impossible? He could say that it logically impossible that a universal should bes a
particular. | agree, but this is not the identification | propose; what | say is that
something ordinarily thought of as a universal is aciually a particular and that this
particular Is the Divine being.

So the critic may have o content himself with the lesser charge of weak
unintelligibility, i.e., the idea that the ideniification is unimaginable. For some, this
fype of charge would b2 & strong objection. For example, old style verificationists
or logical positivists would presumably see this as strongly counting against my
thesis. All meaningful propositions had, for them, o have some kind of experiential
pay ofi. Thus, there is something it is like to be a bat, because one can SEE on,
say, an E.E.G. scan movements corrasponding o changes in #he bat's stimuli. The
ascription of consciousness to bats is meaningful bacause, at the end of the day,
there is for the parceiver some kind of sensory input. Arguably propositions about
God's consciousness have no corresponding sensory backing. Thus, for the logical
positivist, the albeit weak unintelligibility of my thesis is equivalent fo
meaninglessness.

Fortunately, logical positivism shoots itself in its own foot. It fails to meet its own
criterion of meaningfulness. Conseguently there are few logical positivists about,
although | would guess it still casts its shadow over metaphysical speculation.
Metaphysics is stili regarded with a tinge of embarmassment. Thus one might still
feel that weak unintelligibility is a significant objaction because there is an
ineliminable mystery about the identification | am proposing. My argument here will
show that there is a similar ineliminable mystery even when we talk of so-called
straightiorward cases where particulars merely exemplify universals. But before we
look at this we need to clarify what it means o say that God exemplifies goodness
instead of literally being Goodness. To show what is meant consider what it would
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mean to say, for example, that | worship Mars, the god of war. What is it to do this?
What, in Mars, do | value so much? Surely the answer is | worship Mars bscause |
esteem martial values. | value the paricular individual, Mars, because he
exemplifies the universal or properiy of possessing marial values. In the same
way, says the critic, when | worship God | am simply admiring the supreme way in
which He instantiates the property of Goodness. If this is so, then God and
CGoodness are separable entities. God is an individual, a particular - Goodness is
the properiy or universal that He exemplifies.

Maclagan makes this kind of point. He says if God is seen as being one with the
moral law to the exient that we believe “values in their being constitute the
CHARACTER of God™ then “we shall be representing Him not as BEING the order
of values but as fully and perfectly exemplifying it. He will be the Great Exemplar”.
[Maclagan 1961 p.88 my italics]. Again, the order of values will have iis own
“characteristic mode of being, as something other than apar from Him, and i,
rather than He, will be the new Delty.” [p.89).

This is the ‘straightforward’ sense that the critic presumably has no difficulty
with. | hope to show that this sense is not as straightforward as the critic thinks. In
Skepticism and Naturalism Strawson considers the case where we recognize X as
falling under the concept of Y, where we see that X exemplifies Y-ness. He says
this “is undoubtedly a type of natural happening, a subjective experience,
something that occurs in nature, the instantaneous recognition or seeing of
something as such-and-such or as so-and-so.” [Strawson 1985 p.82]. He uses
various metaphors to fry to convey the nature of this happening: “the visual
experience is ‘infused with’ or ‘irradiated by’ or ‘soaked with the concept’.” !

1. Strawson appears, by the way, to be a concepiualist as regards universals. Roughly this
means he holds that, to use a definition from Armstrong, “properties are, as it were,
created by the classifying mind: shadows cast on things by our predicates or concepis”
[Armstrong 1989]. This is supported when Strawson says, “If {universals}] are objects at all,
they are objects of thought alone, not objects encounterable in nature or occurring in the
natural world.” [Strawson 1985 p.70] With this background theory in mind, Strawson Is,
with these various metaphors, trying to convey the nature of the connection between tha
particular object and the concept or universal they fall under. Strawson appears o be
using the words ‘concept’ and ‘object’ as synonyms with ‘universal’ and 'particulas’ rather
than in the Fregean sense that Dummet argues is distinguishable [Dummet 1978
p.92-100].
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Now, even if we are as generous wilih Sirawson as possible, one cannot help
but feel that the nature of the conneciion has not been explained. There is that
cerfain air of mystery. Strawson has vaguely alluded to but not shown us how the
connection batween concept and object obiains. This is what | mean when | say
that as regards accusations of mysiery my critlc appsars 1o be on egually shaky
ground. Even where he is most comforiable - where the talk is of pariculars
exemplifying universals rather than actually being them - his case is just as
‘mysterious” as mine. This is even more obvious when ong tums one’s attention 1o
more classical explications of the elusive connections. Here a popular theory is that
when iwo objects, perhaps disiant in space and time, exemplify the same
universal, this sameness is the sameness of strict identity. Thus we get a kind of
weird pseudoc-omnipresence where the same iem instantiates itsell in many
different places at the same time. So my whitg tablecloth’s whiteness is numerically
idemtical to the whiteness of a white flag or indsed the paper used o sign the
Treaty of Versailles. | am not saying this does not make sense, just that if my
theory is thrown overboard in the name of mysiery elimination | want to take a few
other theories down with me.

Let us at this juncture look a little more closely at the concept that my critics
claim to find unintelligibie, e.g., the idea of universals being identical with
particulars. | will show that this idea, far from being at the edge of credibility, is, in
fact, in other areas, a mainstream philosophic theory. It is not unintelligible; it is
conceptual commonplace. There is, in ofher words, at least one traditional theory
of universals which claims that thers Is a literal identification of universal and
particular.

The distinction between subsiance and afiribuie has been very influential:
things (substances) have propertiss or aftributes. (! am here using
substance\atiribute language in the sense used by the British Empiricist tradition,
not in the more fraditional Aristotelian sense, where so-called prime substances
are individuals such as Socrates or a horse [Woolhouse 1993 p.7-9 Lowe 1995 p.
67-72)). The thing that has these properties can continue to exist even when some
of the aitributes are removed unless the atiributes are not accidental but essential.
Thus the pen | am using at the moment continues to be even though it is slowly
losing the properiy of possessing ink. It will still exist, even when the ink runs out.
The properiy of having ink is an accidental or non-essential properly. Because
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things can lose certain properties but siill continue to exist, a distinclion batwesn
thing and propery seems forced upon us. Howsver, this distinction is not always
recognized as legitimate. If substancs is seen as the mere supporier of progeriy, it
seems to be unknowable bscause arguably only properties have causal powers. In
Locke’s famous phrase, substance becomes substraium and is “something | know
not what” [Locke 1961 Bl@ Chapt 23]. With this kind of difficulty in mind, many
philosophers refuse to accept that there is any real distinction between substance
and attribute(s). Roughly, they maintain that there are only attributes. A particular .
thing is, to use Armsirong’s helpful description, a “bundle of universals”. There is
no mysterious substraium that has properiies, there are only properties and the
causal powers they possess. This, they argue, is all we really need to make sense
of the world [Armstrong 1989 p.59-74].

The analegy with my thesis is obvious. With God as regards Goodness there is
no distinction between substance and atiribute. God IS Goodness, rather than God
HAS Goodness. If the Bundles of Universals Theory is intelligible (and | think it is),
then surely my theory also is intelligible.

Of course, the elimination of the substance\aitribute distinction brings with it
many problems (but then again so does the acceptance of the distinction). These
difficulties are discussed admirably by Armstrong [1989). | will look briefly at two
criticisms of the Bundles of Universals Theory and show how, in the case of the
Divine Being, these problems do not apply.

The first problem with the elimination 'of the substance-atiribute distinction is
that Leibniz’s Law of the Identity of the Indiscemibles becomes, it seems,
necessarily trug. If particulars are just bundles of universals, then, different
particulars must contain at least one different universal. However, it seems a
matter of logical possibility that there may be iwo particulars which are qualitively
completely identical. This should, howevar, be logically impossible. Hence the
problem arises.

This problem does not apply to my theory for two reasons. First, my theory is
not a general one: it mainfains that, in the case of the Divine Being, God and
Goodness are identical. In fact, | rather doubt whether a theist would want to apply
the elimination of substance and atiribute generally. One of the motivations behind
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the eliminations in the case of God is to show how unlile the rest of creation He is.
Secondly, the problem does not arise for my theory because it is a matier of logical
necessity that there b2 only one God. If, per impossiile, there were two Gods, then
each would have to depend on the other for the traditional attributes of the divinity
to be preserved. But this is absurd; God cannot depend on another to b2 the Being
He is. If He does, He is not God. [See Ward 1982 p.13-14].

A second problem which is so difficult for the bundles of universals view is the
problem of property loss. As we will see, this problem is actually a benefit for my
theory. If a thing just IS its properties, then it appears that none of the properties
can be lost without the demise of that particular individual. If W just IS properties X
Y Z, then W cannot lose X, Y or Z without ceasing to be W. This goes against
intuition. This pen | am at present using is not changing its identity as | write, but it
must be according to the Bundles of Universals Theory, because R is losing, at
each moment, the properly of possessing a cerain mass of ink. Arguably,
therefore, substance-atribute language enables us to pick out and identify certain
individuals while they are in the course of change.

What otherwise seems anti-intuitive, in my theory becomes a positive boon
because the consequence of this consideration for my thesis is that God's
Goodness becomes something He cannot lose. Furthermore, if God's existence is
logically necessary (a doctrine | agres with, but cannot argue for here), His
Goodness is logically necessary. If God IS Goodness and God Is necessary, then,
Goodness must be necassary too.

What about God's other attributes, e.g., His omnipotence, His
omnipresence...etc.? it was a doctrine of scholastic philosophy that God was not
‘only Identical with His Goodness, but was also ldentical with all His other
characteristics [See Mann 1983]. | will not be defending this doctrine. | want to say
that God's Goodness is necessary and immutable, but not that God is immutable in
every aspect. If God is literally identical with everyone one of His aspects, i seems
to follow that God cannot change in any respect whatever. If God IS omnipotence,
then He cannot cease to be omnipotent without ceasing to be. Again if God IS joy
He cannot cease to be joy without ceasing to be. How, then, can He be unhappy?
How can He respond to creation? This unchanging God seems to be unlike ihe
God of Scripture who does become unhappy with creation and loses His
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omnipoience 0 b2 become incarnate. In the next chapter, | will defend only the
immutabllity of God's Goodness. | will iry to show how we need not go as far as the
scholastics did.
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As | intimated in the last chapter, | am going to argue for a limited notion of
immutability. To that end, let me spall owt two senses of immutability. First the
scholastic notion, which | reject.

God cannot change in any real respect whatscever. By “real respact” | mean
fo distinguish between real change and apparent change, which is now more
popularly known as a Cambridge change. A Cambridge change occurs when a
ceriain type of predicate is true of a subject at one time, but not at another. For
example, the predicate “being believed in by Smith® and then, after a religious
crisis, “not being believed in by Smith” can be true of God at different times without
any change occurring in God. Generally a real change occurs in a subject when a
non-relational predicate is true of then not true of that subject. For example, a real,
non-Cambridge change occurs when the non-relational predicate, “is not wall-
papered” is predicable of my front bedroom and then, subsequent o much wifely
coaxing, the predicate, “is wallpapered” bacomes (alasl) true.

Now, as | have said, | reject this strong understanding of what it means to say
God is immutable. In fact, it is such a strong notion that it is not immediately
obvious exactly why one would want to believe it 0 be ttue. The scholastics
thought, for reasons | will give later, that they were doing justice to the idea that
God is perfect. However, let us, for the moment, concentrate our attention on the
understanding of Immutability that | do accept.

Basically my position is that God is immutable in his moral characteristics, in His
being Goodness itself. Let us consider what this means. Consider the statement
that God is merciful. This is an aspect of what it is to be Goodness itself. Now God
is merciful and immutable in this characteristic, so He will always be merciful, that
is, He will always show mercy to those that ask for it. God will never become
ruthless, because he is immutably merciful.

Before we look at the nature of God’'s moral immutability in more detail, let us
look at a different way in which various types of change can be understood. This
will bring out, from a slightly different angle, the difference between my thesis and
traditional scholastic dogtrine.

Aquinas makes a distinction betwesn iwo different types of change that can
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occuyr. First, an individual can undergo an accidental change. A useful example of
this type of change is given by Brian Davies [Davies 1992 p.45]. A cow can be
frisky and energetic one day and lazy and lethargic the next - the cow changes, but
nevertheless it continues to be the same individual. The cow may have lost a
property and gained another, but its survival as the same individual was never in
doubt. There has, fo use scholastic language, only been a change of accidents or
accidental propenties.

There is, however, a much more drastic typs of change that can occur. This
Aquinas calls a substantial change. For example, the cow might die - in this case
the cow ceases o exist as a cow and becomes a corpse. Now there are, of course,
borderline cases where it is difficuit to decide whether a substantial or accidental
change has occuried. Locke would have claimed that if an individual were to lose
his memory, then a subsiantial change would have taken place [Locke 1961
2,27,9]. Oihers claim that such a loss would bs no threat to the identity of a
person; in other words, memory loss would constitute an accidental change. The
borderline is a liitle hazy; nevertheless, | think it is clear enough to be useful.

How does this distinction apply to God? Aquinas denies that it does. He
maintained, in full scholastic dress, that neither substantial, nor accidental change
applied to God [Davies 1992 p.51). Deity, for Aquinas, possessed no accidental
properties at all. Substantial change was also impossible because God is eternal;
nothing can make Him cease to be.

Now | want to discuss how much of this | agree with and how much | disagree
with. First, | want to make clear in what sense | want to say God is immutable and
then look at a sense in which | think He is mutable. As | have already said, | want
to say that God is immutable in His being Goodness itself.

God's moral immutability can be looked upon as a logical consequence of the
Divine essence’s identity with Goodness. If God's essence is quantitively identical
with Goodness and if God's existence is necessary, then it follows that God cannot
cease being Goodness itself without ceasing to be. But God's existence is
necessary, so this is not a possibility. More formally we might put it like this: Let D
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ba Divine essence and let G ba CGoodness. Now my thesis says D is the very same
thing as G. So if G ceases, then so does D. However, D is necessary, so G is also.

Now one might seek some clarification here. Is it possible for Goodness to
change, rather than cease to be? This, | think, is a question about the nature of
Goodness, and, therefore, a question about the nature of God's essence. The
guestion ulkimaisly comes down t0 whether, in the case of Goodness, accidantal -
change, rather than substantial change can occur. Is there, in other words, a
further distinction in the substantial core of God between substance and accident?
Now substantial change in Goodness is not possible because this is equivalent to
ceasing to be. (That is what substantial change amounts to in the case of God. For
Aguinas, when a cow underwent substantial change there was not literal -
annihilation, since there was matter hat survived the cow’s death, but this was not
enough to ensure the survival of the same individual. it was enough for you to be
able io say, “This is the compse of the cow that died.” However Ged is not
composed of matter. Therefors, if substantial change were to oeccur there would be
annihilation.). Is accidental change possible in the case of Gocdness? As | say,
this is a qusestion about the nature of Goodness and consequenily a question about
God's essence.

This question can be viewed as asking whether Goodness is simple or complex;
whether, that is, Goodness is a unity, or whether it can be divided into paris. If
Goodness is simple a prima facie case can be made out for supposing that it is
incapable of change, since any change would be a substantial change, 2 ceasing
to be, which, in the case of God, is impossible; we are assuming He is necessary
bsing. If Goodness is complex, again a prima facie case can be made out; this time
claiming that change is possible. Now | want o say that Goodness is compley, that
it can be viewed as having different pars, or, as | prefer to say, aspects. But | also
want fo say that God's essence, which is Goodness itself, is immutable, so | am, at
least on the face of it, involved in a contradiction. How are we to understand God's
Goodness such that it is complex, but aiso parfectly immutable?

My model of Cod's esseniial nature that enables both oo_mp!exiﬁy and
immutability is vaguely analogous to Leibniz’s monads. Leibniz wanted his monads
to b simple and yst reflect multiplicity; he wanted diversity in simplicity. Thus what
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Leibniz wanted is similar to what | want.

“Let me outline a preliminary definition. X is an aspact and not a part when X has
no indspendant existence from the whole. Thus a spark plug is a par of an engine,
but the running of the engine is only an aspact. Might it bs the case that Goodness
can be ‘dividad’ inio aspects of one ting?

Let me try and make this a little more concrete. Goodness is complex, but still
one thing because it has aspects such as Mercy and Justice. Perhaps Goodness is
Love and Mercy and Justice are two aspecis of this unity. This can be made
plausible by reference to the claim made by many writers that Goodness or
Morality is unified or identical with a single principle [See Sumner 1992 for a
discussion of what this single principle must be like]. In the case of my theory, this
single principle is Love. Jonathan Fletcher, for oxample, claims that all morality is
derivable from love [Fletcher 1966]. | would claim, tentatively, that Mercy flows
from Love, as does Justice, as does Forgiveness. Lovs is the fulfilment of the law.
No aspect of Love can be intsiligitle as a separate entity. Justice becomes
something else if it is without Love; Justice cannot survive without Love; Love
cannot survive without Justice.

One might ask here, “If there is a mutual dependence between the whole (Love)
and the aspect (Justice), what real distinction is there between whole and aspect?
Why is one the whole and the other the aspact and not the other way round?” The
answer to this constitutes the vaguely Leibnizlan ancestry of my position.

- For Leibniz, individual subjects contained all their predicates. He tries to explain
this, “...the subject term must always Include the predicate term in such a way that
anyone who understands perfectly the concept of the subject will also know that
the predicate pertains to it. This being premised, we can say it is the naiture of an
individual substance or complete being to have a concept so complste that it is
sufficient to make us understand and deduce from it all the predicates of the
subject to which the concept is atiributed.TWoolhouse 1993 p.56-57]. It seems to
me that here is Leibniz is claiming that individuation relies on deduction. So all
predicates not deducible from the complefe concept of an individual substance are,
for that very reason, not part of that individual. Thus individuals can be picked out
and ‘parcelied up’ by deduction or understanding. ‘
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It is similar with my model of God's Goodness. If one had a complete
understanding of Love, one would be able to deduce what were aspecis of God's
essence. it may not follow that ¥ one were in possession of a complete
understanding of an aspsct that one would be able to come into a complete
undersianding of the whole. Thus the primacy of Love is established. It is the whole
of which others are aspecis. God's essence, we can say, is individuated and its
aspects picked out by the logic of Love.

These | realize do not constitute a complete argument; | am suggesting a line of
understanding that | think deserves some consideration. Later | will retumn to this
discussion when | discuss the nature of the God's Goodness and the idea that
Goodness is Love.

Thomas Morris and the Mutability of God

Before | go on and more fully explore the reasons the scholastics had for trying
to maintain God's absolute immutability, ! will look at one way in which a modern
writer has sought to preserve the scholastic sense of strong immutablity in the face
of criticisms such as | give in the next paragraph.

Consider the story of Noah. God, according ¥ Scripture, looks down on the
earth, sees the wickedness of men, regrets making them and so decides to destroy
them and start afresh. This appears to amount to something like this: God created
man, intending them to live a natural span of years (originally with Adam and Eve,
He intended immortality), but then, in response to human wickedness He changes
His mind and destroys them instead. This, | believe, is a clear example of God
changing His mind in response to human behaviour. This mutability, this ability to
change in response to new circumstances is, an essential part of a concept of a
Christian God (although, as we shall see, the scholastics thought that God did
respond and did aei, but, paradoxically, remained unchanging). Scripture, of
course, is full of examples of God responding to His mutable, constantly changing
creation.

But Thomas Morris asks this question, "Why can't it aiways and immemorially
have bsesn ihe case that God intends o do A if B arises, or C if D comes about?
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This would bs fully compatible with an informed reading of those passages which
seam {o poriray God as changing his mind in response to human aciivity as
situations develop.” [p.89 Morris 1987]. By ‘immemorial’ Morris means a property
that an individual has always had and never kagun to have.

Morris hopes that by this move he can allow God real responsiveness to His
creatures, but avoid the idea of God changing His mind in any way (and thus
preserve God’s absolute immutabiliiy). | hops to show that he has bsen
unsuccessful.

Now, first of all, Morris’ use of the if-clause in the above quotation appears 0
put him in line with an increasing group of philosophers and theologians who
believe that given real human freedom, in the sense of lierly of indifference as
well as spontaneity, the inevitable conseguence is that God cannot foreknow the
future [see, for example, Ward 1982 p.130-131, Lucas 1989). If God does have
infallible and complete forelnowledge (henceforth ICF), then it is idle to present
future contingencies in disjunctive\subjunctive form, i.e., If A arises or B comes
about. From the Divine perspective, If God has ICF, only one event will cceur and,
consequently, the natural way of presenting God's intentions would b, "Because
A will oceur God intends B." Since Morris does use the if-clause he seems o
believe in a certain openness of future contingenis. Let us, therefore, assume, for
the sake of this argument, that God does not possess ICF.

Assume that Jill knows Jack 1o be selfish. Now assume that Jill believes, on the
basis of her knowledge of Jack’s character, that in a ceriain situation, Jack would
respond in manner A (e.g. do the wrong thing). Now Jill might intend B because of
the expscted A. Because the future is open it Is at least possible that Jack will do
the unexpected C (e.g. do the right thing), so Jill's expectations about the future
only count as belief; at the most, it is defeasible lknowledge [Lucas 1989
0.121-122]. Let us assume that Jill draws up a different plan of action D just in case
Jack does the surprising or unsxpscted C. For example, Jill might think to herself,
"If Jack does the right thing (unlikely because of his characier) | will not punish
him."

So we have a situation whers Jill intends 1 do B (e.g. to punish Jack). It is an
intention becauss the probability that Jack will do the wrong thing is very high.
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Imagine that Jack is a compuisive liar. Jill's mind is, so to spsak, set on B, despite
the more shadowy, back-of-mind-plan to do D if Jack does C. Because Jill assigns
very little probability to this contingency it hardly achieves the status of an intention.

Let us assume that Jack confounds expaciations and actually does the right
thing, what happens? Well, Jill could blindly press on with her original intention
and punish Jack, or she could change her mind and not punish him. Now this is a
change of mind and not just a “shift” bstwesn two equal plans of action, precisely
because Jill never assumied they were equal. She believed that A would occur and
so intended B; the likelihcod of the right set of circumstances fit for its use were
extremely high, but the surprising occurs and Jill changes her mind.

Ot course this goes on all the time. | intend o drive my car to worlk, even though
| realize | must have a different plan of action if & does not worl. If it were, say, a
Skoda my intentions might b2 completely differentl

Now one might objest that a shadowy back-of-mind-plan still counts as an
intention; one might say that at least Jill intends to do D IF the unlikely C occurs. Is
this acceptable? It may b2 the case that the paper on which | am typing will burst
into flames. If it were t0 do so | would probably douse it with water. | have a
possible plan of action i the overwhelmingly unlikely were o occur, but ik seems
hardly credible that as | write | have the intention to douse my typing paper with
waier. My intention, at the moment, is {0 carry on fyping; | would change my mind i
spontaneous combustion were to occur. Intentions are intimately connecied with
the expectations of the subject.

How does all this relate to God? My contention is this: if God does not have
ICF, then He too can only assign probabilities o future contingents. Cod must have
a set of expaciations about the future ugon which His intentions are founded, b,
like Jill, His expsctations can be confounded. God can have the immemorial
proparty of drawing up different plans of aciion, i.e., He can “intend” A if B arises,
or C if D comas alcout. Rowever, D might be very uniikely, so C might not achisve
the status of an intention. Ged would, thersfore, more progedy intend A. If the
unlikely D were to come about, God would change his mind in response o the
surprising circumsiances.
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Morris' account sgems fo lbe based on a bslief that all future contingents are
equally likely and that, therefore, the immutability of God is preserved bacause He
aways intended (equaily) whatever He does in response o the circumsiances that
arise. This seems a mistake. Given that God does not have ICF, and given that not
all future coniingencies have equal likelihood, then Divine changes of mind seem
possible. Morris has not preserved God's immutability.

Now | realize my reply to Morris depands ugon the assumption that God does -
not have ICF. This is a contentious point. The idea that God does have ICF is very
much more secure in Christian thinking than the doctring of absolute immutability.
All | can do here is refer the reader to the account Charles Harishome gives of
Pierce’s understanding of the metaphysic of possibility [see Creel 1986].

Why the scholastics believed in immutabliity and why they were wrong.

So now | (at last) look at the scholastic rationale behind the idea that Ged is
absolutely immutable. Basically there are three factors bshind assent to the
doctrine. | will lool at each in turn and then turn my atiention to my reasons for
their rejection.

The main reason kehind the bslief in absolute Divine immutability is that the
scholastics used a broadly Aristotelian understanding of Deity. For Aquinas, Ged is
completely actual; He Is Being and not bzcoming; there is no potentiality in Him
whatsoaver. All these are different ways of saying the same thing. The best way to
undarstand this idea of complste actuality is to consider an object twhich is not
completely actual (which is everything non-Diving). A man, for example is actual
because he exists, but he is not completely actual because he Is not all that he
could b2. He could, for example, acquire more knowledge or acguire a new skdll.
The man has, in other words, potential. This potentiality is his incomplete actuality.

This does not mean, by the way, that if the man were to bacome all that R were
possible for him to become he would than hold some lind of eguivalence or parity
with God; it only means he would b2 a psrect man. Man Is not the kind of thing
that has the potentiality to become as God is. Considar, say, an alarm clock that
lacked nothing; that was completely aciual. Would this mean that the alanm clask
couid play chess parectiy? Of course notl Chess playing parfection is not a kind of
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potentiality that the alarm clock lacks sinee playing chess is not a skill that is par of
even the potential of an alarm clock. 1t Is not, so to spaak, in its job description. An
alarm clock ‘only’ has to tell the time parfectly and always wale you up and never
break down...etc. to be an alarm clock that was completely actual. But atways its
complete actuality would be qualified or limited by its being an alarm clock; the
maximum perfection it can possess is complete actuality as an alarm clockk.

Now God is completely actual, since He lacks nothing that He could have, or
rather is everything He could bs. But God's complets actuality is different from any
creaiure’s because, as we have just seen, any creature’s possible complete
actuality is always limited by the lype of being it is. We cannot accuse an alarm
clock of the imperfection or lack of chess playing sldll, since this skill is not part of
its actual or potential nature. But if God were to lack the ability to play chess, we
would have legitimate cause for complaint. God doees not have the type of nature
that limits Him or confines Him. His being all that He could bs is of a totally different
order than a mere man being all that he could be.

Let us look at the way Aquinas expresses thess thoughts. First, in talking about
God's perfection he says this, “...God is supremely actual, and thus supremely
perfect, since psrfection means achieved, realized, lacking nothing ons’s particular
mode of perfection requires.” Next he writes this, “Moreover, his perfection is all-
embracing: the diverse (and sometimes opposed) perfections of creatures all pre-
exist united in God, without detriment to his simplicity...[Aquinas 1989 1,1,4,2 p.
16-17]. So God lacks nothing His “particular mode of parfection requires,” but this
is not limiting since His particular mode of perfection is all-embracing.

Now God does not possess these psrfections In the way that His creatures
“possess them: “In God, then, the first active cause of everything, all perfections
pre-@xist in the most realized way.”

Now the only thing left that | cannot find fully explained by Aquinas (nor by any
of his commentators) is whether God's all-embracing perfection is meant to
includs, not only all creaturely perfection, but, also, all conceivable psriection. Is
Aguinas, in other words, following, Anselm for whom God is that than which no
greater can be concsived? As we shall see later, this is an important point. Since |
can find no absolutely clear guidance | will assume Aquinas doss mean o say that
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God's perfect all-embracingness is absolutely all-inclusive in the sense of
embracing literally all conceivable perfection. Ceriainly such an assumption seems
to be in the spirit of what Aquinas claims: if | can conceive of a perection that God
does not have, at least prima facie, it appears to limit God and yet Aquinas says,
“Cod...is unlimited and parfect.” [1,1,7,1 p. 20]. Here Aguinas makes it clear he is
not talking of spatial unlimitedness. He must, therefore, be thinking of a logical
unlimitedness: in logical spacs, Ged is unlimited. Thus it seems to me to be a safe
conjeciure that Aguinas wanted God’s perfeciion to be all-embracing in the sense | -
have defined.’

Of course, this doctrine can lead to some pretty odd conclusions. Since God
coniains all creaturely perfection there must be a sense in which He is the parfect
wife, tadpole, tree...eic. Davies comments, “God contains in himseli all the
parfections of his creatures and is therefore propsrly called parfect.” [Davigs 1992
p. 82]. The addness of this conclusion is mitigated by Aguinas’ insistence that God
does not possess such perfections in he mods they are exhibiied in the created
object. Thus God does not look like the most perfect tadpole or the most perfect
house [p. 82).

However, this is by the way. The main thing is to see the basic Thomist point
ihat God is completsly actual In the sense that He contains within Himself all
perfection. Now the relationship between this understanding of the pinnacle of
perfection and the doctrine of absolute immulability is clear. If God is completely
actual, in the sense defined, any change must be a change for the worse. At least
that seems to be the implication. The argument might go something like this: let
God possess literally all perfection. Now if He changes He either remains
absolutely the same or He does not. If He remains the same He has not changed.
If He does not He must have either changed to being more pariect or to being less
perfect. More perisction than literally all parfection is impossible, so He must have
bacome less than He was before; He has changed for the worse. (This appears o
be the reasoning behind Socrates’ challenges to Cebes In The Republic. We will
be looking more closely at Plato’s influence fater on.)

Now it seems fo me that this argument is, as i stands, ir_walid unless
perfection is taken in an exiremely broad sense. Rk cannot mean just moral
parfection, for example. | will use an analogy to bear out my point. Consider that X
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is the most morally perfect man imaginable and also has the bensfit of unlimited
power (so that no one can force him to change from his moral perfection). Can
such a person change? Of course he can. He could move his arm or leg. Such
changes could be morally indifferent and therefore there would be no compromise
to his moral perfection. How is the man able to change without threat to his moral
periection? He is able to change because there is more to the man than the sum of
his moral periection. He is, iherefore, able to change in regard to some predicate
that is adiophoric. Now Aquinas does not want io say that God's perfection is just
moral perfection. It seems therefore possible for God to do something adiophoric.
But if we, as Aquinas apparenily wanis us to, understand perfection in a much
broader sense, then we can see why any change becomes a change for the worse.

Let us consider our morally perfect man again. Imagine that he is perfect in
every conceivable way. Now can he changae? Can he parform some action that is
neural as regards his perfection? The answer now seems that he cannot. He
cannot, say, move his arm since it is in the perfect position. (Forgive the
strangeness of this thought experimentl). Aquinas (and Plato) appear to bs forced
to say something like this about God. His perfection is so complete and inclusive
and applies to every predicate predicable of Him that He cannot change without
detriment to His perfection. God cannot change neutrally since He is no more than
the sum of his perfections: every aspect, every part, every thought is perfect. Thus
any change is necessarily a change for the worse.

| don't think this point is always appreciated. Richard Gale, for example, says, “it
is implausible to assume that any change in God is for the worse; it might have a
neutral outcome.” [Gale 1991 p.95). It is implausible, but only if we separate the
idea of God's immutability from the idea that God is completely actual in the Divine
all-inclusive sense.

So the first strand of reasoning behind the scholastic doctrine of absolute
immutability is a picture of God’s parfection which is bound up with the idea of His
complete actuality.

The second strand is bound up with the essentially Arigtotelian argument for the
existence of God, Aquinas’ Prima Via - the First Way. The argument goes (roughly)
like this: all changing things are changed by something else. So if X is changing
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there must be some thing Y that caused it to change. Is Y changing or not? if it is
changing then it must have baen changed by Z. If it is not changing we have
reached the end of the causal series and we have, by definition of the argument,
an unchanging changer. Aguinas assumes hat this unchanging changer is God. If
we want to malke final sense of the world we have to postulatz the existence of
something that Is absolutely immutaile. If God changed in any way we would have
a change that nesded fo ke explained and thus would not have reached a final,
uvitimately satistying explanation. At least that is what the argument claims [See
Ward 1282 p.1-23 for a good restatement of this argument].

The third strand of reasoning behind the doctrine of immutability is bound up
with the idea that God is, in some sense, timeless. However, it seems to me that,
more often than not, the grounds for balieving in Cod's timelessness have liille to
do with the reasons for believing in His immutability. The bslief in the timelessness
of Cod seems to me to have been forwarded as a way of allowing free human
action in the face of the doctrine that God has ICF (although in this case, strictly
spsaking, God does not have forsknowledge, rather He has timeless knowledgs).
So, although the two idsas ars related, | am not going fo falk a lot about the
doctring of timelessnass. In any case, any proper discussion would take me {60 far
from the central concerns of this thesis.

| will now iy to show why | balieve these foundations for the bslief in God's
immutability are wealk. | will, in the first instance, concentrate my atiention on the
idea that God's psrfection consists in His belng completsly actual.

My first objection to the idea that God's periection consists in His complete
actuality is that it too easily falls into incoherence. Afe litarally all perections
compossibie?

David Blumenfield in his papsr, The Compossibillly of the Diving Aftributes
claims to show thers is a contradiction batween only wo of the Divine psrfeciions -

namely, omniscience and omnipotence [Blumenfisld 1878). These o afiribuies
are, Blumenfield claims, mutually incompatible - a2 bsing covld have ong or the
other, but not both. His argurnent tums on the idea thet a full understanding of
cortain sensations and emotions Is only logiczlly possible ¥ one has actually
experienced them. Thus, for full understanding, it Is not enough to imagine what it
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must be like to be afraid; to fully undersﬁand, one must experience actual fear.

The second parnt of Blumenfield’s argument is that cerigin emotions and
sensations cannot be expserienced by a bsing who is omnigotent. One cannot, for
enample, be afraid if one is absolutely in control of everyihing that hagpens. Thus
Blumenfield says, “.whal has an omnipotent being t© fear? There is no
desfruction, no harm nor the slightest diminution of power that can possibly befall
him. In this case...ne could not bslieve himself to be endangered, and thus could
not have the exparience of fear.” [Blumenfield 1978 p.207). The same is true of
frustration or despair.

But, the argument continues, God is meant to be omniscient, yet by viriue of His
omnipotence ceriain items of knowledge are denigd him. So God is either
omnipotant or omniscient, but net both.

Now | do not proposs to underiale a full criique of Blumenfield's argument here
(1 think the answer to the riddle lies in a considgration of when ong can have one’s
destiny uncder absolute control and yet sill bs afrald. The man who is to be
executed for his beliefs has his fate In his hands. He decides wheiher or not he
dies. Nevertheless, he is afraid, he can despair and s ceriainly frustrated. | tink
an argumant roughly analogous to this idea could do the trick, i.e., where Cod’s
principles (so to speak) come up against His power. ) All | want to do here is draw
a moral. We have an alleged coniradiction between only two perections. What
happans when we mulliply periection upon perfection unfil we are sugposed to
have a being who Is every concsivable persction? The potential scope for
confradiction is infinitely extended. Aquinas, himsslf, seems aware of the risks of
his concept of God when he says, “{Cod's] psriection is all-embracing: the diverse
(AND SOMETIMES OPPOSED) perfections of creatures all pre-exist in Ged...”
[Acuinas 1989 2,4,2 p. 16 my emphasis).

My second objection allegss that the notion of complete actuaiiy is diificul to
make clear sense of. God must, according to this notion, bs, in some senss, the
most perfect horse-rider (if He were not | could see potential for improvemant).
Now the idea of a very goed jockey is conceivable; indeed such psople exist; thay
are able to make a horse go fast, but not to the point of exhaustion; they are able
to control a horse through tight corners and so on. The idsa of a very good jockey
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is coherent, but is the same the case when our attention tums to the idea of a
pariect jockey, so perect in fact that there is necessarily no betier? Is there a
progsrty of being this most parfect horse-rider? It does not seem to me to be clear
that there is or can bs such a thing. If one argues that there is such a thing, then
one must make the concept clear.

Chanes Rarishorne, in discussing this paricular picture of the periection of
God, makes basically the same point: “Is an absolute maximum conceivable? The
truth is that our ancestors had not leamed our hard modarn lessons concerning the
ease with which grammatically smooth expressions...can fall into implicit
contradiction. ‘Greatest possible number’ is grammatical, but it is sheer nonsense if
it means ‘greatest finite number'...and it is at best problematic. Why then should
‘greatest possible valug’ be regarded as safe? it is vaguer, but perhaps only
because it has no dsfinite meaning at all.” [Harishorne 1967 p. 19-20).

So my second point Is that the notion of maximum perfection or complete,
unsurpassable actuality commits one to hierarchies of different atiributes that aliow
a last in the series - a maximum. But even if we examine just one maximum, e.g.
fne perfect jockey, it seems difficult to assign any clear sense io the notion. Even
relatively simple maxima, e.g. omnipotence and omniscience, are notoriously
difflcult to construe in 2 coherent way. Again there is a moral: If God’s psrfection is
understood in this maximal, all-inclusive sense, how are we to make clear sense of
those propsrties which neither admit of a last in the series nor a clear ordinality?

Now my third objection is the most important and complex. Indeed, it will be a
vein of thought that will run through the rest of my discussion of Divine
~ immutabiliy.

Aquinas thought that this idea of complete actuality was the only picture that
was adequaie o truly express Divine perfection. | will argue that it is not the only
picturs. Another understanding of perfection gives us all we want. But what is it
exacily that we do wani? To know this, we must first look at the intelleciual
ancestry of the scholastic understanding.

First of all there is that ‘want’ which desires some kind of immutability as an
aspact or consequence of perfection. Plato expresses this ‘want in The Republic:
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“ ‘But the state of God and the Divine is perfect; and therefore God is least liable
of all things to be changed into other forms’

‘That is so’

‘Then will god change or alter himself of his awn will?’

‘If he changes at all,’ he replied, ‘that must be how he doss.’

‘Will the change be for the better or for the worse?"

‘Any change must be for the worse. For God's goodness is perfect.’

‘You are absolutely right,’ | said. ‘And, that being so, do you think that any man
or god would deliberately make himself worse in any respect? If you agree that this
is impossible, then it must also be impossible for a god to wish to change himself.
Every god is as perfect and as good as possible, and remains in his own form
without variation forever.’ ” [Plato 1955 p119 part 381-382).

So, for Plato, such is the nature of Divine perfection that any change is a
change for the worse. There is, however, another line of thought in Plato,

“‘And, O heavens, can we ever be made to believe that motion and life and
soul and mind are not present with perfect being? Can we imagine that being is
devoid of life and mind, and exists in awful unmeaningness an everlasting fixture?'
" Later, in the same dialogue we find,

“ “Then the philosopher, who has the truest reverence for these qualities frest
and motion] cannot possibly accept the notion of those who say that the whole is at
rest, either at unity or in many forms: and he will be utterly deaf to those who assert
universal motion. As children say entreatingly, ‘Give us both,’ so he will include
both the movable and immovable in his definition of being and all.’ "[Plato 1892
Soph 248-249, see Harishome and Reese 1953 p.38-57].

Clearly there is a fension in Plato’s thought. His ‘want’ is that both rest and
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motion be aftributable to the Divine. But he thinks that change seems to imply
impsriection. (We have already paraghrased his apparent argumemt why this
should be the case). Immutability, on the other hand, seems to imply a kind of
deadness, an immuiable stasis, devoid of life and mind.

Indeed the scholastics recognized this dilemma. Divine immutability seems to
be squivalent o lifelessness; 1o avoid this unsavoury consequence they assered
that, though God was periectly immutable, He was also parfectly and completely
active. Aguinas claims, “God is supremely alive, for he most perecily acts without
himself bsing moved by others.” [Aquinas 1989 1,2,18,1p.49] The more somathing
is able to act without itself baing subject to change, the more it is alive, the more it
is “auto-mobile” [Davies 1992 p. 112). This idea appears paradoxncal Is it not the
case that when X acts he changes from passivily o activity?

To answer this question and also 1o flesh out the idea of God's peariect activity,
Davies notes that Aquinas distinguishes bziween iwo types of activity. Some
activities are ‘wransitive’ as opposed o ‘Immanent. Davies gives teaching as an
example of transitive action. Where, he asks, doss the essential change brought
albout by teaching lie? Is the essential change the physical act of putting words on
a blackicoard? No, “becauss | can §ll a thousand blackboards with letiers and
diagrams. But none of these processes will count as teaching unless somebody
actuzlly leams somsthing.” {Davies 1992 p. 113] The essential change in the
activity of teaching is in the minds of the learners, not in any physical gesticulations
the teacher might perform. Davies concludes, “...the action of an agent may lie only
In the changes brought about in that on which it is acting. It need not be defined in
terms of the agent.[p.113}.

Ik may be objected that even if the principle change in transitive change is in the
object rather than the subject, neverineless change in the subject occurs. One
might b2 tempted to say that the subjest changes in intending X at % to bringing R
about that X &t t. This, as stated, would not bs a difficulty for Aquinas since, in
scholastic thinking, for Diving activity, intending X ang bringing it albout that X are
one and the same activity. This Is @ conseguence of the docirine of Divine
simplicity.

However, | do think there is a way © show an inconsistsncy in Aquinas’
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account. The gap appaars in Aguinas’ freatmant of the relationship batween Cod
and time. According to Davies, Aguinas’ position is that God's actions can b2
dated. This he claims implies no change in God: “We can date God's actions. But
only because there is history in which events ocgur successively. or, as we can say
today, God bscame the giver of victory to William of Normandy in 1086, not
because God changed in 1066, but bacause Willlam conguered England in that
year.” [Davies 1992 p.79] | think such a position can be refuted by the following
argument.

Let us assums,
[1] God brings about X at 2

Now since God's bringing it about that X and Ged's intending X are (according o
fhe doctrine of Divine simplicity) identical, we can say,

[2] God intends X at te.

Now can we say that God intended X at some earlier time, & ? No, for then we
would be committed (again via the doctrine of simplicity) to this proposition,

[3] God brings about X at .

We cannot say that God intended X at some earlier time because we commit
ourselves to both {1] and [3]. But if God does not intend X at t, but does at t., then
God changes from not intending to intending.

This argument can be refuted by the following counter-argument:
[1] is wrongly construed. What we should say is,

[4] God wills X-at-tz

Here we change the scope of the operaior “at t= . As Mann notes, the verb “wilis”
becomes tenseless [Mann 1983]. Now God can have this intention at any time
without the unwelcome oconssquence that God performs actions before He
performs them. '
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Now | have wo things 1o say albout this counter-argument. 1t commits the
advocate {o undaiable Diving argument, something that, as we have noted,
Aquinas seems not willing to do. My second comment is that if we have {4] we
must also have this,

[5] God brings about X-at-t.

Naturally the verb “brings about” must b2 understood tenselessly. Now one might
be quite ready to admit that menial verbs such as “wills” can b2 undarstood
tenselessly. (This follows from the difficulty we have of making temporal sense of
mental events [See Geach 1969}). However one might b less ready to admit that
apparently causal verbs such as “brings about® can be undersiood timelessly.
Ceriainly, it seems that a cause must precede or be simultaneous with its efiect
and so be, at least, vaguely datable. However a full exploration of this would take
me far bayond the confines of this thesis [See Chariton 1988 p.57-63 for an
account of God’s timeless actions].

Let us retum to Plato. As we saw there is a tension in his thought. He wanis
both motioniessness and motion, changelessness and change to b atiributable to
the Divine. (I think it axiomatic for Christian thinking that both are neaded, that
Plato has comectly identified what our ‘wanis' are). Aquinas thought this was
possivle by disﬁnguishing- ketween transitive and immanent action. Using this
distinction, he thought he had found a way o ascribe aclivity to Cod while
preserving his immutabilily. k appsars, from the albove considerations, that the only
way this is possible is t maintain that God is imeless. Somsthing perhaps hat
Aguinas would have found unaccepiable, though, of course, plenty of other
thinkers have been only to happy 1o accept this.

The crucial mistake in Aguinas’ position is that he uses the wrong pisre of
what i is for God to b parfeet. He uses the essentially Aristotelian idea that Cod is
completely actual, but, in using this concept, he Immediately lands himsell in
difficulty when we want to spaalt of Divine action. And, after all, arguably It is Divine
action that is the most cruclal tem In the Christian agenda. (For Aristotle, Divine
action was not so much of a problem, since in a way God did not actually do
anything. He had no will [Davies 1992 p. 140] ). '
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So what other picture of Gad is there that fuliils our ‘wants’ and makes sure
justice is done o the theistic requirement that God is perfect? We want God to ba
perfect and dynamic. How can we achieve both?

Charles Harishorne has proposed one medel that he claims fulfils our Platonic
‘wants.! He rejects the Aristotelian model we have discussed and proposed what
may be called a dual-aspact theory of God. God, he maintains, is “in uniquely
excellent ways, both necessary and contingent, botn infinite and finite, independent
and dependent, eternal and temporal.” [Hartshorne 1976 p.22). Harshorne realizes
the immediate accusation will be that he want the impossible: an incoherency, a
God who is both P and not-P. But, he argues, a confradiction is only a contradiction
if P and not-P are predicated of the same aspect of an individual. So God might be
“immutable in his ultimate purpose, but adopt new specific objectives in response
to new acts by his creatures.” {p. 23).!

This, essentially, is the medel | want to adept. | have argued that Cod changes
His mind in response to changes in His creation, but is immutiable in His essential
being which is Goodness liself.

What, though, of the charge that this implies change and so implies
imperfection? The answer to this is that the very question is framed from the
perspactive that the only model of God is the Aristotalian model. Ordinarily It is no
pant of the concet of change that it implies imperfection; indesed, as Harishome
notas, It is the other way round: “Ordinary or impsriect individuals, it is true, fail to
actualize all their potentialites; but is this, in itseli, a defect? A parson selecting a
career cuts off from realization opporiunities such as could not b thought of in
~ relation to an aps..Thus the power of selection among parly incompativle
possibilties of self-realization seems a measure of excsllence rather than of
deficiency.” [Rarishorne 1962 p.35]. Hanshorne concludes from this typs of

1. Geach's view of God's knowigdge of the futur@ being analogous to a Grandmasier's
knowledge that he will win & game is similar to this. The Grandmaster knows he will win -
that is his uliimate purpose - but he dogs not control which pawn his opponent will move.
Depending on which move his opponent makes, the Grandmaster adopts ‘specific new
objectives’ in response. The ultimate purpose is assured but the spacifics of its attainment
may be contingent upon human decisions

[Geach 1977 p.57-59].
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considgration that God must inciude all potentiality within Himself {.37). | find
Harishorne’s reasoning to be valid (Keith Ward's view Is similar. [Ward 1990

p.18-37)).

in the end the Thomist and the Anselmic view fails 1o distinguish baween wo
concepts of that which noting greater can e conceived. First, there is “no
individual greater than God is concelvable®. Secondly, there is “not even God
Himself in any concelvable state could e greaier than He actually is” (Harshome -
1962 p. 35). The second locution leads o the scholastic piclure of absolute
immutable bsing, the first leaves open the possibility that God can surpass Himself;
in other words, that “...there s potentiality as well as actuality in the divine reality”

Ip. 35).

Such a picture of God as being in different aspecis both immutable and mutable
avoids many of the problems associated with ihe scholastic concaption. First; there
is no question of a God “devoid of life and ming”. Secondly, we have included the
possibility of Divine activity without having 1o resort to ad hec measures in order o
accommodate it, as If God crealing or loving or dying were some unimporiant
optional extras tagged onto an Aristotelian baing. Divine activily, Diving response
are now integrated into the very core of God. Thirdly, logical difficulties over Divine
knowledge are avoided. How can an immutable God know a changing, mutable
world? How can my actions make & difference 10 an unchanging (indifferent?)
Deity? Now God can really know me and know the world without being transporied
off info timelessness as an ad hoc measure.

Plato said children say entreatingly, “Give us both.” We can have both because
God really is both. :
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| have argued that Ged is Goodness and that this Goodness is 10 b2 undersicod
as being love. It is the burden of this chapler to show how morality “reduces” to
love, how love is, in Christ's phrase, the fulfilment of the law. However, bsfors we
start fwo points must be korne in mind. Firstly, | will, in this chapter not bs dealing
with metaphysics or how, metaphysically speaking, love is o be identified as
Goodness. | have already given some indication of how the identification works
(p.36-40). Secondly, my claim is a massive one; | will not be able to pursue all the
lines of inquiry that may be relevant to this theme. Love is, | believe, the fulfiiment
of the law, but | will not be able o show how each pariicular moral notion is related
to love. Rather | will try to sketch a broad outline of how certain central, “big” moral
concepts are aspects of love. | will concern myself primarily with Justice. |

We need to idehtify where we are on the conceptual map, so, first of all, | will -
examing some of the main landmaris that lie on the landscape of thought about
love. ‘

One characteristic thought about love is that it is conceived of as belng
unconditional. Broadly speaking, the two main philosophical advocates of this view
are Kierkegaard and Anders Nygren. They argue that the highest love is agape
and agape, in turn, is to be identified as an unconditional “giving” of onesalf to
one’s neighbour. Agape contrasts with friendship or eros in that agape does not
give itself because of some peculiarity or idiosyncrasy that one’s neighbour might
have, but simply because one’s neighbour is another human being. Thus | may
love X because X is witty, charming and generous. This “love”, however, is not the
highest expression of love, because true love which is agape, loves X simply
because X is another human being, your neighbour.

Agape’s unconditionality has many consequences which, it is claimed, make it
superior to mere friendship. First, if | love you, not because you are charming and
witty, but merely bscause you are a human being, then, my love for you is stable
and permanent. Thus Kierkegaard says, “No change...can take your neighbour
from you, for it is not your neighbour that holds you fast...it is your love which holds
your neighbour fast.” [Outka 1972 p14). Agaps is not dependent on any particular
characteristics of any neighbour, thus it can survive the demise of any particular
set of characteristics. This non-reliance on the particularity of any neighbour resuits
in a love which transcends particularity and is perfectly general in scope. Its
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generality makes it impervious to change in particularity.

. A second feature of agape is that it is supposedly egalitarian. Friendship is
exclusive in that | commit myself to X, because X is wise, but | may rejest Y
because he is foolish. Y falls outside my circle of friendship and in that respect is
no longer equal to X. Agaps, however, loves merely on the basis of being a human
being and thus all are equal because all are equally human. | cannot prefer X to Y
if | love agapeistically; both X and V fall into e circle of my love. All paople are
held to be irreducibly and equally valuable in the eyes of agape [Outka 1972 pi2).

Eros is also inferior to agape in that there appears somaething ineradicably selfish
about eros. Nygren claims that eros arises from need while agape is expressed in
spontaneous giving. Thus Nygren says, “Eros is yearning desire; but with God
there is no want or need and therefore no desire nor striving. God cannot ascend
higher...Since agaps is a love that descends, freely and generously giving of is
superabundance, the main emphasis falls with inescapable necessity on the side
of God.” [Brummer 1993 p.129). Here there are iwo claims: first that eros wants,
desires, strives while agape gives. The sscond point fits in with the overall
message of Nygren's Agape and Eros - that Christianity has moved towards eros
and to that extent has become egoceniric rather than theocentric [Brummer 1993
pi27 -128).

This point about the selfishness of eros compared with the self-givingness has
already found expression in the unconditionality of the laiter as compared with the
former. If eros loves because of centain characteristics, then it may appear o love
those characteristics, rather than the person who exhibits them. Additionally, surely
there is something a liitle too easy about loving someone because they are witly or

.charming. Agape, on the other hand, seems fo have no hint of scandal about &. If
you love agapeistically, then you do not love because of X's desirable
characteristics, but simply because X is human. Also. agape seems anything but
easy: it is universal and egalitarian in scope and so must love not only the
desirable but also the undesirable.

This picture of the nature of the highest expression of love is very attractive. Both
Kierkegaard and Nygren believed that the Gospels advocate this kind of love, that
this unconditional giving agape is the love that God has for us and that we ought to
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emulate. B aftiraciive as it is, there are cerain difficulties in the Nygren and
Kierkegaardian position. -

One problem is expressed by Outka in the form of a question, “Doss agape as
equal regard in itself allow for any way to differentiate between atiention to
another's needs and submission to his exploltation, and any warrant for resisting
the laiter.” [Outlka 1972 p. 21). Outla calls this the question of the blank cheque.
Kierkegaard recognized that, for the sake of the neighlbour, one may have to resist
his exploiiation. Thus one may decide that it is in the neighbour’s interest to refuse
his requests, rather as God, though loving, would ignore my requests that | be
immung from prosecution should | break the law. God would recognize that the
giving in 1o the request would not be in my best interesis. Analogously, | may give
myself in garnest to my neighlbour, but ignore his requests that | help him rob &
bank. Now this | belisve is the comect answer o the blank chegque conundrum.
However, it is important to note that the unconditionaliiy of agaps has baen slightly
compromised. Kierkegaard is admitting that there are other goods apanr from
agaps that may direct and hone one’s love of one’s neighbour. If the only good in
the world were the unconditional giving of oneself to one’s neighlour, then one
would not b3 able to find any moral reason why ong ought to resist his exploitation.
If the one and only good was unconditional giving without any compromise, then
one would have to help one’s neighbour do things that were not in ong’s
neighbour's interesis; the only relevant crilerion would be giving-despite-
evenything-else. If, on the other hand, agapgs is o take into account other faciors,
then its unconditionality applies only in the sense that it ought to be pariecily
steadiast. It does not ignore idiosyncrasies of a neighbour, but can i these into
account in determining whet one ought to do in one’s giving to ong’s neighbour.
The kind of giving that may be appropriate to X may not b2 apgpropriate to Y,
bacause X and Y are different people with different needs. ‘

This consideration leads me on o another difficully in Kierkegaards and
Nygren's understanding of what agapa is. Initially, it may sound atiractive thet
one’s love doss not depsend on any idiosyncrasy in one's neighloour, that it does
not depend on X's charm or wit. However, it does sound paculiarly gensral and
universal. This, as mentioned above, is ofien secen as a positive feature of this
account of agaps, but is k? If | do not love X bacause of }’s characteristics, what
exactly is left to love? Once we strip X of every characteristic that makes him who
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he is, all we seem to have left is the idea of a human baing or neighbour in general.
But | do not want {o love the concept of a human being | want to love X, If agapse is
just the giving of oneself to one's neighkbour simply because X is a neightour, then
we are not loving X, but rather the idea of neighkourhood in general. Kierkegaard’s
accoumt seems o allow a consideration of X's idiosyncrasigs and to that extent
enables my love of X to be a paricular rather than a general thing.

This kind of objection to this idea of agape - that is general raiter than spscific -
is similar to objections raised against a very different view of love. Socrates argues
that love arises out of a desire for something | do not have or, if | already possess
it, the desire 10 keep it. (C. S. Lewis calls this need-love as opposed to gifi-love
fLewis 1960 Chapt. 1] ). However, according fo Socrates, | should, if rational, not
dasire parishable earthly things for their own sake, but rather only in so far as they
instantiate the Eternal Goodness or Beauty. Only in desiring the imperishable and
aftaining it through immortality can | be eternally happy [Brummer 1993 p. 111).
Thus all earthly loves which are loved rationally are not loved for their own sakes,
but for the sake of something else; if this “something else” is perishable | must love
it for the sake of somsthing else...and so on, until we reach the Etermnal or the
“proton philon” [Brummer 1993 p. 112]. The objection to this is raised by Gregory
Viastos, “What it is really about is love for place-holders of the predicate ‘useful’ or
‘beautiful’...In this theory persons evoke eros if they have beautiful bodies, minds,
or dispositions. But so do quite impersonal objects...best of all, the Idea of Beauty
itself.” [p. 114). There is a hierarchy of desirability such that the lower is loved for
the sake of the higher until we reach the idea of Beauty itself, but this seems to
mean that | don't love you as a particular, rather | am impressed with your
instantiation of the universal - Beauty. Thus the objections raised against eros
appear very similar to the kinds of objection put against agape: that the particular is
ridden roughshod over for the sake of the general. In eros | love Beauty while in
agape (at least in this understanding of it) | love neighbourncodness rather than my
neighbour.

These difficulties in the account of agape leads me into an exploration of the role
of mutuality in love. Some thinkers held that the highest expression of love is not
unconditional sel-giving, but rather mutual love. What role does mutuality pﬂay‘?

These thinkers claim that mutuality is, in faet, an essential feature of agapsistie

-59 -



God, Goodness And Love

love. They argue that in the case of one’s love for X being uiterly spurned the
appropriate expression would be, “l tried to love X", rather than, ‘1 love X" As
Outka puts it, “...love is absent when one parly does all the giving and the other all
the taking.” [Outka 1972 p. 36). This strong claim about the function of agaps ought
fo be distinguished from a weaker claim. The strong claim is that mutuality is
required for agape to exist. The weaker claim is that, while response from X is
desirable and may improve matiers considerably, it is not necessary. That is, | can
love X agapsistically regardiess of X's responss. Thus agape does not rely on
mutuality - this is the weaker claim. John Burnalby seems to be making the weaker
claim here, “lt Is indeed the test of a love which would be like God's, that it is all-
embracing; but we may be cerain that Christ did not mean either that it is batter to
have enemies than friends, or that any ouiward act of beneficence can be a
substitute for the inward disgosition of heart which would make a friend out of the
enemy.” {[Outka 1972 p37).

Let us examine the stronger claim now. Robsrt Johann argues that agaps
replies on two conditions. First of all, “it is not sufficient that the value loved in
myself be somehow present IN THE OTHER. If | am to love him as myself, it must
also be present TO ME.” [Cutka 1972 p. 39 emphases in original). Now Cutka
interprets this as saying that for agape to truly exist the other, “must come into
range and somehow furn towards me” [2.998). The second condition that Johann
argues for is that the other's “profound centre” be present to me. Outla
paraphrases this: “l have fo b2 in toush with those kasic motives and interests
really constitutive of his self-awareness, the same elements that determine my own
identity.” Thus, according to Johann, it is not just what | do that determines whether
agaps is present, but also what the other parson does. It is not enough for agape
. that there is a I-He relationship, i.e., where | recognize that he, like me, is a centre
of consciousness; rather there must be an |-Thou relationship where he and | are
in 2 mutual relationship.

Johann says this, "Nor...is the other present as a valus o b2 loved directly
fi.e. agapsistically] so long as | considsr and reat him, however concretsly as a
HE...in treating him as a HE, | reduce the other to bsing simply a nature, an
- animeted object which functions a certain spacific way and not some ofher way.”
Johann qualifies his last assertion by stating, “...while exteriority and exclusiveness
are characieristic notions of HE the HE is still parsonal, a suiiest of rights - not
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simply a thing, an IT." As a HE, we must still respatt his rights, liberty and the
obligations af justice [Johann 1954 p.43].

Howaver, as a HE, he cannot be the object of direct love or agape. Direct love
or agape "implies between two parsons a state of reciprocal consciousness. the
presence of the ather as really a ‘second self is necessarily that of a subject open
fo me in some sense as | am fo myself - it must be a presence which permﬂts
exchange and dialogue.” [p.45].

| am tempted by this picture, but | think it needs further elakoration. It seems to
me to boil down to a question of epistemological access. | cannot love X
agapeistically if | know nothing about X. | cannot love him as a thou until | know
him as a thou. But | can only know him as a thou if he tets himself be known as a -
thou. Now that which | know about X must be knowledgse of a cerain sort. Thus |
may know a lot of facts about X, but not know him as a thou because the facts only
touch upon extsmal contingenciss of X's lifs, @.g., his car, clothes, job, address.
The knowledge of X that | need must be of an appropriately personal sor, but this
knowledge can usually e revealed only by X himself. Thus X must “urn to me” in
order that agape be present.

It is imporiant to note that | am talking about human relationships with other
humans rather than God's relaticnship with us. God always laiows everyone as a
thou because He always has access 10 the necessary personal knowledge.
Everyone, in this sense, is ogen to Cod. No mutuality is therefore required for me
to say that Cod's love for us is agapsistic. God always knows me and loves me
despite my stublborn refusals to accept Him. With human to human relationships
things are different bacause access to X may be denied by X. | may &y to love
agapslstically but fail, bacause X naver opsins himself up to ms.

This picture of love can ke seen as a reaction fo the ideal of Romantic love. Here
e supreme example of love was love that was unrequited. Here the lover gritied
his teeth and loved despite rejection. OF courss the fogic of this is all wrong. If
unrequited love is the supreme example of love, then if the bsloved finally yislds
and returns the love and forms a mutual relationship, the velue of the love involved
is actually decreased, not increassd. If X loves Y and V does not love X, then X’s
love is suprems. ¥ Y bagins to love X, then the status of X’s love is diminished.
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Unrequited love can be painful and passionate, but it cannot be supreme; it cannot
be the finest love there can be. Basically, it seems to me, such a conception of love
is immature. | find that Iris Murdoch in The Sovereignty Of Good makes this same
point. She talks about the “excitemeni” that transforming love into suffering causes;
such an idea should be avoided [Murdoch 1970 p. 82].

Another factor behind the concern for mutuality has already been mentioned. A
philosophy of love that concentrates only on the attitudinal aspects of love can tend
towards merely a generalized benevolence where one’s love is not so much for
one’s neighbour as for the idea of neighbourhoodness in general. A concern for the
importance of mutuality, where one’s love is based on know'ledge of a particular
person seems to avoid this problem. In The Virtues Geach says, “For God's sake
we must have charity towards our feliow-men: and ihat means actual love of
people individually, not just generalized attitudas of goodwill.” [Geach 1977 p.86].

However, all this does not answer the question of whether mutuality is a
necessary condition for agape or whether it is an optional extra. It seems to me
that genuine mutual love must come higher than unrequited love, but | do not want
fo say that unrequited love is thereby not really love. despite the locution
mentioned before. i.e., “ tried to love him...” To say that unrequited love is not
really love does too much violence to our ordinary thought about love. A
conceptual compromise needs to be made. | will say that mutual love is agape and
the most valuable thing there is; unrequited love, is obviously, by definition, not
mutual, but at least one half of the conditions required for mutuality are there! It is
not implausible to assume that man’s end or ulimate fulfilment is found in mutual
love. In so far as unrequited love is a seeking after mutuality it seeks agape and is,
" therefore, of value. This seems to make sense. | think we would be reluctant to call
a particular attitude a loving attitude if there was no interest in engendering some
kind of positive response. Imagine if X claimed to love Y, but said he was not in the
least bit concerned about Y's response; this would be enough to call into question
the genuineness of X’s claim. However, if X's attitude was in some degree a
seeking after a loving response from Y there would be no difficulty in believing X’s
claim. :

Let me summarize the claims | have made here. The supreme example of love is
the kind of love X has for Y where Y loves X too; in other words, agapeistic love is
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an individual's love for another in a2 mutual relationship with that other. This kind of
love requires the particular kind of knowledge where X has “urned 0" Y and Y has
“urned to” X. Unrequited love is still love, but it is not agape since there is no
mutuality. There may be knowledge, but not the special, psrsonal, intimate
knowledge mentioned before.

There is more than a merely verbal difference bsiwean mutual and unreguited
love sincs there is this difference of knowledge. But the difference is one of
subjective fesling as well. A mutual love is more satisfying, more fruitiul whereas
unrequited love, while intense and passionate, is not satisfying. | think if we met an
individual who found the fruitless love of another satisfying we would think there
was something abnormal or pathological about that person.

Now armes with these distinctions and conclusions we can fum o the 'main
purpose of this chapier: to give some indication of how love is the fulfilment of the
law.

Love And The Fulfiiment Of The Law

In this section | will attempt to show how the positive and negative moral norms
can be generated from the idea that there is a human nature and that the highest
fulfilmant of that nature is in a community of mutual love. | will argue, along with
John Finnis, that, “...hnuman fulfilment Is the fulfilment of persons, In community...”
{Finnis 1991 p.10}. '

The first idea mentioned abovs is that moral norms are contingent upon the types
of beings we are, i.e., what our human nature is like. What is meant here by moral
norms? | mean those prohibitions or prescriptions which are not merely formally
valid. For example, the moral rule ‘Do no wrongful killing’ is a purely formal ruls,
since the immorality of that which it prohibits Is built into its formulation [p.32 Finnis
1991). Formal rules seem to boll down to tauiologies like, ‘It is immoral to commit
immoral acts’. Obviously tautologous, formal rules like this eannot be the ldnd of
thing that is eontingsnt upon the character of human nature. Sincs they are true by
definition, the worse that can happen to them is that they become irrelevant, e.g.,
the formal rule, ‘Do no wrongful killing’ would not bacome false if humans were
indestructible, rather it would cease to apply in any meaningful sense.
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So formal moral rules are not depandent upon human nature. What kind of rules
are dependent then? Perhaps to answer this it is best to take a specific example.
Let us look at the moral prohibition against having sex with another's spouss, In
other words, the moral prohibition against adultery. Now if one defines adultery as
‘wrongful sex’ the rule becomes merely formal and, therefore, preily well
uninformative, apan from the useful role of reminding that there might bs such
thing as wrongful sex. If we dafine adultery more neutrally as ‘sex with another's
spouse’ we are in a position o see that the wrongness of this is depandent on the
kind of natures we have. Given a different nature it might be the case that adultary
becomes morally acceplable. The wrongness of adultery liss not in the physical
behaviour itself, but in its interfering with the fulfilrment of basic human needs, here
the need for siable, trusting relationships where loyalty and commitment is of
paramount imporiance [Finnis 1991 p.37-40). As | say, if our natures were radically
different and we had no such needs, then the moral status of the act of aduliery
could well bs changed. '

This conclusion that some types of moral norm may b2 centingent on our naiure
may appear paradoxical to some. “Surely,” they say, “Christian morality .has
assumed that morality is absolute, not contingent in the way you say & is. What
other moral norms are changeable? Can we star to ignore the Ten
Commandments if we feel they no longer suit our natures?” As a maitter of fact the
moral theory | am adopting here has psrhaps the right to bs called ‘THE Christian
theory’. St. Thomas Aguinas, for example, stars with an understanding of what
constitutes human fulfilment and then proceeds o show how the norms of morality
are rational in the light of this‘understanding; of course, earlier than this the same
kind of approach o morality is made by Aristotie in The Nicomachean Ethics [See
Porter 1994 Chapis. 2-3, Copleston 1955 Chapt. 5, Aristotle 1925 1, 7}

And this essentially, with a few modifications, is what | am arguing for. If we
have a ceniral Good, Love, and we understand the nature of what it Is to ba human
and what constitutes human fulfilment, then all the other ‘goods’ are derivative.
They are good becauss they are loving. We have, if you like, a fwo-tisr morality.
The central absoclute that is the only true Good is Love; the other goods arg derived
from & and are contingent upon our natures. So, for example, the goodness of
refraining from adultery is derivative from an understanding of what constitutes
human fulfilment comiined with the absoluts command to co the loving thing. Thus
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morality is rational given the premisses that there is something that comprises
human fulfilment and the prescription that one should love. Indeed, the love that
one should have is the kind of love that seeks mutuality since, as we have sesen,
mutual love is the most fulfilled form of love.

Now a numbsr of objections to this overall, broadly Aristotelian-Thomist
conception of Christian ethics can be mads:

1) It is unchristian since it logically leads to a form of act-utilitarianism. The
moral prescription ‘Do the loving thing’ is likely to lead to a lessening of the status
of the Ten Commandments. Should we commit adultery if this seems the loving
thing t0 do? This lessening of the Imporiance of traditionally dearly held rules is
seen quite cleardy in Jonathan Fleicher's Situation Ethics and Bishop Robinson's
Honest to God. For example, Robinson claims “...nothing can of itself always be
labelled as wrong. One cannot, for insiance, start from a position ‘seit relations
before marriage’ or ‘divorce’ are wrong or sinful in themselves...the only intrinsic
evil Is lack of love.” [Robinson 1963 p.118]. There is some truth in what Robinson
says: love is the central guiding principle, but the conclusion is not that no act is
wrong in iisel. More of this later.

2) The neo-Aristotelian picture of morality seems to reduce morality to seif-
interest. Morality bacomes a kind of policy which enables one o get from A to B.
‘A’ is an unfulfilled nature and ‘B’ Is a fulfilled one. Of course, some thinkers it is
precisely bscause the idea of ‘B’ has been lost that morality has lost its point.
Alisdair Magcintyre argues this in After Vidue where he commends the Aristotelian
conception [See Maclniyre 1985 Chapt. 5). However, the point remains those with
. & “high Stoic” conception of moralily see the theory | am proposing as a sullying of
morality’s purity [See Hudson 1983 p.343-371 for a round-up of these arguments.
The phrase “high Stolc line” is from Geach 1977 p.18]. '

3) The third line of criticism claims that there is no adequate conception of
what constitutes human flourishing. Even Geach who commends he Aristotslian
line avoids saying much about what ‘B’ is [Ses Hudson 1983 p.344-345]. The claim
may take the form that there is no such thing as human nature - such a claim is
argued for by Bary Barnes and David Bloor in their essay Relativism, Rationalism

and the Sociology of Knowledpe [Bames and Bloor 1979]. A tuly empirical
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approach is, they say, open minded about what man is; indeed, what he is is
aiways a product of his environment.

Replving Te These Criticisms

The first olsjection can be countered | blieve by a proper undarstanding of what
is being proposed. The result is not a type of act-uiiltarianism or an act-agapism
[Outika 1972 p.94-104]. If we do have a nature and this nature is only fuliilied in -
cenain ways, then cerain types of act or intention become always wrong. If the
killing of innocents really does violate what R truly is to bs human, then R never
kecomes the loving thing to do. John Finnis says, “But one can judge an agent’s
action wrong as soon as one identifies a morally significamt defect in one's
motivations, or an inappropriateness in relation either to the circumstances or o -
the means involved in that option - malum ex guocumque defeciu.” [Finnis 1991
p.17]. In other words, it is not incumbent ugon the agent that he has, when
confronted with a range of opiions, to calculate or weigh up the potential
conseguent goads of those aclions which are prima facie wrong. Thus R isn't my
responsibility now to weigh up the potential good to be had from aduliery just in
case, in the long run, more goods accrue from just such an action.

Pant of what is bsing said here is that one should never intend evil that good
should come [Romans 3v8, Popse John Paul 1993 79]. Here the objecior might well
say that such a formulation begs the guastion in lis own favour. The very question
is: is it wrong fo do ‘evil' when that ‘evil' resulis in great good? Is the ‘evil’ in
guestion fruly evil when the basic intent is 10 do goed, to end up with a state of
affairs where the good predominates?

ltis, of course, batter to do evil for the sake of good raiher than for its own sake,
but the guestion of whether prima facle evil acts bacome changed by the intentions
of the agent is difficuk'. To be more specific, would it B2 right for me to kill an
innocent person K by doing so many lives could be saved? Would what is ordinarily

1. Kk might be argued that we can distinguish evil from wrong. Thus it might be the case
that X-ing is an intrinsically evil action, but that performing X on a particular occasion I3
justified. In that case X is evil, but on this occasion not wrong. However, it is the valldity
of this distinction that Is in question here.
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an act that violaies a basic human need, bscome accepiable in these
circumstances? According to an act-utilitarian type theory, such a killing does
become aocemable. But what about the kroader picture? What effect would such
an act have on me, my wife, the parson | ‘save’? How is one 1o weigh up these
various goods and bads? There seems {0 b2 no appropriate calculus whersby ong
can judge, with any degree of skill, the various conseguences.

Perhaps the way out of the dilemma caused by these various scenarios is to fall
back on the doctrine of double effect. Finnis has no difficuky in commending
cerain types of physical behaviour as long as what is intended is not the avil that
may inevitably flow from that behaviour. For example, it is always wrong to
deliberately kill the innccent. This is a moral absolute, but one may neveriheless
kill innocents as long as one does not intend o do k. Air-Vice Marshal Good may
intend o comb miltary installaions in an enemy city. He knows that almost
certainly civilians will b ldlled by the bombing. Nevertheless their deaths, although
inevitable, is not what he iniends; what he Intends is the dastruetion of the military
bases. Air-Vice Marshal Bad, on the other hand, wants the innocents to dis, so that
the morale of the enemy is wealened. He intends avll, so that good will come; it is
fhe evil that he intends as the means 10 what he sees as the desirable end. Air-
Vice Marshal Cood's intentions arg not that civilians die; their deaihs are not a
means {o an end.

Can this doctrine be used with our type of killing of innocents ease? Finnis
argues that the wrongness of an action does not lie with a pursly physical
description of that which is under scrutiny [Finnis 1991 p.37-40}. If it were the
physical we were worried abowt, it would b2 impossible o distinguish batween
Good and Bad's bombing. What makes an action wrong is its object [p.38]. Finnis’
position is also supported by Veritatis Splendor [Pope John Paul if 1993 71-83].

If | were fo kill some parson for the sake of many lives does the doctring of
double effect come into play? it is not the physleal act itself that is wrong; this we
have already seen (p.64). Can | say the object that | intend Is the saving of many
lives; the killing itself is just, so to speak, the inevitable precursor to that action? |
do not intend killing; | intend the saving of many lives.

I think that Finnls would argus that neverineless | intend killing as the means to
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a desiraile set of conseguences. It IS the killing of an innocent that | intend and
this, being an evil, should not be pant of what puts before oneself as an available
option. Pope John Paul says this, “The foreseeable consequences are part of
those circumstances of the act, which, while capable of lessening the gravily of an
avil act, nonetheless cannot alter its moral species.” [77]. My killing would not bs as
bad, but it would still bs an evil and should not be dsliberately chosen.

What are we to say then? | have said that we should do the loving thing and
certain species of action are not loving by virtue of their violation of basic human
needs. However, there appear to be circumsiances where these actions appear
morally ‘attractive because of the good that flows from them. Are we then drawn
into an overall consequentialist position which would fly in the face of centuries of
Christian thought? Perhaps we have a rule-utilitarianism instead of the more
severe ‘act variety - nevertheless utilitarianism is what we end up with.

It appears that even Finnis is consequentialist up to a point. Certain actions or
intentions are wrong, not by virtue of their physical characteristics, but because
they lead to fulfilment of our humanity. He says, “The proportionalists are right in
thinking that moral directiveness is essentially a matter of truths about the
relationship between the activity directed and human good, well-being, fulfiiment.
But their account of the relaﬁonship between human good and morally significant
choice is grossly simplified and incoherent.” [Finnis 1991 p.41].

One significant point is the impossibility of hypothesizing about the long-term
consequences of a particular action. Rationally, therefore, if we can discover
species of action that damage human goods and prevent hurnan fulfilment, then it
best to avoid such actions even in cases where it appears that greater good would
flow from ignoring any prescription against them. We can at least be sure that the
list of evils given in Veritatis Splendor harm some person; we can never be
absolutely sure that the deliberate performing or instituting of these species of
action will give overall benefit. The Christian Church would argue that the likelihood
of these actions resulting in human long-term flourishment is minuscule: “Whatever
is hostile to life itself, such as any homicide, genocide, abortion, euthanasia and
voluntary suicide; whatever violates the menial integrity of the human person, such
as mutilation, physical and mental torture and attempts to coerce the spirit;
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whatever is offensive to human dignity such as sub-human living conditions,
arbitrary imprisonment...slavery, prostitution...” [Pope John Paul 1993].

For the Christian, there is another reason for not performing such actions: God.
If God really does command man to avoid these tyges of thing and if God really did
institute the Ten Commandments, then given He is a loving God with a psifect
understanding of our nature, it is rational o come to the conclusien that His
judgements are bast. This, as | will argue, does not compromise our autonomy in
any significanly damaging way (p.84). As Finnis poinis out, “to respect the moral
absolutes which are made known to us by God, who has practical knowledge of
everyihing without limit. And to cooperate thus with God is to take into account
everything (the principle demands of proportionalists), in the only way we can.”
[Finnis 1291 p.20).

So, then, a Christian, non-utilitarian ethic is preserved. It seems to me that when
Christians like Fletcher and Robinson commend a kind of utilitarian approach, they
forget the significance of the fact that man has a particular nature and a telos. It is
not through lack of love that Aguinas warns against homicide, it is on account of
love - a love that recognizes what human naiure is and sees that man's felos is
God-direcied. Of course, naither Robinson nor Fletcher would ever recommend the
killing of innocents in order to achieve some hopsd-for long-term good, but that is
what their ethical statements seem in the end to lead . | do not, then, think the
conception of ethics | advocate leads to utilikarianism.

What about objection numbar two - that this understanding of ethics leads to seli-
" interest; morality becomes another way of putling self first. The objection claims
fhat morality bacomes identical with prudence since it is seen as a kind of policy
that leads X from an unfulfilled to a fulfilled nature. This change is in X’s best
interests and, therefore, it is prudentially rational for him to pursue it. This is seen
as a muddying of the pure waters of morality.

We will invgstigate some of these arguments in Replying to the Charge of
Autonomy. For now | shall concentrate my atiention on what | conceive is man’s
telos. Man's fslos is to live in 2 communily of mutual love with his fellow men and
God. Morality is or should be directed o that end. What we should do, therefore, is
o seek to establish loving relations with people, indesd, we should seek to allow
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them fo establish loving relations with us as well. Thus we aim in our actions
fowards a community of mutual love. Christian prescriptions and proscriptions are
directed towards man realizing this nature.

What can be seliish about this? If my conception of man's telos is an accuraie
one, we have avoided the problem of a particular parson doing good just bacause
it is the best policy. To seek after loving, mutual relationships is to exclude
reducing morality to “mere expadiency” [Hudson 1983 p.344].

Naturally, my conception of morality - the fact that it has a point - provides
rational reasons for being moral, but it does not make you moral. Morality enjoins
fwo principles: Love the Lord your God with all your heart, soul, mind and strength
and Love your ngighbour as yourself. So ¥ one decides 10 try to obsy these wo
commands because one sees that it is one’s own best interests (which it indeed is)
one must immediately throw aside such motivations and seck the good of others;
only then is one truly fulfilled. Only by seeking io b2 last can ong come first [Mark
9v35].

Basll Mitchell in Morality: Religious ang Secular makes a similar point. He calls
the view that morality is the bast policy the “down-to-eariih” view while the idea that
morality or viriug is its own reward is calied the “high-minded” view. The down-to-
earth view is 160 crude, but the high-minded view “is doubly unsatisfying” [Mitchall
1980 p.142]. First of all, if virtue is a “principled concern for others’ needs then
these needs mafier or viriug so conceived is pointless”. Secondly, “...Kf other men's
happiness, at which the good man ought to aim, is distinct from their virtue, the
goca man's own hap;@&n@ss cannot consist in his virue alone.” {p.142]. If both the
high and down-to-earth view on their own are unsafisfactory we need a way of
" bringing them together. We need fo insist along with “Plato and Avistotie on the
contentment which atiends the life of moral virtue, whieh is the highest and purest
pleasure and flows from the recognition that one is achleving excellence as a man”
[p.143]. | have attempted to do something along these lines. We gain a desp sense
of fulfilment by pursuing virtue, but we do not act viruously for this fulfiment, we do
it for the love of God, others and oursslves. This approach to ethics does not, it
seems to me, lead to it becoming just an instruction took for obiaining ong’s own
st interasts.
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What about the third objection? Here the critic claims that there is no such thing
as human nature, or that man has no telos, or both. Frankly ! find the view that
claims that there is no such thing as human nature to be pretty bizarre and
implausible. It seems to me to be obvious that, as humans, we have ceriain needs,
capacities and ways of being. Here | ideniify human nature with those capacities
and needs that, in some way, indicate or direct the person towards his end. Thus it
appears that for healihy, psychological integrity we need friendship. Friendship is a
kind of taste of man’s final end. Conseguently, in my definition, friendship or the
capacity to seek companionship of a ceriain sort is part of what it is 0 -be human.
Again, the need o tell the truth is pan of the conditions of man's final end. So
telling the truth and communicating is part of what it is to be human. | could go on,
but it would be pointiess since | do not think it necessary to prove that there is such
a thing as human nature. The kind of nature man has is, of course, a subject for .
debate. For me, the Christian understanding of human nature seems closest to
what we really find when we study the science of manldnd. But this is a matter that
cannot be debated here.

Perhaps one of the motives undergirding those who dany that there is no single
human nature is a concem that we, as Westerners, will impose our view of the
world upon other cultures. We will see them as bsing a kind of reflection of
ourselves and not appreciate them for their own unigueness. This is a laudable
motive, but it is, | fear, self-defeating. Without some kind of shared characteristics
we could not understand other cultures at all. If they were totally and radically alien,
we would not be able to appreciate them for thelr own uniqueness because all we
would be able to hear would be babble, a charivari of discordant noises. When we
interact with other cultures, they move a bit towards us and we (hopefully) move a
bit towards them: we find in the middle our shared humanlty for the Christian this
shared humanity is God's i lmage This seems fo me a noble conception of what it is
o be human.

| think, then, that all three major objections have been dealt with. Now | want to
look at one more objection to the position | espouss. | deal with it separately
because it is more theological than philosophical.

James Gustafson argues in Theology and Ethics that the Thomist picture of
gthics being primarily about the good for man is 6o anthropomorphic. Science has,
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he argues, shown us that we are a small part of creation and to think the universe
is there for our benefit is implausible. What we need to do is replace a man-centred
ethic with a theocentric ethic. It may be that our place in God's scheme of things is
not the grand one that Christian radition has taught. He says, “in terms of gocd or
value the guestion is, usually, What is geod for man? or What is of value to human
beings?...Altematives are these: What is good for the whole creation? What is
good not only for man but for the natural world of which man is pait?” [Gustafson
1981 p.88].

Gustafson develops his argument saying that it could never be part of Christian
thinking that God was made for man [p.92]. If this is the case, why should we
assume that God's purposes are exclusively for the benefit of mankind? The
Biblical story of Abraham and Isaac shows us that God's purposes are not always
in accord with a man-centred ethic wherg human life must bs preserved at all costs
[p.82-90].

Some of what Gustafson points out is valid, but | disagree with his conclusion
that we should revise our overall picture of the relationship between God and man
and move toward a more Eastern religious tradition. The reason for this is simple:
the choice is not batween an ethic that is exclusively man-cenired or an ethic which
is more ‘green’ and world- or nature-centred. In Thomist understanding ethics IS
theocentric, but Ged is a God of love and so ethics is not man-centred but rather
love-cenired. Of course, there has been as Gustafson points out some distortion of
this, but it would, | balieve, be seriously unchristian to enterizin the idea that God is
not powerful enough to intend the good for both nature and man. Gusiafson
complains that Walter Rauschenbusch writes that “the will of God is identical with
the good of mankind” [p.94]. But do we want fo come to the conclusion that God
intends mankind’s bad - of course notl

| agree that Christian teaching is that God's purposes are directed towards man.
That is because we have a God who is identical with Love. But this does not mean
that God cannot have any other intentions other than those that are man-orienied.
There are teasing glimpses in Scripture that God's purposes are wide, but that
mankind plays a ceniral part: “The creation waits in eager expaciation for the sons
of God fo be revealed. For the creation was subjecied to frustration, not by its own
choice, but by the will of the one who subjected it, in hopa that the creaiion itself
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will be licerated from its bondage to decay and brought into the glorious freedom of
the children of God.” [Romans 8vi9-21].

We can, therefore, agree with Gustafson that we should not be anthropomorphic
in our thinking about CGod, but deny the basically unchristian tenets of his overall
philosophy. This point is made by Jean Porter in After Virtue [Porter 1994
p.27&185].

Finally in this chapter, | turn to the question of the relationship between Love and
Justice.
’ Lave and Justice

The guestion is this: can justice be accommodated into a theory of love, or is
justice contingent in the sense that other goods are contingent. Are principles of
justice only valid given that man has the particular nature he has?

In this section, | will argue that there is a deep conceptual relationship between
love and justice and that it is not, therefore, dependent on human nature.

Fletcher makes this claim, “Love and justice are the same, for justice is love
distributed, nothing else.” [Fletcher 1966 p82]. William Frankena thinks that this
kind of identification cannot be made. in Ethics Frankena argues that justice and
the principle of beneficence are two related, but distinct parts of morality. The
principle of beneficence which says that one ought to do good and avoid or prevent
harm [Frankena 1973 p. 45] is the nearest thing to a morality based on love.
Frankena says, “The clearest and most plausibie view, in my opinion, is to identify
the law of love with what | have called the principle of beneficence, that is, of doing
good..” Now because the principle of beneficence cannot cover the whole of
morality (since It gives no indication of how good is to be distributed) Frankena
adds the following point, “...and insist that it [the principle of beneficence] should be
supplemented by the principle of distributive justice or equality.” [p. 58].

Now if Frankena is right about the distinctness of love and justice it would appear
that my case is weakened. Howaver, before this conclusion is jumpsd at we must
remind ourselves of what | am claiming. | am not claiming that justice and love are
exacily the same thing. Rather | am claiming that justice is an aspsct of love, that

-73 -



God, Goodness And Love

there is an intimate conceptual connection bBetween the two such that a correct
undersianding of love leads us to a correct understanding of justice, that love and
justice cannot be understood apart from each other.

However, Frankena seems fo be making the point that there is not even this
concspiual connection. This is the point that needs arguing against.

| will concentrate my aitention on distributive justice. Here many different
locutions try o grasp the essential nature of this type of justice; for example, we
have; similar treatment for similar cases, to each according to his merits or works,
fo each the same thing and fo each according to his needs [Outka 1972 p.88-91].
For the purposes of this thesis, the last locution seems most appropriate. (Of
course, not all philosophers would agree that it captures all that the notion of
justics is meant to cover. Locks, for instance, argues that one has a right to what
one has justly acquired; this sesms to be something that is lost in the locution that
identifies justice as being about needs. | cannot argue for it here, but it seems to
me that the notion that ong’s justly acquired items are owned rightfully is an.idea
that can b2 met by a need-conception of justice; one can say that to own what one
has worled for is a need that human bsaings have.)

Now the ethical theory | have been advocating seems to meld very well with this
conception of distributive justice. An ethic that has as its aim the promotion of
agape, i.e., a love which aims at a positive opening up of the benefitier of my
actions, must consider the individuality of the particular person and the individuality
of the set of circumstancas that surround that person. One cannot know what to do
to encourage his positive response if one does not know the individuality of that
person; one must atiempt to gain that personal intimate knowledge which is
necessary for the existence of agape. One is, in other words, frying to know the
needs of that person and, in trying to fulfil them, encouraging him to participate in a
loving relationship. '

Now it may be objected at this point that this requires the impossible: knowledge
of each individual. This is not the case. Wiih an adeguate conception of what it is t0
be human, i.e., an understanding of human nature, we are in possession of much
of the requisite knowledge. For example, Sonia in Crime and Punishment knows
that the killing of the old worman is wiong bacause the old woman is 2 person made
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in the image of God. Her knowledge of humanity gleaned from Scripiure enables
her to have compassion for what Raskolnikov can only see as “a useless,
harmiess, nasty louse”. It seems {0 me that with a rich and accurate understanding
of what it is to be human, we have enough personal, intimate knowledge to at least
lay the basis of love. If there were no such thing as human nature and each person
was an absolute sui generis individual then my theory would face insuperable
objections.

If justice is about needs in general its essential character does not depend upon
the types of being that any ethical theory is dealing with. The way in which a type
of being’s needs are met depends upon what these needs are, but the prescription
that one ought to aim at the fulfiiment of a particular being's nature is absolute,
since love would always aim at the good for any being. Thus | think | have shown
that justice is not contingent, but an absolute.

Does this mean that love and justice are identical? | think not - as | have argued
before certain abstract moral principles may be aspects of love (p.39). They can be
deduced from what love is without a consideration of the types of world we have
and the type of natures we have. They are a priori in the sense that a consideration
of what love is alone leads to an understanding of them. How these principles are
applied is contingent in the sense that we have to see what kind of world we have
before we know how the specifics of their implementation is to be achieved.

The reason why | think love and justice need to be logically distinguishable but
conceptually linked is because most traditional understanding of the Cross have
seen it as the resolution of a conflict between love and justice. if the two were
~ identical such understandings - understandings | have sympathy with - would be
inadmissible [See Carey 1986 for a round-up of various theories of what the Cross
means). ‘

So | have in this chapter tried to show how God's Goodness being identified as
Love is meant to work as an ethical theory.
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In this chapter | want to re-examine the arguments brought against a Divine
command morality from those who believe it in some way compromises
‘autonomy’. First | will briefly remind the reader what the substance of these
argumenis involve.

One argument claims that it is inevitable that each individual is his own moral
arbiter; even if one were to choose t0 defer one’s moral decisions to God this initial -
choice would be one which could be morally judged. The Divine command theorist,
the argument claims, cannot surrender his moral decisions to God for even this act
of surrender would involve a moral choice as to whether it was right or wrong so to
surrender. This argument lays a great deal of stress on the inevitable responsibility
of each individual to make his own choices. This decision making is part of what
dignifies each person. Giving up this decision making is impossible; to want to give
it up is “infantile” [Nowell-Smith 1961].

A second group of arguments looks at the foundations of morality and how
inappropriate foundations can have disastrous consequences. To be moral is to do
one’'s duty and to do one's duty is fo follow the dictates of reason. Morality is
categorical and is in no need of external support in order to make its absoluie
demands any more absolute than they are. Divine command moralities try to
provide an inappropriate foundation for morality. Such moralities claim that ethical
demands are based on contingent, non-categorical bases such as the commands
of the Church or historical events such as the death of Christ or the New
Testament Covenant. '

Furthermore, it is believed that these improper foundations can change the
character of moral motivation. Thus one might do something not because it is the
dutiful thing to do, but because one is attempting to avoid Divine punishment. In
contrast, when morality is based on the categorical imperative such mere
prudential reasoning is avoided.

These, in essence, are the charges | wish {0 examine. First of all | will
concenirate my attention on the point that we are inevitably our own moral arbiters,
that the Divine command theorist cannot escape his responsibility. | think this
charge makes fwo distinguishable claims that are often confused: there is the
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LOGICAL point that when confronted with alternatives one must make a choice;
even if one were 10 ‘refuse to make the choice’ that itself is a choice. In this logical
sense, we are always responsible (leaving aside difficult cases where one is
drugged or hypnotised. Being coerced to do something by threat is incidentally not
a case of losing one’s logical responsibility. One can, even under threat of death,
choose death). The second claim is the MORAL claim that to surrender your will to
authority is wrong; it is a wilful misuse of one’s moral responsibility. Even if this
authority is Divine one needs to consider its demands according to one’s own
conscience and reason. To do less is to cease to be a responsible moral agent.
Here we get a new concept of responsibility compared with the one mentioned
above; roughly, it is responsibility in the sense of making carefully worked out adult
decisions

The conflation of these two senses of the idea of responsibility results in bad
argument. The problem is that the particular argument | have in mind is very
commonly used against Divine command ethics with an unjustified confidence that
it is pretty well conclusive. Here | will look at how it is expressed by Macintyre. The
kind of ethical position it seems to commit him to is purely the result of his failing to
distinguish between the two senses of responsibility outlined above. My exposition
of Macintyre is not meant to show anything substantive about his own ethical
position; all | am attempting to do is show the inadequacies of a commonly used
argument [it is, for example, used by Nielsen 1973 p.7]. The fact that | use
Macintyre’s formulation is incidentali.

Macintyre says this, “Suppose that a divine being, real or alleged, commands
me to do something. | ought only to do what he commands if what he commands is
right. But if { am in a position to judge for myself whether what he commands is
right or not, then | have no need of the divine being to instruct me in what | ought to
do. Inescapably, each of us is his own moral authority.”[Macintyre 1961 p.195]. it is
this last sentence that | find curious. If Macintyre is making the purely logical point
that one must, when faced with an alternative, make some kind of choice, then |
agree with him, but | find it hard to work out what he can mean by saying that this
inescapability of choice-making makes us our own moral authorities. Is Macintyre
making the claim that because morality inevitably involves choice-making, moral
standards are a matter of choice? Are we “moral authorities” to such an extent that
whatsoever we decide becomes, by virtue of that decision, the moral thing to do?
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This cannot be Maclntyre’s meaning [See Maciniyre 1985 for his own moral
philosophy].

Let us examine this further. We must decide whether or not to surrender our will
to God. | agree. That this is a moral choice, | agree. That my ¢hoice creates
morality, that my logical authority as inescapable choice-maker makes me the
creator of morality, | deny. Maclniyre says | must judge whether or not to obay
God’'s commands. | agres. Buk how am | to judgs whether or not to follow God's
commands? It would be a curious moral philosophy that maintained that if | choose
to obey | am right by virtue of my so deciding AND if | choose not to obey | am right
by virtue’ of my so deciding. This philosophy would be unacceptably subjectivist to
philosophers like Maclntyre and Rachels (who also emphasisés individual moral
responsibility [Rachels 1971) ).

It seems o me that the argument Maclntyre uses conflates the logical point
about the inescapability of choice-making with the moral point about the
impropriety of surrendering wills to authority. Because of this the argument appsars
to show that since it is aiways in the end up to us whether to obsy a particular
authority, this makes us ineviiably authoritative in regard to morals. But is this true,
say, in science? It seems to me a logical truth that in the end it is “up to me”
whether or not | embrace Darwin’s theory of evolution, but whether | embrace it or
not makes not a jot of difference {o its uth or falsity. Ceriainly the ingvitability of
me bsing my own chooser does not make me authoritative in matters of science. It
seems the same way with morality: most philosophers of Kantlan leanings want to
emphasise our making choices, but they should not think that morality becomes a
matter of choice. Most neo-Kantians would, | believe, want {0 avoid this kind of
conclusion.

The criteria for suceessful choice-making in morality are “out there” in the world
8o fo speak. | believe these criteria come from God who is “the source of all good
desires and right judgements” [From the Evening Collect). By this | mean that it is
God who is the foundation or final ground of the moral. We must chooseg, but our
choices do not | believe make a diffsrence to the ontology of morality. What is right
or wrong stays e same independant of our desires. Here Kant was quiie right to
insist on morality’s autonomy. It seems to me that the legical point does not affect
the validity of my theory. That we have to bs our own choosers dogs net affect the
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@ssence of what morality is.

There is another more general argument against the Macintyrean idea that we
are “inevitably our own moral authorities®. Consider this quotation from Kant, “Even
the Holy One from the gospel must first be compared with our ideal of moral
periection before we can recognise him as such.” [Kant 1948 p.73]. Here Kant is
concerned o show, as is Maciniyre, that we are inevitably autonomous because
we have to compare even Christ with our prior notion of goodness before we can
recognize Him as good. This means that, sfrictly speaking, we have no need of the
example of Christ in order for us to know what o do. We already know what to do
because we have this prior understanding of goodness. As Basil Mitchell observes,
this argument, if successiul, makes what is an ordinary fact of moral education
logically impossible [Mitcheﬂl 1980 p.148]. it means that we cannot learn anything
morally new from good men and women. Moral examples can only confirm what
we already know. But surely, Mitchell says, this is highly paradoxical for the fact is
that we do learn new things about morality from good people. Do we have {0 say
that the Disciples, because they recognized Christ's goodness, could -have
preached the Sermon on the Mount [p.153]? Surely such a conclusion must be
nonsense. We do need SOME understanding of what is moral to recognize
someone’s viriue, but we do not have to be a moral genius ourselves. The
conclusion Mitchell draws about autonomy is much the same as the one | have
already stated: “The logical force of Kant's dictum is simply that recognition of
Christ's moral perfection is in itself a moral act and this we cannot and need not
deny.” [p.153]. The logical point that we, as our own choosers, have to make a
choice and that this choice is necessarily a moral one if it is about what we ought to
do, does not supply any reason for thinking that morality cannot be based on the
Divine nature.

| will now look at the moral point that it is immoral for us to surrender our will to
God. | hope, in the course of these remaris, to partly answer one of the other
autonomy charges, namely, that a Divine command theory puts moralify on an
improper foundation.

Perhaps the best way 0 understand what motivates the autonomy attack is 10
examine the historical circumstances surrounding its concaption. We shall find that
my thesis about the nature of morality does not require any censure from these
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types of motivation.

As | have already mentioned (p.5), Kant's insistence on the the categorical
nature of morality, unneadiul of empirical grounding, can be seen as a pre-emplive
strike against utilitarianism [p.38 Murphy]. The problem with empiricism in ethics,
as Kant saw it, was that it did not do propsr justice io the unique status of morality.
Utilitarian-style theories believe that morality is founded in empirical facis about
human aspirations towards ceriain types of satisfaction. The problem with this is
iwo-fold. Firstly, this seems to put human desire 00 near the cenire of deciding
what ought to b2 done. For Kant, human desire was o fickde a source for an
adequate theory of morality. Secondly and more generally, morality cannot be
based on anything liable to change and empirical ‘facts’ are just that kind of thing.
Anything empirically grounded is potentially subject 1o revision in the light of new
discoveries and so is essentially contingeni. Morality's basis needs to be
something more solid and substantial than this. Hence Kant's urgent appeals that
morality should bs based on rationality or some kind of allegiance to consistency.
Thus morality, for Kant, is nearer logic than science.

But if these are the appeals of Kantian morality and the motivations behind his
insistence on the foundational autonomy of morality, then | think there is not much
for the Kantian to complain about in my theory. It seems {0 me a correctly
construed Divine command ethic fits the Kantian bill. Let me explain why.

in my theory God's commands are not arbitrary pronouncements, but are an
expression of His immutable nature which is Goodness itself. Thus all God's
commands flow from an immutable basis. Now the Kantian might complain that,
. even allowing this, it Is still the case that morality is based on an empirical fact
about the nature of the Divine essence and thus not categorical in the required
" sense. Now | would agree that in my theory morality is based in something other
than a non-Divine “objective order of value” [Maclagan 1961], but | would deny
that facis about the Divine essence are empirical facts in any straightforward
sense. The inadequacy of empirical facts as a foundation for morality is their
essential contingency, their potential mutabllity. Thus, for Kant, it is foolhardy to
. base morality on a contingent historical fact such as the death of Christ {Kant 1960
p.105-114]. (In fact, recently Enoch Powell has (rather eccentrically) disputed
whether Jesus did in fact die on a cross; perhaps this kind of liability towards
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disputation was exacily what Kant had in mind when he rejected such
contingencies as any fitling basis for morality.) But facts about the essential nature
of the Divine are, | have argued, not subject to this contingency. Such facts are
immutably true because God is necesseary Being and by that | mean that whatever
God essentially is could not have been different nor ever will be different. Thus
God, for example, essentially exists so He necessarily exisis. His existence is not
contingent. The same is true of His Goodness.

In other Divine command theorles such contingency is not avoided. For
Ockham, it was an purely by arbiirary command that God pronounced what was
moral. ‘Moral' was DEFINED in terms of God's commands. Thus God's created
morality out of thin air. God can also presumably change what is moral at any time.
As pointed out before (p.17), God could have no moral reason for doing this, since
morality is only defined as that which God desires. In contrast, my theory does
base morality on something, that thing is His immutable essential nature. If Kant
had in mind Ockham-like theorigs when he rejected Divine commands as a basis
for morality he was right fo do so.

The kind of argument that | have presented here is used by G. F. Woods. He
foo believes that theological ethics have no adverse effects for autonomy. He says,
“‘{when morality is interpreted asj the creative will of God it is no way subject to the
will of man. No human decision can abrogate or modify what is the case about the
will of God our creator. The autonomy of the moral standard is here not simply
affirmed without explanation but interpreted as a characteristic of what is ultimately
the case. Moreover, the creative will of God is accepted as autonomous in the
sense that He is not subject to any will greater than His own...| cannot see how the
autonomy of the moral standard can be taken more seriously than it is taken in
theological ethics...” [Woods 1966 p.102). | agree. with Woods although 1 would
take exception io the phrase “creative will of God™. if ethics is just the creative will
of God, we then have to defend the theory from those that say such a morality
would be arbitrary. It is better to say that morality depands on the nature of God as
Goodness itself, rather than His will per se.

The critic might object at this point claiming that the main reason Kant rejecied
a morality based on what he called “ecclesiastical faith” (as opposed to “pure moral
faith”) was that the former required revelation. | agree that in Religion within the
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Limits of Reason Along Kant's worry was that a Divine command theory had, in his
mind, fo rely on revelation in order to find out what was right or wrong. | do not
agree, however, that this genuine worry affects my theory. | do not claim that
because God is numerically identical with Goodness that an agent needs to rely on
revelation in order to decide what to do. My thesis is not an epistemological one. |
think that it Is obvious that most people lmow what is moral or immoral quite apar
from any religious faith. Perhaps this indepsndence of morality from revelation is
over-emphasised, but, on the whole, | am quite happy t0 say that it is
metaphysically rather than epistemologically that morality is depsndent on the
Divine. Vincent MacNamara makes this kind of claim in Faith and Ethics
[MacMamara 1985 p.177-196).

It appears to me, therefore, that my theory avoids many of the Kantian worries
over a Divine command ethic and to that extent | hope that, at least partly, soma of
the concerns regarding autonomy have been answered. The idea that the Divine
command theory Is like utilitarianism in any worrying way Is not true, since morality
is based on something akin to a logical truth, namely, God's immutable, essential
nature. It is not based on a straightforward empirical observation like the human
pursuit for kinds of happiness. Likewise, in an epistemological sense there is no
worry. | am not claiming that one neads fo know about revelation or any historical
event in order to establish the morality or immorality of an action. | have said,
however, that the epistemological independence of morality from religion is
exaggerated. | think it a matier of historical fact that much of Western present day
morality is at least inspired by the Christian ethic as espoused in Scripture. | think
that without this support other false ethics can intrude. We could, for example,
have an ethic that pronounced honour as being the central guiding moral notion.
This has occurred in the past (and in many cultures is occuming in the present,
e.g., Japan) and | see little reason once sogciety is more and more secularised why
such an ethic should not gain precedencs. If this then why not the ethic of the
Cossack [See Philips 1991 Chapt. 15]7

i do not deny, however, that religion can be a potent force for evil if God's
commands are ignored and false ‘divine’ commands put in their place. It is pan of
mankind's fragic condition that this is the case. However, the fact that something
can be misused is not a conclusive argument against it. One could crudely argue
that the idea of natural selection provided the Nazis with a scientific justification for
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the Holocaust. What one must judge in cases where ideas or philosophies are
mishandled is not so much the ideas themselves, but those who mishandled them.

| hopa, then, to have gone some way in showing how Divine command ethics
can respond to neo-Kantian concems. However, the central point has still not been
directly addressed. The critic still claims that a Divine command ethic reguires what
is itself immoral - a surrendering of one’s will before the authority of Ged. James
Rachels uses this type of idea to attack religious morality in his ariicle God and
Human Atitudes {Rachels 1971]. Let me explain the basic point Rachels atiempis
to show.

To begin with Rachels looks at the concept of worship. He claims that at least
pant of the notion of God is that He should be worthy of our worship. A God not
worthy of this is no God at all. Rachels sees worship as the worshipper's reaction
to certain beliefs about the universe and God's relation to it. Thus the religious
person believes that he inhabits “a world created by an infinitely wise, infinitely
powerful, perfectly good God; and it is a world in which he, along with other men,
occupies a spacial place in virtue of God's intentions. This gives him a certain role
fo play: the role of a ‘Child of God'."[p.40]. Worshipping is “acknowledging and
accepting this role”. As a ‘Child of God' one realizes that God is superior {0
oneself. This recognition of God’s superiority is part of the role played by one who
accepts the role of ‘Child of God'. Now comes the crucial part. Since the believer
has the beliefs he holds about God he must realize that God has “an unqualified
claim on fhis] obedience’[p.44).

Now Rachels argues such a recognition of unqualified obedience is opposed to
one important tradition in moral thought, “According to this tradition, to be a moral
agent Is to be an autonomous or self-directed agent...The virtuous man is therefore
identified with the man of integrity, i.e., the man who acts according to the precepts
which he can, on reflection, conscientiously approve in his own heart.[Rachels
1971 p.44]). The two ideas of unqualified obedience to God and following
conscientiously the precepts of one’s own heart are opposed. God requires we
obey Him without question; responsibility requires we weigh up each of His
commands in our own heart before accepting them. Thus the two outlooks are
fundamentally inimical to one another. Rachels concludes from this that God
cannot exist since it is pan of the definition of God that He demands such
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ungualified obedience.

So, according to this tradition, a Divine command ethic demands the ethically
impermissible. Surrendering one’s will to God is simply wrong. | think this attack is
faily easily countered, since | do not think the Divine command theory | have
espoused demands one to give up moral autonomy. Certainly one must give up
one’s ‘right’ to do anything one wants to do, but | would hope this is a feature of all
theories of morality! To see why moral autonomy is not affected by my theory let us
conduct the following thought-experiment.

Let us imagine that one night Faithful is praying beside his bed when a voice
clearly and audibly breaks the silence. The voice commands Faithful to
assassinate the President of the United States. Faithful is a good Christian. He
fears and obeys God and certainly believes that God requires unqualified
obedience. So what should Faithful do? If Faithful had no moral autonomy he might
well concoct a cunning stratagem to ensure the President’s death, but must he do
this, even if he is a Divine command theorist in the sense | have defined? | do not
think he must kill the President because he must be sure that the command is
indeed a Divine one. Faithful has a brain and must “test the spirits™ [1John 4vi].
Faithful, as a good Christian, will know that God has a certain type of nature and
that such a command is extremely unlikely to have a Divine origin. Faithful must
use his adult, decision making facilities in order to reach the conclusion that the
command is a temptation rather than a Divine order.

The critic might reply that Faithful is not committed to automatically obeying this
‘command’, but he is committed to the hypothetical, “if God commands X, then
Faithful must obey without question.” To my mind, as a Christian, Faithful is indeed
committed to this hypothetical, but it all depends upon what particular action is put
in place of the variable. It is impossible that God, for example, could command
wholesale slaughter of innocent civilians or the torture of children, so it is not the
case that just any action can replace the variable. God cannot command such
things since He is identical with Goodness itself which is opposed to any such
actions. So, although, Faithful is committed to the above conditional there is no
harm in it. The Christian could just as well accuse the Kantian of being committed
to the conditional, “Iif the categorical imperative demands X, then X must be
performed.” | think the Kantian is quite happy to be committed to this since he
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believes that the categorical imperative always delivers the proper moral
‘command’. No dictum delivered by duty can beg immoral; no command issued by
God can be wrong.

We do not lose our autonomy, since we must still use our minds and come o
carefully thought-our rational - decisions. The Christian uses much the same
thought-processes as the non-Christian, but has two other imporant guiding
principles: Scripture and prayer. Of course, the Christian can make moral mistakes.
There are many examples of this! But the non-believer can make mistakes aiso.
Holding the Divine command theory is no guarantee of moral excellence any more
than being a Kantian is.

Philip Quinn, in his article, uses this distinction between a genuine Divine
command and a putative Divine command. He comes to much the same
conclusion as me. We do not lose our autonomy if we are 2 Divine command
theorist [Quinn 1978 Chapt 1]..

There is, however, one major difficulty for my theory. It is one which both
Rachels and Quinn mention. 1t is the probiem over the interpretation of Genesis 22
or the story of Abraham’s willingness to obay the Divine command and sacrifice his
innocent son, Isaac. | gaid before the Divine command theorist can be sure that
God's commands are aiways moral and yet, in this story, we have God elling
Abraham to kill his innocent son. In all interpretations of the story, Abraham is seen
as a hero and there is no guestion that the command at issue was a genuine
Divine command. How do we explain this? Is the Divine command theorist
committed at least in principle to the idea of human sacrifice?

In this section of this chapter, | am going to look briefly at the interpretation of
this puzzling piece of Scripture. | am going to take it for granted that the story telis
of a real historical event rather than see it, as some do, as a myth symbolizing the
end of human sacrifice and the start of the use of animals instead (hence the ram
caught by its horns at the end).

Kierisegaard's radical interpretation of this story in Fear and Trembling is the
starting point of modern scholarship in this matier. Let me quickly explain what
Kierkegaard's interpretation is. Kierkegaard sees Abraham as a “Knight of faith”
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who is willing to go beyond ordinary morality for the sake of Ged and his
relationship with God [Kierkegaard 1983 p.71]. Kierkegaard compares Abraham's
willingness to sacrifice his son with various similar events in classical literature and
the Bible. He looks at the story of Jephthah who vows that i¥ God delivers the
Ammonites into his hands he will sacrifice whoever first comes to meat him when
he returns home. Unforiunately, it is his own daughter that is the first to meet him.
He and his daughter agree that the sacrifice must still be made and so it is done
[Judges 11: 30-40]. This kind of sacrifice, Kierkegaard argues, does not go beyond
morality. He says, “...every freeborn man will understand, every resolute woman
will admire Jephthah, and every virgin in tsrael will wish to behave as his daughter
did, because what good would it be for Jephthah to win the victory by means of a
promise if he did not keep it - would not victory be taken away from the people
again?” [p.58). Jephthah is a ragic hero, but this does not put him on a par with
Abraham because Jephihah never goes beyond the ethical: “He allows an
expression of the ethical to have its telos in a higher expression of the
ethical...Here there can be no question of a teleological suspension of the ethical
itself” [p.59].

Abraham’s act suspends the ethical because there is no moral justification for
his action. He does not save a nation. He is not adhering faithfully to a solemn vow.
There is no understandable moral reason for Abraham’s willingness to sacrifice his
son. Thus “The ethical expression for what Abraham did is that he meant to murder
Isaac.” [Kierkegaard 1983 p.30].

The justification for the deed goes beyond the ethical, but it does have a
justification. Kierkegaard is not saying that this is a reasonless event, just that the
teleology behind it cannot be expressed in sethical terms. It is not just a suspension
of the ethical, it is a teleological suspension of the ethical. “Why then” Kierkegaard
asks, “does Abraham do it?” Kierkegaard’'s answer is that he does it for God's sake
and for his own sake. These two justifications are really identical [p.59]. In this
story the ethical itself is the temptation that may prevent Abraham from doing his
duty. Kierkegaard says, “Duty Is simply the expression for God's will.” [p.60]. So
Abraham is to be admired and approached with a horror religiosus [p.61] because
he is prepared to face the spiritual trial that accompanies a deed for which there is
no ethical justification. He does what he does for God’s sake.
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It is clear from Kierkegaard's reading of Genesis 22 that the believer may be
calied upon to perform deeds which are in moral terms wrong. Obviously, this
reading of the Bible story does not square with my thesis that God will not
command the belisver to do that which is ethically imparmissible. In fact, my thesis
is stronger than that: | am commiited to the notion that God CANNOT require the
ethically imparmissible.

What, then, can | say in reply? First, | think we have to note that Kierkegaard's
reading of the text is enormously eccentric. in Religion and Moral Reason Ronald
Green provides a study of Jewish and Christian commentaries on Genesis 22
[Green 1978]. The vast majority try to show how the willingness of Abraham to
sacrifice his son can be morally jusiified. For example, in rabbinic midrashic
tradition, it is a guiding principle that God only tries the righteous; “Because of his
foreknowiedge and omnisciencs, Ged fully knows the ouicome of a test and in his
mercy and justice, he friss only those who can sustain the adversity.” But if God
knows the outcome of the trial, why does He go through with the exercise? In the
Jewish commentary God replies, “ ‘It was my wish that the world should become
acquainted with thee, and should know that it is not without good reason that |
have chosen ihee from all the nations.™ [Green 1978 p.87]. The commentators are
not, in Kierkegaardian fashion, celebrating the inherent anti-moral and anti-rational
of Abraham’'s act, but rather trying to express the moral and rational reasons
behind it. Another rationalizing and moralizing circumsiance that is taken into
consideration is that, despite Kierkegaard, traditional Old Testament notions. of
sonship did not always allow that the son was a autonomous agent separate from
the father. The son was seen as part of the father, his possession {Green 1978
p.90-91]. So Abraham’s sacrifice is not seen as the sacrifice of a separate entity,
but rather as an instance of seif-sacrifice. Further comment is provided to the effect
that Isaac was not unwilling to die, but offered himself [p.92-93]. Finally, many
commentators think that the story shows God's hatred of child sacrifice and His
unwillingness to accept such sacrifices [p.98].

The point | am trying to make is this - Kierkegaard's reading is not the orthodox
one. God was not mysteriously teleologically suspending the ethical. His act can be
ethically understood and traditional Jewish and Christian commentary has ftried to
do just that. Of course, the whols incident is siill a challenging and puzzling one,
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but 1 do not think that Ganesis 22 demands that ihe believer be prepared to do
immoral actions for God's sake. The believer has very good reasons for balieving
that a loving and just God opposes such actions with all His Being. | do not,
therefore, think that Genesis 22 constitutes any kind of argument against my
thesis?.

Philip Quinn’s answer {o the problem of Abraham is 0 accept that the Divine
command theorist may indeed be commitied, In principle, to “If God commands
someone to kill an innccent person, then he ought to kill that person.” {Helm 1981
p.60 Quinn 1978 p.15). His claim is that the principle Is not “manifestly repugnant”
becausé God can compensate “both the killer and his victim in the relevant or
beatific respects either here or hereafter,”. My thesis cannot accommodate this
principle. The reason Quinn can aliow it into his theory is that his Divine command
ethic seems to make few assumptions about the nature of God. It seems to me that
given God is love he would not command the ethically impsrmissible. There is,
however, a way in which my thesis could allow God to command, not so much the
ethically impermissible, but perhaps the ethically questionable. | have siated that
God's Goodness is to be understood as being Love. This is necessary; God cannot
be anything but Love; it is an essential atiributg. However, | have argued, along
with Duns Scotus, that some of God's commandmenis may be merely contingent
exemplifications of His will since they are essentially based on human nature which
is not necessary [See Swinbume 1989 p.127]. Given a different kind of human
nature God could, for example, have allowed intercourse with another's spouse.
Perhaps this kind of gualification could be made in regard to, not only different
‘human’ natures, but also differeni cultures and belief systems. Thus, as seen
before, the ancient Jewish culture thought of the son as the possession or
extension of the father. So the Divine command to kill Isaac is perhaps morally
justifiable as an example of self-sacrifice rather than the murder of a separate
person. | think most Christian thinkers have aiways allowed qualifications like
these. There are many Divine commands in the Old Testament which, by modern
day standards, are morally questionable. Not many believers who take the Old
Testament seriously are prepared to allow that these were anything more than

2. 1t may bs objected that ther@ are many more Old Testament stories that show God
issuing morally untenable commands. Of course, there is not the space here to deal
adequately with each of these. The general problem showing itself here is the balancing
of metaphysical accounts of Deity and accounts given in revelation.
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temporary Divine commands which suited the circumstances in which they were
uttered. This is, of course, a dangerous ling of argument. Some religious fanatics
may argue that all kinds of Divine pronouncements are merely contingent. So | am
not sure how far Divine commands are based on the relatively siable contingencies
of human nature and how far on the more temporary structures of culiure and
belief systems. With this in mind, parhaps it would be more accurate to clarify the
point about ihe ethically impermissible and God's inability to command it. The new
formulation could ba: God cannot command anything that is contrary to His nature
as bsing an essentially loving God. Since love is a relational term, what is
commanded depeands upon the nature of who is commanded. | think, however, that
human nature is quite highly uniformly stable and cross-cuttural. | would, thersfore,
favour a quite conservative view of ethical permissiveness.

However, despite this, he main point about autonomy is preserved, as is the
anti-Kierkegaardian argument which claims thai God cannot be anti-ethical. We are
autonomous bscause we siill have to make proper decisions based on our
understanding of what morality demands. Just because in my system morality is
personalized and made identical with the Divine makes no difference as regards
autonomy. Furthermore, God does not require us to do things which, in
Kierkegaardian understanding, go beyond morality, alihough we have to make the
distinction that | think ali sensible theories of morality make. We need to distinguish
between that which is an essential feature of morality and that which is merely a
cultural feature. If we do not do this, no moral pregress is possible. It would be the
case that anything currently. accepted as moral is, by viriue of that cultural
acceptability, truly moral. This calls into debate all kinds of complex issues about
contingent and essential features of morality and which is which. In my theory what
is essential is Love. It seems {0 me that this is the core that cannot be lost. This
core is identical with God. Some of His commands are contingent but steble and
‘absoluie’ in so far as it can be held that human nature is stable and ‘absolute’;
other commands may bs only temporary injunctions based on relations batween
Love and cultural aspacts of our humanily. | do nat intend, in this thesis, to address
the issue of these compiex relations.

We can now concentraie our focus on amﬁihér aspect of the auionomy atiacls,
namely, the issue of prudence. It will be remamisered that this aiack claimed that a
Divine command ethic introduced questionable non-moral or even immoral
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motivations into the heart of morality. The believer could, for example, be accused
of doing an aciion because he believes it is God’s will, rather than doing it for the
more praiseworthy reason, “Because it's kind.” Moreover, he might do an action
not because duty demands it, but because he balieves God will reward him. These
kind of motivations are ,according to a philosopher like D.Z. Philips, nothing short
of scandalous [Philips 1991 p.182].

My reply to this accusation will be two-fold. Firsily | will argue that impropsr
motives are a possible, but not necessary feature of my Divine command ethic.
Secondly | will argue ihat a concem for reward in morality is sometimes not
misplaced.

Let us, then, look at my first argument. Earlier in my thesis (p.10-11), | used an
illustration to show the powerfulness of the prudence aitack. Say a bslisver had
given money to charity and was asked to give his reasons why he had done this. it
appeared that he had fo say, if he were a Divine command theorist, that he had
done it because that was what God wanted. A non-believer, on the other hand,
could just say he had done it because it was kind or a generous action. It appeared
more moral io do a good action because it was kind rather than because God
required it. This kind of thought is the essence of this type of attack.

Before we examine this illustration in more detail a clarification is called for.
Giving money to charity is not normally something that anyone would believe is
DEMANDED by morality. it would be regarded, in most instances, as a
supererogatory action. That is, something not, sirictly speaking, required by
morality, but something morally noble or above the call of duty. If this is the case
~ the wording of the Divine command theorist's motivation needs fo be modifled;
perhaps it is better seen as an action that God does not require (though He may
do, depending on the circumstances), but an action which is pleasing to Him.

What | want to question is the foundation of this kind of illustration. Why is it
exactly that it sounds more moral to justify an action by saying it is kind rather than
because ong believes God is pleased with it? It seems to me that a question mark
appears next to the Divine command theorist’s justification because the relevance
of his remark is not clear. If one realizes that, for my kind of Divine command
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theorist, God is identical with Goodness the gquestion mark fades away. It's all a
maiter of how dsep the guestioner wants t0 go in his investigation of motivation.
Since God is Goodness the baliever does not have to say that he gives money to
charity because God is pleased with such actions, he could just leave it as
“Because if's kind.” God is identical with Goodness, so this justification can b3
made without loss of truthfulness. If asked to go further he would say, as his final
foundational reason, that God is pleased with such an action.

Perhaps this point will be clearer if we compare the bsliever's final justification
with the answers a Kantian might give. it seems io me the Kantian could, as | have
done, leave his justification with the unremarkable, but praiseworthy “Because it's
kind.” However, if asked to go further he would appeal to the rationality of the
universalisability of kindness. He might mention the categorical imperative. | do not
think the Kantian would b2 impressed if his questioner said in a disappointad tone
of voice, “Oh, is that the real reason? | thought you were just trying to be a good
person.” The Kantian would reply that o be a good person and 0 obey the
demands of rationality were really the same thing. The Divine command theorist is
in the same kind of harmless position, although as we shall see shortly his position
is even better.

Part of the problem of motivation is that we are not normally required to give
detailed philosophical justifications for our moral acts. The unfamiliarity of these
kinds of reply maybs contributes to their sounding not quite as ‘moral’ as they
could. | do not think, however, this kind of attack constitutes a serious problem for
the Divine command theorist. '

The real difference between the Kantian and the Divine command theorist is
that the latter introduces personality into the foundations of ethics. Because we
have a person who is the source and demander of all moral actions, there is a
danger that the bellever will do what God wants because he wants reward or fears
punishment. The purity of his motfives can be questioned in a way that is not
possible for Platonic or Kantian theories where duty is seen in 2 more impersonal,
abstract light. There are complex questions here about what is 2 moral, non-moral
or immoral motive for an action. Most of us, | suppose, do good actions for a whole
host of reasons, some of them pure, some of them not, some of them neither pure
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or impure, but neutral. | do not intend to go into this difficul area, but | will say that
my theory does not DEMAND that the believer does X bacause X is going to be
rewarded or because not-X is going o be punished. Such motivations are an
accidental feature of a morality based on Divine commands; they are not
necessary.

Furthermore, it seems fo me that the Divine command theorist may have this
paricular disadvantage, but ithere are far more advantages that are a part of his
parsonal conception of morality. We can, for example, tallk sensibly of loving
Goodness, of being grateful for its nature. This would be sirange speech for a
philosopher who believed that morality was an impersonal set of values. | am not
saying he could not speak like this, just that such speech appears incongruous in a
way not apparent where morality is seen as a personal God. H. P. Owen says this,
“..values exert an obligation. Their obligatoriness is inexplicable unless they are
personal. Platonic Forms could, perhaps, aitract. But how could they impose an
obligation? How could we b2 indebted to them? Why should failure to enact them
engender guilt? | can betray a person and | know that | deserve the guilt that | feel.
But | cannot see how | could betray values if they are IMpersonal.” [Owen 1965
p.80 emphasis in originall. There may be a danger of wrong motives, but the
advantages of a personal conception of morality far outweigh this kind of worry.

My second argument against the prudence afiack is fo iry to show that a
concern for reward is not always misplaced. Bernard Williams has warned
philosophers against thinking the distinction beiwesn moral and prudential
motivation is as clear-cut as Kant thought. He argues that there needs to be some
way of distinguishing acts that are motivated by seliishness and those that are
motivated by an interest for others, but he argues that we should be vigilant in not
making it the case that the only thing we are interested in is moral motivation per
se [Willlams 1972 p.79-81 ,Helm 1981 p.136-138].If that were the case, we would
not be able to distinguish between a situation where 2 self-cenired business-man
gives money to charity to promote his public standing, or where the same man
simply buys himself another cocktail cabinet. Surely, Wiliams argues, to give
money to charity is better than increasing the number of drink dispansers anyone
owns.

Williams’ warning that the distinction is not as clear as soms bslieve is salutary.
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I will argue, similady to Williams, that moral or prudential moftivation does not
always constitute an exclusive disjunction. | will argue it is not wrong to have as
one of your motives a concern for yourself. Selfishness is wrong, but a sensible
concern for oneself based on an appeal to love or justice is not misplaced. Let me
gxplain what | mean.

The reader will recall some of my arguments about the nature of love. | argued
that agapeistic love is only possible when there is mutuality. If this is the case, then
one is not being selfish if one is concerned with how a particular person will
respond to my love for him. If one ought to aim at mutual love as the highest ideal,
then it is not wrong to put oneself in the overall picture. If all that matters is loving
X, then it would be impossible to morally distinguish beiween a situation where X
spurns my love and a situation where X responds. It appears to me that the latter
situation is the more moral situation and, therefore, the one that ought to be aimed
at.

Now some Kierkegaardian-inspired thinkers may argue that either you love X
simply because X is your neighbour or you love X because you want reciprocation.
This argument, however, presupposes that loving X and wanting reciprocation is
an exclusive disjunction. It seems to me that it is not. Consider Romeo and Juliet:
we do not say that Romeo’s love is somehow compromised because lurking in his
inner psyche is the desire that Juliet returns his love. Romeo is concerned wholly
with Juliet, but this does not exclude Romeo considering what heaven it would be if
Juliet were to respond! If he did not care whether Juliet responded but simply
‘loved’ | would question the validity of this ‘love’. A desire t0 be ‘rewarded’ in love is
part of what it is to love. Naturally, if Y does truly love X, then Y will carry on loving
X even if Y does not respond. The Christian believes this to be the case with God's
relationship to mankind: He loves Bill even if Bill always remains indifferent to His
love. But this does not mean that God does not want Bill to respond to Him, far
from it. God’s desire that Bill responds is part of God's love for Bill.

A similar, but much weaker argument can be made in regard to justice. Would it
be wrong for a just and upright man whose life is full of misery and pain to cry out,
in the name of justice, that the wicked prosper? If it is then Gerard Manley Hopkins
was deeply morally mistaken to have contemplated such a thought in his Dark
Sonnets: ‘
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Thou are indeed just, Lord, if | contend

With thee; but, sir, so what | plead is just.
Why do sinner's ways prosper? and why must
Disappointment all | endeavour end?

“Moral work merits moral reward”: this is the idea kehind Hopkins' complaint bsfore
God. This does not seem o me to b2 an impropar thought. The Psalms are full of
instances where the writer seeks some kind of just outcome to his moral pursuits.
Even Kant, of course, had something thoughis like these where he reguired the
existence of God as a postulate of practical reason in order that there be a
correspondence between virtue and happiness. ‘

Now the objector will say at this point that either one does a moral action
because it is moral to do it or one does it for reward. The former motivation is
properly moral whereas the latter is merely prudential and either non-moral or even
immoral. Again | balieve the disjunction is not exclusive (although | balieve it to b2
more exclusive here than in the former case where we talked about love). A
concern for what one merits may be part of a wider picture where one requires that
a just world order is established where everyone’s virtue or immorality is either
rewarded or punished. ‘

As-| have said, | am not so certain about this argument. | believe we have to be
concerned with justice, but Christianity has always emphasised love rather than
justice. The Christian believes that if everyone got what he or she deserved we
would never enter Heaven. No one deserves any reward, rather they merit, in the
sight of an absolutely Holy God, only punishment. This religious humility must not
be confused with self-haired. We may deserve punishment, but we are not
worthless. in fact, Kant would argue that it is precisely becauss we are not
worthless that we merit the moral possibility of punishment. If we were mindless
brutes we could not be punished in a moral sense because we would not bs
capable of moral choics.

Love demands mercy. Hence we get the traditional conception of the Cross
being an atonement for sin, a satisfaction of justice so that mercy can bs had.
Strictly spsaking, it would not be sensible, therefors, for the Christian to demand
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justice. This kind of reasoning makes me suspicious of my own argument,
Nevertheless, | think it has some merit and deserves some consideration even if
only for the reason that such thoughts seem {0 have a sound Biblical ancestry.
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In this chapter, we will be looking at why a bsliever should be concerned to
defend some conception of the Divine command theory. My main audiencs, in
contrast to most of my thesis, is other believers. | will try to show that the
position that holds that good is indspendent of God is religiously inadequate
because it impugns the sovereignty of God.

Let us examine my basic argument. God's soversignty is impugned
because if the standards of goodness are independent of Him He must, in
order io be called morally periect, always follow the dictates of these
standards. | do not think the believer, who is concerned to preserve God's
absolute sovereignty, can allow that God must follow the demands of
something independent of Him.

My argument thus far may raise iwo objections: one would be a call for
clarification, What concept of sovereignly am | working with here? The other
objection would argue that most believers have thought that logical truths are
independent of Ged. Surely to admit this kind of independence has no serious
implications for God's sovereigniy; analogously then nothing serious follows
from the independence of goodness from God.

First of all let me try to clarify what concept of sovereignty | am using. A
traditional attribute of the Divine has been His aseity. Aseity is defined in the
O.E.D. as underived or independent existence. It is the latter part of this
definition that | want to concenirate upon in my explanation of sovereignty. By
sovereign | mean that God does not depend upon anything else in order to be
the typs of being He is. [I use the word “sovereignty” in the sense used by
Alvin Plantinga in Plantinga 1980 p.1-2]. If he were dependent His aseity would
be impugned. Thus aseity and sovereignty are strongly connscted ideas. They
are not identical, however, because sovereignty has a wider meaning than
aseily. For X to possess the attribute of aseity implies only that X is
independent of all other things. For X to be sovereign means not only that, but
also that all other things depend on X, that X has some kind of priority in
regard to everyihing else. Here the locution “depends on” is meant to cover
both logical and causal dependency. Thus everything that is independent of
God depends on Him sither logically or causally.
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With this in mind, let us turn our attention towards the position that
goodness s independent of the Diving. We see that such a docirine runs
counier io my definition of sovereignty in two ways. Firstly, God is not
indepandent of goodnass since He depends on this {0 be the type of being He
is. God must obey the demands of goodness if He is 10 be called good. God
must do His duty - where what is dutiful is defined Independently of Him. The
fype of dependency that obtains here is logical not causal, that is, this
independent goodness does not cause God to be good, rather the existence of
goodness is necessary for the truth of the statement, “God is good”. If there
was no such thing as goodness, there would be no sense in calling anything
good. Secondly, there is no priority of God over this independent good, rather
the converse is the case. As just mentioned, God depends on goodness o be
the kind of being He Is, but goodness does not depend on God, in fact,
goodness just is. Spelled out in these terms, | think it plain that there is a
problem.

What shall we say though about the status of logical fruths? Surely their
generally accepted independence from God does not cause any detriment to
His sovereignty. | shall argue that, in fact, most traditional, mainline Christian
thinkers have NOT thought that logical truths are independent of God.
Furthermore, one of the main reasons they have had for defending this
doctrine has been a concern for the sovereignty of God. So, then, let us turn
our attention on this position and try to show that traditional Christian thinking
has not separated God from the truths of logic.

Descartes is perhaps the most famous philosopher to have held this
position. Descartes accuses those who bslieve logical laws are indepandent of
God of blasphemy. Thus he says, “As for the eternal fruths, | say once more
that they are true or possible only because God knows them as true or
possible; they are not, contrariwise, known to God as true as though they wers
true independently of him. And if men properly understood the sense of their
words, they could never say without blasphemy that the truth about something
is antecedent to God’s knowledge of it; for in God knowing and willing are but
one thing; so that from the very fact of his willing something, He knows it, and
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for this reason alone is such a thing true."[p.260 Descaries 1954]. it seems
here that Descartes is accusing the scholastic tradition of drawing a clear line
between God and the etemal truths. Descaries’ aim is to bring evensthing
under the soversignty of God. Plantinga recognizes that this was Descares’
aim: “Descartes’ central claim here is that God's power and freedom must be
infinite, i.e., without limits; “the power of God,” he says, “cannot have any
limits.”...ne belisves that God is the sovereign first being of the universe on
whom EVERYTHING depends, including the eternal truths.”[Plantinga 1980
p.110].

Descartes’ position is known by two names: it is called universal possibilism
by Plantinga, theonomic positivism by Leszek Kolakowski [Kolakowski 1982]. |
will use the former to refer to it.

Now Descaries’ universal possibilism has never bsen popular among
theologians and philosophers. Probably the main reason for this is that it
seems fo make any proposed solution to the problem of evil impossible. God
could, it seems, have made a world whose logic made it possible that He gives
us free will and the robotic ability to do nothing but good actions. That this is a
contradiction in this world is no problem to a God who can make nonsense
sense and vice versa. |

This general rejection of universal possibilism does not mean, however, that
orthodoxy has opted for the other exireme of maintaining that truths of logic
are independent from God. Rather, as Anthony Kenny observes in The God of
the - Philosophers, the scholastics maintained that logical ftruths were
independent of ihe Divine will, but were “entirely dependent on God's
essence.” [Kenny 1979 p.17]. Leibniz is a goed example of a philosopher to
hold this kind of position. He believed that logical laws were not created by
Divine fiat, but still depsended for their being by being involved with the Divine
@ssence: “...eternal truths do not depend on the divine will. The reason of
truths lies in the ideas of things which are inveolved in the divine essence itself.”
[Copleston 1963 p.328]. Again, he says, God “is the source of whatever is real
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in the possible.” but carefully distinguishes between his docirine and
Descartes’: “Yet we must not think that the eternal truths being dependent on
CGod are thersfore arbitrary and depend on his will, as Descares seems to
have held..."[Leibniz 1902 p.260-261] .

Now there is one anti-Leibnizean argument in favour of Descartes. It
involves the docirine of Divine simplicity. If willing and knowing are in God the
same thing, then if the eteral fruths depend upon the Divine understanding
they must also depend on His will. Kenny comments on this argument, saying
that traditionally scholastic philosophy had NOT allowed that whatever God
knows He wills [p.19]. Although they would have believed that, in metaphysical
reality, there were no distinctions in God, they did think that our finite human
minds had te make some distinctions when thinking about God.

it Is not then the casse that Christian thinkers have been prepared to admit
that the truths of logic and God are sharply distinguishable. But, the duestion
presents itself, what exactly did they mean by saying that these truths depend
on the Divine essence? Perhaps the best way of understanding this difficult
doctrine is to see how it relates to another dactrine - the doctrine of the Divine
ideas.

For Plato there existed supremely above this world of appearance, a real
world of Ideal Forms or ideas. The things of the world we inhabit are merely
the copies of these Ideal Forms. It was intolerable for Christianity that a
supreme God could have this eternal realm co-inhabiting metaphysical reality
with Him. This opposition between Platonism and the Christian belief in a
supreme, creating God is commented on by Thomas Morris in his article,
Absolute Creatlon. He says, “The apparent conflict is between what is arguably
the central idea of the theistic tradition, the idea of a God as absolute creator
of everything which exists distinct from him, and the characteristic,
metaphysically powerful claim of...Platonism that there are strong theorstical
reasons for recognizing in our ontology..a realm of necessarily existent
abstract objecis...” [Morris 1987 p.161]. The two traditions are opposed,
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nevertheless Augustine tried to reconcile them by arguing that the Ideal forms
were not extra-mental, but resided eternally in God's mind. This basically is the
doctrine of Divine ideas.

Now the relation between this docirine and the docirine of the logical truths
being part of God's essencs should begin to be clearer. The doctring of Divine
ideas states that all possibility (ihe ldeal Forms) has no ontological status apart
from God. One of the functions of logic is to map the area of the absolutely or
logically possible. Thus logic explores the area of the possible; it Is a
description of what is coherent or consistent and therefore a potential
candidate for real existence. But, as said before, the possible has no
ontological status apart from God. In other words, if there is no God nothing is
possible. Logic is, then, just a way of exploring the Divine ideas which is the
domain of the possible. Thus when we discover a logical truth - say that a
triangle’s internal angles aways add up to 180 degrees - we should not
suppose that this description about what is necessarily possible about triangles
is somehow imposed on God by an co-eternal Platonic realm. Rather we
should see this truth as a description of what has always been the case in
God’s mind or essence. Logical truths are still necessary, according to this way
of thinking, but they are grounded in a deeper reality - the Supreme Necessity
of God. Again logical laws are not chosen by God. He could not have decided
to institute a different set of logical laws had He so wished. This is impossible,
since God's essential nature is immutable. God is only ‘constrained’ by who He
is. To think it possible that logical laws could have been different is a difficult
. statement to make sense of [see Plantinga 1980 p.116-125].

Of course not all scholastics accepted the docirine of the Divine ideas.
Ockham, notoriously, did not do so. He thought that this doctrine limited God’s
freedom. This is Ockham's famous nominalism'. He rejected universal forms,
which were, as we have seen, identified with the contents of the Divine
understanding. Ockham believed that the Divine ideas were finite in number,

1. S.J Curtis argues that Ockham's position is best called conceptualism: nominalism, he
argues, is a wholly modern position [Curtis 1950 p. 50]

-100 -



Religious Motivations Behind The Adoption Of Divine Command Theory

following Plato who thought that the ldeal Forms were numerically limited
[Sontag 1962 p.51]. He assumed that having this finite number of pre-existent
entities competing for actuality was limiting for God. God HAD to actualize ong
of these finitely numbsered pre-exisient ideas; therefore His freedom was
curtailed. For Ockham God's freedom means that he could create completsly
ex nihilo any of an absolute infinity of individuals?. It is hard to gauge how
much of Ockham'’s rejection of universal forms was motivated by thinking of
them as limited in number or by his thinking that the idea of universal forms per
se is theoretically redundant. However, this is a guestion we do not have to
investigate here. All we need to see, for the purpose of this thesis, is that
Ockham would not have concluded from his rejection of universal forms that
God and the truths of logic were separate and co-eternal. Certainly, Ockham
with his emphasis on God's freedom, would have thought such an external
curtailment of God's possible activity was unacceptable.

it is not so clear then that the objector to my central thesis - that God and
morality are linked - can point out that no similar linkage occurs in the relation
between God and logic. It seems to me that it is still up to the advocate of
Divine and moral ontological separateness to0 show how his view dogs not
impugn God's sovereignty.

What | intend to do in the rest of this chapter is to look at another motivation
behind the concern to defend Divine command ethics and then take the attack
to my opponents and try io show how their views show up as inadequate once
examined closely. For the sake of brevity and convenience, | will call the
position that holds that God and value are ontologically and metaphysically

2. Ockham, claims Copleston, preserves the language of the theory of divine ideas, but really
rejects it. Thus, Ockham holds, that the divine idea, say, of Abraham Lingoin, is identical with
Lincoln himself. There is no middle order of abstracts, even within God's own mind, that he
must possess in order to create. All we need is God Himself and his power to create ex nihilo;
A middie order of possible individuals is not needgd to explain how God creates FROM
NOTHING.

James Ross puts forward a similar view to this, although he seems io disagree with
Copleston’s interpretation of Ockham [Copleston 18832 p.100-103 and Ross 1986 p.315-344].
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separable, the Cudworth thesis [See Ralph Cudworth’'s A Treatise Concerning
Eternal and Immutable Morality Book 1 Chpts 1-3]. 2

A worry that some believers have when God and morality are separated
concerns the notion of the dignity of God. If there are values independent of
God, then it appears we can judge God using these values and not God
Himself as our criterion. This seems an affront to God's dignity: it is God's
prerogative to judge, how can sinful man judge the Divine Judge?. This kind of
complaint is especially strong in protestant thinkers like Emil Brunner and Karl
Barth. Brunner, in particular, is so impressed by man’s capacity for sin and
selt-deception that he sees all secular ethics as a manifestation of man’s
sinfulness, as man’s desire to dispense with God and set up his own idolatrous
ethic. He would see the philosopher’s independent set of values as a hideous
monstrosity, an abomination of desolation, something that is attempting to oust
God himself from his rightful throne. For Brunner “what God does and wills is
good; all that opposes the will of God is bad. The Good has its basis and its
existence solely in the will of God.” [Brunner 1937 p.117]. To actually try to
judge God would merely compound our blasphemy.

It seems to me that Brunner has a good point here, but it needs some
modification. | do not think it is religiously wrong to judge God as long as one
finds Him good. The verb “udge” sounds irreligious because there is an

3. Actually Cudworth, aithough usually cited as an opponent of Divine centred ethics, is very
close in opinion to the position | have defended. in his Treatise he considers an objection to
the idea that the essence of things in themsgelves is not depandent upon the will of God -
namely, that such a conception holds it to be the case that, “there would be something that
.was not God, independent upon God” [p.34}. His reply to this is to claim, “that the essence
and verities of things are independent upon the Will of God, but that there is an eternal and
immutable Wisdom in the Mind of God." [p.34-35]. Cudworth claims that God's will is
subordinate to his wisdom and that “...all the Knowledge and Wisdom that is in creatures,
whether Angels or Men, is nothing else but a participation of that one Immutable and
Increated Wisdom of God.” [p.35]

Cudworth goes further and argues that God’s wisdom is subordinate to the “Top or Crown"®
[p.36] which is God's Goodness. God's nature is better expressed as “an infinite circle whose
inmost Centre is Simple Goodness.” [p.38].

Later, in his Treatise, Cudworth says, “...it i8 not possible that there should be any such
Thing as Morality, unless there be a God, that is, an infinite eternal Mind that is the first
Original and Source of all things, whose nature is the first Rule and Exemplar of morality; for
otherwige it is not conceivable, whence any such thing should be to particular intellectual
Beings.” [p.298]

So, even Cudworth, an apparant enemy, is a friend and ally.
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ambiguity: “judge” can imply censure as well as {0 come {0 a correct decision
about. The problem Brunner has hit upon is when we judge God by our own
wrong standards, where we, for example, tet our secular moral values bacome
the guiding force in our coming to a decision about the Divine. Theo bsliever
must come {o a decision about the goodness of God, but the criteria he uses
must be the correct ones. Now, according to the Divine command theorlst, the
corrgct moral criteria are from God, so these are what we must usg if we are o
come o a correct moral decision. For Brunner anything other than God-given
values are a kind of idolatry.

Now the objecior might object that this sounds curiously circular. Aren’t we
using God fo judge God? Don't we need a position indepsndent of God to
come to a correct, impartial decision? | think Brunner would say that, in the
case of God, we need o e circular in our judging. After all, we ofien judge
people by the standards they espouss. Sometimes we ses they live up to
those standards, sometimes we see that they don't. Brunner would insist that
God always is absoluisly true to the standards He espouses. Of course, 10
judge whether or not a person lives up to his own standards does not mean
that we must accept these standards for ourselves. But in the case of God we
would, according to Brunner, condsmn ourselves if we were to reject His
standards. This condemnation could not bs explained except by reference to
God's standards, so the circularity of justification is evident.

The problem with Brunner's argument is that it bags the question bstween
the proposed explications of Divine goodness. Brunner says that we must use
the correct criteria when judging God. The proponent of the Cudworth Thesis
would agree, but say that the values need not bs a human invented,
idolatrous, sscular ethic. The choicse is not between God given valus and a
sinful ethic; there is a third alternative: an a-secular, a-divine ethic, an ethic
that is based on values which are indepandent of God and not invented by
man. In other words, he insists the true ethic or set of values is autonomous of
man and the Divine. Brunner's reply to such an idea is unseguivocably
negative. He says, “There is no such thing as an ‘intrinsic good’. The
hypostatization of a human conception of the Good as the ‘ldea of the Good' is
not only an abstraction in the logical sense; it is due 1o he fact that man has
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been severed from his Origin...the IDEA of the Good did not create life...it is
merely the shadow of the real force, namely, the will of God.” [Brunner 1937
p.114].

But the Cudworthian theist would maintain that God always fulfils parfectly
the duties demanded by this independent set of values, so it is always the
case that we reach the religiously adequate conclusion that God is good.
God's dignity is thus preserved.

it seems then that, although Brunner’s recognition of the possibility of false
ethics is important, his approach cannot be used to defeat those that believe in
the Cudworthian model of value. The bsst way of seeing the religious
inadequacy of this model is in an understanding of the sovereignty of God and
what this involves. Hendrick Hart argues, “As far as | can see, a view that
commits one to holding that God is subject to laws...that are neither created by
him nor identical with him, is a view that commits one to holding that God is
neither sovereign nor omnipotent.” [Plantinga 1980 p.8]. Both Luther and
Calvin seem to agree with Hart here. Luther says, “He is God, and for his will
there is no cause or reason that can be laid down as a rule or measurs for it,
since there is nothing equal or superior to it, but it is itself the rule of all
things."[Luther 1957 p.209]. in Calvin we have a similar thought expressed,
“God's will is so much the. highest rule of righteousness that whatsoever he
wills, by the very fact that he wills it, must be considered righteous.” [Green
1988 p.119]). For the believer who is commifted to a strong concept of
sovereignty, God must be ALL in the sense that nothing metaphysically deeper
can be His foundation. There cannot be something that He must follow the
dictates of in order to be the type of Being He is. He is the type of Being He is
because He is. | believe any other view is raligiously inadequate. To show this
even more starkly, | intend now to look at some of the accounts of those who
believe in the Cudworthian approach. First of all, | will examineg the views of
Richard Swinbume. '

in Responsibility and Atonement Swinburne explains his views on the
relationship between morality and God. He claims that some duties arise
whether God exists or not - “There are certain minimal duties to one’s fellow
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men which are duties whether or not there is a God - both positive duties (to
tell the truth and to keep promises - possibly subject to certain gualifications)
and negative duties (lo refrain from murder and torure, rape, and theft).”
[Swinburne 1989 p.123]. God's existence is relevant to morality in that if He
exists there are certain other duties that arise from his relationship with us. We
have a general duty to benefactors. For example, children have a duty to obey
parents since they have caused their existence and have clothed and fed them
for a number of years. God is mankind’s supreme benefactor. At every
momaent our very existence relies on His sustaining power. So one set of duties
that we owe to God arises out of the fact that He is our creator and sustainer.

Other duties arise if God seeks man’s eternal well-being. Swinburne writes,
“.If there is a God there is s0 much more to be made of our lives than thers
would be otherwise; we let down those who give us life, above all God, if we
fail to take any steps to make something of that life.” [p.125].

Swinburne believes that there is a core of “necessary moral truths which do
not depend for their truth on the will of God and to which, in virtue of the
necessity of his goodness, he will conform.” [p.127]. Added to this core there
are the extra duties that arise from God existence and His relationship with
mankind.

This Cudworthian view of the relationship between God and morality has
some interesting consequences. It means that the core of necessary moral
truths constitute, “limits both to the areas over which God has absolute
authority and to the amount of service men are obliged to render.” [Swinbume
1989 p.127]. God can, therefore, not command a person to do something that
has no good purpose whatsoever [128-129). Our obligations to God are limited
since on the “normal Christlan view” life is a gift. A gift is not a gift if the
benefactor ‘gives’ us something with tight specifications for its use; “l cannot
‘give’ you five dollars and tell what | want you to buy for me with it.” [p.129].

My dissatisfaction with Swinbume's position covers two main areas. Firstly
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his general description of our relationship with God seems inadequate to
religious experience. Secondly his defence of the idea that some moral truths
are necessary seems very weak.

In Swinburne's picture our duties to God arise in an analogous way o our
duties to human benefactors, only God is much more of a benefacior, so our
duties are correspondingly stronger and more general. This seems to me {0
not do justice to religious experiencs. If God is simply a supreme benefactor is
it S0 very wrong to be ungrateful and refuse o repay our debt to Him? We are
seen, in this view, as no more than rebellious children who ought to be more
grateful. But is a refusal to be grateful, though hurtiul to the benefactor, such a
great crime? Yet, in the Bible, a refusal o obey God is not seen as analogous
to rebellious teenagers being moody and dismissive of parental authority.
Rather such an act is seen as supremely wrong, an abomination, an action
that merits severe and terrible Divine punishment. | could bore the reader with
a hundred quotations to force home my point. Hers is only one which | choose
more or less at random: “Thus says the LORD GOD: “Because your heart is
proud, and you have said, ‘1 am a god, 1 sit in the seat of the gods, in the heart
of the seas,” yet you are but a man, and no god...Because you consider
yourself as wise as a god, therefore, behold, | will bring strangers upon you,
the most terrible of the nations; and and they shall draw their swords against
the beauty of your wisdom and defile your splendour. They shall thrust you
down into the Pit, and you shall die the death of the slain in the heart of the
seas.”[Ezekial 28 2-8]. If this nation were guilty only of refusing to be gratsful
would it be right for God to inflict such terrible revenge? Swinburne seems to
me to have undergstimated what we owe God and certainly used the wrong
analogy in order to explicate the nature of our duty toward God. (There is, of
course, the Parable of the Prodigal Son which apparently sees wrong-doing as
analogous to a refusal to obey a father. | am not saying, however, that wrong-
doing cannot be partly explicated by using the analogy of disobsdient children,
just that this is not the whole story. As with all parables and analogies we have
to work out what is the central point that is being made. It appears to me that in
this Parable the central point is that God waits with father-like faithfulness for
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His children to return; the Parable is not trivializing the enormity of rebeltion
against God.)

Another question presents itself: why is it when we do wrong it is seen, in
Biblical terms, as an affront to God? Certainly when we do wrong it is not seen
as a case of an individual transgressing an autonomous code that God has
taken upon Himself fo defend. Rather it is seen as a rebsllion against God
Himself. Thus, in Genesis, Adam and Eve do something that is, in all
appearancs, ethically neutral; they eat from a tree. The wrong-doing arises out
of disobedience to God, usually interpreted as a “grasping for spiritual and
moral autonomy rooted in unbeliet and rebellion.” [Ferguson and Wright 1988
p.642].

Again if God and morality are separate, why Is it that God is seen as bsing
able o forgive wrong-doing? What right has God got 1o take it upon Himself to
forgive what | do to Bill unless what | do o Bill is, in some way, a wronging of
God? Swinburne would presumably say that God commands not to do wrong
and as our great benefactor we ought to obey him. In doing this action we
wrong Bill AND go against the commands of God. Again, this seems to be
inadequate. Nowhere in Scripture does it suggest that our final (Judgement
Day) forgiveness for a particular action depsnds upon the forgiveness of the
human beings we wrong. Our forgiveness relies solely upon God. If the
wronging of Bill was equally a wrong to him and to God it would seem to
necessitate that Bill be my Judge as well as God. Since this does not seem to
be the case, | conclude that the wrong | do to Bill is primarily a wronging of
God". it seems to me that this can only be explained if we say that any wrong-
doing is a direct personal rebellion against One who is Goodness itself. The

4, This does not mean that a wronging of Bill Is not a bona fide wronging, as if Bill were not
really important. What | am trying to say is that the final explanation of what it is to wrong Bill
must make reference to God and His nature. It does not follow from this that no wrong to Bill
is done. To see this more clearly, imagine how a Kantian would explain any wronging of Bill.
He would say that a wronging of Bill Is an Instance of non-compilance with the law of the
Categorical Imperative in relation to Bill. It does not follow from this that no wrong to Bill is
perforned and that we really only failed to comply /-with the Categorical Imperative. In the
same way, in my system the final explanation of wrong-doing is that it goes against God's

nature, but that does not mean that Bill is not really wronged.
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concept of the Divine is the central guiding notion in the Biblical explication of
good and evil. Good is basically a doing of God’s will, evil is to set oneself
against this will. The Kantian notion of ethics being autonomous is alien to the
spirit of Biblical witness.

in modern theology this idea that that there is a strict separation batwesn
God and value has taken hold. Under the grip of this Kantian inspired picture,
God can only be seen as analogous to a Superman who decides to defend the
autonomous American Way. Thus Hanson and Hanson in Reasonable Belief
claim that “We must not think of God as growing angry with people [who do
wrong] and punishing them.” [Hanson and Hanson 1980 p.125]. The wrath of
God should be seen as merely the disastrous natural consequences of sin. It is
GOD'S wrath beacause this is God's universe and He made it such that sin
would have the conseguences it has. But the most important point they wish to
communicate is that we “must not indeed represent God as being personaily
angry with us.” [p.125]. It is my contention that they cannot countenance God's
personal anger with wrong-doing because God is seen merely as the defender
of something that is ontologically separate from Him. When we do wrong we
do not offend God, but rather an autonomous set of values. Because Hanson
and Hanson subscribe to the Kantian-Cudworthian position they can make no
sense of a vast amount of Biblical data. They cannot do justice to religious
experience as it is witnessed in Biblical terms. Sin is seen as an impersonal
wronging of some abstract set of principles, rather than the rebellion against
the essential nature of God that it really is. Can this explain the guilt believers
feel before God when they offend Bill? Can it really be just a matter of bsing
ungrateful? Can we meril {errible punishment for being churlish towards our
benefactor? Can God forgive us when we have offended something
ontologically distinct from Him? All these questions arise from a false account
of the nature of the relationship beiween God and morality. It seems religiously
dubious at the very least.

My second suspicion concerning Swinburne’s account is directed at his
defence of the contention that some moral fruths are necessary. In The
Coherence Of Theism Swinburne argues that moral truths are necessary and
therefore there is no restriction on God's power to claim that morality does not
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depend upon Him. Unforiunately his argument often seaems to rely on a kind of
faith that one day we will discover that moral truths are necessary and that
there is a deep incoherence in ceriain seemingly contradictionless moral
viewpoints. He says, “There may be a...incoherence buried in “capital
punishment is always wrong” or in “capital punishment is sometimes
right.”"[Swinburne 1993 p.199]. He likens the difficulties in discovering the
buried inconsistencies to the difficulties in discovering certain logical or
mathematical truths. Just because it is often difficult to prove that a statement
is logically or mathematically contradictory is no proof that it is not so; the
same with moral truths - it may be difficult to discover their logical necessity but
that is no proof that they are not logically necessary. | agree that sometimes
there may be great difficulties in discovering logical absurdities in statements
that have the appearance of being consistent, but surely it takes a great deal
of faith to believe that there are buried inconsistencies in statements like
“Capital punishment is always right.” Our faith that one day a proof of
Goldbach's conjecture (one of Swinburne’s examples p.200) will be discovered
is based upon past successes in mathematics and logic; there seem to bs no
past successes in moral thinking of such an order that they would justify a
belief that any moral truth can be proved to be necessary; in fact, it's quite the
reverse: moral thinking has such a bad past record that it appears quite
staggering to believe that there is a kind of undiscovered logical necessity
buried deep down in certain moral statemenis! Naturally, until proven
otherwise, it may be the case that certain moral truths are logically necessary,
but 1 think the onus is on Swinburne to show this to be the case, rather than to
suggest the possibility.

In any case, Swinburne's case seems to rest on a fundamental
misconception. He thinks that the only way to avoid universal possibilism is to
hold that God and the truths of logic are metaphysically distinct. Thus he
mentions Aquinas’ rejection of universal possibilism [p.154 Swinburne 1993],
but does not go on to explain that, for Aquinas, logical truths still, nevertheless,
depend on God. Aquinas claims, “The idea of a circle, and the equality 2+3=5,
possess eternal truth only in God's mind.” [Aguinas 1989 1,2,16,7 p.46). Brian
Davies states that Aquinas maintained that God and His knowledge are
indistinguishable {Davies 1992 p.130]. Thus God's knowledge of eternal truths
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is not knowledge of independent Platonic Ideas [See Aquinas 1,2,15,1-3 p.44],
but knowledge of Himself and what He is by His very nature. The reason
Aquinas held such a docirine was to preserve God’s aseity and soversignty.

Swinburne thinks it does not matier if logical truths are seen as
independent of God and since, in his view, moral truths seem a species of
logical truth his reasoning is that the Cudworthian independence of moral
truths has no real implications for our traditional understanding of God. If he
does think this | suggest he show how such a doctrine does not impugn the
sovereignty of God as defined by me (p.96). The Manichaean heresy declared
that there is an eternal dualism in the universe. Good and evil or light and
darkness are the ultimate metaphysical foundation of the world. This dualism
was rejected by Augustine since it detracied from the primacy and unity of God
[Hick 1966 p.45 See Augustine 1972 xi,22 p.454). Swinburne’s dualism is less
destructive to theism, since it is not evil or darkness that cohabits reality with
God, but a world of Platonic value or goodness. Nevertheless it is dualism.’
The independent eternal truths of morality (and logic) exist with God forever.
They do not depend on God, but He depends on them to be who He is. Is this
what belief in an all-sovereign, underived God amounts to?

5.Swnburne has argued recently that logical truths and mathematical truths are not real things
independent of God, but rather are fictions [Swinburne 1994].
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What | intend to do in this chapter is show that my claim is an orthodox
ong, that many classical and medern philosophers make essentially the
same claim as | have. | will, of necsssity, leave many imporiant
philosophers out, but | hops to include enough to show that there is ample
historical precedent for the identification | espouss.

Yhe Enngads of Plotinus makes a good beginning to the study of the
hisiory of the identification bstween God and Goodness. Plotinus’
metaphysics is inspired by the Platonic idea that the Forms have an arche
or explanatory principle [Gerson 1994 p.57]. Plato calls this entity ‘the Form
of the Good'. It was commonplace in antiquity that the Form of the Good
and God were one and the same (although the Form of the Good was not -
personal) [Gerson 1994 p.62). Pletinus' philosophy is an aftempt fo
investigate the nature of this One (as he calls it). His investigation forces
him into a largely negative philosophical theology. Plotinus insists that the
One is so unlike any other thing that positive predication is nigh on
impossible: “The One is not a thing among things, all we can do is but try to
indicate, in our own fegble way, something concerning it.” [Plotinus 1956
5,3,13,1-3 p. 380}

Part of Plotinus’ atternpt to ‘define’ the One is o call it, along with
Plato, the Good'. He says, “When we speak of The One and when we
spoak of The Good we must recognize an identical nature; we must affirm
they are the same.” [Plotinus 1956 2,9,1 p.108].

In the Fifth Ennead Plotinus says, “The Supreme, as the Absolute
Good and not merely a good kbaing or thing, can contain nothing, since thers
is nothing that could bs its good...It is vold of all but itself...Any good thing
has become so by communion fin The Good); but that in which it has
communion is not a thing among things of the All; therefore The Good is not
a thing of the All. Since there is this Good in any good thing...it must enter
from elsewhers than the world of things: it must be simplex, good alons: and
therefore - and much more - must that source s @ Good absolute and
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isolated” [Plotinus 1956 5,5,13 p.404-405].

Plotinus’s point is that The Good cannot be good in the sense that
ordinary things are good. Ordinary things are good due to their participation
in The Good. The Good itself is not Good by virtue of anything external io
itself. It is Good “absolute and isolated”.

Now, although Plotinus’ One is not a personal God in the Christian
sense, we can see a fairly good parallel to the view | am arguing for. The
Supreme Arche or starting point of all is not good, rather it is Good or
Goodness itself. The jump’ from this view of the Supreme creative Being
and the idea that the personal Supreme Being of Christianity is identical with
Goodness, is quite small.

I will now briefly examine the views of St. Anselm as expressed in the
Proslogium and the Monologium. Anselm argues that God is every rue
good, but that these goods are not part of God, but are to be identified with
the whole of God: “Assuredly thou art life, thou art wisdom, thou art truth,
thou art goodness, thou art blessedness, thou art eternity, and thou art
every true good. Many are these atiributes: my straitened understanding
cannot see so0 many at one view, that it may be gladdened by all at once.
How then, O Lord, art thou all these things? Are they parts of thee, or is
each one of these rather the whole, which thou ant? For, whatever is
éomposed of parts is not altogether one... But these things are alien to
thee... Hence there are no parts to thee, Lord, nor art thou more than one.
But thou art so truly a unitary being, and so Identical with thyself...
Therefors, life and wisdom and the rest are not parts of thee, but all are one;
and each of these is the whole, which thou art, and which all the rest are.”
[Anselm 1962 Pros. chpt xviiip.70-71).

In the Monologium the same point is reiterated: “Is it to be inferred, then,
that if the supreme Nature is so many goods, it will therefore be
compounded of morg goods than ong? Or is it true rather that there are not
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more goods than one, but a single good described by many names?”
[Anselm 1962 Men. chpt xvil p112-113]. Anselm’s answer to his question is
an unequivocal Yes. This view seems identical to my own, except that | do
not subscribe to the scholastic thesis that maintains that all of God's
‘attributes’ are identical with Himself. [ think such an identification makes
God logically incapable of change.

Aquinas, too, is committed to saying that God and Goodness are the
same thing. As we shall see (later on in this chapter), Adguinas believes that
Goodness is to be identified with being. Now since God is “Being itsslf” He
is also Goodness itself. Aquinas’ views are expressed succincily in the
following guotation: “There is a threefold parfection in things: firstly, they are
established in existenco; secondly, they possess in addition cerain
propsarties necessary to perfect their activity; and a third perfection comes
when they attain their extrinsic goal. Now this threefold perfection belongs
by nature to no caused thing, but only to God, who alone exists by nature,
has no added properties (power, wisdom and the like which are additional to
other things belonging to him by nature), and is not disposed towards some
extrinsic goal but is himself the ultimaie goal of all other things. Clearly then
only God is perfect and good by nature. The goodness of created things is
something added to their nature...” [Aquinas 1989 1,1,6,3 p.19-20]. What
Aquinas is saying here is that when we say of some created thing X is
good’ we mean either it exists or it actualizes some potentiality proper to
itself or it aftains its proper end. Thus we can always divide a thing from
that which constitutes its goodness. God, on the other hand, is alone good
by nature. & is not possible to make a distinction between God and what
makes him good. Nothing makes God good; to admit that would be to
impugn God's self-sufficiency. What God is is Goodness itself: He is “the
pattern, source and goal of all goodness ° [Aquinas 1989 2,6,4 p.20]. We
will briefly returm to Aquinas when we look at the views of Eleanor Stump
and Norman Kretzmann who give the same interpretation [See also Gilson
1960 p.172].
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Some modern thinkers do not explicitly make the identification of God
and Goodness. However, their views amount to just about the same thing.
C.F. Woods is ong such thinker. In A Defence of Theological Ethics he
argues that it is impossible for bslisvers to see morality as an independent
standard to which God must adhers. Instead, it is batter to say that morality
is identical with the “creative will of God” [Woeds 1966 p.101]. The
accusation of arbitraringss is avoided in much the same way as | have
argued it ought to bg avoided. What oughﬁ' to bs and what is are fused
fogether in the nature or personality of God. Woed says, “In [God's personal
being] what is the case and what ought to be the case are the same.” [p.97].

Naturally much of what we might posit as bsing moral in the nature of
God Is learnt separatsly from an appreciation of the Divine essence.
However, such an epistemological admission, as | have argued above, doss
not affect the metaphysical identification. That is to say, one does not need
fo know that God and Goodness are idsntical in order to arrive at a moral
position.

While not as clear in his commitment to my thesis as others, lan Ramsey
seems to be moving quite close to it in Fregdom and lmmortality. He
discusses the notion of absolute valus and how a “humanist” like Russell is
hard pushed to justify his belief in such a thing. Ramsey argues that belief
in absolute value is to move in the “direction of religious belief.” [Ramsey
1960 p.46]. Because of the religious import of belief in absolute value, it is
legitimate to talk in terms of God's will. Although Ramsey makes the
important point that God's will should not be seen as analogous with the will,
say, of a Sergeant-Major as if by merely ordering His commands bscome
moral standards. Ramsey says that talkk of moral absolutes and God'’s will
are “alternative descriptions” [p.54].

He leaves this suggestion more or less like this. Nevertheless, he
appears close to the thesis | have been defending. To see this, one need
only ask what these alternalive descriptions could be descriptions of. If
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Ramsey answers, “God's nature”, then he is very close indsed. | have
already maintained that the words “God" and “Goedness” can be
understood as having different senses, but the same referent, i.e., God's
nature. Ramsey's qualification that God's will should not be made
analogous to a Sergeant-Major's seems close to my qualification that God's
commands are not the capricious whims of a minor deity, but are an
expression of an essential and necessary and immutable Nature.

The crucial metaphysical identification is made even more clearly by H.P.
Owen in Concepts of Deity. He remarks upon the relationship between
morality and Divine perfection. Owen commends Aquinas’ view that God, if
He is to be fully parfect, must not bs defective in any part and says, “This
argument demonstraies, not only God's intelleciual afiributes, but also his
moral goodness. [Perfection [in the case of God] must include moral
perfection; for if God were morally impsaidect in his nature, he would fo that
extent be defective in his baing.” [Owen 1971 p.28].

This idea per se is not equivalent to the metaphysical identification - viz,
God could ke morally perfect by exemplifying an ontologically distinct
universal. However, if we conjoin Owen'’s thesis that moral psrfection is pan
of the Being of God to the doctrine of Divine simplicity no such move is
logically parmissible. And it is precisely the docirine of Divine simplicity that
Owen also commends: “...only he [God] possesses a complets identity of
essence and existence (so that he is all that he could bscome)."[Cwen 1971
p.27].

If God merely exemplified perfection {o the most periect degres, it would
be possible to do that which the doctrine of simplicity exprassly denies can
be done, i.e. It would be possible to distinguish bstween God and His
properties. In other words, it would bs possible to have a metaphysical
distinction batween subsiance and atiribuie. As Plantinga shows, God's
simplicity is the very opposite of such an idsa [See Plantinga 1980j.
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Owen makes his case even more plainly in The Moral Arguments for
Christian Theism. He argues that Maclagan is right to say our experience of
obligation presupposes an exira-mental, independently existent order of
value. However, Owen complains that Maclagan leaves the maiter here - in
a kind of quasi-Platonic mishmash. Owen’s solution is to push the ethical
frontiers back a little and claim that a morg adequate formulation admits the
objective order of value, but identifies such an order with God. He says he
agrees with the view that “absolute values inhere in the personality of God.” |
[Owen 1965 p.80). Even mors clearly he argues that “in the order of being
[and by this he means metaphysically]... Goodness and God are identical.”

[p.82].

in God and the Processss of Reality David Paulin arguss that it is not
“satisfactory to regard diving judgement about what is good as depsndent
upon a standard of value external to the divine.” [Paulin 1989 p.23). Neither
is it satisfaciory to maintain that value is dependent upon divine choice
[p.23]). Paulin recognizes that the only solution is to argue for some kind of
union of God with value: °... God is that by which the goodness of alil else is
finally to be judged but is not subject to judgement... The divine nature
gssentially makes final sense without reference to what is other than the
divine. [p.23].

E. L. Mascall in He Whoe ls is similarly clear. He examines the claim
made by voluntarists that the moral law was freely chosen by God's will.
Mascall rejects this contention, but does not conclude from this that God
and the moral law are separable. He says,"The moral law is thus in its
@ssence neither aniecedent 10 nor conseguent to God; it is simply the
expression of his own self-consistency. To say, therefore that God is bound
by [the moral law] is merely to say..God is God.” [Mascall 1966 p.122].
This view seems to be the same as mine: if this is unclear look at this other
guotation from Mascall: “God {in contrast with a creature’s good] is not
merely good, he is Goodness iiself.” [p.116]. The moral law is neither
antecedent to nor conseguent to God because the moral law is an

-116 -



History Of The Metaphysical Identification

expression of what God essentially is, that is, Goodness itself.

- Vincent MacNamara in Faith and Ethics: Recent Roman Catholicism is in
agreement with those in the Church who support the notion that morality is
autonomous. By this he means we can discover what is right or wrong from
morality alone and not necessarily from anything else, that is, morality is
epistemologically autonomous. MacNamara, however, makes a very
important clarification to this remark: “To my way of thinking this movement
for a ‘morality from below' is not only right in its understanding of moral
obligation but in its realization of the importance of the emphasis on
autonomy. Moral demand is epistemologically independent of knowledge of
God or belief in @ command of God. BUT IT IS NOT METAPHYSICALLY
INDEPENDENT. For the Christian there cannot be a split between morality
and religion and one must Wy to express this further dimension.”
[MacNamara 1985 p.189-190 My emphasis].

MacNamara is arguing that our knowledge of what morality requires may
be independent of knowledge of God, but nevertheless he believes that for
the Christian, there can be no similar metaphysical separation. This lack of
metaphysical separation seems a close relative of the theory | have
proposed about the sameness of Goodness and the essential nature of
God.

The last philosophers | will discuss are Norman Kretzmann and Eleanor
Stump. In their paper Being and Goodness they endorse, in most essential
- details, the thesis | have been defending. They begin their papser with an
exploration of Aquinas’ moral theory. Roughly they argue that Being and
Goodness have the same referent for Aquinas, but different senses. The
referent these two designations share is “the actualizing of specifying
potentialities.” [p.28 Morris 1988]. They say that Aquinas held that a thing’s
goodness is dependent upon iis realizing the potentialities proper to its
nature as the thing it is. In other words, goodness depends upon its degres
of being. '
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Now since God is “being iiself®, “it is God alone who is essentially
Goodness iiself.” [Stump and Kretzmann in Morris 1988 p.306]. This
formulation, they argue, avoids both the embarassment of making God’s
will the sole source of morality and the religiously inadsquate view that
holds that God and the standards of goodness are indepsndent. Thus they
say, “The docirine of divine simplicity entails a third alternative [to the
positions where God decides arbitrarily what is good or where the standards
of goodness are independsnt of Rim... Because God is simple, he Is
identical with his goodness; that is, the divine nature itself is perfect
goodness. Thus there is an essential relationship between god and the
standard by which he judges; the goodness for the sake of which and in
accordance with he wills only certain things to be morally good, is identical
with his nature. On the other hand, because it is Goed's whole nature, not
just his arbitrary decision, which is said to constitule the standard for
morality, only things consonant with God's nature could be morally good.”
[Stump and Kretzmann 1985].

Here we can see the close conceptual connection between Stump and
Kretzmann and myself. Thers are differences: their account of goodness
being the realization of being is different to my account of Goodness which
claims the Goodness is Love. However, the same metaphysical
identification is made and the same advantages seen in its adoption.

| hope | have shown in this chapter the way my thesis fits in
historically. Having a long and venerable history is no guarantee of truth,
but at least it shows an idea has withstood a lot of weathering!
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For many hundreds of years, in Western culture, it was an unacknowledged
precept that ethics was centred on some kind of theistic understanding of
the universe.

Since the Enlightenment this kind of approach to ethics has come under
increasing atiack, not only by those who do not believe in God, but also
from those in the Church who think God makes liitle difference to our
understanding of morality.

In this thesis, | have attempied to show how a Divine centred version of
ethics can be defended. | have said little alout the positive merits of this
theory. Where | have tried io illustrate the theory’s merits | have aimed at
belisvers - for those who have a serious balief in God's sovereignty only a
theory that puts God at the centre has any plausibility. | have tried to show
how this works.

Non-believers, who take ethics seriously have, | bslieve, to face various
problems. For them, morality is paramount. Moral principles arg worth
dying for; they are worth revering and approaching with awe; guilt is
suffered bafore such principles, and the bslisf is held that even if the world
were {0 crumble to dust, it would still make sense to say that Faith, Hops
and Love are all-important. What kind of secular ethical theory can make
sense of these perplexing facts?

At the end of the day, only a Divine canired ethics bslieves in the
momaentousness of our actions. They have sternal significancs in the
scheme of things. They are not just temporary ripples fated to die and fade
away for ever. Without God, we have a godlsess ethic.
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One of the most enduring problems facing Christian thought is the relationship
between Divine Grace and human will. For St. Augustine God's Grace is both the
necessary and sufficient condition for the salvation of any individual. This idea made it
difficult to find a place for the human will. If only the Grace of God is needed for X o
be saved has X any choice in the maiter? Arg we saved (or damned) despite
ourselves? Arguably Augustine’s position is that the will of X is irrelevant to the matier
of X’s salvation [O'Daly 1989 p.96]. Against this idsa Pelagius argued that a
combination of Divine Grace and the submission of human will are the necessary and
sufficient conditions of salvation. God freely gives X the chance of salvation, but it is
up to X to choose to take the opportunity. Since we do not deserve this opportunity,
the chance is God's undeserved act of Grace. The Pelagian position appears to avoid
the morally questionable consequences of the Augustinian position, but it appears to
exalt the human will 100 much. At least, that has bsen the general opinion of the
Christian Church. Surely we are too given over to sin for us to choose God rather than
evil. Surely God has to do it all. Another difficulty for Pelagianism is the guestion of the
relative importance of Divine Grace and human will. Do we say that in X's salvation he
contributes 50% of the causal factors involved in his own salvation while God supplies
the remaining 50%? Do we exalt the role of God by saying that X's role is 0.1% while
God's Grace is the overwhelming (but still insufficient) causal factor contributing
99.9%? Hanson and Hanson [p.148] say that a mathematically valid resolution to this
problem is impossible and irrelevant. They cite Blaise Pascal in support and say that
we must say that in salvation God's Grace and the human will are not mutually
exclusive; they each contribute 100% - “We are most ourselves when we are most
under God's guidance”.

This seems to me to be the correct solution. The problem is how do we resolve the
paradox that seems to say that Pelagius is right, i.e., X's will must freely choose the
good, and that Augustine is right, i.e., God's Grace is all that is needed and that X is
saved despite himself? | believe the thesis that | have proposed - that God and
Goodness are the same thing - resolvss the dilemma. Let us consider X who is trying
to decide whether to choose God or not. Let us imagine that X resolves to tum to God
and that by doing so he is saved. Now the Augustinian would claim that this is not the
comect description of the situation. He would claim that X's debating is itself the result
of God's Grace at work. In the same way X's decision at the end is the result of God’s
Grace. X does do something, but all that he doss is the result of Divine Grace at work
in him. Any talk of X meriting salvation because of his choice is seen as a
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blasphemous exaltation of will. But let us look at this again, this time remembering
that God is Goodness. X is trying to decide whether to become a Christian. How is he
to do this? | think he must see this as a moral matter. He must be deciding whether it
is good to submit his will to God. What criteria is he to use in order to arrive at any
decision? If God is Goodness any moral considerations he puts before himself are
really redescriptions of the nature of God, since He is alone Good. We cannot say that
any good in X is somehow ontologically independent of God. We do not have to
conclude from this ontological dependence that X's choice is not free, that he could
not decide to deny God. X is free to choose God or not, but all the moral
considerations that he puts before himself are ontologically completely God
depsendent. If God did not exist, there could be no genuine moral considerations. Thus
whatever good X chooses is completely dependent on God in the sense that God's
Goodness underiies any good that there is. X is nevertheless free to choose one way
or the other. God does not determine X's choice, rather without the Goodness of God
no genuine moral choice could be made at all. Thus we can say that God contributes
100% to X’s decision, while X himself fully determines what he does. We can say that
X, as a result of his decision, ‘deserves’ salvation, but note that even the notion of
desert, being a moral notion, is absolutely God-dependent.
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